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Introduction 
THIS paper describes and probes the meaning of  gouges in reverse dies used at certain mints in the 
Quatrefoil  issue of  Cnut. 

Added  symbols 
The only detailed attempt to interpret the meaning of  symbols found  on late Anglo-Saxon coins, 
not judged to have been included as part of  the engravers' rendering of  the prescribed design, was 
made by Parsons in 1917.1 His opinion that such symbols, mainly in the form  of  annulets, crosses 
and pellets, were added haphazardly by engravers either to differentiate  between moneyers of  the 
same name or to distinguish batches of  output for  control purposes, has not been embraced. In 
particular, his scepticism on the abbatial or ecclesiastical significance  of  added annulets, proposed 
by Andrew,2 has been implicitly challenged in more recent studies.3 Setting this frosty  reception 
aside, Parsons made clear that he was excluding 'defaced  money' from  his survey. By this he 
meant both coins peck-marked or otherwise scored before  acceptance by wary Vikings and 'muti-
lations of  the dies, possibly official,  such as the defacing  bar found  on coins of  Thetford  in the 
reign of  Edward the Confessor'.4 

Defaced  money 
The coins in this paper, struck from  gouged reverse dies, fall  within the second limb of  Parson's 
definition  of  defaced  money. It may, therefore,  be useful  to begin by looking briefly  at four  other 
examples of  defacement  in the English hammered series. 

A number of  obverse dies of  Eadred (946-955), possibly used by moneyers working from 
Bedford  and Newport Pagnell, bear four  additional pellets in the field  around the central cross.5 In 
several instances, there is a prominent flaw  where a pellet would be expected. Lord Stewartby has 
published the late Christopher Blunt's observation that 'what seems to be clear is that the flawing 
of  the obverse dies was deliberate'. Neither eminent numismatist hazarded an opinion on the pos-
sible significance  of  the erasures, but they were obviously intended to modify  or cancel the special 
meaning, understood by the mint officials  if  not by us, signified  by the pellets. 

Secondly, in the First Small Cross issue of  ^Ethelred II, dies of  Wulfgar  at Stamford  have been 
detected with an annulet on the reverse and with the same annulet erased.6 This symbol is 
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interpreted by Lord Stewartby, endorsing Wells, as representing a die used by Wulfgar  on behalf 
of  the abbot of  Peterborough. He conceived that once the abbot had his own moneyer at 
Peterborough itself,  Wulfgar  ceased to operate on his behalf  at Stamford  and the annulet was duly 
removed from  the die. However, the recent discovery of  a coin of  the First Hand type reading 
+HILDE M-O ME-BELTV raises doubts whether the coins already known, reading +ME-B(EL) ..., are 
evidence of  minting at Medeshampstede, the old name for  Burg (or Peterborough).7 These doubts 
would resolve into certainty if  the name Burg had superseded Medeshampstede by the accession 
of  iCthelred II.8 Of  course, the possibility that Wulfgar  was, and ceased to be, the abbot's moneyer 
at Stamford  is not necessarily undermined by these qualms. 

Thirdly, in the Hammer Cross type of  Edward the Confessor,  as Parsons intimated, coins of  the 
moneyer Blacere at Thetford  occur with a diagonal bar across the reverse field  (Fig. I).9 

Fig. 1. Edward the Confessor,  Hammer Cross type, Blacere at Thetford. 

This die defacement  must be intentional, rather than the result of  a die fault,  because it occurs 
on at least two of  Blacere's recorded reverses.10 Although the present writers have not come 
across any coins struck from  those dies in an unbarred state, it is hard to imagine they would have 
been defaced  with a bar by the original engraver(s). Bars are also found  elsewhere than on 
Thetford  coins11 and not merely in the Hammer Cross type.12 The meaning of  these defacements 
has not been unravelled and it is outside the scope of  this paper to try to do so. Of  the four 
examples considered, this appears to be the one most closely related to gouging in the Quatrefoil 
issue. 

The final  group of  coins to be noted is that of  the defaced  obverse dies in Stephen's first  sub-
stantive issue, the 'Watford'  type. Seaby linked their occurrence to ecclesiastical prompting during 
the papal interdict.13 This view, however, has not met with general acceptance. Much earlier, 
Brooke was disposed to believe that the dies were intentionally defaced  when the mints were in 
danger of  falling  into the hands of  Stephen's enemies during the anarchy.14 More recently, 
Archibald has suggested that the dies had been cancelled officially  in anticipation of  a new coin 
type but were temporarily returned to use when the king was suddenly incapacitated by illness in 
1142.15 This much is clear: such blatant defacement  of  obverses - the embodiment of  regal status 
- could only have been carried out under explicit royal authority, or as a direct challenge to that 
authority. It is unthinkable that the moneyers or other local officials  should have taken the deface-
ment upon themselves. As will be seen below, use of  officially  cancelled dies, as conjectured by 
Archibald under Stephen, is not an explanation for  the gouged Quatrefoil  reverses. 

7 Gerald T. Dunger, 'A First Hand Type Penny of  /Ethelred II from  the Abbey Mint of  Medehamstede, Peterborough', N.Circ, 
September 1999, 209. 

8 Eilert Ekwall, The  Concise Oxford  Dictionary of  English  Place-Names,  4th edition (Oxford,  1960), p. 364. 
9 Eaglen collection. See Baldwin auction 18, 12-13 October 1998, 1554 (illustrated). 
10 See, for  example, Carlyon-Britton 1162, same dies as Fig. 1 and 1163. reading +BLACER ON -BETFO. 
11 For example, vElfric  of  Exeter (SCBI  Midlands Museums 440) and Godric of  Ilchester (446), where the bar dissects one limb of 

the reverse cross. 
12 For example, /Elfwine  of  Ilchester, Facing Bust type. Carlyon-Britton 1166 (illustrated), where two parallel diagonal lines are 

scored in the reverse field. 
13 Peter Seaby, 'King Stephen and the Interdict of  1148', BNJ  50 (1980), 50-60; Peter Seaby, 'The Defaced  Pennies of  Stephen 

from  Sussex Mints', BNJ  56 (1986), 102-7. 
14 George Cyril Brooke, A Catalogue  of  English  Coins in the British Museum.  The  Norman  Kings,  2 vols (London, 1916), I, 

p. lxxx. 
15 Marion M. Archibald. 'Dating Stephen's First Type'. BNJ  61 (1991), 9-22, at pp. 13, 19-20. 
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A further  example from  the Last Small Cross type of  /Ethelred II, directly relevant to this study, 

is reserved for  discussion below. 

Descriptive analysis 
Identification  of  gouges 
Gouges as a distinctive form  of  defacement  were first  described by Blackburn and Lyon in their 
impressive study of  regional die production in Cnut's Quatrefoil  issue, published in 1986. They 
drew attention to the loose, almost round quatrefoils  on reverses of  Stamford  style dies and 
observed that 'on several dies a wide bar has been gouged out of  one quarter'.16 One of  the pres-
ent writers (Grayburn) has pursued an interest in coins with this feature  since the extensive but 
unrecorded 'Cnut' hoard (c.1993) began to appear on the market, obtaining examples with 
Huntingdon and Stamford  mint signatures as the opportunity arose. The other writer (Eaglen) also 
acquired specimens with the Huntingdon mint signature and has dealt briefly  with their possible 
significance  in his study of  the Huntingdon mint.17 The friendly  rivalry in tracking down 
Huntingdon coins from  the hoard mellowed into this collaborative study. 

Hildebrand, the colossus of  late Anglo-Saxon numismatics, does not appear to have recognised 
the gouges as distinctive.18 Only in one instance (Hild. 3327, from  a gouged die) does he crypti-
cally label the coin as a variety ('var.') of  the preceding coin (Hild. 3326, ungouged), struck from 
the same obverse but a different  reverse die. Moreover, no examples are observable from  the main 
auctions of  Anglo-Saxon coins in the last sixty years or so, including the Lockett, Elmore Jones, 
Mack and Doubleday sales. 

In the SCBI  volumes, coins struck from  gouged reverses either pass unnoticed or ignored, pos-
sibly because they were seen as exhibiting die flaws  and consequently unworthy of  mention, or 
are construed as outsize pellets. For example, SCBI  Copenhagen 3652 and 3653 are from  the same 
dies of  Swertbrand at Stamford.  Although the former  coin is from  a gouged reverse and the latter 
is not, the sylloge, published in 1970, draws no distinction between them. In SCBI  East Anglian 
Museums, published in 1992, the evidence of  gouging on a reverse of  Leofsige  of  Bedford  (1037) 
is expressly described as a die flaw.  In SCBI  Lincolnshire Collections, published in 1981, a 
gouged reverse of  Godleof  at Stamford  (1243) is identified  as a 'large pellet'. 

It is admittedly not always easy to distinguish intentional gouging from  added pellets or chance 
flaws,  especially when working from  photographs or illustrations rather than actual coins. 
Difficulties  are most acute with the rare dies inconspicuously gouged near the edge rather than 
boldly in the field.  To help advance this study, distinguished acquaintances of  the writers, with the 
selfless  generosity typical of  the numismatic world, have kindly drawn attention to a number of 
coins apparently from  gouged dies. The writers have, however, concluded that some of  these do 
not exhibit gouging. In deference  to the writers' undoubted fallibility,  however, the more impor-
tant of  these coins have been listed in Appendix II with reasons for  their exclusion from  the main 
catalogue of  coins in Appendix I. 

Description of  gouges 
The gouges which this paper addresses are hollows made by graving tools in the surface  of  the 
reverse die. That the defacement  occurred at the mint rather than at the hands of  the original 
engraver is shown by the use of  the same dies in a gouged and an ungouged state. Copenhagen 
3652 and 3653, already referred  to, are examples of  this. Local intervention is also suggested by 
the relative crudeness with which the gouges are executed. That the resulting protrusions on coins 
struck from  the dies are not caused by hammering the obverse of  the coins themselves is proved 

16 Mark Blackburn and Stewart Lyon, 'Regional die-production in Cnut's Quatrefoil  issue', Anglo-Saxon  Monetary  History,  edited 
by M.A.S. Blackburn (Leicester, 1986), pp. 222-72, at p. 238. For the sake of  succinctness, in this study, the quatrefoils  described by 
Blackburn and Lyon are described as "flattened',  or '(f)'. 

17 Robin J. Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon', BNJ  69 (1999), 47-145, at pp. 70-1. 
18 Bror Emil Hildebrand, Anglosachsiska  Mynt  (Stockholm, 1881). 
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by die duplicates with identically shaped protrusions in the same position on the reverse. The 
coins, nevertheless, usually have matching depressions on the obverse. This occurs quite com-
monly on hammered coinage where a prominently engraved feature  on the reverse die shows as an 
incuse image on the obverse. Its occurrence may help to settle whether an ambiguous protrusion is 
the result of  gouging or merely a flaw. 

The gouges are not consistent in shape or position. Typically they are capsule shaped but may 
also be boldly rectangular or approximately round, thus resembling chubby pellets. Very rarely the 
shape may be asymmetrical. They are usually found  in one of  the four  quarters of  the reverse 
cross, although occasionally they intercept a limb of  the cross and, as already mentioned, may 
rarely occur in the legend towards the edge of  the die. One die has a rectangular gouge in the sec-
ond heraldic quarter and a capsule-shape gouge in the third.19 This coin raises in its most extreme 
form  the question, to be discussed below, whether the position of  the gouges is significant.  Figure 
2 illustrates the main shapes of  gouge encountered and an example of  a resultant incuse obverse 
image. 

Rectangular (r) 
gouge (Q3) 

Capsule shaped (c) Pellet shaped (p) 
gouge (Q4) gouge (Q3) 

O. showing incuse image of 
capsule shaped (c) gouge 

Fig. 2. Gouged dies (X 4.3) 

The  mints and coins 
Apart from  Huntingdon and Stamford,  gouged dies have been found  from  the mints of  Bedford, 
Cambridge, Leicester, Northampton and, remarkably, considering the geographical location of  all 
the others, from  Rochester. Although the writers have been able to study Huntingdon and 
Stamford  output in greater depth, gouging of  dies from  the other mints appears to have occurred 

19 SCBI  Latvia 95 (Wulfnoth  of  Leicester). 
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more rarely. Appendix I lists all coins traced, struck from  dies linked with gouged reverses. It thus 
includes coins struck from  reverses in both their gouged and ungouged state and other obverses 
linked to those ungouged reverses. It records the position and shape of  the gouge, the die identity 
and the die-cutting style of  the obverse and reverse, and the weight of  each coin. It also indicates 
whether the quatrefoil  is shaped or flattened,  a feature  of  reverses linked to London, Stamford  and 
Thetford  style obverses.20 Die combinations which have not hitherto been published are illustrated 
in Plate 1 and identified  by an asterisk in Appendix I and by Plate number in Appendix IV. Fifty-
two of  the seventy-five  coins traced are from  Stamford  mint and struck from  thirty-four  gouged 
reverse dies. The number of  reverses known from  a single specimen suggests that statistically at 
least fourteen  more dies would have been gouged than are known from  Stamford.21  Further 
gouged dies may also surface  from  the other mints, particularly Huntingdon. 

Metcalf  has estimated that at least 123 'equivalent' reverse dies were used at Stamford  in the 
Quatrefoil  issue.22 The 'equivalent' gouged reverses, based on the Stamford  coins listed in 
Appendix I, amount to not less that forty-eight,  or approximately forty  per cent of  Metcalf's  total. 
Some of  these gouged dies, are known in an ungouged as well as gouged state. This has the effect 
of  reducing the potential volume of  coinage struck from  gouged as compared with ungouged dies. 
It is reflected  in the 165 surviving coins recorded by Petersson, compared with the fifty-two  coins 
(or thirty-two per cent) struck from  gouged reverses listed in Appendix I, netted from  a wider 
trawl, including the Cnut hoard of  c.1993.23 Nevertheless, it is clear that gouging was a significant 
feature  of  Stamford  output. In contrast, at Huntingdon, only eight gouged reverses are known out 
of  a total of  seventy-seven 'equivalent' Quatrefoil  reverse dies estimated by Eaglen in his study of 
the Huntingdon mint.24 This suggests that approximately ten per cent of  Huntingdon output was 
gouged. No meaningful  percentages can be calculated for  the remaining five  mints, but they must 
have been insignificant  owing to the rarity of  surviving coins struck from  gouged dies. 

Significantly,  one of  the writers (Grayburn) noted in 1998 that gouges were also present on a 
number of  Stamford  reverses in the Last Small Cross type of  /Ethelred II. Those which have come 
to the writers' notice are listed in Appendix III. They are all associated with Lincoln CI obverses 
and have elongated rectangular gouges in various orientations, either touching or intersecting the 
inner circle and thereby encroaching on the legend. The weight range of  eleven coins identified  is 
between 1.14 and 0.93 g. So far,  no examples have come to light from  other mints which strongly 
suggests that the practice of  gouging originated in Stamford. 

As will be seen from  Table 1, at least thirteen of  the nineteen moneyers recorded at Stamford 
used gouged reverse dies in the Quatrefoil  type. Of  these, Godwine and Cawelin account for  forty 
per cent of  the known reverses. In the Last Small Cross issue of  /Ethelrcd II seven moneyers out 
of  seventeen are found  to have used gouged reverses. Of  the five  who continued to strike in the 
following  Quatrefoil  type, /Escman is the only one for  whom no gouged dies have so far 
appeared, suggesting there was some continuity of  moneyers engaged in the practice between the 
types. This is reinforced  by two of  the four  remaining moneyers who struck in both issues not 
being known for  gouges in either type. Interestingly, as Stewart Lyon has pointed out to the writ-
ers, Table I suggests that ten moneyers were active at the point of  change between the three sub-
stantive types at Stamford. 

20 Blackburn and Lyon, 'Regional die-production', as in n.16. See pp. 226-46 for  a description of  the styles identified  and Plates 
13.5 (p. 239), 13.6 (p. 243) and 13.8 (p. 247) for  illustrations of  flattened  quatrefoils. 

21 The figure  is calculated using the formula: 
estimated ('equivalent') reverse dies = X X Y 

X - Z 
where 
X = total number of  known coins 
Y = total number of  known reverse dies 
Z = total number of  known coins less those uniquely representing a reverse die (so-called 'singletons'). 

22 D.M. Metcalf,  'Continuity and Change in English Monetary History, c.973-1086. Part 2', BNJ  51 (1981), 52-90, at pp. 80-3. 
23 H. Bertil A. Petersson, 'Coins, Weights, Late Anglo-Saxon Pennies and Mints, c.973-1066', Studies  in Late Anglo-Saxon 

Coinage,  edited by Kenneth Jonsson, Numismatiska Meddelanden XXXV (Stockholm, 1990), 207^134, at p. 326. 
24 Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon', as in n. 17. p. 64. 
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TABLE 1: Incidence of  gouged reverse dies at Stamford. 

17 

Moneyer 

jElfwig 
jEscman 
^Escwig 
^Ethelwine 
Agisman 
Brandr 
Brunstan 
Cawelin 
Eadwine 
Fargrimr 
Goddaeg 
Godhere 
Godleof 
Godric 
Godwine 
Leofgod 
Leofric 
Leofsige 
Leofwine 
Morulf 
Osmund 
Oswald 
Svart 
Swertbrand 
Swertgar 
Thurstan 

/Ethelred  II 
Last Small 

Cross 
+ g' 
+ + 

+ g + + g: 
+ + g + 

+ + + g? + 

Cnut 
Quatrefoil 

+ g3 

+ 

+ + g' + g' + g6 
+ + 

+ g' + 
+ gs 
+ g2 

+ g' 

+ gJ 
+ 
+ g2 
+ g> 

Pointed 
Helmet 

+ + 

+ + + 

Notes:  gl 1 = gouged; adjoining numeral = no. of  coins known. 

The remaining mints present a very different  picture, as Table 2 illustrates. Huntingdon, the 
closest mint to Stamford,  accounts for  eight of  the sixteen gouged reverses, used by four  moneyers. 
Cambridge, possibly the most active of  all the mints being considered (including Stamford)  in the 
Quatrefoil  issue accounts for  only two dies from  separate moneyers. The remaining mints, 
although rather less active in the type than Huntingdon, again account for  only one or two dies 
each. 

TABLE 2: Gouged reverse dies at mints other than Stamford  in the Quatrefoil  issue. 
Mint 

Bedford 
Cambridge 
Huntingdon 
Leicester 
Northampton 
Rochester 

Number  of  moneyers 
Total 

7 
10 
12 
4 
4 
4 

Using 
gouged  R. 

2 
2 
4 
1 
1 

Number  of 
R. dies known 

Total 41 16 

Apart from  Rochester, the mints all fall  within a forty-two  mile radius of  Stamford,  as Figure 3 
illustrates. 
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Fig. 3. Location of  mints associated with gouged reverse dies. 

Lincoln and Nottingham are also within the circle, but apparently not involved in gouging. The 
former  was an important die-cutting centre in its own right and supplied the needs of  Nottingham, 
which is closer to Lincoln than to Stamford.  The geographical outcast, Rochester, will be consid-
ered later. 

The  moneyers 
Within the circle drawn in Figure 3, seven moneyers' names recur at two or three of  the mints 
using gouged dies in the Quatrefoil  issue. These are listed in Table 3. It is legitimate to ask 
whether each is a different  person or could be the same person moving from  one centre to another, 
or even combining responsibility at more than one centre. Where the recurrent name is common, 
such as Godric or Godwine, it may be futile  to pursue the question. But where the name is 
unusual, such as Godleof,  it may be worthwhile to explore the namesakes' activities. In particular, 
the use of  gouged dies by namesakes could be more than coincidental. This suggests that the out-
puts of  Godleof,  Leofsige  and Leofwine  merit attention. 

The name Godleof  vanishes after  the Quatrefoil  issue at Stamford  and appears in that issue at 
Huntingdon, as an important contributor to output in that and the following,  Pointed Helmet type. 
Since, however, Quatrefoil  pence are known at both mints in the weight range 1.02-0.84 g, it is 
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TABLE 3: Quatrefoil  type. Recurrence of  moneyers' names at mints with gouged reverse dies. 

Moneyer  Stamford  Bedford  Cambridge  Huntingdon  Leicester Northampton 
yElfwig  g ng ng 
Godleof  g g 
Godric ng ng ng 
Godwine g ng ng 
Leofing  ng' ng 
Leofsige  g g1 ng 
Leofwine  g ng g 
Note:  1 Struck from  the same observe die. 
Key:  g = (not) gouged; ng = not gouged. 

not safe  to conclude that Godleof  simply moved from  Stamford  to Huntingdon. Therefore,  given 
his unusual name and importance as a moneyer, a short tenure at both mints in the Quatrefoil  issue 
should not be ruled out. The towns were, after  all, only twenty-seven miles apart. 

Leofsige  functions  briefly  under the Bedford  mint signature, using an 'Anomalous'25 obverse at 
the highest weights recorded for  coins struck from  gouged dies of  1.19, 1.16 and 1.09 g. The writers 
have not come across any other Bedford  dies in his name without gouges. The name Leofsige  is 
also found  at Stamford,  on coins in the range 1.24-1.00 g and continues into the Pointed Helmet 
type. Thus, unless different  persons are denoted, some temporary form  of  combined responsibility 
could again be construed. Curiously, the Anomalous obverse was used by Leofing  of  Bedford  to 
strike an ungouged coin at 1.09 g, but the writers have not come across any Stamford  coins bear-
ing that name until the Pointed Helmet issue. 

Interpretation of  coins with the name Leofwine  appears more clear-cut. Relatively common in 
the Anglo-Saxon series, it occurs in the Quatrefoil  and adjacent types at Bedford,  Northampton 
and Stamford.  In the Quatrefoil  issue Leofwine  appears to be the leading moneyer at both Bedford 
and Northampton. On these counts, separate persons at each location are assumed. 

As already noted, a majority of  the Quatrefoil  moneyers at Stamford  used gouged reverse dies, 
thus drawing upon both major and minor contributors to the overall mint output. Apart from  dis-
tant Rochester and from  Bedford,  where Leofsige  may have enjoyed some special relationship 
with Stamford  mint itself,  the remaining mints all engaged their main, or at least a major moneyer 
in the use of  gouged reverse dies.26 This is shown in Table 4. Of  the three minor moneyers at 
Huntingdon, Saswine had been very active towards the end of  iEthelred II's reign, but is only 
known from  a solitary coin in the Quatrefoil  issue, weighing 0.85 g, with the gouge erasing an 
indistinct symbol. The moneyer 'Man' is known from  one reverse existing both in a gouged and 
ungouged state and reading +M/AN/ ON /HV. The lettering is so large that space for  the inscription 
is severely limited. He could thus be the moneyer Manwine who is known from  a coin in the Last 
Small Cross issue of  ^Ethelred II. The third minor participant, Thurcetel, is so far  only known 
from  gouged reverses, of  which there are four.  The impression is that Godleof  was joined by mon-
eyers who were plucked out of  obscurity (Saswine and Manwine) or not otherwise involved as a 
moneyer in the minting process (Thurcetel) for  the gouged output under the Huntingdon signature. 
The gouge on the die used by Man(wine), however, is at the edge of  the coin and could - as will 
be seen below - signify  something different  from  the usual gouges cut into the reverse field. 

25 See Blackburn & Lyon, 'Regional die-production', as in n. 16, p. 272. 
26 This assessment is based on activity levels suggested by the occurrence of  coins in the systematic collection at Stockholm 

(Hildebrand) and in the SCBI  Copenhagen sylloge, except for  Huntingdon, where the figures  are from  Eaglen, 'The Mint of 
Huntingdon', as in n. 17, p. 64. Leofsige  was prolific  in the Quatrefoil  issue at Cambridge, but none of  his reverses is so far  known in a 
gouged state. See Kenneth A. Jacob, 'The Mint of  Cambridge', SCMB,  February 1984. 34-43, at p. 36. 
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TABLE 4: Quatrefoil  type. Importance of  moneyers using gouged 

reverse dies. 

Mint/Moneyer  Main  Important  Minor 
Bedford 

Leofsige  + 
Cambridge 

Ornst + 
Wulfsige  + 

Huntingdon 
Godleof  + 
Man(wine) + 
Sswine + 
Thurcetel + 

Leicester 
Wulfnoth  + 

Northampton 
Leofwine  + 

Rochester 
iElfwold  + 

Sources  of  dies 
The sources of  dies for  coins in this study are set out in Appendix I. At Stamford  almost all the 
gouged reverses are associated with Stamford  A and B style obverses and reverses with flattened 
quatrefoils.  The exceptions are two sets of  dies of  Lincoln style and two others of  Anomalous 
style. No coins struck from  any of  these dies weighs more than 0.98 g, confirming  gouging as a 
'late' feature.  Two reverses used with Stamford  B style obverses are known in both ungouged and 
gouged state but none with Stamford  A style obverses is known with ungouged reverses. This 
shows that die-cutting at Stamford  began before  gouging was introduced and suggests that 
Stamford  B style dies preceded those of  Stamford  A style.27 This is supported by the difference 
between eighteen coins struck from  Stamford  A obverses with an average/median weight of 
0.82/0.83 g, compared with thirty-three coins from  Stamford  B obverses at 0.90/0.93 g. 

The Anomalous obverses at Stamford  are used with reverses displaying flattened  quatrefoils. 
Such reverses are encountered elsewhere with London and Thetford  style obverses, but no 
London obverses are known to have been used by Stamford  moneyers at this time, nor Thetford 
style obverses with flattened  quatrefoil  reverses, so the Stamford  origin of  the Anomalous die 
pairings must be a distinct possibility. The alternative interpretation, that Stamford  engraved its 
own obverses but took its flattened  quatrefoil  reverses from  London is not credible, especially as 
almost all have the copulative MO rather than ON. 

At the remaining mints the die pairings used mainly originate from  Lincoln, London or 
Thetford,  but Stamford  also figures  and five  moneyers, Man(wine), Ssewine and Thurcetel of 
Huntingdon, Wulfnoth  of  Leicester, and, possibly, Leofsige  of  Bedford,  combine obverse and 
reverse dies from  disparate sources. 

Stamford  A dies were apparently used by Leofwine  of  Northampton, although the writers have 
been unable to inspect the coin referred  to, and by ^Elfwold  of  Rochester. Amongst the disparate 
pairings Wulfnoth  of  Leicester used a Winchester style obverse - a regular source for  Leicester 
dies - with a reverse cut at Stamford  and Thurcetel of  Huntingdon a Stamford  B style obverse 
with two reverses containing the copulative ON, seemingly cut in London as were all the other 

27 Blackburn & Lyon, 'Regional die-production', as in n. 16, tentatively suggests the opposite conclusion. 
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recorded dies he employed. It may, in fact,  be significant  that with very rare exceptions the known 
Stamford  style dies were all used either at Stamford  or at other mints involved in gouging.28 

The other disparate pairings include the coin of  Saewine of  Huntingdon, where a late London 
style obverse is combined with a reverse displaying a shaped quatrefoil  and MO copulative, logi-
cally associated with the Lincoln die-cutting centre. Also from  Huntingdon, the moneyer 
Man(wine) used a Bedford  style obverse with a reverse probably from  the same source (at 1.18 g), 
subsequently combined with a late London A style obverse. In this combination there is an 
ungouged example at 1.00 g and two examples with an edge gouge at 1.08 and 1.03 g. These coins 
are the heaviest gouged examples encountered, apart from  those of  Leofsige  of  Bedford,  and the 
edge gouge could well put these coins into a different  category from  those gouged in the field.  The 
Anomalous obverse used by Leofsige  and Leofing  of  Bedford  is quite different  in style from  the 
Anomalous obverses (of  Godwine and Swertbrand) at Stamford  alluded to above. The three asso-
ciated reverses, two of  Leofsige  and one of  Leofing,  all have flattened  quatrefoils  and the ON cop-
ulative associated with the London die-cutting centre but could perhaps equally well have been 
engraved locally. This uncertainty, coupled with the relatively heavy weights of  the coins them-
selves, bedevils any attempt to explain how they fit  into the gouged series. 

The source of  dies has been treated in some detail because it shows that Stamford  relied sub-
stantially on its own die production during the period of  gouging and that the other mints involved 
not only put together unusual pairings from  different  sources but also supplemented their usual 
sources with dies cut at Stamford.  This suggests that the dies were assembled to meet some press-
ing need, a theme to be developed below. 

Weight  of  coins 
One of  the writers (Eaglen) has shown that no difference  in weight standard was detectable 
between coins struck from  gouged and ungouged reverses under the Huntingdon mint signature in 
the Quatrefoil  issue.29 This conclusion is echoed by the larger number of  coins and additional 
mints included in the present study. Appendix I lists twenty-one coins where reverse dies exist in 
both a gouged (11) and ungouged (10) state. The average weight of  each group is 0.94 g. 
Furthermore, taking coins struck at Stamford  from  Stamford  A and B style dies in the systematic 
collection at Stockholm (Hildebrand) and the Copenhagen sylloge, the average weight of  eight 
coins struck from  ungouged reverses was 0.93 g, compared with thirteen from  gouged reverses at 
0.89 g. On these figures,  any idea that gouging was introduced to highlight weight standard differ-
ences is clearly untenable. 

Interpretative analysis 
It is obvious from  the boldness, not to say crudity, of  the gouging that it was intended to be 
noticed. It was an overt statement that something out of  the ordinary was taking place. It is also 
clear that the cryptic message was addressed to administrators of  the coinage and not to the public 
at large. Otherwise the occasion for  this paper would not arise. The gouging cannot have been off-
putting to coin users since coins from  such dies nestle comfortably  amongst coins from  ungouged 
dies in both English and Scandinavian hoards. Indeed, the failure  of  numismatists to recognise 
gouges as distinctive until recent years shows how they must have passed unnoticed through the 
hands of  most users. 

There are four  key features  of  any coinage: the design, the weight, the purity and the framework 
of  authority within which the coinage is struck and issued. The design may be vital in inspiring 
confidence  when engaging in monetary transactions and signify  coins which are legal tender, for 
example, when paying taxes. This paper is not, of  course, concerned with the Quatrefoil  design as 
such. 

28 For example, Hild. 3517 (Leofwine  of  Thetford.  0.90 g); SCBI  Copenhagen 3185 (Leofwine  of  Norwich, 0.90 g). 29 Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon", as in n. 17, p. 71. 
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Weight  standards 
The question of  weight has already been broached. Given that, at this period, each coin type was 
issued at several different  weight standards during its productive life,  once the coin was in circula-
tion it could be difficult  to establish if  it had complied with the standard current at the time it was 
struck or not. The use of  the same dies across more than one standard would transform  this diffi-
culty into impossibility. It follows  that compliance with weight standards must have been regu-
lated at the mint workshop, or exchange, before  the coins entered the public domain. This would 
have been quite simple to organise. Thus, gouging should be associated neither with weight as 
such, nor with weight standards. 

Weight at this period is, nevertheless, generally agreed to have had a temporal significance,  the 
heavier coins normally being struck earlier than the lighter. The question may, therefore,  legiti-
mately be asked whether the quarter in which the gouges appear could also have a temporal sig-
nificance.  For this to be so, the weights of  the coins in this study, sorted by gouged quarter, should 
be clearly differentiated.  Taking the intact coins of  Stamford  unambiguously gouged in one quar-
ter, there is a material difference  in the average weights of  sixteen coins with Q2 gouges and four-
teen coins with Q3 gouges, as Table 5 shows. Since, however, coins struck from  Stamford  B style 
dies tend to be heavier than those from  Stamford  A style dies, Table 6 plots the relationship 
between weight, die style and Q2-3 gouges, to ascertain whether die style, the position of  the 
gouge, or both, reflect  the weight standard. The table points to a correlation between Stamford  B 
style dies and Q2 gouges at the heavier weights and Stamford  A style dies and Q3 gouges at the 
lighter, with a switch between styles and gouge position at about 0.88 g. The symmetry of  this pic-
ture is marred by two Stamford  B style coins with Q2 gouged reverses, struck at 0.84 g and 
0.78 g. Die duplicates would be needed to determine if  these dies were brought into use at the 
lighter standard or carried over in use from  the heavier standard. This still leaves the question of 
fitting  QI and Q4 gouges into the scheme of  things. Although QI gouges are only known from 
four  coins they appear to have been used at both weight standards, whereas the three known speci-
mens of  Q4 gouges are all used at the heavier standard. It follows  that, despite the evidence of  Q2 
and Q3 gouges, the quarter selected for  gouging cannot be claimed to have a temporal signifi-
cance. 

TABLE 5: Relationship between gouged quarter and weight of 
Quatrefoil  pence at Stamford. 

Weight  (g) 
Number of  coins Spread Average 

Ql 4 0.73-1.00 0.88 
Q2 16 0.78-0.98 0.90 
Q3 14 0.65-0.98 0.78 
Q4 3 0.93-0.96 0.95 

Purity 
The third key feature  is purity. This would also doubtless have been closely regulated at the mint 
workshop. If  more than one purity standard was applied during the life  of  a type, purity control 
could only be exercised, once the coin was in circulation, by linking purity to weight. If  the 
weight standard changed but the purity standard did not, or both changed in tandem, no problem 
would arise. But if  the purity standard changed in the course of  the same weight standard control 
would be lost. It would then become impossible to identify  an excessively alloyed coin at a given 
weight as long as it did not fall  markedly below the lower of  the two purity standards. The only 
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TABLE 6: Relationship between weight, gouged quarter (Q2, Q3) 
and die style (Stamford  A and B) of  Quatrefoil  pence at Stamford. 

Weight  (g) <22 Q3 
1.00-0.99 
0.98-0.97 BB 
0.96-0.95 BBB 
0.94-0.93 BB A1 
0.92-0.91 B 
0.90-0.89 BB 
0.88-0.87 A2 B3 
0.86-0.85 AA 
0.84-0.83 B AA 
0.82-0.81 A1 A 
0.80-0.79 A 
0.78-0.77 B A B4 
0.76-0.75 A 
0.74-0.73 A2 
0.72-0.71 B3B4 
0.70-0.69 
0.68-0.67 A2 
0.66-0.65 A 
Notes:  1 Same dies. 

2 Same obverse die. 
3 Same obverse die. 
4 Same dies. 

way of  overcoming this defect  would have been to subject the currency to scrutiny for  both weight 
and purity at the mint before  issuing it. If  , subsequently, any gross defect  or fraud  came to light 
the moneyer whose name appeared on the coin was held accountable. From the foregoing  it is 
clear that special markings or defacements  to highlight purity changes, if  such changes took place, 
would be otiose. 

Despite the excellent work of  Metcalf  and Northover,30 much remains to be done in analysing 
the metal content of  Anglo-Saxon coinage. In their BNJ  paper in 1986, they reproduced the results 
of  electron-probe micro-analysis of  sixty-two coins of  the Quartrefoil  type from  the Bryn 
Maelgwyn hoard (1979-80).31 All but eight of  the coins were from  the Chester mint. Of  these, 
most were light in weight and therefore  presumed to have been struck late in the issue, but there 
were also three heavier/earlier coins. The coins exhibit a consistently high level of  purity. The 
spread was between 97.87 and 90.51% silver content, averaging 94.77%. For this purpose 'silver' 
was defined  as Ag + Au + Pb, since that is what would have been recognised as silver at the time 
the coins were struck. The hoard also contained two coins from  Stamford  struck from  ungouged 
dies. One of  these, by the moneyer Cawelin, was also analysed and found  to contain 94.04% 
silver. These results mirrored the levels of  purity encountered by Metcalf  and Northover in the 
other types they analysed from  the reigns of  ^Ethelred II and Cnut. 

Dr Northover was requested by the writers to analyse a number of  coins with Huntingdon and 
Stamford  mint signatures, to determine if  significant  differences  could be detected between the 
purity of  coins struck from  gouged and ungouged dies of  Stamford  in the Last Small Cross issue 
of  ^Ethelred II and of  Huntingdon and Stamford  in the Quatrefoil  issue of  Cnut. The most mean-
ingful  selection was made for  analysis subject to limitations of  cost and accessibility. The results 
from  twenty-four  coins, including the Cawelin example from  the Bryn Maelgwyn hoard, are set 
out in Table 7. A greater degree of  sophistication has resulted in silver being redefined  to include 
Bi, but this has an immaterial effect  upon the comparison with the Bryn Maelgwyn results. 

30 D.M. Metcalf  and J.P. Northover, 'Interpreting the Alloy of  the Later Anglo-Saxon Coinage', BNJ  56 (19S6), 35-63. 
31 At pp. 56-9. 



TABLE 7: Purity analysis (%) of  (un)gouged coins of  Huntingdon and Stamford  mints, conducted by Dr P.J. Northover.1 to 
Moneyer Fe Co Ni Cu Zn As Sb Sn As Bi Pb Au S Ag+Bi+Pb+Au Remarks Weight(g) 
/Ethelred II, Last Small Cross type - Stamford 

(1) Godleof 0.01 0.01 0.01 3.35 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.00 95.09 0.03 0.96 0.44 0.01 96.52 1.57 
(2) Swertgar 0.01 0.01 0.02 6.73 0.58 0.01 0.00 0.00 91.17 0.07 0.97 0.41 0.01 92.62 pellet on R. 1.07 
(3) /Escman 0.01 0.00 0.01 10.12 1.15 0.03 0.00 0.00 86.57 0.07 0.97 1.05 0.02 88.66 gouged (6.30 o/c) 1.05 
(4) Godwine 0.02 0.01 0.02 13.17 2.11 0.02 0.00 0.00 83.21 0.08 0.98 0.36 0.02 84.63 gouged (12.30 o/c) 0.95 
(5) Godwine 0.02 0.01 0.02 21.15 4.15 0.02 0.05 0.00 73.05 0.06 1.12 0.32 0.02 74.55 1.08 

Cnut, Quatrefoil  type - Huntingdon 
(6) Eadnoth 0.01 0.01 0.03 4.11 0.20 0.02 0.00 0.00 94.12 0.02 1.09 0.39 0.01 95.62 1.23 
(7) Man(wine) 0.00 0.00 0.01 5.29 0.33 0.02 0.00 0.00 93.10 0.05 0.78 0.42 0.00 94.35 gouged at edge 1.08 
(8) Thurcetel 0.03 0.01 0.01 9.86 3.04 0.02 0.01 0.00 85.31 0.06 1.28 0.35 0.03 87.00 gouged (Q3) 0.892 
(9) Godleof 0.02 0.01 0.01 12.31 2.26 0.02 0.01 0.00 83.88 0.07 1.09 0.33 0.00 85.37 1.00 

(10) Godleof 0.01 0.01 0.01 14.27 3.07 0.01 0.01 0.00 80.85 0.05 1.41 0.29 0.01 82.60 0.91 
(11) Godleof 0.02 0.01 0.01 15.77 2.86 0.04 0.01 0.00 79.78 0.04 1.13 0.32 0.01 81.27 gouged (Q4) 0.91 
(12) Thurcetel 0.01 0.01 0.01 14.99 4.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 79.15 0.04 1.45 0.27 0.02 80.91 gouged (Q3) 0.882 
(13) Eadnoth 0.03 0.01 0.01 25.10 6.61 0.05 0.01 0.00 66.39 0.06 1.45 0.27 0.02 68.17 pellet behind bust 0.85 
Cnut, Quatrefoil type - Stamford 
(14) Cawelin tr tr 0.02 4.26 0.33 - - - 93.06 0.85 0.81 0.17 - 84.89 1.00 
(15) Eadwine 0.00 0.00 0.01 5.96 0.35 0.00 0.01 0.00 92.28 0.07 0.95 0.35 0.01 93.65 annulets in cusps 0.96 
(16) Godwine 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.55 0.47 0.01 0.00 0.00 9.51 0.06 0.97 0.40 0.01 92.94 

annulets in cusps 
1.00 

(17) Cawelin 0.01 0.01 0.01 7.57 1.53 0.01 0.01 0.00 89.08 0.05 1.40 0.33 0.00 90.86 gouged (Q2) 0.94 
(18) Cawelin 0.01 0.01 0.00 8.90 1.14 0.03 0.00 0.00 88.64 0.05 0.87 0.35 0.00 89.91 gouged (Q4) 0.96 
(19) Cawelin 0.00 0.01 0.02 10.33 1.19 0.02 0.00 0.00 87.10 0.07 0.96 0.31 0.00 88.44 

gouged (Q4) 
1.00 

(20) Morulf 0.02 0.01 0.02 13.47 2.39 0.03 0.01 0.00 82.33 0.03 1.36 0.32 0.01 84.04 gouged (Q2) 0.973 
(21) Thurstan 0.00 0.00 0.01 14.84 3.31 0.05 0.00 0.00 80.03 0.03 1.41 0.30 0.01 81.77 

gouged (Q2) 
0.79 

(22) Morulf 0.01 0.02 0.02 15.01 3.81 0.01 0.01 0.00 79.72 0.04 0.99 0.34 0.01 81.09 gouged (Q2) 0.983 
(23) Oswald 0.04 0.00 0.01 18.19 4.11 0.02 0.00 0.00 76.04 0.15 1.23 0.19 0.01 77.61 gouged (Q3) 0.88 
(24) Leofwine 0.04 0.01 0.01 23.12 6.28 0.02 0.00 0.00 68.83 0.06 1.38 0.26 0.00 70.53 0.93 
Notes:  1 The coins analysed from  Appendix I are indicated by a cross(t) alongside the weight in the Appendix. For the identity and source of  illustrations of  these coins, see 

Appendix V. 
2-3 Die duplicates. 
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Regardless of  gouging, the most important finding  from  this analysis is the number of  markedly 

alloyed coins and the range of  their debasement. In the Last Small Cross issue of  /Ethelred II the 
spread was from  96.52 to 74.55% silver content and in the Quatrefoil  type 95.62 to 70.31%. This 
points to the need for  more coins to be analysed at other mints in both types to establish to what 
extent Chester or Huntingdon/Stamford  reflected  the norm. In terms of  gouging, both the purest 
and basest Last Small Cross and Quatrefoil  coins were struck from  ungouged dies. This effec-
tively disposes of  any suggestion that gouging was the badge of  debasement. Although the sample 
is small, there is some evidence of  a relationship between weight and purity, the heaviest coins 
((I), (6), (7)) also being the purest and the most debased coins being amongst the lightest. In the 
Quatrefoil  issue at both Huntingdon and Stamford  the purity of  coins struck from  gouged dies is 
not significantly  different  within the same weight parameters from  coins struck from  ungouged 
dies, although the purity range appears somewhat wider. The moneyer Man(wine) at Huntingdon 
provides the heaviest gouged example but, as already noted, since the coin is defaced  at its edge, 
the gouge may be embodying a distinctive control message. 

The only significant  alloying elements were Cu and Zn, added as brass or as a mixture of  brass 
and copper. The mix varies quite markedly between the coins analysed. Figure 4 shows the rela-
tionship between Cu and Zn for  the coins struck from  gouged reverse dies at Huntingdon and 
Stamford  in the Quatrefoil  issue. Excluding the coin of  Man(wine) of  Huntingdon, the moneyers at 
both mints operate within the range 10-17% Cu and 2-4% Zn, except for  Cawelin of  Stamford 
whose coins are less alloyed. The regression line in the Figure is projected at the value of 
5Cu = Zn. Dr Northover has confirmed  that the maximum Zn content of  the equivalent brass at 
22% is well within the limits of  the cementation process by which brass was produced at a time 
when zinc metal was not available.The analysis of  die duplicates from  Thurcetel of  Huntingdon 
and Morulf  of  Stamford  suggests that neither pair was struck from  the same batches of  metal. 

• Huntingdon 
O Stamford 

5 -

Fig. 4. Cnut. Quatrefoil  type. Cu v. Zn content of  coins struck from  gouged reverse dies at Huntingdon and Stamford. 
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In view of  the foregoing,  one possible interpretation is that gouges were made in dies used to 

strike coin not from  bullion that had been debased but had, in the interests of  urgency, been 
exempted from  assay and refining  before  being brought into use. This precaution would excuse 
abnormally debased output but would not necessarily in practice give rise to purity levels 
markedly dissimilar to the actual standard. 

If  debasement is shown, on further  analysis, to have been a feature  of  coinage at the end of 
/Ethelred II's reign and beginning of  Cnut's, its link with weight manipulation during the course 
of  a coin type will need to be explored. The substitution of  alloy also, of  course, affects  the weight 
because of  differences  in specific  gravity, but its overall effect  is relatively small. 

Position of  gouges and use of  symbols 
In considering other circumstances that could have given rise to the practice of  gouging, the posi-
tion of  the gouges deserves further  attention. The temporal significance  of  the quarter in which the 
gouge appears has already been dismissed. Except for  rare dies gouged across a limb of  the 
reverse cross or in the legend, gouges are found,  as Table 5 has shown, in all four  quarters but 
mainly in Q2 and Q3. At Stamford,  Cawelin has gouges in Q2-4 and Godwine in Ql-3. The 
remaining moneyers are at present known from  gouges in only one or two of  the quarters. 
Uniquely, Wulfnoth  of  Leicester has a gouge in both Q2 and Q3 of  the same die. 

One of  the writers (Eaglen), based on a study of  Huntingdon coins, suggested that the gouge 
was intended to erase a pre-existing symbol.32 Sufficient  examples of  ungouged coins have now 
come to light where the field  is plain to discount this as an entire explanation. It does appear, how-
ever, that where symbols in the field  do exist they are likely to be gouged out. This is clearly 
apparent with crosses which tend to be incompletely obliterated. In contrast, pellets are more 
easily erased and the evidence of  their existence will be lost unless ungouged examples come to 
light. Perhaps exceptionally, one die of  Thurcetel of  Huntingdon, gouged in Q2, still flaunts  a 
pellet in Q3. In theory, such erasures could have been made for  cogent, if  obscure administrative 
reasons or simply to cover a redundant symbol out of  a sense of  neatness on the part of  the gouger. 

Clearly, once a coin was in circulation, administrative control could only be maintained over 
what had happened during the minting and issuing process from  the information  provided on the 
coin itself.  Fundamental, of  course, was the identity of  the moneyer responsible for  the coin and 
the mint to which he was accredited. This was so vital to the system of  control that it is extremely 
improbable the moneyer's responsibility for  the minting process could have been ambiguously 
shifted  by tampering with the die at the mint. The fact  that all of  Thurcetel's four  known dies were 
gouged and that key moneyers, such as Godleof  at Huntingdon and Godwine at Stamford,  used 
both gouged and ungouged dies and were active after  the period of  gouging, is telling evidence 
that gouging did not refer  to control of  dies by other than the inscribed moneyer. 

A distinction may, nevertheless, exist between the moneyer's exercise of  his vested authority 
and the immediate source of  that authority. Although coinage rights all sprang ultimately from  the 
king, these rights would be farmed  to boroughs but could also be granted by franchise  to eminent 
subjects. The franchise  was still attached to a place because the inscription on coins for  control 
purposes was always moneyer A of  (MO, ON) urban centre B. It has been seen, for  example, that 
Wulfgar  may have struck coins on behalf  of  the abbot of  Peterborough. More importantly, he 
appears to have used a die engraved at Stamford  with an annulet on the reverse when he was 
doing so. Indeed, it is logical that the added symbols which so exercised Parsons in 1917 were 
added to coins being used on behalf  of  a franchisee.  What follows  is offered  as a hypothesis to be 
tested by further  research than is possible in the compass of  this paper. 

When a moneyer was engaged conventionally through the farm  as a royal moneyer, no special 
symbols would be needed on his dies. Equally, when a moneyer was solely engaged to act on 
behalf  of  a franchisee,  say an earl or an ecclesiastic, no special distinguishing marks would be 
necessary. If,  however, he acted in a dual capacity, both on behalf  of  the farm  and a franchisee,  a 

32 Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon', as in n. 17, p. 71. 
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distinguishing mark would be appropriate on dies used to strike coins on behalf  of  the latter, 
doubtless using the franchisee's  own silver. This may be the position that Wulfgar  had been in at 
Stamford. 

As Parsons noted, the commonest symbols encountered are annulets, crosses and pellets. Apart 
from  the possible abbatial significance  of  the annulet in ^Ethelred II's reign, its use in the reign of 
Edward the Confessor  at York as the symbol of  the archbishop has been mooted.33 The cross 
would also, rationally, carry a religious connotation, possibly referring  to dies used on behalf  of  a 
bishop.34 On this premise, a pellet could represent the rights of  a lay franchisee,  such as an earl. 

The point of  this analysis is to suggest that the gouged dies represent the production of  coins, 
possibly from  unassayed bullion, under royal rather than franchisal  authority. This situation could 
only have arisen under the pressure of  an emergency, when all available moneyers and dies were 
mustered. This would have included dies prepared for  franchisees.  In consequence, where sym-
bols referring  to the franchise  were found  on the dies, they were erased. The gouging in such 
circumstances served a double purpose. Failure to do this correctly could account for  the double 
gouging of  the die used by Wulfnoth  of  Leicester. An ungouged reverse die duplicate would, how-
ever, be needed to test this premise. 

The erasure of  a cross on the reverse is most clearly seen on coins of  Godleof  at Huntingdon 
(dies C/el, C/e2). The question thus arises why a cross, if  emblematic of  a bishop, should appear 
on a coin of  Huntingdon at all. Domesday Book35 records that a residence (mansione) at 
Huntingdon, belonging to the bishop of  Lincoln with sac and soc, was demolished when a new 
castle was constructed by the order of  William I in 106 8.36 Reference  to the bishop of  Lincoln is, 
in fact,  a compiler's error because the see was not transferred  there from  Dorchester-on-Thames 
before  1072.37 So the reference  should properly have been to the bishop of  Dorchester's residence. 
Since, between 1006 and 1049, abbots from  Ramsey had acceded to the see, their partiality to a 
residence at nearby Huntingdon would be understandable.38 In Cnut's time, the diocese was the 
most extensive in England, stretching from  the Thames to the Humber.39 Bishop Remigius would 
probably have required little encouragement from  the king to move his seat from  Dorchester, at 
the southern extremity, to Lincoln, as the most important urban centre in the diocese. As there was 
no mint at Dorchester, it is conceivable that the bishop could have traditionally enjoyed minting 
rights at Lincoln and this would account for  coins with crosses in the field  issued from  there. It 
could also account for  dies engraved at Lincoln and London, bearing a reverse cross, being sup-
plied to Huntingdon for  the bishop's benefit  when residing there. On the thesis put forward, 
Godleof  at Huntingdon would have acted as both royal and bishop's moneyer, his dies being dis-
tinguished accordingly. The bishop's dies were then pressed into royal service under the circum-
stances that spawned the gouges. 

The  role of  Stamford 
It appears manifest  that gouging originated at Stamford.  It also appears that the practice was lim-
ited - with the exception of  the Rochester die - to mints close enough and dependent enough to be 
influenced  by the Stamford  practice. It is here that the Rochester die assumes importance. In 1986, 
Blackburn and Lyon speculated that /Elfwold  could have been the Thetford  moneyer of  the same 
name 'although what might have occasioned his obtaining local [i.e. Stamford]  dies and travelling 

33 See Parsons, 'Symbols and Double Names' as in n. 1, p. 20, the doubts being shared by C.E. Blunt, 'The President's Address, 
Ecclesiastical Coinage in England', NC6  20 (1960), i-xviii, at p. xvii. 

34 On the spread of  ecclesiastical franchises  by the reign of  Cnut, see Kenneth Jonsson, 'The Coinage of  Cnut', The  Reign of  Cnut, 
King  of  England,  Denmark  and Norway,  edited by Alexander A. Rumble (Leicester, 1994), pp. 193-230, at p. 194 and Blunt, 
'Ecclesiastical Coinage in England', as in n. 33, p. xvii. 

35 Domesday Book,  fol.  203a. 
36 Orderic Vitalis, The  Ecclesiastical  History,  edited by M. Chibnall (Oxford,  1969), II, p. 218. 
37 Handbook  of  British Chronology,  edited by E.B. Fryde, D.E. Greenway, S. Porter and I. Roy, 3rd edition (London, 1986), 

p. 255. 
38 See Frank Barlow, The  English  Church,  1000-1066  (London, 1963), pp. 102-3. 
39 David Hill, An Atlas of  Anglo-Saxon  England  (Oxford,  1981),pp. 158, 161. 
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to Kent to strike coins is hard to imagine'. They also wondered if  the coin could represent the 
activity of  a short-lived mint in the Stamford  region.40 Lyon now believes that iElfwold  was 
indeed a Kentishman, perhaps accompanying the bishop of  Rochester on a visit to the Stamford 
area where he was required, for  some reason, to mint coins and accordingly issued with locally cut 
dies.41 If  so, and it is difficult  to suggest a more plausible explanation for  his dies, he does seem to 
have become involved in whatever needs prompted the introduction of  gouging in the Quatrefoil 
type. 

This kindles speculation whether other moneyers may have brought their dies to Stamford, 
where they were gouged to serve the same needs. This is consistent with the gouged dies coming 
to light and their source. Three categories are involved, those of  moneyers from  neighbouring 
mints, those made up of  or completed from  disparate sources, as described above, and those 
engraved (and possibly immediately gouged) by the die-cutters of  Stamford  itself.  The concentra-
tion of  gouging at one centre is certainly more plausible than the alternative that the practice 
spread somewhat haphazardly and tentatively to neighbouring mints. Moreover, the factor  of 
Stamford  dies being used virtually exclusively by Stamford  itself  and the other mints involved in 
gouging has already been noted. 

Defacement  as a mark  of  de-commissioning? 
As previously mentioned, Archibald perceives defacement  of  obverse dies in Stephen's reign as an 
official  means to disqualify  them from  further  use and has suggested the reason why, exception-
ally, they were re-commissioned. Although the gouges in the Quatrefoil  issue are a defacement  of 
reverse dies, it is legitimate to ask whether they could also have been a mark of  de-commission-
ing. The evidence does not support such a construction. First, the gouges are too discreet to sug-
gest they served such a purpose. Secondly, the practice was very limited in its area of  operation 
yet was widely employed at Stamford.  Thirdly, at Huntingdon all the known reverse dies of  the 
relatively inactive moneyer Thurcetel were gouged. These circumstances do not fit  a scenario in 
which cancelled dies had to be brought back into use because they could not readily be replaced in 
the conventional way. Most significantly  of  all, at this period Stamford  had its own die-cutting 
capability, rendering the re-commissioning of  cancelled dies superfluous. 

The  geld  of  1018 
The evidence postulates that gouging arose when there was pressure for  quantities of  coin to be 
minted urgently. The opening of  a die-cutting centre at Stamford  was doubtless a response to this 
need. It appears that gouging arose after  - probably shortly after  - the centre began to operate. A 
more lenient attitude towards the assay may have been permitted to help Stamford  to meet its 
required output and moneyers drafted  in from  elsewhere to assist, even drawing on those in retire-
ment, such as Saewine of  Huntingdon. If,  indeed, it is correct that gouging was carried out at 
Stamford  alone, the query naturally arises whether the practice was to meet a purely local need. 
The sketchy sources for  Cnut's reign yield no such explanation. Thus, if  the practice at Stamford 
was in response to a more general demand and not for  some other cryptic administrative reason, it 
could be explicable as a local precaution to forestall  problems should the purity of  the unassayed 
output later be questioned. 

In the absence of  discovering local grounds for  the practice it is inviting to link gouging with 
the huge geld levied by Cnut in 1018, when London was required to find  £10,500 and the rest of 
the country £72,000 42 The potential stumbling block in making this connection is chronological. 
Most of  the coins struck from  the gouged dies weigh below 1.00 g and were thus light/late in the 

40 Blackburn & Lyon, 'Regional die-production', as in n. 16, p. 238, n. 16. 
41 Private correspondence. For a possible parallel, in the Last Small Cross issue of  /Ethelred II involving the moneyer Wensige of 

Wilton, see Stewart Lyon, 'Die-cutting Styles in the Last Small  Cross  Issue of  c. 1009-1017 and some Problematic East Anglian Dies 
and Die-links', BNJ  68 (1998), 21-41, at pp. 37-8. 

42 The  Anglo-Saxon  Chronicle,  translated and edited by G.N. Garmonsway, 2nd edition (London, 1955), p. 154. 
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issue. Blackburn and Lyon identified  five  diminishing weight standards in the Quatrefoil  type at 
Lincoln: c. 1.40, 1.30, 1.20, 1.10 and 0.95 g. The lowest standard at Chester, London, Winchester 
and York they estimated as slightly higher at l.OOg. Generalising from  their findings,  they con-
cluded that about thirty per cent of  the output at the five  mints was struck to the first  three stan-
dards (1.40-1.20 g), forty  per cent to the fourth  standard (1.10/1.05 g) and thirty percent to the 
fifth  (1.10/0.95 g).43 Metcalf  has estimated that forty-seven  million coins were struck in the 
Quatrefoil  issue.44 Thus, if  (1) Metcalf's  figures  are accepted, (2) the geld was correctly recorded, 
and (3) met in coin, the geld would account for  just under twenty-two million coins, or forty-
seven percent of  the estimated output for  the type. Even if  Dolley's original thought in dating the 
Quatrefoil  issue from  1017 rather than 1018 is correct45 and the date when the issue ended is left 
flexible,  any link between the geld and gouged dies has to reconcile the large output for  the geld 
early in the issue with the apparently light/late character of  coins struck from  the gouged dies. 

Because Cnut came to the throne as the result of  invasion, he would doubtless have wished to 
assert the legitimacy of  his title (and gain the tax benefits  of  a renovatio) by issuing a coinage in 
his own name as quickly as possible. How quickly this could be achieved is demonstrated by the 
substantial coinage issued by Harold II after  his accession in 1066. The coinage in circulation 
when Cnut came to power was possibly also depleted by the geld of  £21,000 levied in 1014 and 
the intervening conflicts.46  The early/heavy coins of  the Quatrefoil  issue would thus have been 
needed in large numbers to fuel  the renovatio from  early in 1017. The question then arises how 
large, in fact,  were the heavy (1.40-1.20 g) and intermediate (1.10 g) issues compared with the 
'late', light issue (1.00/0.95 g). The figures  calculated by Blackburn and Lyon for  the five  mints, 
including Lincoln, are based on the successive sub-styles (early, middle, late). However, if  the cal-
culations are based on weight as the main criterion, the picture at Lincoln changes, as Table 8 
shows. The percentages of  Blackburn and Lyon and of  Eaglen and Grayburn in the Table are 
derived from  223 coins in the systematic collection at Stockholm (Hildebrand) and in the 
Copenhagen sylloge; those of  Mossop from  the weights of  464 coins recorded in The  Lincoln 
Mint47  The latter figures  are valuable not merely for  the size of  sample but also as a modest anti-
dote to possible bias in the Scandinavian hoards. 

TABLE 8: Cnut, Quatrefoil  type. Estimated percentage output at Lincoln. 
Per cent (%) 

Blackburn  Eaglen  and 
and Lyon Grayburn Mossop 

Early 30 19 17 
Middle 40 30 34 
Late 30 51 49 

How much coin was available to meet the geld of  1018 is unknown, but intense mint activity 
must have been necessary in response to the unprecedented sum. It is also not known precisely 
when the geld was imposed or how long it was before  it was met. In the Anglo-Saxon  Chronicle  it 
appears at the beginning of  a scantily recorded year. It may have been placed as the first  item 
because it was the most remarkable rather than the earliest event in that year. It would also have 
taken time to assemble the silver needed to meet the demand and convert it into coin. Within such 
a timetable, striking coins at the lowest weight to meet the geld becomes chronologically more 
plausible. 

43 Blackburn & Lyon, 'Regional die-production', as in n. 16. p. 254. 
44 Metcalf,  'Continuity and Change', as in n. 22, p. 63. 
45 See Blackburn & Lyon. 'Regional die-production", as in n. 16. p. 257 and n. 36. 
46 The  Anglo-Saxon  Chronicle,  as in n. 42, p. 145. 
47 H.R. Mossop, The  Lincoln Mint  c.890-1279 (Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 1970). 
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Mossop's figures  show that the non-Scandinavian (and substantially English) element in his 

catalogue amounts to approximately twenty-five  per cent. Possibly reflecting  the exaggerated 
impact of  the Scandinavian hoards, Appendix I lists eighty-nine coins of  which fifty  are from 
Scandinavian hoards and thirty-nine from  other sources, including twenty-six from  the 'Cnut' 
hoard of  c.1993, assembled in the Cambridge area.48 The geld would, accordingly, have led to 
slack demand for  new coin and a scarcity of  bullion in the latter stages of  the Quatrefoil  issue. 
This could account for  the sprinkling of  coins recorded below the 1.00/0.95 g standard 49 It could 
also have prompted a renovatio well before  the end of  the hypothetical sexennial cycle proposed 
by Dolley.50 

Lincoln has been used in Table 8 to test the relationship between output and timings because it 
is a major mint for  which an impressive number of  known coins has been published. The percent-
ages suggest that Lincoln, as a major mint, had already been heavily committed to the renovatio, 
before  being called upon to contribute to the geld. If  similar weight standards are applied to the 
Stamford  coins in the systematic collection in Stockholm and the Copenhagen sylloge, although 
the sample is small, the results are dramatically different,  as Table 9 shows. 

TABLE 9: Cnut, Quatrefoil  type. Estimated percentage output at Stamford. 
Weight  (g)  Number 
standard  of  coins % 

15 
Early 1.40/1.20 4 
Middle ±1.10 6 
Late 1.00-0.95> 58 85 

Unless Stamford  was contemporaneously operating at a markedly different  standard from  that 
of  Lincoln,51 on these figures  there is no hindrance in associating Stamford  output using gouged 
dies with the geld of  1018. Turning to Huntingdon, Table 10 reveals that the pattern is different 
again.52 Based on known coins, the weight standards appear to be 1.45 g and 1.26 g (early), 1.06 g 
(middle) and 0.88 g (late). Apart from  two coins of  the moneyer Man(wine) at the middle stan-
dard, the remaining twelve gouged coins of  Huntingdon in Appendix I average 0.92 g. 

TABLE 10: Cnut, Quatrefoil  type. Estimated percentage output 'at' 
Huntingdon. 

Weight  (g) Number 
standard of  coins % 

Early 1.45/1.26 13 30 
Middle ± 1.06 34 50 
Late ±0.88> 11 20 

48 Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon', as in n. 17, p. 63. 
49 See, for  example, Petersson, 'Coins, Weights, Late Anglo-Saxon Pennies and Mints', as in n. 23, Table I, p. 347. 
50 See n. 45 above. 
51 For possible earlier evidence of  this, see Stewart Lyon, 'Die-cutting Styles in the Last Small  Cross  Issue', as in n. 41, at pp. 30, 

32. 
52 The figures  are taken from  Eaglen, 'The Mint of  Huntingdon', as in n. 17, p. 66. 
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In contrast with Stamford,  the figures  suggest that Huntingdon was active at the beginning of 

the Quatrefoil  issue but less so by the period of  gouging. This gives credence to Huntingdon being 
revitalised to lend a hand at Stamford  in meeting the geld.53 

Conclusions 
The writers embarked upon this study with the intention of  describing what they had found,  in the 
hope that this would lead eventually to decoding the meaning of  the gouged dies. In the event, 
there appears to be reputable support for  the following  propositions: 
(1) gouged reverses were introduced at Stamford  in the Last Small Cross issue of  /Ethelred II; 
(2) their use was reintroduced at Stamford  in the Quatrefoil  issue to indicate coins struck in haste 

without the silver being assayed and purified  before  alloying, or for  some other so far  unde-
tected administrative reason; 

(3) the need for  haste may have been occasioned by the geld of  1018; 
(4) the die-cutting centre at Stamford  was set up to respond to this need; 
(5) moneyers from  Bedford,  Cambridge, Huntingdon, Leicester, Northampton and Rochester 

participated in meeting the demand (as is evidenced by their gouged reverses); 
(6) these moneyers probably deployed their dies at Stamford,  where they were gouged for  the 

same reason as were those of  their Stamford  colleagues; 
(7) their dies were either brought to Stamford  or provided from  other sources including dies pre-

pared for  them by Stamford  engraver(s); and 
(8) gouging was not an indicator that coins were being intentionally struck below the prescribed 

weight or purity standard. 
If  the activity at Stamford  described in this study occurred after  the geld of  1018 had been met, 

this would chime harmoniously with a dearth of  silver giving rise to lightweight and debased 
coins, but not with the apparent need for  haste. 

53 For similar conclusions linking the Quatrefoil  issue to the geld of  1018, see D.M. Metcalf,  'Can we believe the very large figure 
of  £72,000 for  the geld levied by Cnut in 1018?', Studies  in Late Anglo-Saxon  Coinage  as in n. 23, pp. 169-76. In An Alias of  Anglo-
Saxon and Norman  Coin Finds,  973-1086  (London. 1998), Metcalf,  at p. 135, appears to have become less convinced by his earlier 
arguments. For an historian's perspective, see M.K. Lawson, Cnut,  the Danes in England  in the Early  Eleventh  Century  (London, 
1993), pp. 196-202. 



APPENDIX I: Cnut, Quatrefoil  type. Dies linked to gouged reverses. For key, see p. 35. OJ 
Mint Reverse O. R. 

Moneyer gouge die Style die Style Wf.  (g) Identity  of  coin Comment 
Bedford 

Leofsige Qi c A Anomalous a Bedford (f) 1.19 Hild. 64 (The Bedford  coins are Leofsige Qi 
(Bedford  ?) (London ?) the heaviest recorded 

/1 1 ! / / " 11 11 / / 1.09 SCBI  South Eastern from  gouged dies). 
Museums 1037 

Qi c / / / / b Bedford (f) 1.16* Hild. 1286 Attributed by Qi 
(London ?) Hildebrand to Lewes. 

Leofing  (?) _ - f  r / / a Bedford (f) 1.09* Hild. 63 Reads LIOFN; Leofing  (?) 
(London ?) shared O. with Leofsige. 

Cambridge 
Ornst — - A London CI ai London (f) 0.86* Hild. 1061 Ql/3 c / / 

/ / ii a2 11 0.93 SCBI  Copenhagen 1098 Gouge intersects dexter limb of  cross. 
Wulfsige - - A Thetford  C ai Thetford  (?) (f) 0.90 SCBI  Copenhagen 1116 Wulfsige 

/1 1 ! " / / / / 
/1 1 / 

" 0.93 Hild. 1072 
Qi 0 B Thetford  C a 2 11 " 0.93 SCBI  Copenhagen 1115 Narrow gouge 

Huntingdon The dies are as designated in Eaglen, "The Mint of  Huntingdon', BNJ  69 (1999), 111-19, where each die combinations is illustrated (Plates 6-8) 
Godleof Q4 r A2 London CI b London (f> 0.89 Hild. 1249 var. O. A2 has four  pellets Q4 

behind bust. Five coins 
11 / * / / I  r r I 11 " / / 0.89 Grayburn collection' are known without 

pellets (Al), struck with a different  R. 
range 1.02-0.89g. 

— - C Lincoln 1 el Lincoln (S) 0.90 SHM 16181A, B-1003 Small cross in Q4. 
" / ? / * u ir / 1 / r 1 ! [0.77] Bergen Chipped. 
Q4 c / ! it II e2 i / 1 / 0.911" Eaglen collection (H107)' Gouge partly obliturating 

cross. See Fig. 2F, 
enlargement. 

/  1 * / " II  it / / i / 
" 0.88 Hild. 1242 / / f; D London CI 11 / > 1 ! 0.91 Grayburn collection" Sceptre behind bust. 

Man(wine) - - A Bedford al Bedford  (?) (s) 1.18 SHM 14091^131 
" / / B London Al " / / ^ / 1.00 Bergen 
(Q3) 0 ^ 1 / / II a2 / / / / 1.08to Eaglen collection" Gouged in legend. 
/  t " 1 / II  II 1 / 

/ / / / 1.03 Grayburn collection' 
Saewine Q2 r A London CI a Lincoln ? (S) 0.85 SCBI  Copenhagen 1288 Gouge partly obliterating 

cross (or dagger - shaped) symbol. 
Thurcetel Q3 r A Stamford  B a London (f) 0.95 Oslo / / 11 " It  II /1 11 " 0.93 Lyon collection" 

Q2 c ! t II  II b London (f) 0.79 Trondheim Pellet in Q3. 
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Q2 
Q3 

B London Cl 
C London Cl 

Leicester 
Wulfnoth 

Northampton 
Leofwine 
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Q3 

Q4 
Q3 
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r 
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Winchester 1 

A London Cl 
B Stamford  A? 

Rochester 
yElfwold 

Stamford 
/Elfwig 

Q2 A Stamford  A 
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Q4? r A Stamford  B 

Q3 C Stamford  A 

Brand 
Brunstan 

Cawelin 
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Q2/4 
Q2 

D Stamford  B 
A Stamford  B 
A Lincoln 1 

A Stamford  B 

Q4 
Q2 B Stamford  B 



APPENDIX I: Continued 
(f)  0.93 Grayburn collection" 
(f)  0.89to Grayburn collection" Pellet or vestige of 

symbol in Q3. 
0.88t Eaglen collection (H098)" See Fig. 2, enlargement. 

(f) 0.81 5CS7 Latvia 95 Gouged in Q2 + 3. 

(f) 0.96 SCB/ Copenhagen 1203 Gouged horizontally. 
(?) ? Glazebrook collection Purportedly with 

cross before  bust and 
R. reading 
+LE : FPINE HO HAM. 

(f) 0.84* Hild. 3070 

(f) 0.96 SCB/ Lincolnshire 
Collections 1229 / / 0.96 Hild. 3231 / / 0.94 SCB/ Copenhagen 3506 Described in SCBI  as 

R. die duplicate of 
3505, but doubtfully  so 

! 1 0.89 SCBI  Copenhagen 3505 Small gouge vertically 
below sinister limb of 
cross? 

(f) 0.73 Tallinn Traces of  erased 
symbol beneath gouge? 

0.65* Grayburn collection" 
(f) 0.89 SCBI  Copenhagen 3507 
(f) 0.85 SCBI  Copenhagen 3509 Small gouge diagonally? 
(S) 0.97* BM (1896) " 0.93 Arnot 202" Gouged vertically across 

sinister limb of  cross. (f) 0.96 SCBI  Lincolnshire 
Collections 1238 

" 0.94to A.H. Baldwin 
(f) 0.96+* Grayburn collection' 
(f) 0.93 Oslo Lozenge-shaped gouge. 
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Leofsige QI? ? 
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11 
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D Stamford  A g 11 it 11 11 
A Stamford  B a 
A Stamford  B a 
/ / ii n n 
ii II  II  II 
B Stamford  B c 
C Stamford  B e 
D Anomalous g 

(Stamford  A var.) 
E Stamford  A i 
it II  II 
II  11 11 
F Stamford  A 1 
II  ii II  II 

G Stamford  A n 
A Stamford  A a 
B Stamford  B c 
II  II  II  II 
A Stamford  A? a 
A Stamford  B a 
A Stamford  A a 
i/ II  it 11 

" " b 
II  ll 11 ll 
ll ll  ll  ll 
B Stamford  B c 
II  II  II  II 
II  II  II  II 
11 II  II  II 

" " d 

II i / 0.89 Stamford (f) 0.98 
Lincoln (S) 0.92 

/1 11 0.90 
Stamford (f) 0.84 

11 / / 0.81 
Stamford (f) 0.84 
Stamford (f) 0.96 

11 / / 0.91* 
a /1 [0.62] 

Stamford (f) 0.91* 
Stamford (f) [0.82] 
Stamford? (f) 0.88 
Stamford (f) 0.88* 
Stamford (f) 0.73* 
Stamford (f) 0.67* 
Stamford (f) 0.86 

11 11 0.80 
Stamford (f) 0.76 
Stamford (f) 0.83* 
Stamford (f) 0.77* 

/1 11 0.72 
Stamford? (?) ? 
Stamford (f) 0.78 
Stamford (f) 0.96 / / / / 0.92 
Stamford (f) 0.93* 

11 / / [0.90] 
11 / / 0.82 

Stamford (f) 0.98to 
11 11 0.97f* 
11 11 0.96 
11 11 0.90 

Stamford (f) 0.98 



SCBI  Copenhagen 3516 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3514 
SCBI  Ashmolean 
Museum 669 
Hild. 3241 
Hild. 3240 
St. Petersburg 
SCBI  Lincolnshire 
Collections 1243 
Hild. 3282 
Hild. 3274 
Bergen 
Grayburn collection' 
SCBI  Finland 706 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3550 
Grayburn collection" 
Grayburn collection' 
Eaglen collection (ST06)" 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3553 
Bispham collection' 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3557 
Grayburn collection' 
Grayburn collection" 
Myntgalliert auction 
20 May 1995, 694' 
Glazebrook collection 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3612 
Grayburn collection' 
St. Petersburg 
Grayburn collection' 
Myntgalliert auction 
20 May 1995, 699' 
Hild. 3325 
Grayburn collection' 
Eaglen collection (ST02)' 
Hild. 3327 
SCBI  Finland 707 
Hild. 3326 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3625 

u> 
R. similar to b above. Gouge (or fault?)  in 
legend. 

O O 
G 

Broken, chipped. cn 
Asymmetrical gouge. ® 
Chipped. Pi m 50 

GO ffl 
See Fig. 2, 0. enlargement. 2 

bo 
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Assymetrical gouge. § 
iO 

"I Gouge appears ^ 
J- struck up H 
J differently.  td 
No other details available. q 
R. reads +LEVOFS 7IGEO/STA r 
No other details available. oo 
Uneven gouge. c: 

W O 
Some verdigris. Q 

G H 
Assymetrical gouge. Crudely executed gouge 
(or flaw?). 
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APPENDIX I: Continued 
Oswald Q4 c A Stamford  B a Stamford (f) 0.95 SCBI  Polish Museums 204 

Q3 P B Stamford  B c Stamford (f) 0.88+* A.H. Baldwin See Fig. 2, enlargement. 
" / / 

/ 1 II  II / / r 1 / 1 [0.53] Bergen Fragment. 
Q3 r / / II  II d Stamford (f) 0.72 St. Petersburg 

Swertbrand - - A Stamford  B al Stamford (f) 0.98 SCBI  Copenhagen 3654 
Q4 P B Stamford  B? a2 /1 0.93 SCBI  Lincolnshire 

Collections 1255 
— — c Anomalous 

(Stamford  A var?) el Stamford? (f) 0.90 SCBI  Copenhagen 3653 
Q4 c 11 II  II e2 1 ! 1 1 0.85 SCBI  Copenhagen 3652 

Thurstan Q2 c A Stamford  A a Stamford (f) 0.85 Hild. 3349 
11 /1 1 r 11 11 /1 " " 0.85 SCBI  Finland 708 Later striking than 

previous coin. 
112 

heraldic quarter "314 
capsule shaped gouge 

Key:  Q 
c 
(f)  = flattened  quatrefoil o = 'other' shaped gouge 

p - pellet shaped gouge 
r = rectangular gouge 
(s) = shaped quatrefoil 

= analysed for  silver content, see Table 7 
= listed in Appendix IV and illustrated in Plate 1. 
= illustrated in Plate 2. 
= ex 'Cnut'hoard (c.1993) 

Addendum:  Since completing this paper Bill Lean has drawn the author's attention to a coin in Stockholm from  the Djuped hoard (1919), 0.95 g, which has a capsule shaped 
gouge in Q3. Since this coin is struck from  the same reverse die as Copenhagen 3505 (see Stamford,  /Elfwig,  dies Aal/2) to query whether that coin displayed a gouge or not 
appears to be answered in the negative. 
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Mint 
Gloucester 

London 
Norwich 

Oxford 

Stamford 

GOUGED REVERSE DIES IN THE QUATREFOIL ISSUE OF CNUT 
APPENDIX II: Cnut, Quatrefoil  type. Coins excluded from  Appendix I. 

Moneyer 
Leofsige 

Liofwine 
^fic 

Wulfwig 
Wulfwig 
Cawelin 
Cawelin 

Weight  (g) 
1.16 

1.04 
1.07 

1.16 
1.12 
1.00 
0.99 

Reference 
Elmore Jones 308 

Hild. 2662 
R. Griffin 

Hild. 3055 
SCBI  Copenhagen 3299 
R. Griffin 
SCBI  Finland 704 

Comment 
Flaw, also seen on SCBI  Copenhagen 
1039 ( l . l lg) and Hild. 985 (1.05g). 
Gloucester style 0. 
Crimped. No flaw. 
Flawed, rather than gouged on O? 
The 'silver' content of  this coin was 
analysed by Dr. Northover as 97.33%. 
Not gouged. Oxford  style O. and 
shaped quatrefoil. 
Same R. as Hild. 3055. 
Flaw in Q4. 
Not gouged. 

APPENDIX III: /Ethelred II, Last Small Cross type. Gouged reverse dies of  Stamford  mint. 
Moneyer Position of Weight Identity  of  coin 

gouge (o/c) (8) 
jEscman 6.30 1.05 Grayburn collection 
Brunstan 5 1.05' SCBI  Lincolnshire Collections 1192 

1.051 SCBI  St. Petersburg 1397 
Godaeg 10.30 1.142'3 SCBI  St. Petersburg 1401 

[0.80]2'3 Bergen (two fragments) 
l . l l2 '3 SCBI  Lincolnshire Collections 1198 0.933 Bergen 

Godleof 10 1.03 SCBI  St.  Petersburg 1405 11 1.02 Lyon collection 
Godwine 12.30 1.124 Hild. 3514 

1.054 SCBI  Lincolnshire Collections 1213 
0.954 Grayburn collection 

[0.42]4 Bergen (fragment) 
Notes:  1 Same dies 

2 Same obverse die 
3 Same reverse die 
4 Same dies 
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APPENDIX IV: Identity of  coins illustrated in Plate 1 

1 Bedford,  Leofsige.  Hild. 1286 (where attributed to Lewes). 
2 Bedford,  Leofing  (?). Hild. 63. 
3 Cambridge, Ornst. Hild. 1061. 
4 Rochester, ^lfwold.  Hild. 3070. 
5 Stamford,  /Elfwig.  Grayburn collection (0.65 g).1 
6 Stamford,  Brunstan. BM (1896). Ex Montagu (0.97 g) 
7 Stamford,  Cawelin. Grayburn collection (0.96 g).1 
8 Stamford,  Godwine. Hild. 3274. 
9 Stamford,  Godwine. Grayburn collection (0.91 g).1 

10 Stamford,  Godwine. Grayburn collection (0.88 g).1 
11 Stamford,  Godwine. Grayburn collection (0.73 g).1 
12 Stamford,  Godwine. Eaglen collection (ST06), (0.67 g).1 
13 Stamford,  Leofric.  Grayburn collection (0.83 g).1 
14 Stamford,  Leofric.  Grayburn collection (0.77 g).1 
15 Stamford,  Morulf.  Grayburn collection (0.93 g).1 
16 Stamford,  Morulf.  Eaglen collection (ST02), (0.97 g).1 
17 Stamford,  Oswald. A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd. 
Note:  1 Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c.1993). 

APPENDIX V: Identity of  Coins Listed in Table 7. 
Those illustrated in Plate 2 are marked with an asterisk (*). For the remainder a published source for  their illustration is 
cited. 
jEthelred II, Last Small Cross type - Stamford 
* (1) Godleof.  A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd. 
* (2) Swertgar. A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd. Ex Wheeler collection. 
* (3) yEscman. Grayburn collection. Ex'Cnut'hoard (c. 1993). 
* (4) Godwine. Grayburn collection. Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c. 1993). 

(5) Godwine. SCBI  Lincolnshire Collections 1211 (illustrated therein). 
Cnut, Quatrefoil  type - Huntingdon 

(6) Eadnoth. Eaglen collection (H100). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 7, 144. 
* (7) Man(wine). Eaglen collection (Hil l ) . BNJ  69(1999), coin 175(2). 
* (8) Thurcetel. Grayburn collection. BNJ  69(1999), coin 186(1). 

(9) Godleof.  Eaglen collection (H102). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 7, 165. 
(10) Godleof.  Eaglen collection (H097). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 8, 167. 
(11) Godleof.  Eaglen collection (HI07). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 8, 169. 
(12) Thurcetel. Eaglen collection (H098). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 8, 186. 
(13) Eadnoth. Eaglen collection (H108). BNJ  69(1999), Plate 7, 162. 

Cnut, Quatrefoil  type - Stamford 
(14) Cawelin. National Museum of  Wales. Ex Bryn Maelgwyn hoard (1979-80). Illustrated in George C. Boon, Welsh 

Hoards,  1979-81 (Cardiff,  1986), pp. 1-35, Fig. 15, coin 191. 
*(15) Eadwine. Grayburn collection. Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c. 1993). Annulets in cusps. 
*(16) Godwine. Eaglen collection (ST04). Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c. 1993). 
*(17) Cawelin. A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd. Ex Crompton Roberts and Wheeler collections. 
(18) Cawelin. Grayburn collection. Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c.  1993). Illustrated, PI. 1, 7. 

*(19) Cawelin. Eaglen collection (ST03). Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c. 1993). 
(20) Morulf.  Eaglen collection (ST02). Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c.  1993). Illustrated, PI. 1,16. 

*(21) Thurstan. Eaglen collection (ST05). Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c.  1993). 
*(22) Morulf.  Grayburn collection. Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c.  1993). 

(23) Oswald. A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd. Illustrated, PI. 1,17. 
*(24) Leofwine.  Eaglen collection (ST01). Ex 'Cnut' hoard (c. 1993). 



PLATE 1 

EAGLEN AND GRAYBURN: GOUGED REVERSE DIES (I) 
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