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ADDITIONS TO THE BUSH MOOR HOARD
N.M.MCQ. HOLMES

IN an earlier volume of this Journal the present writer published six coins (five English short
cross pennies and one Scottish sterling of Alexander II), found at Bush Moor, Bush of Craigs,
Dumfriesshire, in 2002.1 These seemed likely to have formed all or part of a purse hoard. The
finder, Patrick Langan, had stated that he did not expect to find any further coins at the site,
but three more were in fact recovered in 2004. It seemed sensible to wait before publishing
these coins, in case yet more discoveries were made, but this seems increasingly unlikely now
that a further four years have elapsed.
The three most recently recovered coins are all English short cross pennies and may be
summarised as follows:
Vb2, Nicole, King’s Lynn
VIIb2, Roger of R, Canterbury
VIIb2, Ledulf, London

1.16 g
1.25 g
1.12 g

These do not alter the overall date range of the hoard, which already included coins from
Vb1 to VIIc1, and the date of concealment must still be regarded as falling within the period
1236–c.1247. As with the earlier discoveries, these three coins were declared to be Treasure
Trove and acquired by Dumfries Museum.
A summary of all nine finds in the Inventory format might be as follows:
BUSH MOOR, BUSH OF CRAIGS, DUMFRIESSHIRE, 2002 AND 2004
9 English and Scottish. Deposit 1236–c.1247.
ENGLAND: short cross coinage pennies (8): Canterbury (2) – VIIb2, Roger of R (1); VIIb3,
Roger (1): King’s Lynn (1) – Vb2, Nicole (1): Lincoln (1) – Vb1/Va2, Ricard (1): London (4)
– VIIa1/VId, Ilger (1); VIIb2, Ledulf (1); VIIc1, Giffrei (1); VIIc1(?), Ledulf (1). SCOTLAND (1): Alexander II sterling, type b – Pieres, Roxburgh (1).
Discovery and deposition: Found by metal-detector within an area of diameter c.20 feet.
Claimed as Treasure Trove and allocated to Dumfries Museum.
REFERENCE
Holmes, N.M.McQ., 2004. ‘A probable short cross purse hoard from Dumfriesshire’, BNJ 74, 181–3.

1

Holmes 2004.
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A PARCEL OF EDWARDIAN COINS FROM LANARKSHIRE
N.M.MCQ. HOLMES

Introduction
IN 2007 a collection of eighty-seven silver pennies was donated to the Hunterian Museum in
Glasgow.1 The donor, Marjorie Allison, had inherited them, via her father, from a lady by the
name of Anna Mary King, of Shotts, Lanarkshire. Miss King’s father, James King
(1838–1917), one-time Inspector of Poor in Shotts, was both descended from and related by
marriage to farming families in the Hamilton and Shotts area. It is therefore highly probable,
although not conclusively demonstrable, that the coins came originally from one or more
hoards unearthed in that area of Lanarkshire. The only evidence for the date when the
hoard(s) may have been recovered is that one of the coins arrived at the museum wrapped in
a fragment of paper bearing the date 23 December 1911 in typescript.
Unfortunately it is not entirely obvious how many separate finds may be represented by
these coins. All bar three are English pennies of Edward I–II or contemporary Scottish, Irish
or continental issues, the exceptions being two long-cross pennies of Henry III and a single
Florin coinage penny of Edward III. It would be unusual for long-cross issues to be found in
the same hoard as later coins, although certainly not impossible. The Montrave hoard of
1877, which terminated with coins of Edward III’s pre-Treaty coinage, also included two
short-cross pennies.2 Equally, small numbers of Florin coinage pennies occur in Scottish
hoards consisting mainly of Edward I–II period issues (e.g. Dunfermline, 1896,3 ‘Scotland B’,
nineteenth century,4 and possibly Arkleton, Dumfriesshire, 18835). However, there are distinct
variations in the surface appearance of the coins in this parcel which suggest that they may
have more than one provenance. The largest number of coins – forty-eight – have a bright silvery appearance with little or no patination (hereafter designated as ‘bright’). A second group
of thirty is distinguished by a rather dirty grey overall patination (‘dull’), whilst nine coins,
including the two long-cross pennies, fall somewhere between the two extremes (‘medium’).
These distinctions are of course somewhat subjective, and it is theoretically possible that the
shiny silver surface on the first group of coins could have been brought about by attempts to
clean them. This is perhaps not particularly likely, however, since the condition in which they
arrived at the Hunterian Museum suggested that they had lain undisturbed for some
considerable period.
The coins had been separated into twelve groups, ranging in size from a single coin to
twenty-five, each group except no. 12 being wrapped in a folded paper enclosure. The groupings revealed some evidence of sorting, both according to mint and to surface appearance,
but there was no consistency to this process. Consequently, and in order to place on permanent record the exact form in which the coins were donated to the Hunterian, it will be
necessary not only to publish a list of all of them in the normal format for a hoard report (at
the end of this paper), but also to include summarised lists under the headings of the various
groups. In addition, summary lists will also be given under the condition headings of ‘bright’,
‘medium’ and ‘dull’, as described above, in order to examine whether distribution according
to this criterion results in groupings which would make sense as separate hoards.

1
I am grateful to Dr J.D. Bateson, of the Hunterian Museum, for allowing me to study these coins and to place their
existence on public record.
2
Thompson 1956, 104–5, hoard 272.
3
Thompson 1956, 54, hoard 142; Metcalf 1977, 41, hoard 136.
4
Dolley 1968, 274; Metcalf 1977, 41, hoard 131.
5
Dolley 1968, 255–7; Metcalf 1977, 41, hoard 135.
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The assemblage as a whole
The following is a summary of the entire group of coins, as it might appear in the Inventory
format:
87 AR English, Irish, Scottish and continental. Date of latest coin: 1344–51
ENGLAND (80 pennies): Henry III, long cross (2) – 3c, Ion, Norwich; 5a, Nicole, London.
Edward I–II (77) – Berwick (2): 1, 1; 4a, 1. Bristol (3): 3g1, 2; 3g2, 1. Bury St Edmunds (5):
11b2, 1; 12c, 1; 14, 1; 15b, 2. Canterbury (22): 3g2, 1; 4a1, 1; 4b, 1; 9b1, 1; 9b (unc. sub-type),
1; 10ab3b, 1; 10ab5, 1; 10cf1, 2; 10cf2a, 4; 10cf3b1, 2; 10cf3b2, 1; 10cf5b, 1; 11b1, 1; 11b2, 1;
11b3(?), 1; 14, 1; 15a, 1. Canterbury? (1): 10cf5(a2 or b), 1. Chester (1); 3g1, 1. Durham (15):
3c, 1; 9a1/9a2?, 1; 9b1, 1; 9b1/9c, 1; 10ab5, 1; 10cf2a, 1; 10cf2b, 1; 10cf3a, 1; 10cf3b1, 2;
10cf3b(1?), 1; 11b1, 1; 14, 1; 15c, 1; 15 (unc. sub-type), 1. Lincoln (1); 3g2, 1. London (22): 3d,
1; late 3–4, 1; 4(c?). 1; 4d, 1; 4e, 1; 9b1, 2; 10ab5, 1; 10cf1,4; 10cf2a, 1; 10cf2(b?). 1; 10cf3a(2?),
1; 10cf3a3, 1; 10cf3b2, 2; 11b1/11a2–3, 1; 14, 1; 15b, 1; 15c, 1. Newcastle (1): 10ab2/1, 1. York
(royal) (4): 3b, 1; 3c, 1; 3e, 2. Edward III, Florin coinage (1 penny): type 2, Canterbury.
IRELAND (3 pennies of Edward I): Dolley 2, Dublin, 2; 4, Waterford, 1. SCOTLAND (1
penny): Alexander III, 2nd coinage, Mc2, 24–point reverse. CONTINENTAL (3 sterlings):
Renaud of Gelderland, Arnhem (Mayhew 184 var.), 1; John the Blind, Luxemburg (Mayhew
260), 1; Louis IV of Bavaria, Aachen (Mayhew 332), 1.
Were it to be demonstrable that these coins constituted a single deposit from a Scottish
location, nothing about them, apart from the presence of the two Henry III pennies, need be
regarded as unusual. A single Florin coinage penny providing a terminus post quem of 1344
for the deposit of a hoard otherwise comprising coins minted no later than c.1322 would be
quite acceptable in view of the very small mintages in the intervening period. Of the 84 coins
minted between 1280 and c.1322, 77 (91.67%) are English, this figure being in line with that
found in most Scottish Edwardian hoards. Excluding the two Berwick mint coins, the figures
for types are:
types 3–4
type 9
type 10
types 11–12
types 14–15

18
7
32
7
11

(24.00%)
( 9.33%)
(42.67%)
( 9.33%)
(14.67%)

Again these figures are within the expected range for a hoard deposited after 1322. Figures
for mints are: London – 22 (28.57%); Canterbury – 22 (28.57%), with another possible;
Durham – 15 (19.48%); other mints totalling 17 (22.08%). The fact that there are equal
numbers of coins from Canterbury and London reflects the fact that two-thirds of them are
of classes 10–15.6
Coins grouped according to surface condition
Of the 48 coins with ‘bright’ surface, 45 are English, two Irish and one continental. The
English coins are divided by type as follows:
types 3–4
type 9
type 10
types 11–12
types 14–15

6
4
24
2
9

(13.33%)
( 8.89%)
(53.33%)
( 4.44%)
(20.00%)

6
For discussions of the numbers of coins from different mints and classes in Scottish hoards of this period, see Mayhew
1988 and Holmes 1996.
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Division by mint shows London – 15 (33.33%); Canterbury – 13 (28.89%), with another possible; Durham – 14 (31.11%); other mints – 2 (4.44%). The proportion of Durham mint coins
is rather high, even for a Scottish hoard, but overall there is nothing startling here, and these
coins could in theory represent one distinct find.
When the same process is applied to the thirty coins with ‘dull’ surface, the figures for type
are as follows:
types 3–4
type 9
type 10
types 11–12
types 14–15

10
2
7
5
2

(33.33%)
( 6.67%)
(23.33%)
(16.67%)
( 6.67%)

These figures are far less convincing, especially as the single Florin coinage penny also falls
into this group. The proportion of early coins seems far too high for a hoard not deposited
until after 1344. The figures for mints are: London – 4 (13.33%); Canterbury – 10 (33.33%);
Durham – 1 (3.33%); others – 14 (46.67%). The proportion of coins from the smaller mints
is clearly unrealistic.
This leaves the nine coins with ‘medium’ surface appearance, i.e falling somewhere between
the two extremes found on the other coins, but not all identical in this respect. They include the
two long cross pennies, which may well belong to a separate assemblage from all the others anyway, but the others comprise four English pennies, one Irish, one Scottish and one continental
sterling, all of which probably do belong with one or other of the larger groups, despite the
surface variations.
Coins grouped according to the packages in which they had been stored
Where all the coins in a single package were of the same surface appearance, this is stated in
the heading. Where this was not the case, this information is given for individual coins. Unless
otherwise stated, coins are English pennies of Edward I–II.
Group 1 (medium) (2 coins)
London
10cf3a3
York (royal)
3e
Group 2 (bright) (14 coins)
Bury St Edmunds
Canterbury
Durham
London
Newcastle
Continental

14
11b3(?), 15a
9b1, 10cf3a, 10cf3b(1?), 14
3d, 4e, 10cf1, 10cf2a, 10cf2(b?)
10ab2/10ab1
Renaud of Gelderland

Group 3 (bright) (12 coins)
Canterbury
4a1, 10ab5, 10cf1 (x2), 10cf2a (x3), 10cf3b1, 10cf3b2, 14
Durham
15
London
10cf1
Group 4 (medium) (1 coin)
Scotland
Alexander III Mc2
Group 5 (mixed) (3 coins)
Ireland

Edward I, Dolley 2, Dublin (bright)
Another (medium)
Another, Dolley 4, Waterford (bright)

Group 6 (medium) (1 coin)
Continental
Louis IV of Bavaria
Group 7 (medium) (2 coins)
Henry III long cross 3c
Another, 5a
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Group 8 (dull) (8 coins)
Berwick
Bury St Edmunds
Lincoln
York (royal)
Continental

1
11b2, 12c, 15b
3g2
3c, 3e
John the Blind

Group 9 (bright) (7 coins)
Durham

3c, 9a1/9a2(?), 9b1/9c, 10ab5, 10cf2b, 10cf3b1 (x2)

Group 10 (dull) (3 coins)
Bristol

3g1 (x2), 3g2

Group 11 (dull) (9 coins)
Canterbury

233

3g2, 4b, 9b, 10ab3b, 10cf2a, 10cf3b1, 10cf5b, 11b2
Edward III Florin coinage

Group 12 (mixed) (25 coins)
Berwick
4a (dull)
Bury St Edmunds
15b (dull)
Canterbury
9b1 (dull), 11b1 (bright)
Canterbury?
10cf5(a2 or b) (bright)
Chester
3g1 (dull)
Durham
10cf2a (bright), 11b1 (dull), 15c (bright)
London
Late 3–4 (bright), 4(c?) (bright), 4d (medium), 9b1 (bright), 9b1 (medium),
10ab5 (bright), 10cf1 (dull) (x2), 10cf3a(2?) (dull), 10cf3b2 (bright) (x2),
11b1/11a2 or 11a3 (dull), 14 (bright), 15b (bright), 15c (bright)
York (royal)
3b (dull)

The small groups 4–7, which include solely Scottish, Irish, continental and long-cross coins
respectively, clearly indicate some form of selection. It is worth noting that all the coins in
these four groups, apart from two Irish issues, had the ‘medium’ surface appearance, as did
the two English coins making up Group 1. Only two other coins, in the mixed and unwrapped
Group 12, came into this category. Coins with ‘dull’ surface were concentrated in Groups 8
(Berwick, Bury, Lincoln and York mints, and one continental), 10 (Bristol) and 11
(Canterbury). This again suggests deliberate sorting, according to both appearance and mint.
Groups 2, 3 and 9 were made up entirely of coins with ‘bright’ appearance, with Group 3
comprising mostly Canterbury mint coins and Group 9 entirely Durham. Group 2 contained
coins from various mints (Bury, Canterbury, Durham, London and Newcastle) as well as one
continental sterling. Group 12, which had no wrapper, was a mixture of coins of different
mints and surface types, with a preponderance of London mint issues. Given the degree of
selection evident in the other groups, it seems fair to suggest that these coins had at one time
belonged to a series of smaller groups, which had lost their wrappings and become mixed
together.
Conclusions
It is difficult to draw any definite conclusions from a study of these coins, but it is possible to
make a few suggestions based on the above evidence. The strikingly different ‘bright’ or ‘dull’
surfaces evident on most of the coins strongly suggest that at least two hoards are represented.
If the ‘bright’ surface had resulted from the cleaning of coins from a single deposit, it seems
probable that the process would have been applied to all of them. The small number of
medium-surface coins seem unlikely to constitute a separate group, with the probable exception of the two Henry III issues, which on the basis of probability should be regarded as more
likely to belong to a different deposit from any of the other coins. The other seven ‘medium’
coins are probably just chance variants within one or other of the larger groups. If the ‘bright’
and ‘dull’ groups come from two distinct hoards, it is possible to accept the former as possibly
comprising a complete hoard, whereas the latter looks far more like a parcel of coins selected
from a larger deposit.
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APPENDIX. LIST OF COINS
In order to tie in this detailed catalogue with the groups listed above, the information in the last two columns
indicates to which of the twelve groups each coin belonged, and its surface type (B ⫽ Bright, D ⫽ Dull, M ⫽
Medium). SCBIN ⫽ SCBI North.
Number

1
2

3
4
5–6
7
8
9
10
11–12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20–21
22–25
26–27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45–46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Weight (g)
ENGLAND
Henry III long cross pennies
3c, Ion, Norwich
5a, Nicole, London

1.51
1.43

Edward I–II pennies (SCBI North 1989 classification)
Berwick upon Tweed
1 (SCBIN 1122)
1.39
4a
1.25
Bristol
3g1; S2, stops 3 (SCBIN 157)
1.43, 1.35
3g2; S3, stops 1 (SCBIN 178)
1.37
Bury St Edmunds
11b2
1.40
12c (SCBIN 877)
1.27
14; broken E
1.35
15b
1.45, 1.36
Canterbury
3g2; S3, stops 1 (SCBIN 179)
1.38
4a1
1.41
4b
1.38
9b1; pot-hook Ns; ? no star
1.30
9b(1 or 2); pot-hook Ns; no star
1.31
10ab3b; top-tilted/broken S (SCBIN 533)
1.37
10ab5; hYB’; broken S
1.33
10cf1
1.41, 1.34
10cf2a
1.36, 1.36, 1.31, 1.18
10cf3b1
1.42, 1.34
10cf3b2
1.41
10cf5b; hYB:
1.33
11b1
1.24
11b2
1.41
11b3(?)
1.36
14
1.39
15a
1.32
Canterbury?
10cf5(a2 or b); double-struck
1.35
Chester
3g1
1.32
Durham
3c
1.33
9a1/9a2(?) (SCBIN 350)
1.10
9b1; plain cross; pothook/unbarred 2 Ns; no star
1.33
9b1/9c; plain cross; double-barred N on rev (SCBIN 461)
1.16
10ab5 (late)
1.33
10cf2a; cross moline
1.28
10cf2b; hYB:
1.42
10cf3a(1 or 2)
1.42
10cf3b1; cross moline
1.37, 1.37
10cf3b(1?)
1.28
11b1; additional crozier head on dexter limb
(SCBIN 813, same rev die)
1.50
14; two lis before lion; broken E
1.29
15c; ? one lis before lion
1.24
15 (uncertain sub-type); lion and lis; uneven striking
1.33
Lincoln
3g2; S3, stops 1
1.30

Group

Surface

7
7

M
M

8
12

D
D

10, 10
10

D, D
D

8
8
2
12, 8

D
D
B
D, D

11
3
11
12
11
11
3
3, 3
11, 3, 3, 3
11, 3
3
11
12
11
2
3
2

D
B
D
D
D
D
B
B, B
D, B, B, B
D, B
B
D
B
D
B
B
B

12

B

12

D

9
9
2
9
9
12
9
2
9
2

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B, B
B

12
2
12
3

D
B
B
B

8

D

09 Short Art 1731

8/1/10

09:46

Page 235

235

SHORT ARTICLES AND NOTES

Number
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61–64
65
66
67
68
69–70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78–79

80

Weight (g)
London
3d; h2, S2, R2 / S1; comma marks; thick neck (SCBIN 111)
1.22
Late 3–4; S3; obv mostly illegible
1.37
4(c?); uneven striking
1.18
4d
1.30
4e
1.32
9b1; pot-hook Ns; no star (SCBIN 374)
1.33
9b1; pot-hook Ns; star?
1.16
10ab5 (late); new A; R1
1.39
10cf1
1.44, 1.38, 1.36, 1.10
10cf2a
1.33
10cf2(b?)
1.33
10cf3a(2?)
1.31
10cf3a3
1.38
10cf3b2
1.41, 1.39
11b1/11a2–3
1.42
14
1.39
15b
1.37
15c
1.54
Newcastle
10ab2/10ab1; VILL[ü?] / NOVI
1.31
York (royal)
3b
1.06
3c; face 3
1.30
3e; the second with damaged hair punch
1.36, 1.36
Edward III, Florin coinage penny
Canterbury
2; rev of 15d, with extra pellet(s) in TAS quarter
(SCBIN 1079)

1.31

Group

Surface

2
12
12
12
2
12
12
12
12, 2, 3, 12
2
2
12
1
12, 12
12
12
12
12

B
B
B
M
B
B
M
B
D, B, B, D
B
B
D
M
B, B
D
B
B
B

2

B

12
8
8, 1

D
D
D, M

11

D

5, 5

B, M

5

B

83

IRELAND
Edward I pennies, Dolley 1968 classification
Dublin
2
Waterford
4; clipped or undersized flan

84

SCOTLAND
Alexander III penny, 2nd coinage (Stewart and North 1990 classification)
Mc2, 24 points
1.11

4

M

CONTINENTAL
Sterlings (Mayhew 1983 classification)
Renaud of Gelderland, Arnhem (M. 184 var.: reversed and
pelleted N on obv.)
John the Blind, Luxemburg (M. 260)
Louis IV of Bavaria, Aachen (M. 332)

2
8
6

B
D
M

81–82

85
86
87

1.35, 1.11
0.85

1.33
1.34
1.28

REFERENCES
Dolley, R.H.M., 1968. ‘The Irish Mints of Edward I in the light of the coin-hoards from Ireland and Great
Britain’, Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy 66, section C, 235–97.
Holmes, N.M.McQ., 1996. ‘The Ednam, Roxburghshire, Hoard (1995)’, BNJ 66, 33–59.
Mayhew, N.J., 1983. Sterling Imitations of Edwardian Type (London).
Mayhew, N.J., 1988. ‘The Aberdeen, St Nicholas Street, Hoards of 1983 and 1984’, BNJ 58, 40–68.
Metcalf, D.M., 1977. ‘The evidence of Scottish coin hoards for monetary history, 1100–1600’, in D.M. Metcalf
(ed.), Coinage in Medieval Scotland (Oxford), 1–59.
North, J.J., 1989. Sylloge of Coins of the British Isles 39. The J.J. North Collection. Edwardian Silver Coins
1279–1351 (Oxford).
SCBI North see North 1989.
Stewart, B.H.I.H. and North, J.J., 1990. ‘Classification of the Single-Cross Sterlings of Alexander III’, BNJ 60, 37–64.
Thompson, J.D., 1956. Inventory of British Coin Hoards AD 600–1500 (Oxford).
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THE DATE OF EDWARD IV’S MINTMARK CINQUEFOIL
LORD STEWARTBY

IN their monograph on the coinage of Edward IV Blunt and Whitton attributed eleven types
(XII–XXII) to the second reign (1471–83), defined by reference to the mintmarks on the
angels and groats.1 The first and last of these second reign types were of very short duration.
Type XII, with mintmark short cross fitchy, is a brief extension of the series with cross marks
which embraces types X and XI from Edward’s first reign as well as the issues of Henry VI’s
restoration in 1470–71. At the end of Edward’s second reign, type XXII, with mintmark
halved sun-and-rose, was (if correctly attributed to the indenture of February 1483 with
Bartholomew Reed) introduced less than two months before the king’s death; and although
it was continued in the nominal reign of his son Edward V (April to June 1483) all the sunand-rose coins are rare. Between the two extremities of types XII and XXII, the second reign
material divides itself into three more substantial phases. First comes an annulet series, consisting of the three Blunt and Whitton types, XIII, XIV and XV, each of which has an annulet
in one form or another as its defining mintmark; then there is a second cross series, encompassing the five Blunt and Whitton types XVI–XX, each showing some kind of cross mintmark (plain or pierced, and with or without an added pellet or pellets); and third is the large
issue with mintmark cinquefoil, type XXI, which constitutes the last main phase of Edward
IV’s coinage.
Blunt and Whitton suggested that the cinquefoil mark was current for less than three years,
from early 1480 until the end of 1482.2 This chronology held the field until 1985 when, in an
important paper on the gold coinage of the Yorkist period, Webb Ware proposed that the
cinquefoil mark must have been of much longer duration.3 His basic argument was that
cinquefoil angels are too abundant for them all to have been struck within so short a period
as 1480–82. Estimating that cinquefoil angels accounted for around half of all extant
Edwardian angels, Webb Ware concluded that, if measured against the amounts of gold
recorded in the mint accounts, the cinquefoil mark must have been introduced c.1475. This
would of course then imply that proposed dates for the preceding second reign mintmarks
should all be earlier than Blunt and Whitton had suggested.
If the Webb Ware chronology is valid, it should be possible to demonstrate it in respect of
the silver coinage as well as the gold, although there are few hoards that can provide evidence
for the proportions in which different types of groats were struck during Edward’s second
reign. The most informative modern hoard is the 1964 find from Hartford, Huntingdonshire;4
but the largest relevant group of second reign groats is that from a find made more than a
century earlier at Clay Coton in Northamptonshire.5 The record of this hoard by Assheton
Pownall was based on the arrangement devised by Edward Hawkins in The Silver Coins of
England,6 but thanks to the care and accuracy of Pownall’s report it is possible to convert the
information so as to accord with the Blunt and Whitton typology, at least so far as the three
principal phases of the second reign are concerned.
Table 1 shows the numbers of relevant second reign London groats in the Clay Coton and
Hartford hoards, with their percentages of the total population. In Table 2 the figures for silver
bullion (rounded to the nearest 100 lbs.) are listed, again with appropriate percentages.7

1
2
3
4
5
6

Blunt and Whitton 1945–48.
Blunt and Whitton 1945–48, 14.
Webb Ware 1985, 113–6.
Archibald and Kent 1974, 144–7.
Pownall 1866, 136–51.
Hawkins 1841.
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TABLE 1.

Edwardian Groats of 1471–83 in the Clay Coton and Hartford Hoards
Clay Coton

Type XII
Annulet series (XIII–XV)
Cross series (XVI–XX)
Cinquefoil (XXI)
Type XXII
Total

TABLE 2.

–
34
40
35
7
_________
116 groats

Hartford
–
29.3%
34.5%
30.2%
6.0%
______
100%

1
18
25
15
2
________
61 groats

1.6%
29.5%
41.0%
24.6%
3.3%
_____
100%

Silver Minted at London under Edward IV and V, 1471–83

May–Sept. 1471
Michaelmas 1471–Michaelmas 1472
Michaelmas 1472–Michaelmas 1473
Michaelmas 1473–Michaelmas 1474
Michaelmas 1474–Michaelmas 1475
Sept. 1475–May 1476
May 1476–Sept. 1477
Michaelmas 1477–Michaelmas 1478
Sept. 1478–Sept. 1479
Sept. 1479–Sept. 1480
Michaelmas 1480–Michaelmas 1471
Michaelmas 1481–Michaelmas 1482
Sept. 1482–April 1483
May–June 1483

lbs.

%

5,200
10,700
7,200
6,000
7,200
1,900
4,200
2,100
2,600
2,000
1,000
1,700
600
400
______
52,800

9.9
20.3
13.6
11.4
13.6
3.6
8.0
4.0
4.9
3.8
1.9
3.2
1.1
0.7
_____
100.0

The percentages in Table 1 for groats of types XXI and XXII are 36.2% in Clay Coton and
27.9% in Hartford. The Clay Coton hoard, buried c.1490, has a stronger representation of late
Edwardian groats than the Hartford hoard, buried some twenty years later. However, not
much can be read into this because in the case of groats of Richard III (1483–85) the situation
was reversed – sixteen coins in Clay Coton representing 13.8% of the second reign total of 116,
but thirteen in Hartford being 21.3% of sixty-one. What this does show is that there can be a
material difference in relative proportions from one hoard to another at this period, so that
estimates of the actual percentage of output represented by a particular type or series may fall
within quite a wide range, with obvious implications for their inferred chronology. Thus, if we
take three illustrative assumptions for the XXI and XXII percentage, at 25%, 30% and 35%,
the implied dates for the start of type XXI would be respectively 1476–77, 1475–76 and
1474–75. More than two-thirds of the total of second reign silver was coined within the years
1471–75, with minting at a much reduced rate thereafter. For this reason quite a small change
in the assumed percentage results in a relatively larger adjustment to the implied date.
In an exercise of this kind there are various factors for which allowance might in theory be
made, to adjust the arithmetic of the groats. For example, in any hoard there is a tendency for
later types to feature more strongly than earlier, because of the gradual wastage of currency.
In the present case this could mean that groats of types XXI and XXII, particularly in the
Clay Coton hoard, were more plentifully represented than those of types XIII–XX. But without several more hoards for comparison it is not practical to speculate on the possible impact

7
For the convenience of the reader, the information in Table 2 has been simplified. Full details can be found in Stokes 1929,
34–5; Challis 1992, 684.
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of this, except to say that, if anything, the bare figures may slightly exaggerate the earliness of
the beginning of the cinquefoil mark. No allowance, either, can be made to take into account
the minting of values below the groat; but since the halfgroats and London pence of this
period are all relatively scarce, this is not likely to be a very material factor.
Webb Ware’s suggested date of late 1475 for the start of type XXI, on the evidence of the
gold, is in convenient accord with the message from the groats and other evidence. In particular, he observed that it seems more than coincidental that ‘the best estimate for the
beginning of type XXI lies so close to the only recorded second-reign trial of the pyx on
1 December 1475.’ As he noted, it also makes sense of a gold trial plate of 1477 which
carries an impression of an early type XXI angel and is incompatible with a date as late as
1480 for the introduction of mintmark cinquefoil.8
The revised dating may also help to resolve a question raised by Blunt and Whitton relating
to the York coins of Archbishop George Neville (1465–76). They wrote:
A coin stated in the Longbottom catalogue (lot 190) to be a coin of Neville’s showing I.M. Cross and Pellet
seems perhaps to have been misread by the compiler. By the time the Cross and Pellet series began, probably in
1477, Neville was dead and Archbishop Booth was issuing his pence with B and Key beside the bust.9

The relevant entry in the sale catalogue of the collection of F.W. Longbottom, Sotheby’s, 14
and 15 May, 1934, reads as follows:
190 York, Pennies of 1471–83 of George Nevill (3), one with i.m. cross over annulet and two with cross pierced
and pellet; also of vacancy of 1476 (3) with rose i.m. and e and rose beside bust, all fine and very rare
6

Blunt’s copy of the Longbottom catalogue includes a note in his own hand ‘Catalogue prepared by G.C. Brooke’. It hardly seems likely that Blunt or Whitton was conscious of this
when they suggested a misreading by the compiler. The two Neville coins with mintmark
cross and pellet from lot 190 have not been traced today, and for one reason or another the
entry may have been an error; but under the new chronology it would not be impossible for
such coins to exist, since Neville did not die until June 1476 by which date cross mintmarks
would have been in current use, if not indeed already superseded by cinquefoil.
REFERENCES
Archibald, M.M., and Kent, J.P.C., 1974. ‘Appendix. The 1964 hoard from Hartford, Huntingdonshire’, NC,
144–7.
Blunt, C.E., and Whitton, C.A., 1945–48. ‘The coinage of Edward IV and Henry VI restored’, BNJ XXV, 4–59,
130–82 and 291–339.
Challis, C. (ed.), 1992. A New History of the Royal Mint (Cambridge).
Hawkins, E., 1841. The Silver Coins of England: arranged and described with remarks on British Money previous to
the Saxon Dynasties (London).
Pownall, A., 1866. ‘Find of fifteenth-century groats’, NC, 136–51.
Stokes, E., 1929. ‘Tables of bullion coined from 1377 to 1550’, NC, 34–5.
Webb Ware, T.G., 1985. ‘Dies and designs: the English gold coinage 1465–1485. Part 1’, BNJ 55, 95–133.

8
9

Challis 1992, 187–8.
Blunt and Whitton 1945–48, 37.

09 Short Art 1731

8/1/10

09:46

Page 239

SHORT ARTICLES AND NOTES

239

SECRET MARKS ON MERCHANT
COUNTERMARKED SILVER COINS
ERIC C. HODGE

Introduction
H.E. Manville’s book on the subject of merchant countermarked dollars makes mention of
the use of privy marks.1 It is believed that these marks were applied as a kind of safeguard or
internal control over official issues, to highlight forgeries and copies. By definition privy
marks are secret and therefore not intended to be obvious to the outside world.
Countermarked dollars were used in trade to overcome the lack of silver coins, specifically
between about 1780 and 1830. The values marked on these coins had to be above their intrinsic silver worth to preclude melting for the silver content. To try to prevent forgery, this
mark-up was kept as small in value as possible. Issuers were more concerned with the
continuation of trade rather than in making profit from marking foreign coins.
However, any system which created a premium over a coin’s intrinsic value was sure to
attract unscrupulous profiteers. It was easy to obtain the Spanish dollars at bullion cost and
not too difficult to copy the merchant countermarks. The secret for the legitimate issuers was
to make the profit marginal, so as to ensure the fraudulent effort not worthwhile. If the
expense of die engraving was factored into their costs, then in most cases reasonable profits
could only be earned by counterfeiters through volume production. With volume came
problems of distribution, and the possible recognition of perpetrators in local communities.
Due to the almost continuous fluctuation in silver bullion value, generally upwards until
1815 and thereafter a sharp downturn,2 the marked value of newly countermarked dollars also
needed to change in line with those fluctuations. Large profits would be easier to make on a
falling bullion market, because dollars issued with a high marked value would be available to
copy and pass on or redeem at a healthy profit. Conversely, on a rising market, issued dollars
would become more valuable for their intrinsic silver content, and if this then exceeded the
marked value the coin could be lost into the bullion market, to the detriment of trade.3
The idea of a privy mark was that a forger’s countermark could be recognised by the
genuine merchant issuer, either due to the lack of the privy mark, or incorrect positioning of
the privy mark, or placing an apparently accurate privy mark with an incorrect value.
To be able to make any reasonable judgement with regard to what constitutes a privy mark,
it is necessary to examine a number of similar examples of any countermark type. This allows
for more accurate comparison to assist in isolating any marks that, with certainty, may constitute official control. As no contemporary records have, as yet, been discovered relating to
privy marks, it is mostly supposition and conjecture as to what denotes a privy mark in any
particular instance. This is definitely an area of research that, up to now, has attracted very
little attention from professional and amateur numismatists alike.
Privy marks
The present writer has studied a number of issues with what are believed to be privy marks. The
Levern Mill type, one of the first to be considered,4 is of interest because there appear to be two
types of privy mark used through the life of the various issues. There are raised triangular nicks
Acknowledgements. My thanks to Ken Eckardt and Mike Shaw for reading this paper, making many helpful suggestions and
creating some stimulating debate; to Philip de Jersey for editorial assistance; and to Harry Manville for allowing me to stand on
his shoulders.
1
Manville 2001, 22–3, 168, 177–8.
2
Manville 2001, 243–7.
3
This point is valid when compared to the issue of the oval countermarked dollars by the Bank of England in March 1797:
Manville 2001, 3–4.
4
Hodge 2006.
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round the outside of the main obverse mark (above the stops between N·M and L·S and the
small º of Cº; Fig. 1) and broken annulet marks hidden in the coin design on the reverse (one
on the centre of the left-hand pillar and one in the loop by the right-hand pillar; Fig. 2). These
obverse countermarks sometimes had three triangular nicks, sometimes just one. The countermarks with one nick were also varied, some with reverse annulets, some without. As there
are only thirteen examples of all Levern Mill types, it is difficult to draw any conclusions on
their significance.

Figs 1–2.

The Levern Mill type (diameter 41 mm) (© The Trustees of the British Museum).

The next issue where a type of privy mark seems to have been in use is Catrine Cotton
Works. There are five different value punches known for Catrine, but the interesting aspect is
that an individual number is stamped on all bar one of the twenty-four known examples. No
number duplication is known. (The Catrine mark not number-stamped is over a Thistle Bank
4/9 mark; the coin is holed and the space for the number is available but left blank (Fig. 3)).

Fig. 3. Catrine Cotton Works; example not number-stamped (diameter 41 mm) (© The Trustees of the British
Museum).

When comparison is made between the values and the supposed dates of issue, the
numbers do not seem to run in any sequence. For example a 5/6 value over a 4/9 is numbered
1811 (Fig. 4), whereas a 4/9 value, presumably marked before the 5/6 over 4/9, is numbered
2399 (Fig. 5). It does, however, appear from this photograph that the number 1811 has not
been altered, so was presumably the original number when the countermark value was 4/9.
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This numbering sequence could therefore be explained as the original 4/9 sequence. If this is
correct then this sequence applies to fifteen of the twenty-four known coins, or some 62 percent. It would also indicate that a number was applied to a coin, not to its value. This conjecture is clouded, however, by coin numbers 5032 and 5067, both of which appear to have had
alterations made to the numbers (Fig. 6). The first two numbers are ‘50’, and then there
appears to be a blank square or erased item, followed by ‘32’. Could these be corrections of
number punching errors?

Figs 4–5. Catrine Cotton Works: nos 1811 (left) and 2399 (right) (diameter 41 mm) (Fig. 5 © National Museums
Scotland).

Fig. 6.

Catrine Cotton Works: altered number (actual size 20 mm ⫻ 12 mm).

All the known Catrine coins, with their estimated order of issue, are listed in Table 1, below.
TABLE 1.
serial no.

host date

value

471
504
687
762
792
816
1002
1149
1306
1746
1811
1894

1804
1791
1799
1796
1805
1792
1799
1798
1789
1800
1799
1800

5/ round
4/9
4/9
4/9
5/ ⭈ oval
4/9
4/9
5/ ⭈ oval
5/ ⭈ oval
5/ ⭈ oval
5/6 over 4/9
5/6 over 4/9

The Catrine Cotton Works issues.
issue
order
e
a
a
a
c
a
a
c
c
c
b
b

serial no.

host date value

1942
2317
2399
2559
2691
2935
3032
3505
4826
50 32
50 67
–

1800
1785
1797
1798
1809
1794
1807
1793
1791
1799
1799
1782

䊏

䊏

6/6
4/9
4/9
4/9
5/ round
5/6 over 4/9
5/ round over 6/6
4/9
4/9
5/6 over 4/9
5/6 over 4/9
5/6 over thistle 4/9

issue
order
d
a
a
a
e
b
e
a
a
b
b
–
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The supposed order of issue of the values, based upon the price of silver, over-strikings and
the host coin dates, are a) 4/9, b) 5/6 over 4/9, c) 5/ oval, d) 6/6 and e) 5/ round, with the relevant periods of issue being a) up to 1800, b) 1801, c) 1806–10, d) 1813–14 and e) 1815. It is
certainly possible that values of, say, 4/9 were reissued, without alteration, after 1815, when
the value of the silver in a Spanish American eight reales fell below that figure more or less
permanently. It is also possible that type 5/6 over 4/9 (b) were issued during 1811–1812.
The above sequence is further supported by coin number 1149, which has a Muirkirk Iron
Works countermark over it. Part of the Muirkirk mark has the date 1809 in the legend,
believed to indicate the start date for this countermark, which fits in well with the period of
issue for group c) above of 1806–10.
One is immediately struck by the fact that the lowest number, 471, is used on the latest
supposed countermark value. There is much more work to be done, and hopefully more information to be discovered, to allow us to understand this countermark and its sequencing, but
for this paper it can be construed that perhaps the numbers were a type of privy mark and
only the Cotton Works knew which numbers related to which value marks.
Another interesting variation on a theme is met within the Thistle Bank issue. There are
three value punches known, of 6/, 5/, and 4/9. Each of these values has a thistle countermarked on the reverse of the coin. There are also 4/9 marks with no reverse thistle, which may
be an early issue. Of the coins with the reverse thistle, the higher values of 6/ and 5/ always
have the thistle upright with its flower head to twelve o’clock (Fig. 7). The 4/9 thistles are
always sideways with the flower head to nine o’clock (Fig. 8). This could have been initiated
to assist the bank tellers in valuing the coins quickly from the reverse (but if so why not differentiate the 6/ from the 5/?) or it could have been a type of privy mark specifically stamped
to confound the forger, because there were forgeries as various minutes, banknotes and brass
examples from the Thistle Bank make clear.

Figs 7–8.

The Thistle Bank type (diameter 41 mm) (Fig. 7 © The Trustees of the British Museum).

A very different type of mark is seen in the issue of the wholesale grocers McFie, Lindsay
and Co., of Greenock. All twenty-three photographs examined show an incuse line from
outside the G of Greenock, over the * to the M of McFie, and another above ‘& CO’ (Figs
9–10). These could of course be die damage but, as such, they still constitute an excellent
privy mark, not only for contemporary issuers of the coins but also to compare to more
modern forgeries.5

5

Hodge 2007a.
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Countermarks on McFie, Lindsay and Co., of Greenock (diameter of countermark 20 mm).

A questionable privy mark is present on the type 1 issue of J. & J. Wilson, Hurlet. There
are seven examples known (one on a USA dollar), and all show a triangle of three coarse
round indentations (Figs 11–12). These indentations are hardly secret, but they are certainly
not random marks, and appear to have been applied by the issuer. It is possible that their positioning is of significance, and perhaps that fact was enough to deter counterfeiters. In all of
the six examples on eight reales, one of the indentations is in the D of DEI with the other
indentations in variable positions, though the size of the triangle is the same, leading to the
belief that all three indentations were applied with a single template. The dates of the six eight
reales are 1780, 1795, 1796 (2), 1797 and 1799. The USA dollar is dated 1800. It is interesting to note that the three indentations are in similar positions on the two 1796 hosts, one in
the D, one just behind the mouth and one just below the stop between DEI and GRA (Fig.
12). Not one of the indentations is over the main countermark on any of the host coins and
it therefore appears reasonable to suggest that the three indentations were applied before the
main countermark. Perhaps there was a correlation between the host coin dates and the position of the indentations? There is a type 2 of this issue, without the triangle of indentations.
Whether this type 2 is a later forgery, an earlier issue or a later issue made to confuse is
unclear. If a later forgery, one wonders why the obvious triangle of dots was not copied.
There are five examples of the type 2 available for study. The latest dated of these five, 1818,
is cancelled, but enough remains to be fairly certain that it is a type 2. This date, however, is
late in the countermark series and therefore tends against the idea that type 2 is an earlier
issue than type 1.

Figs 11–12.

Triangle of indentations on J. & J. Wilson, Hurlet (diameter 41 mm).

New Lanark issues exhibit a different aspect altogether. In these issues (5/, 4/9, 4/6 and 2/6)
the outer name punch is a separate punch from the inner value punch. In all the other issues
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discussed above, these two details have been engraved on the one die (other than the Catrine
5/6 where it is punched separately over 4/9). There are two separate outer name punches, both
showing ‘Payable at Lanark Mills’, but one has a lozenge stop between Mills and Payable, and
the other a star stop. It would appear that a lot of effort has been made to use each of these
punches with the relevant value punch. The 5/ and 4/9 values use the lozenge stop (Fig. 13),
while the 4/6 value uses both the lozenge and the star, and in all cases has an additional
punch-mark of a shield and quatrefoil rather in the shape of a D. The 2/6 value uses only the
star stop, some with the additional D mark (Fig. 14), some without. It is quite possible that
the different issues for 4/6 and for 2/6 were made at different periods and were highlighted in
this way. The point to be made here about privy marks is that there is no clear set of rules as
to what marks are to be used in any set of circumstances. If rules did exist, then we have a
perfect set of privy marks to defeat the best counterfeiters. As Lanark Mills is the most commonly met countermarked dollar, it is of supreme importance that there are no known forgeries.6 If forgeries exist then they must be so perfect as to have passed unnoticed. Conversely
the confusion of issues and marks must have made the job of counterfeiting insurmountable.
Another fact to bear in mind is that the New Lanark community was close knit and any
suspicious money that appeared in local shops would have been questioned immediately.

Figs 13–14.

New Lanark, lozenge stop (left), star stop and D mark (right) (19 mm ⫻ 9 mm; 25 mm ⫻ 13 mm).

The issue of Robert Crighton, grocer of Port Glasgow, seems to bear a perfect privy mark.
It only appears on the reverse of the coin being a carefully aligned curved rope-like mark on
the top of the Spanish crown (Fig. 15). The Crighton lettering in the obverse outer ring punch
is incuse, without borders, the only example in the countermark series, with the value punch,
also incuse, being a separate punch. It is possible that the alignment of the value punch to the
outer name punch had some significance as there is no duplication of positioning of the value
punch, relative to the ring punch, on any of the eight examples studied. The fact that the
value punch was applied separately could mean there was more than one value in use, though
no others are known, or that it was used for identification and control purposes.

Fig. 15.

6

Robert Crighton, mark above Spanish crown (27 mm ⫻ 13 mm).

Hodge 2007b.
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Another true privy mark is that applied by Rothsay Cotton Works on their issue of 4/6.
Again it is applied on the reverse and consists of a small dot inconspicuously punched below
or just to the right of the lowest point of the reverse shield (Fig. 16). There are five examples
of this issue without the reverse privy mark. When close study is made of the obverse
countermark, it can be seen that each has the same slight variations from the more common
countermark. These five are, therefore, either an earlier issue of the Rothsay 4/6 mark or a
forgery.7 If a forgery, then the privy mark seems to have proved its worth and only a few of
the counterfeits escaped the melting pot. The details of the countermark without privy mark
tend to indicate a modern issue. There are more than forty examples known with the dot privy
mark, not one of them cancelled.

Fig. 16.

Rothsay Cotton Works, dot below reverse shield (25 mm ⫻ 12 mm).

There appear to be quite a variety of ways in which privy marks could be used, and probably many more of which we are not yet aware. There are other examples of die wear and
damage on other issues which could be construed as privy marks, but these are best left undisclosed as they are more useful in safeguarding against modern forgeries, which seem to be on
the increase. The author hopes, however, that the above details will whet someone’s appetite
enough to encourage further study and further discoveries.
REFERENCES
Hodge, E.C., 1996. ‘Levern Mill – a new countermark variety or different die?’ NCirc August 1996, 200–2.
Hodge, E.C., 2007a. ‘A false merchant countermark. Forgery or fake?’ NCirc Oct. 2007, 254–5.
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Manville, H.E., 2001. Tokens of the Industrial Revolution – foreign silver coins countermarked for use in Great
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7
For general discussion see Manville 2002, 147. Dickinson, in personal correspondence, now agrees that Manville type X92
is a modern fake.
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A BIRMINGHAM MISCELLANY (1)
DAVID SYMONS

THIS miscellany is made up of a trio of brief notes on Birmingham-related themes that may
hopefully be of some interest to readers of the Journal.
1. Mr Boulton’s Money

Fig. 1. Receipt for £100 signed by Matthew Boulton (reproduced courtesy of Birmingham Archives and
Heritage).

Preserved among the Matthew Boulton papers in the Archive of Soho, Birmingham Central
Library, is a receipt from Matthew Boulton to one of his employees, William Cheshire,
acknowledging receipt of £100 which Boulton had received to pay his doctor, Dr John
Carmichael (Fig. 1).1 Dated 19 August 1808, just a year before Boulton died (on 17 August
1809), the receipt is in Cheshire’s hand, but is signed by Boulton himself. Cheshire worked at
Soho between 1796 and 1812 and described himself as ‘private clerk to Matthew Boulton’, acting as his confidential clerk and bookkeeper.2 Dr Carmichael was one of the doctors who
1
Matthew Boulton Papers, Archives of Soho, Birmingham Central Library, MS 3782/6/202/13. The picture of the receipt
is reproduced with the permission of Birmingham Archives and Heritage. I am grateful to staff of Birmingham Archives and
Heritage for their assistance.
2
Mason 2005, 129. He was among the old friends, servants and employees remembered in Boulton’s will (Mason 2005,
141).
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attended Boulton during his later years, when he suffered from painful and debilitating
kidney and urinary tract problems. In 1803–4 Carmichael was also engaged to Boulton’s
daughter, Anne, but the engagement fell through.3
However, the main numismatic interest of the receipt lies in the fact that it lists in detail the
form in which the £100 was supplied by Cheshire, and thus provides a snapshot view of the
actual cash available to a leading Birmingham industrialist and businessman at the time:
Wm Cheshire
Charge to my Private Acct the Sum of One Hundred Pounds which I have this day received
of you to pay Dr Carmichael – Soho August 19th 1808 –
1–
1–
2–
26 –
2–

Bank of Engd –
Taylor & Lloyd
£1 Bk of Engd –
Guineas –
7/ Pieces

50”~”~
20”~”~
2”~”~
27”6”~
~”14”~

}
}
}
}
}

£100”~”~
Mattw Boulton

The first three items on the list are banknotes, and comprise a Bank of England £50 and two
of the Bank’s £1 notes, together with a £20 note issued by the Birmingham-based Taylor and
Lloyd. The issue of £1 notes by the Bank had been authorised by legislation passed in late
February/early March 1797 as part of the government’s response to a financial crisis that also
saw the issue of countermarked Spanish dollars and the introduction of the Cartwheel
coinage, struck by Boulton himself at the Soho Mint.4 Taylor and Lloyd was one of the more
important Birmingham banks, founded in 1765 by the ironmaster Samuel Lloyd II and John
Taylor (Birmingham’s leading ‘toy’ maker before the rise of Boulton and his Soho
Manufactory), together with their eldest sons, Samuel Lloyd III and John Taylor Jnr.5
The fourth and fifth lines refer to gold coins. The guineas are straightforward; the ‘7/ pieces’
are the third-guineas introduced in the late autumn of 1797 to replace the countermarked
Spanish dollars referred to above, which had not proved to be a success.6
2. A Possible Portrait of William Booth the Forger
A short while ago I discovered that a locally-produced website7 was displaying an image of a
pencil sketch that was described as ‘William Booth by an unknown artist’ (Fig. 2). Since
William Booth is a Birmingham counterfeiter of some renown – the story of ‘twice-tried,
twice-hanged, twice-buried Booth’ has been told a number of times8 – the existence of this
portrait seemed to be worth bringing to wider numismatic attention. Unfortunately, some
further digging soon revealed that all was not what it seemed.
The portrait was listed on the website as being reproduced by courtesy of the Handsworth
Historical Society.9 Enquiries via the Secretary of the society eventually revealed that, far
from being by an unknown artist, the sketch was probably the work of a local Handsworth
artist, Mrs Beatrice Bullock, who is believed to have died in 1953. (The sketch is certainly
mentioned in two lists of her pictures, one of which is dated to October 1953.) This suggested

3

Mason 2005, 127–9, 134–5.
Dyer 2002, 136–7. Prior to this legislation neither the Bank of England nor the country banks in England and Wales had
been permitted to issue notes of less than £5 face value.
5
Grant 1977, 11–12; for the £20 note see 12, no. 297K.
6
See Dyer 2002, especially p. 141 for the third-guinea.
7
http://www.digitalhandsworth.org.uk/
8
See, for example, Withers and Withers 1999, 139; Powell 1977. In brief, Booth was tried in 1808 for murdering his brother,
but acquitted, then tried for forgery in 1812 and found guilty. On the first attempt to hang him, the rope came loose from the
scaffold and he fell to the ground; he was successfully despatched at the second attempt. Finally, he was buried in the precincts
of Stafford Gaol, but his body was then removed to the churchyard of St Mary’s, Handsworth, now a suburb of Birmingham.
9
I am grateful to the Handsworth Historical Society for permission to reproduce the image here and to the Society’s
Secretary, Mrs P. Burkill, for kindly supplying information on the sketch.
4

09 Short Art 1731

8/1/10

248

Fig. 2.

09:46

Page 248

SHORT ARTICLES AND NOTES

A pencil sketch of William Booth (reproduced by permission of the Handsworth Historical Society).

that the ‘portrait’ might actually have been an imaginative depiction of Booth by Mrs Bullock,
possibly based on contemporary descriptions.
However, a search in the local history files at Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery turned
up a photocopy of Mrs Bullock’s sketch which had been annotated ‘Based on the sketch in
J.C. Walters ‘The Mystery of Booth’s Farm’ in Birmingham Weekly Mercury 1888’. On investigation, Mr Walters’s work turned out to be a fictionalised melodrama based on Booth’s story,
published in eighteen instalments between 7 July and 3 November 1888. A rather crudely
engraved portrait of Booth appears at the start of the first instalment and Mrs Bullock clearly
based her sketch very closely on it.10 According to the accompanying caption, the engraving in
the Weekly Mercury is ‘From an old picture’, but no other information on the source is given.
The 27 October instalment is accompanied by a vigorous, but even more crude, engraving
depicting the raid made by the authorities on Booth’s Farm in 1812 (Fig. 3). The accompanying caption describes this too as ‘From an old picture’, while the previous week’s instalment
had promised that ‘Next week a graphic description will be given of the taking of Booth’s
Farm, with an illustration faithfully copied from an old print’. One wonders if the portrait may
also be from a print.
At this point the trail grows cold and I have so far been unable to identify an original source
for the portrait. Booth’s trial and execution were celebrated events and at least two pamphlets
were published about them at the time, but neither includes a portrait of him.11 If any readers
of the Journal can help in this matter I should be pleased to hear from them.

10
Unfortunately Birmingham Archives and Heritage has only a microfilm copy of the original newspaper and the image
will simply not reproduce well enough to justify inclusion in this paper.
11
The Trial of William Booth of Perry Barr . . ., printed by J. Drewery, Stafford, 1812, and The Trial at Large of William
Booth and his Associates for Forgery, Coining, etc., at the Stafford Assizes, 1812, before Mr Justice Le Blanc, printed by Gower
and Smart, Wolverhampton, 1812. I am grateful to Julie Jackson of the William Salt Library, Stafford, for checking the Library’s
copies of these pamphlets on my behalf.
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Fig. 3. An engraving showing the raid on William Booth’s farmhouse in 1812 (reproduced from the Birmingham
Weekly Mercury, 27 October 1888).

As cover for his criminal activities Booth set himself up as a token maker. Ironically his
own token was subsequently to be forged following the notoriety that his story attracted.12
Over the years a number of Booth-related items have been discovered where they were buried
by Booth and his servants in the days before he was arrested. Those preserved in the collections of Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery comprise (1) forty-two out of a hoard of
sixty-three counterfeit 18d. Bank tokens, found in 1956 (museum accession no. 1956 N 523);13
(2) a forged printing plate for a Dudley Old Bank £5 note, found in or before 1865 (museum
accession no. 1979 N 39); and (3) a forged printing plate (in very a corroded condition) for a
Bank of England £1 note, found in 1983 (museum accession no. 1989 N 5).
3. An Unpublished Sunday School Medal Mule?
In 2008 a Sunday school medal was brought for identification to Birmingham Museum and
Art Gallery, where the writer was able to examine it briefly, but was not able to take any
photographs of it. The medal belongs to the series produced by Joseph Davis to mark the
tercentenary of the publication of the first English bible in 1835, but since this particular
version does not appear in Laurence Brown’s work on British historical medals,14 I am taking
the opportunity of placing it on record here.
The medal combines the reverse dies used to strike two medals that do appear in Brown,
nos 1692 and 1694, and can be described as follows:

12
13
14

See Davis 1895, 70–1. The original token is no. 819 and the later forgery no. 820.
Published in Sherlock 1955–7.
Brown 1980.
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IN COMMEMORATION OF THE FIRST PUBLISHED ENGLISH BIBLE TRANSLATED BY
COVERDALE BISHP. OF EXETER. OCTR. 4. 1535
Miles Coverdale seated at left on a high-backed chair, pointing with his left hand at an open Bible on the
table in front of him, a broken chain and padlock on the floor.

Rev.

Outer legend – FOR THE CHILDREN OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND SUNDAY SCHOOL
UNION BIRMINGHAM. Below, OCTR. 4. 1835
Inner legend – ENGLAND UNDER THE DOMINION OF THE CHURCH OF ROME
Bible closed with a padlock and chain.
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DESIGNING THE JEFFREY NORTH MEDAL FOR
SERVICES TO BRITISH NUMISMATICS
KEVIN CLANCY AND MARK BLACKBURN

FOR many years the British Numismatic Society had no regular means of recognising individual contributions to the smooth running and development of the Society or that of the
subject generally, other than awards for academic publications for which the John Sanford
Saltus Medal and the Blunt Prize (previously the Council Prize) were intended. Occasionally
it had found a way of rewarding exceptional service to the Society, as in the case of Wilfred
Slayter (Secretary, 1962–90), for whom a personal portrait medal was commissioned in 1990,
or Tony Merson (Honorary Auditor/Independent Examiner since 1987), who was given an
inscribed silver Membership Medal in 1998. The idea of establishing a special medal for services had arisen in 2006 during discussions about how to apply the donation received from
Jeffrey North, but it was decided as a priority to establish a book prize. In March 2007 the
matter was raised again in a paper drawn up by the President, and Council agreed in principle to establish a Medal for Services to British Numismatics, subject to securing suitable funding. Dr Challis was keen that this should be named the Carlyon-Britton Medal after our
founder, but there were reservations, and when Mr North generously offered to finance it
through an additional donation to the North Fund, it was clear that his name should be
attached to the new medal.
A design committee was appointed consisting of Mark Blackburn, Kevin Clancy, Graham
Dyer, Robin Eaglen, Frances Simmons and David Symons. Two possible approaches to the
commissioning of a design were considered. One was to hold a competition amongst a
number of artists, which would have offered certain advantages. A range of responses to the
design brief could have been obtained which would have provided the committee with the
freedom to explore a number of styles and approaches. Equally, there is ample sense in giving a direct commission when one has faith and confidence in a particular artist, and it was
this course that was in the end adopted. A commission affords the opportunity to develop
the concept of a medal with the artist from early on; it immediately instils a sense of trust
in the collaboration.
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After resolving the relative merits as between competition or commission, the big question was then who to choose as the artist. Those on the committee more familiar with
modern medals were able to suggest a number of names, and it was particularly instructive,
with the help of Frances Simmons, to look at and handle a number of contemporary medals
in order to form a judgement not only about who should be asked, but also what form the
medal should take. The decision was in favour of Nicola Moss. An artist well known on the
British art medal scene, and responsible for some powerfully expressive medals, she had
responded imaginatively on other occasions to a design brief and was someone with whom
it would be possible to work constructively. She was pleased to accept the invitation in
January 2008.
Meanwhile the committee had drawn up a design brief intended to guide and inform the
artist, while leaving her artistic flexibility to produce something inspired and original. From
the start there was a deliberate intent to create a medal distinct from the Society’s other
medals. To this end it was decided we should avoid Britannia, who is the main figurative element on the Society’s Sanford Saltus Medal, Membership Medal and Centenary Medal.
There was also a feeling that the medal should not necessarily be of the conventional round
form, and hence the brief said there was ‘a preference for a medal of a different shape, that
might be easily displayed rather than kept hidden in a drawer’.
It was explained that the medal would recognise service, rather than academic achievements. It would be for those who in many instances might have worked behind the scenes
encouraging, organising and helping the numismatic community to flourish. It would be for
a contribution above and beyond the strict duties of any office or professional role and would
stand as a way of recognising key contributions that would otherwise go largely unacknowledged. One side of the medal should therefore address the themes of service and numismatics
in either a symbolic or figurative way. The other should be solely or essentially epigraphic and
include the wording ‘THE JEFFREY NORTH MEDAL FOR SERVICES TO BRITISH
NUMISMATICS’. The recipient’s name would be inscribed on the medal’s edge. Beyond
these specifics, however, it was entirely at the discretion of the artist how the subject matter
might be interpreted.
Nicola Moss’s first ideas provided a very clear sense of the tone she was going to adopt.
She conceived a form in which the acute use of planes and angular surfaces might give a relatively thin medal the impression of representing a substantial three-dimensional object.
After one or two revisions, it was not long before the final designs began to emerge (Fig. 1).
The idea of a bee laden with pollen flying back to the hive very much appealed to the committee as a symbol for service, and the way in which Nicola elaborated this through the natural setting of a fenced field or garden provided a freedom to play with the devices, emblems,
mintmarks and initials all relevant in some way, shape or form to the study of the British currency. Scattered in the grass there were to be found crowns, keys, birds, stars, portcullises and
other emblems – an eclectic harvest, an admirable attention to detail, a numismatic study in
itself to find the elements – and, buried but not hidden, the initial letters of the Society.
Turning the medal over, the fenced garden would transmute into a box containing the medal,
with its title inscribed around the decorative border. The central feature, a rose, was a device
long associated with the coinage of Britain.
From initial sketches, Nicola gave form to her ideas in plaster casts which the committee
enthusiastically approved with only minor suggestions relating to some symbols in the field.
The casting of thirty-five medals was commissioned from Niagara Falls Castings (UK) Ltd
based in Warwick, and these were despatched to the artist who personally patinated them
(Fig. 2). The first batch of six medals were delivered in early November 2008, in time for them
to be individually inscribed at the Royal Mint, and presented to four recipients at the
Anniversary meeting (see p. 307 below).
It is hoped that the thirty-five specimens that have been produced will last the Society some
twenty-five years. The total cost of designing and producing these was £6,839.81 (design and
modelling fee £2,500; casting, patination and box £4,339.81), amounting to £195 per medal.
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Design sketches by Nicola Moss for the Jeffrey North Medal for Services to British Numismatics.
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The finished medal (79 ⫻ 76 mm).

In addition to the initial four specimens presented in November 2008, two specimen medals
were inscribed and given to Mr North and to the British Museum for its collection.
The medal fulfills all the aspirations that the committee had for it. It is novel, subtle and
immediately stimulating, and is a fine testimony to the intelligence of the artist who created it.

