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RAVENS, EAGLES, AND A WAR OF IMAGES
BETWEEN VERICA AND EPATICCUS
DAVID WOODS

The standard reference works agree in attributing to Verica (c.ad 10–40?) a silver minim with
an obverse depicting a pine-cone wand (thyrsos) between two cornucopiae, all rising from a
two-handled wine cup, and a reverse depicting a bird with outstretched wing looking over and
behind itself (Fig. 1).1 While the coin does not bear any inscription, the obverse is identical to
an obverse of a silver unit issued in the name of Verica.2 It seems likely, therefore, that he produced both coins. As for the reverse, all of the standard reference works agree in describing the
bird depicted thereupon as an eagle.3 However, none mention the fact that the bird seems to
be stretching its head back behind it to pick at a group of four berries, or grains, topping a
stem bending under their weight.4 In fact, two stems can be seen rising over the bird in the space
between its tail and its outstretched wing. This is important because the fact that the bird is
depicted attempting to pick at a group of berries, or grain, immediately calls into question its
identification as an eagle, since eagles are carnivorous and do not pick at fruit or grain in this
manner.

Fig. 1.

Silver minim of Verica, ABC 1322 (twice actual size). (© Chris Rudd.)

Birds do not feature very strongly on Iron Age British coinage, and only one other coin,
another silver minim also, depicts a bird picking at vegetation again, although this time the
objects of its attention are clearly identifiable as berries of some sort (Fig. 2).5 The obverse
of this type depicts two interlocking squares with either the letter A, most frequently, B or C,
at their centre. The reverse depicts a bird facing towards the right and picking at a group of
Acknowledgements I would like to thank the Trustees of the British Museum for permission to illustrate Fig. 4, Chris Rudd
(www.celticcoins.com) for Figs 1, 2, 5 and 7, and Mike R. Vosper (www.vosper4coins.co.uk) for Figs 3, 6, 8 and 9.
1
VA 555 = BMC 1543–58 = ABC 1322. The obverse seems to represent an adaptation of the reverse of a denarius issued
by Mark Antony in 40 bc (RRC 520/1). For the sake of convenience, I follow the regnal dates given in ABC, but these are
approximate at best.
2
VA 531 = BMC 1393–1419 = ABC 1241. The reverse depicts a figure seated right holding spear, with shield behind.
3
VA, 174: ‘Eagle flying left’; BMC, 109: ‘eagle flying l., head & wings r.’; ABC, 75: ‘eagle l.’ So also Cheesman 1994, 79:
‘eagle l., wings addorsed’; Bean 2000, 246: ‘Eagle left with wings raised’.
4
It has been acknowledged in at least one sales catalogue. See Chris Rudd List 126 (Nov. 2012), no. 25: ‘The eagle seems to
be reaching for some grapes or berries with its beak’. One hesitates to identify the fruit. Certainly, as Williams 2005 has highlighted, vinous symbolism was common on the coinage of Verica in particular, but this scene was a variation on an older theme
on the coinage of Tincomarus before reference to wine and grapes became so common. Given the position of the four objects at
the top of an apparently leafless stem, one wonders whether they were perhaps intended to represent a head of grain. In that case,
this type may conceal an allusion to the reign of king Cunobelinus (c. ad 8–41?) of the Catuvellauni who, to judge from the
obverse common to most of his gold coinage, seems to have adopted an ear of grain as his symbol. For the ear of grain, see ABC
2771–2804, 2810–25.
5
VA 561 = BMC 1569–71 = ABC 1133. A surprising variety of birds appear as a minor feature above the back of the wolf
on the reverse of the so-called Norfolk wolf staters (VA 610 = BMC 212–78 = ABC 1393–99). See Kretz 1999. Other coins
attributed to the Cantiaci depict a large goose-like bird above the back of either a horse (ABC 231) or a bull (ABC 327). Gallic
types depicting a large bird either upon or above a horse (DT 356, 587, 2059–65) and upon or above a monstrous quadruped (DT
2611) may have influenced these British types. As a main device, however, when a bird does occur on British types, it is normally
readily identifiable as an eagle. For a survey of such types, see Nash Briggs 2013.
David Woods, ‘Ravens, eagles, and a war of images between Verica and Epaticcus’, British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014), 1–8.
ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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berries at the lower part of a branch while another group of berries stretches over its back
from a smaller branch projecting from this main branch.6 One berry is depicted in mid-air as
it falls towards the bird’s feet from the bunch at which it is picking, while some type of growth
sprouts up behind it. The exergual line seems too straight to be intended as anything but the
ground, so this growth may be a shoot from the same shrub, or one of the berries already
taking root as a new shrub in its own right.7 None of the catalogues attempts a specific identification of the bird. Allen identified it as a raven, although with no attempt to explain this.8
However, several factors support such an interpretation. First, it is consistent with the basic
profile of the bird. Second, it is consistent with the British habit at this period of preferring
subjects that had been sanctioned by Roman use, if not simply copying Roman models. Hence
it is arguable that the coins which Mark Antony issued in Gaul c.43–42 bc depicting a raven
on the obverse may have inspired this British type to some extent.9 Finally, the ritual burial of
ravens, or other corvids, was a not uncommon feature of Iron Age British society that continued
into the Roman period.10 Clearly, therefore, this bird had some form of symbolic or religious
significance.

Fig. 2.

Silver minim of Tincomarus, ABC 1133 (twice actual size). (© Chris Rudd.)

It is not initially clear who issued this last coin. The only inscription is the letter within the
interlocking squares on the obverse, and as long as the variants with B or C there instead of
A remained unknown, it was possible to presume that Amminus (c.ad 30–40?) of Kent had
probably issued it.11 While Van Arsdell and the BMC catalogue attribute it to Verica, Bean
and ABC attribute it to Tincomarus (c.25 bc–ad 10?).12 Tincomarus issued two types of minim
with interlocking squares on the obverse, with C.F at their centre in one case and CO in the
other, referring in each case to his claim to be a son of Commius, a Commi Filius.13 Similarly,
Epaticcus (c.ad 20–40?) issued a minim with interlocking squares on the obverse also, where
he placed TA at their centre, referring to his claim to be a son of Tasciovanus, in direct imitation of Tincomarus’ practice in this matter.14 It seems difficult to believe, therefore, that Verica
would have used the interlocking squares type without some reference to his claim to be a son
of Commius. Much more importantly, however, a similar system of varying letters on the
obverse occurs on a gold quarter stater and a silver unit both firmly attributable to Tincomarus.15
Hence the interlocking squares type with the letters A, B or C at the centre seems best attributed to Tincomarus at the beginning of his use of this obverse type, before he decided to place
reference to his ancestral descent at their centre instead.
The facts that Tincomarus and Verica are the only British rulers to have depicted a bird
picking at vegetation, whether grain or berries, as a main device on their coinage, that Verica
seems to have succeeded Tincomarus as ruler of the Atrebates, and that both depicted this
type on the same denomination coin, the minim, suggests that the scene on the reverse of
6
ABC describes the bird as ‘holding branch’, but each end of the branch terminates at the edge of the scene, suggesting that
it must be assumed to continue beyond the scene at each end as part of some larger shrub.
7
Henig 1972, 220, followed by Van Arsdell 1989, 177, interprets the exergual line as another branch.
8
Allen 1976, 97.
9
RRC 489/1–4. So Bean 2000, 152. Henig 1972, 220 seeks its origin in an intaglio.
10
Serjeantson and Morris 2011.
11
Henig and Nash 1982. The significance of these letters is unclear. However, given the alphabetical sequence involved, it
seems unlikely that they abbreviate real names.
12
Bean 2000, 242.
13
VA 383.1 = BMC 981–82 = ABC 1136; VA 383.5 = ABC 1139.
14
VA 560 = BMC 2351-57 = ABC 1367.
15
For the quarter stater, see VA 378 = BMC 811-26 = ABC 1076; for the silver unit, see VA 397 = BMC 880–905 = ABC
1106. In each case, a letter A on the obverse is occasionally replaced by a letter B.
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Verica’s coin represents a reworking of the earlier scene on the reverse of Tincomarus’ coin.
However, this still leaves questions in respect both of the ultimate source for and perceived
significance of such a scene. No Roman coin had ever depicted a bird picking at vegetation as
its main or only device. However, a certain Pixtilos issued a bronze type among the Gallic
Carnutes sometime c.40 bc whose reverse depicted a large bird perched upon a wrist and with
head towards a branch of berries held in the same hand as if about to peck at them (Fig. 3).16
Hence it is possible that this reverse depicts someone feeding a bird with berries. Alternatively,
however, since the bird is not shown actually eating the berries, this reverse may depict the bird
on the hand of the figure as he or she offers the branch with fruit to some third person or
group. If this understanding of the design is correct, then the type may have some political
significance.17 If the former understanding is correct, however, then the interpretation of this
type remains more open. Even if Tincomarus’ reverse does not rework this precise example,
then it may have been inspired by a similar feeling or sense of purpose. Here one notes that
birds feeding upon fruit are relatively common within Celtic art, both British and Continental,
often in a religious context. For example, the mid-third-century ad Romano-British templehoard from Felmingham Hall contained two bronze figurines of birds (Fig. 4), each with a
round object in its mouth, a berry or piece of fruit apparently, where one of these has been
said to resemble a raven or dove, the other an eagle.18 It is possible, therefore, that Tincomarus’
depiction of a bird feeding upon berries had some religious significance, as did Verica’s
reworking of the same theme, even if their precise religious significance is now lost to us.

Fig. 3.

Bronze of Pixtilos, DT 2467 (twice actual size). (© Mike R. Vosper.)

Fig. 4. Bronze figurines from the Felmingham Hall hoard (actual size). (© The Trustees of the British Museum.)

DT 2467. In general, see Scheers 1979.
Given both the date of the type and the high degree of Roman influence upon the iconography of Pixtilos’ issues otherwise, this type may even have been intended to depict the Carnutes, represented by the bird, supporting Rome as it offers the olive
branch of peace to Gaul.
18
Gilbert 1978, esp. 168-70.
16
17
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Alternatively, one should not exclude the possibility that these were simply decorative
domestic scenes, chosen for no more reason, perhaps, than that their depictions of wild-life
appealed to a group interested in hunting and scenes of country-life. Such an interpretation
would be consistent, for example, with the depiction of a dog curled up at rest or in sleep on
the reverse of another of Verica’s minims.19 This particular device was probably copied from
a Roman engraved gem and, whatever its significance in a Roman context, it has been suggested that it may have been intended here in reference to one of the hunting-dogs for which
Britain was famed at this period.20 Here one notes that Anglo-Saxon sceattas from the late
seventh and early eighth centuries sometimes return to similar themes of birds picking at berries and quadrupeds of varied, often indistinguishable types which may (or may not) be identifiable as dogs, and a determined effort has been made to detect some form of specifically
Christian allusion in all, or most, of these types.21 Obviously, one cannot place a Christian
interpretation on similarly themed types from pre-Roman Britain, but it may be equally erroneous in either case to seek some form of hidden religious meaning, whether Christian or
‘druidic’, when a simpler explanation may lie in the perennial interest of the elite of such preindustrial societies in various types of hunting and associated scenes of country-life. True,
each society may also have issued types which did have clearer ritualistic or religious significance, but one should beware of assuming a single consistent theme or message when so little
is known about the actual production of coins in either societies, that is, who exactly produced
them and to what extent, if any, this production was subject to a centralised control.
The attribution of the above-mentioned minim depicting a bird picking at berries to
Tincomarus means that he issued two avian types. For in addition to this type, he also issued
a silver unit with obverse depicting a laureate head and a reverse depicting a facing eagle with
outstretched wings clutching a long snake in its claws (Fig. 5).22 This resembles a type of
reverse featured on several bronze issues by the Carnutes c.50–30 bc, where this showed one
or two facing eagles with head turned right towards a long snake (Fig. 6).23 However, there are
some differences, such as the fact that the eagle on Tincomarus’ coin grasps the snake in its
talons, while the eagles on the Gallic coins do not, and, most noticeably, in the style of the
birds, so that the eagle on Tincomarus’ coin is much more realistic than that on the Gallic
coins. Consequently, one cannot exclude the possibility that British and Gallic designers have
drawn upon the same Roman model independently of one another.24 While no Roman coins
had depicted a scene of this type, the designers may have become familiar with it by other

Fig. 5.

Silver unit of Tincomarus, ABC 1106 (twice actual size). (© Chris Rudd.)

VA 557 = BMC 1564–68 = ABC 1328.
Henig 1988, 255, citing Strabo 4.5.2.
21
See Gannon 2003, 107–56.
22
VA 397 = BMC 880–905 = ABC 1106. Bean 2000, 242, mistakenly claims that the eagle holds the snake by the head in its
beak. For a survey of the spread of this symbol, an eagle confronting a snake, across the Mediterranean world from its apparent
ultimate origin in the Near East, see Wittkower 1939. For a study of its significance in the Greek world, see Rodríguez Pérez 2010.
23
On the Gallic issues, see DT 2576, 2582–84; CCBM III, nos 128–39. Scheers 1992, 35 declares that ‘we must assume a
Greek origin for all the representations of an eagle standing on or capturing a serpent’, and proceeds to compare this type to the
eagle as depicted on the octobol of Euboean Chalcis in the second century bc. Yet once recent Roman usage had set the required
precedent for depicting a facing eagle as the main feature on a coin (see e.g. RRC 409/1, 428/3, 487/2), it would not have taken a
great leap of imagination to depict this eagle clutching a snake in its claws rather than a thunderbolt in the standard Roman
fashion. So Laing 1991, 23 seems to imply.
24
Creighton 2000, 119–21, draws attention to the similarity between Tincomarus’ coin and a coin by King Juba II of
Mauretania in support of his argument for the use of a common Augustan imagery by a variety of client kings who had spent
time as hostages in Rome, where Juba’s coin depicts the eagle grasping a thunderbolt in his talons and with head turned towards
a long straight sceptre at his right.
19
20
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Bronze of the Carnutes, DT 2582 (twice actual size). (© Mike R. Vosper.)

means. For example, Augustus had erected a famous picture of a father and son, above whom
soared an eagle with a snake in its talons, in the senate house at Rome, and various delegations
may well have witnessed this.25
Here one notices a curious point. Despite issuing about ten basic types of silver unit, and
about twenty-five basic types of minim, Verica seems never to have issued a type depicting an
eagle clutching a snake.26 He did issue a silver unit with a reverse depicting a facing eagle, but
this eagle holds nothing in its talons (Fig. 7).27 As noted above, he also continued with a variation of the bird picking berries type which he used on the reverse of what seems to have been
his largest or most long running type of minim. His variation on the theme depicts a wilder
and more aggressive bird, although it is still only picking at berries or grain. Finally, he also
issued two types of minim with eagle on the reverse, a different style of eagle in each case, but
neither eagle was depicted feeding upon or attacking anything.28 In contrast, Epaticcus seems
never to have issued a type depicting a bird picking at vegetation. However, he did issue a silver
unit with obverse depicting a bust wearing an apparent lion-skin and a reverse depicting a
variation of the facing eagle clutching a snake (Fig. 8).29

Fig. 7. Silver unit of Verica, ABC 1226 (twice actual
size). (© Chris Rudd.)

Fig. 8. Silver unit of Epaticcus, ABC 1346 (twice
actual size). (© Mike R. Vosper.)

Epaticcus’ depiction of the eagle clutching a snake differs from that of Tincomarus in two
important ways. First, the snake in the claws of his eagle is much shorter and more subdued.
Its head never reaches beyond the eagle’s thighs, and is always turned away from the eagle as
if looking to flee. In contrast, the head of the snake on Tincomarus’ type reaches as high as
the eagle’s head, and turns directly towards the eagle as if to attack it. Hence Epaticcus’ eagle
seems to be in much more control of the situation than does Tincomarus’ eagle. The second
difference lies in the direction of eagle’s head. The eagle on Epaticcus’ coin looks towards the
left, while that on Tincomarus’ coin looks towards the right. Since the facing eagle on Verica’s
25
Pliny, Natural History 35.28. The painting, by the fourth-century bc Athenian artist Philochares, depicted an otherwise
unknown father and son, Glaucio and Aristippus.
26
For this purpose, I discount ABC 1223 as a minor variant of ABC 1220, ABC 1232 as a minor variant of 1229, and ABC
1247 as a minor variant of ABC 1244. As for the minims, I discount ABC 1283 as a minor variant of ABC 1280, and ABC 1304
as a minor variant of ABC 1301.
27
VA 471 = BMC 1485–1505 = ABC 1226.
28
VA 563 = BMC 1572–78 = ABC 1331; BMC 1583–86 = ABC 1337. In the former case, the eagle has been copied exactly
from the eagle-standard on the legionary coinage issued by Mark Antony c.32–31 bc (RRC 554/1–11, 13–39).
29
VA 580 = BMC 2024–2293 = ABC 1346. Evans 1864, 283 comments: ‘The eagle holding a serpent in its claws, the ancient
ensign of the Spartans, may possibly have been taken from some Greek coin.’
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coin turns its head towards the left also, it is arguable that Epaticcus has modelled his eagle
upon that of Verica rather than that of Tincomarus, but that he has added the snake in its
talons to produce a more aggressive and commanding bird. Two other details reinforce this
argument. The first lies in the detailed treatment of the eagle’s wings. In the case of Epaticcus’
eagle, the shorter feathers at the top of the wing are rendered by a group of dots, but these are
replaced about half-way down the wing by several vertical strokes depicting longer feathers.
This is exactly the pattern that one finds in the depiction of the eagle on Verica’s coin: the dots
and vertical lines never mix. In contrast, the dots continue down among the lines on the wings
of the eagle as depicted on Tincomarus’ coin. The second detail lies in the size and position of
the eagle’s tail. In the cases of both Epaticcus’ and Verica’s eagles, a large tail is plainly visible
immediately to the left of the eagle’s legs. However, in the case of Tincomarus’ eagle, the tail
is barely visible to the right of its legs. Hence there can be no doubt that Epaticcus’ eagle was
directly modelled upon, and intended to be contrasted to, Verica’s eagle rather than that of
Tincomarus.
One could reconstruct the story of a propaganda war between Verica and Epaticcus, running something like as follows: Verica produced a silver unit with a reverse depicting a facing
eagle in continuation of the facing eagle type first introduced by Tincomarus, but, for some
reason no longer clear, he omitted the snake in the eagle’s claws. When Epaticcus was attempting to expand his territory southwards at the expense of Verica, he took advantage of Verica’s
omission in this matter, and copied his eagle reverse type exactly but for the addition of the
snake, in order to emphasize his more aggressive and dynamic rule. In response, when Verica
introduced a new minim with raven picking berries in continuation of another basic type
introduced by Tincomarus, he depicted a wilder and much more eagle-like raven, toughening
his image so to speak. However, Epaticcus did not let things stop at this. He issued a new
minim with obverse depicting a bull about to charge and a reverse depicting a side-facing eagle
clutching a snake in its claws once more, but tearing at it with its beak also (Fig. 9).30 It is
noteworthy that this eagle faces in the same direction as the eagle-like raven on Verica’s minim
in the same basic side-facing manner, with wings outstretched above its back, so that it seems
to have been influenced by, and intended to be contrasted to, this raven.31 The main difference
lies in the fact that Verica’s raven looks back above itself towards some berries or grains, but
Epaticcus’ eagle tears down at the snake clutched in its claws. Hence Epaticcus triumphs on
the minim also, where he again projects the more aggressive and dynamic image.

Fig. 9.

Silver minim of Epaticcus, ABC 1358 (twice actual size). (© Mike R. Vosper.)

Unfortunately, such a reconstruction is probably too speculative, since one cannot be certain concerning the internal chronology of the coinages of either Verica or Epaticcus, nor
concerning the chronologies of the issues by one ruler relative to those by the other. In particular, one should beware of assuming that one type was issued in immediate response to
another. For example, Verica’s silver unit with facing eagle reverse seems to have been one of
his earliest issues, while the fact that the same die-cutter seems to have been responsible for
Epaticcus’ silver unit with facing eagle reverse as was responsible for the silver unit with facing
eagle reverse by Caratacus (c.ad 40–43?) suggests that this was probably a relatively late type,
so that one or two decades even may have separated Epaticcus’ facing eagle type from that by
VA 512 = BMC 2366–70 = ABC 1358.
Scheers 1992, 35 draws attention to the fact that this scene is similar to that on some bronze coins of Kroton, Akragas,
and Chalcis from the fifth and fourth centuries bc. Again, this is purely coincidental.
30
31
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Verica.32 Furthermore, one should also beware of any easy assumption that Epaticcus and
Verica were necessarily as hostile to one another as is sometimes assumed, or that Verica was
necessarily the innocent party in any conflict between them. Certainly, Verica, or his moneyer,
was capable of projecting a much stronger and more militaristic image when it suited him to
do so, as demonstrated by what was probably one of his latest types of silver unit with a
cavalryman on each side.33
Nevertheless, regardless of the precise sequence of issues, or of the chronological proximity
of one ruler’s issues to those by the other, the fact remains that the birds depicted on Epaticcus’
coinage appear more aggressive and dynamic than do those on Verica’s coinage. Since
Epaticcus declares himself on his coinage to be a son of Tasciovanus (c.25 bc–ad 10?) of the
Catuvellauni, one wonders whether the destruction of a snake could have had some symbolic
importance for this dynasty, but this image does not seem prevalent enough on its coinage
otherwise.34 More importantly, Epaticcus’ coinage displays a similarly increased aggression
when it comes to the depiction of dogs also. One may contrast the sleeping dog depicted on
the reverse of a minim of Verica, as already noted above, to the dogs depicted on the reverses
of two minims of Epaticcus, one dog standing alert and ready, with one paw raised as if striding confidently forwards, and a second dog depicted crouching back as if ready to spring
against some unseen threat.35 Furthermore, the designs of Epaticcus’ coinage, particularly
those on the reverse, correspond so closely to those on Verica’s coinage across all three denominations otherwise that it becomes clear that one ruler, or his moneyers, was deliberately imitating the coinage of the other.36 Hence it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that in those cases
where Epaticcus’ coinage depicts a more aggressive interpretation of the same basic reverse
theme, an eagle clasping a snake rather than an eagle with empty talons, a dog crouched as if
to spring rather than curled in sleep, this was deliberate. It is impossible to know now whether
it was Epaticcus himself who decided to respond to some of Verica’s coin designs with more
aggressive interpretations of the same themes, but someone seems to have done so. It is not
unreasonable, therefore, to talk of a quiet war of images, even if the action was perhaps a little
one-sided, and one cannot now reconstruct the precise sequence of events in this war.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
ABC. See Cottam, de Jersey, Rudd and Sills 2010.
Allen, D.F., 1976. ‘Did Adminius strike coins?’, Britannia 7, 96–100.
Bean, S.C., 2000. The Coinage of the Atrebates and Regni, Studies in Celtic Coinage 4 (Oxford).
BMC. See Hobbs 1996.
CCBM. See Mays 1995.
Cheesman, C. 1994. ‘The coins’, in M.G. O’Connell and J. Bird, ‘The Roman temple at Wanborough, excavation
1985–1986’, Surrey Archaeological Collections 82, 31–92.
Cottam, E., de Jersey, P., Rudd, C. and Sills, J., 2010. Ancient British Coinage (Aylsham).
Cottam, G.L., 1997. ‘An overstruck silver unit of Verica’, BNJ 67, 95–7.
Crawford, M.H., 1974. Roman Republican Coinage (Cambridge).
32
Bean 200, 178–80, dates Verica’s facing eagle type among his early silver units, which receives some support from the fact
that one example was overstruck with ABC 1232. See Cottam 1997. For Caratacus’ unit with facing eagle, see VA 593 = BMC
2376–84 = ABC 1376.
33
VA 530 = BMC 1360–92 = ABC 1238. For the dating, see Bean 2000, 179–80.
34
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HOARDING IN IRON AGE AND ROMAN BRITAIN:
THE PUZZLE OF THE LATE ROMAN PERIOD
ROGER BLAND

Introduction
In my first presidential address I provided an overview of coin hoarding in Britain, and noted
that the study was linked to a project to study the contexts of Roman hoards from Britain,
funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council.1 This project started in summer 2013
and will not conclude until 2016; at its conclusion there will be a database of hoards and a
volume setting out the results of the project. The project itself has already been modified since
its inception, as it is being extended to include Iron Age hoards and we very grateful to Philip
de Jersey for generously giving us access to his forthcoming corpus of Iron Age coin hoards,
to be published by this Society.2 In addition, thanks to a Collaborative Doctoral Award, a
PhD student will analyse hoards of Iron Age metalwork from Britain from October 2014. In
light of this, the project has been renamed ‘Crisis or continuity? Hoarding in Iron Age and
Roman Britain, with special reference to the 3rd century AD’ and our two areas of focus are
the later third century and the Iron Age-Roman transition. In this paper I propose to discuss,
as a case study, the hoards of precious-metal coins from the last eighty years of Roman
Britain.
Late Roman silver coin hoards
Turning to late Roman precious-metal hoards from Britain, the most salient feature is just
how much Britain stands out in the period between 364 and 408, especially as regards the silver
hoards. The coins issued during these years, siliquae and miliarenses, were struck at mints
across the Empire and occur as single finds throughout the Roman world,3 but hoarding them
(or at least not recovering hoards of them) seems to be a characteristic of Britain. There is no
other period when the hoarding pattern from Britain is so different from that of the rest of the
Empire. We have an extraordinarily rich concentration of hoards of coins from this period
including, most famously, the great Hoxne hoard from Suffolk; this is still by far the largest
coin hoard of this period from anywhere in the Roman Empire; I will discuss that hoard at the
end of this paper.
In 1997 I published a paper which listed 419 gold and silver hoards of the period from 300
to 700 ad from across the Roman world and from beyond the frontiers in Scandinavia,
Germany and to the north of the Danube frontier.4 A summary by metal is shown in Fig. 1.
There are 249 hoards of gold coins, 44 mixed hoards of gold and silver and 126 of silver
coins. As regards the gold hoards, Britain (the uppermost column) is well represented but does
not particularly stand out: there are 15 finds, compared with 164 from the rest of the Empire
Acknowledgments I am very grateful to Andrew Burnett for his comments on a draft of this paper and to Dan Pett for
preparing Figs 3, 7 and 9–14. My thanks also to Dr Ellen Swift for permission to reproduce Fig. 4; to Bristol City Museum & Art
Gallery for Fig. 15, to Suffolk County Council Archaeology Service for Figs 29 and 30, and to Dr Peter Guest for Fig. 32.
1
Bland 2013.
2
de Jersey forthcoming.
3
For example, Bland 1997, table 3 on p. 41 (using data from Reece 1973), shows that siliquae circulated in Germany, Gaul
and northern Italy.
4
Bland 1997.
Roger Bland, ‘Presidential address 2013. Hoarding in Iron Age and Roman Britain: the puzzle of the late Roman period’,
British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014), 9–38. ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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(central column) and 70 from outside the Empire (bottom column). But if we look at the silver
hoards the picture is completely different: there are 73 hoards from Britain and only 25 from
the rest of the Empire (and another 28 from outside the Empire), while all the British finds
(with the exception of the Patching hoard) are concentrated in the fifty-year period between
ad 360 and 408.5
Previous discussions of late Roman precious-metal coin hoards from Britain
This phenomenon has been noted by numismatists since Mommsen,6 but he did not suggest
any reason for it, and no one since has offered a truly convincing explanation, as King noted
in this journal thirty years ago: ‘It is not at all clear, for example, why Britain should be so rich
in silver hoards datable by their contents to approximately 380 to 410.’7 Evans suggested that
there may be a link between the hoards of siliquae and silver mines in Britain, and in support
of this he cited a Roman lead pig from Charterhouse in Mendip with the inscription EX
ARG, denoting that the silver has been extracted from the lead.8 This suggestion was also
taken up by Sutherland.9 Twenty-seven lead pigs inscribed EX ARG are known from Britain,
suggesting that silver was mined by the Romans,10 but the Charterhouse in Mendip specimen
belongs to the reign of Vespasian and no pigs are known later than Marcus Aurelius, or pos5
These figures are seventeen years out of date and we now have 56 gold and 160 silver hoards from Britain – more than
double the number known in 1997. However, there will be more finds from the Continent as well and I doubt that the proportions
will be very different.
6
Mommsen 1873, 133.
7
King 1981, 5.
8
Evans 1915, 500–1; RIB II.2404.4.
9
Sutherland 1937, 91.
10
RIB II catalogues 70 inscribed lead pigs from Britain (2404.1–72). Of these, 23 originate from the Mendip mines, 3 from
south Welsh mines, 3 from mines in Shropshire/Powys, 8 from Flintshire mines, 22 from Derbyshire mines, 4 from Yorkshire
mines and 7 from other sources. Thirty-five have emperors’ names and these include Claudius I (2), Nero (1), Vespasian (15),
Nerva (1), Trajan (1), Hadrian (8), Antoninus Pius (3) and Marcus Aurelius (4). 27 are inscribed EX ARG indicating that silver
was being extracted from the lead.
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sibly Septimius Severus, suggesting that mining of lead stopped around the end of the second
century ad. Furthermore, the evidence from elsewhere in the Empire does not suggest a clear
link between mining areas and significant concentrations of hoards or single finds of coins.11
In 1932 Mattingly commented: ‘Gold hoards are very scarce; the beautiful Corbridge find
is the one notable exception in modern times. Silver hoards, on the other hand, are amazingly
common – the miliarensia and siliquae of the late fourth century are in fact scarcely found
hoarded except here. The reason for this curious phenomenon is worth searching out. We
might guess that Britain was on a silver, rather than a gold standard, that silver hoards represent the buried wealth of the Roman-Britons and that the rapacity of the tax-collector may
have been as much feared as the fury of the barbarian invader. It is doubtful if the map of
these hoards will finally show much evidence for barbarian invasion as operative at all.’12
J.W.E. Pearce, the great expert on the coinage of this period and author of RIC IX, published
many hoards of siliquae and discussed the structure of siliqua hoards and the problem of
clipping,13 but never addressed the wider issue of why silver hoards are so common in Britain.
O’Neil provided another perceptive discussion of Theodosian hoards from Britain, both
bronze and precious-metal coins, and notes how common hoards of siliquae are from Britain
and how rare they are from the Continent, without suggesting an explanation.14
In an influential paper on late Roman gold and silver coin hoards from Britain, Carson
noted the theory that ‘the frequency of late Roman silver coin hoards in Britain in comparison
with the relative paucity of such hoards in other areas’ is due to ‘more thorough recording in
this country’, but dismissed it: in support of this he cited three hoards of siliquae from France,
Italy and Romania.15 Instead he suggested the reason for the large number of siliqua hoards
from Britain in the late fourth century was the scarcity of gold coins of that period, noting
that ‘only four substantial gold hoards are on record [from Britain], Bredgar (Claudius I),
Corbridge I (Antoninus Pius), Water Newton (Constantius II and Constans), and Corbridge
II (Maximus)’.16 However, the many hoards and single finds of gold coins of the second half
of the fourth century ad from Britain published by Bland and Loriot in 2010 mean that this
explanation is no long tenable: in Fig. 1 we have seen that late Roman gold hoards are proportionately as common from Britain as from elsewhere in the Empire, and Bland and Loriot
were able to catalogue as many as 57 hoards containing gold coins with terminal dates between
ad 350 and 475,17 while Fig. 17 shows that single finds of gold coins from Britain have a late
fourth-century peak that is only a little lower than that in the first century ad.
In his discussion of this phenomenon in the publication of the Hoxne Treasure, Peter Guest
noted ‘the answer to the problem raised by the quantity of hoards from late Roman Britain
containing gold and silver objects must therefore lie in the peculiarities of the hoard record in
Britain, rather than in the circulation patterns of precious metals [citing Bland 1997]. If this is
right, the question arises whether the unusual nature of the pattern in Britain is a consequence
either of a greater frequency of the burial of hoards there than on the Continent, or a lower
frequency of retrieval. The answer seems to be that it is a combination of both: more hoards
were originally buried in Britain and, as a consequence, more were left the ground’.18 In conclusion Guest asked ‘is it possible that in Britain hoards were buried without the intention of
ever recovering them?’19 Other recent commentators on coin circulation and hoarding in
Britain have not directly addressed this question.20

11
Collingwood 1922, 82–3, also commented on the frequency of silver hoards from Britain of this period, noting that the
latest coins are of Constantine III (407–11), while on the Continent later issues are found; he did not, however, suggest a reason.
12
Mattingly 1932, 95.
13
For example, Pearce 1933.
14
O’Neil 1933.
15
Carson 1976.
16
Carson 1976, 79.
17
Bland and Loriot 2010.
18
Guest 2005, 30–1.
19
See also his discussion of this phenomenon in Guest 1997.
20
Casey 1980; Reece 1987 and 2002; Abdy 2002.
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This phenomenon has been largely ignored by historians who have written general accounts
of Roman Britain,21 including those who have written accounts of the end of the province.22
However, some recent accounts pay greater attention to hoarding in this period: for example,
Millett had a brief discussion of late Roman hoards of plate and jewellery and suggests ‘their
burial more likely continues the earlier habit of burying rich objects for ritual purposes’,23 and
Hobbs and Jackson’s account of Roman Britain, which uses the British Museum’s collections
as a starting point, discussed many individual hoards.24 They noted: ‘The hoards indicate that
a point was reached when it was no longer deemed wise to keep hold of these objects, as being
caught with them was potentially dangerous. All these hoards were buried, probably for later
recovery, although in some cases there may have been a religious motive – the placing of material under ‘divine’ protection or ‘gifting’ to the gods in the hope of salvation. The increasing
vulnerability of the province to ‘barbarian’ attack was no doubt a factor, but we should also
consider the possibility of internal strife, which made the wealthy feel insecure, particularly as
the military presence significantly declined after the time of Constantine III (ad 407–11).’25
Esmonde Cleary’s 1989 treatment of late Roman Britain included a detailed discussion of
coin circulation and hoarding in the fourth and early fifth centuries.26 He was aware of the
disproportionate numbers of silver hoards from Britain, but did not suggest any reasons for
this phenomenon. 27 Similarly in his treatment of late Roman Britain, de la Bédoyère had a
chapter entitled ‘Treasure hoards and the end’ which contained this explanation for late
Roman treasure hoards: ‘Hoarding by burial was the standard practical method of protecting
valuables in the pre-modern world. Although it increased during periods of uncertainty,
hoarding occurred at all times and in all places. Gold and silver provided the best medium for
storing a large amount of wealth in a portable form. In the normal course of events hoards
were recovered in order to redisplay plate, and pay taxes and other debts. The residue may
then have been rehoarded, and perhaps added to, recovered and so on. All that remain are the
caches which at some point in the cycle were lost, forgotten about, or whose owners were prevented from recovering them. Individual high-value items normally only enter the archaeo
logical record through casual loss, and for obvious reasons this was (and is) extremely rare. As
a result hoards are the most important source of surviving ancient treasure.’28 Noting the large
number of silver hoards of this period, de la Bédoyère commented: ‘The preference for silver
in Britain may have been traditional and might explain Carausius’ enthusiasm a century earlier for producing pure silver coinage.’29 In the most recent scholarly account of Roman Britain
David Mattingly noted: ‘The distribution of c.100 late Roman coin hoards found in Britain is
revealing of massive failure of elite groups in eastern England to retrieve their stored wealth.’30
One explanation that has been suggested by the current author is that there was a tradition
in Britain of saving and hoarding silver coins,31 and this was adopted, probably independently,
by de la Bédoyère and also by Guest, who cites Bland 1997.32 However, that begs as many
questions as it answers and it is worth considering the distribution of other silver artefacts of
this period to see whether that offers any insights into the pattern of the coin hoards.

21
For example, Collingwood and Myres 1936; Richmond 1963; Frere 1967, 1978 and 1991; Scullard 1979; Salway 1981 and
1993; Wacher 1978; Todd 1981.
22
For example, Johnson 1980; Faulkner 2000; Dark 2000 (who discusses the end of coin circulation after 400 (pp. 54–5), but
not hoarding as such).
23
Millett 1995, 120. For a more extended discussion of this theme by the same author see Millett 1994.
24
Hobbs and Jackson 2010.
25
Hobbs and Jackson 2010, 154.
26
Esmonde Cleary 1989, 91–9, 138–40.
27
Esmonde Cleary 2013, a general account of the western provinces in the late Empire, has a detailed treatment of hoarding
in the third century, but does not discuss the late fourth- and fifth-century hoards.
28
de la Bédoyère 1999, 153–64, esp. p. 153.
29
de la Bédoyère 1999, 160; see also de la Bédoyère 2006, 258–9; Moorhead and Stuttard 2012, 242.
30
Mattingly 2006, 538.
31
Bland 1997, 39–42.
32
de la Bédoyère 1999, 160; Guest 2005, 30–1.
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Late Roman silver plate, ingots and brooches
Plate
Late Roman silver plate was manufactured and used throughout the Empire, and in 2006
Hobbs recorded 46 hoards of the fourth and fifth centuries that contained silver plate and other
objects but excluded coins, while a further 28 hoards combined silver coins with precious-metal
objects.33 A recent volume arising from a conference on the Traprain law treasure of hacksilber
contains a good summary of recent work on the subject.34
Ingots
Silver ingots, in the shape of a double-axe, were made from around ad 300 to the early fifth
century.35 They bear makers’ stamps as a guarantee of purity (Fig. 2). We know that from the
accession of Julian in 361, and very likely earlier, each legionary soldier received a donative on
the accession of a new emperor of five gold solidi and a pound of silver and these ingots, which
typically weigh a pound, almost certainly represent such donatives.36 One would, therefore,
expect these ingots to be found where soldiers are based.

Fig. 2. Fourth-century silver ingots from Britain (left: Tower of London (Bland and Loriot 2010, 404);
right: Ballinrees (Coleraine) hoard (British Museum).

Brooches
Another artefact type which also shows a similar distribution are late Roman crossbow
brooches (see Fig. 4). These have been studied by Swift, who concludes that they were worn
by the military and imperial officials.37 The brooches are concentrated along the Rhine and
Danube frontiers with a scattering across Britain and northern Gaul with almost no examples
in southern Gaul or the Mediterranean provinces.
Distribution
The distribution of hoards containing silver plate and silver ingots is summarized in Table 1
and Fig. 5 and shown on Fig. 3. With very few exceptions, ingots are found along the frontiers
of the western Empire. In fact their distribution is clearly closely tied to the presence of the
Hobbs 2006.
Hunter and Painter 2013. See particularly Barratte 2013 for a useful overview of silver plate and Guggisberg 2013 for a
discussion of silver and donatives. For the Kaiseraugst hoard see Cahn and Kaufmann-Heinemann 1984 and Rütti and Aitken
2003.
35
See Weigels 2003 for a corpus of silver ingots: he catalogued 82 examples from 25 hoards.
36
Hendy 1985, 177.
37
Swift 2000.
33
34
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TABLE 1. Summary of finds of Roman silver plate and ingots
Outside the Empire

Ingots

Ireland
Denmark
Germany
Poland
Romania
Russia/Ukraine
Within the Empire
Britain
France
Belgium
Netherlands
Germany
Switzerland
Austria (?)
Hungary
Slovenia
Serbia
Bulgaria
Italy
North Africa
Turkey

2
1
–
–
–
–

2
1
1
1
6
2

8
2
1
2
1
1
1
–
1
2
2
1
–
–

12
4
0
1
1
1
–
2
–
2
–
5
4
2

Plate

military (with a few examples that passed beyond the frontier into Ireland and Germany –
perhaps these were paid to the laeti, federate troops recruited from peoples outside the Empire
in the late fourth century, who subsequently took them home). Hoards containing silver plate
are slightly more widespread than ingots or hoards of silver coins, as there are five finds from
Italy and four from north Africa, but they too show a strong bias to Britain and the Rhine and
Danube frontiers.
If we look at the hoards from outside Britain that contain silver coins, there are eighty in
all, half from within the Empire and half from without. These too have a concentration along
the Rhine and Danube frontiers of the Roman Empire, in Germany to the east of the Rhine
and to the north of the Danube frontier. The similarities between the distribution of crossbow
brooches and of hoards of silver coins and finds of ingots is striking, except for the fact that
the brooches are not so concentrated in Britain and are more heavily concentrated along the
frontier. Hoards of plate also occur in Britain in some quantity and along the Rhine and
Danube frontiers, but in contrast to the ingots and crossbow brooches, they are also found in
the Mediterranean provinces of Spain, Africa and Italy. Guggisberg has shown very clearly
how many categories of late Roman precious-metal artefacts – Fidelity rings, Kaiserfibeln, gold
medallions, silver vessels, ingots and so on were made by the Emperor for use as donatives and
given both to recipients within the Empire and also to peoples beyond the frontier.38
The concentration of finds of silver ingots and other artefacts such as crossbow brooches
and, to a lesser extent, of silver plate in the frontier provinces of the western Roman provinces,
might suggest that the large numbers of late fourth-century hoards of silver coins in Britain
reflects the substantial military presence in the province. However, Britain does not have the
same preponderance of finds of these other artefacts as it has of hoards of siliquae.
In addition, it needs to be borne in mind that the army stationed in Britain in the late fourth
century was much smaller than that of the first and second centuries ad. The latest estimate
of the number of troops in Britain in the late fourth century, based on the information in the
Notitia Dignitatum, is that there were 5,000–6,000 comitatenses and no more than 12,500 limitanei;39 this compares with a strength of 50,000 soldiers two centuries earlier.40 So perhaps we
Guggisberg 2013.
Mattingly 2006, 238–9.
James 1984, followed by Esmonde Cleary 1989, 61–2 suggests a smaller number: no more than 12,000 men. Of course the
same shrinkage in the size of the army would have occurred along the Rhine and Danube frontiers.
38
39
40

Fig. 3.

Hoards of late Roman silver coins (c.330–700 ad; plus signs), silver plate (dots) and silver ingots (triangles) (map by Dan Pett).
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Fig. 4.

Distribution of late Roman crossbow brooches (Swift 2000, 28).
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should look for an explanation in the tradition of hoarding silver in Britain, although I do not
find this totally satisfactory.
Hoarding in Britain, ad 330–408
Some 700 hoards of coins of all metals are known with a terminal date between 337, the death
of Constantine I, and 408, the first year of Constantine III’s reign, after which the supply of
fresh coins to Britain from the Roman mints becomes very irregular. Just under 200 of these
hoards contain precious metal coins, while some 500 have bronze coins. In Fig. 6 I have divided
these 80 years into five unequal periods, reflecting the terminal dates of the gold and silver
hoards.
Fig. 6 shows the relative numbers of hoards of precious-metal and bronze coins per annum
for each period. In the Constantinian period hoards of bronze coins greatly outnumber those
of silver and gold: this reflects both the very substantial production of bronze coins at this
time41 and the limited numbers of precious-metal coins entering Britain at this time. Gold
coins are scarce both as single finds and hoards before 364, and they peak in the period 364–78
(Fig. 17);42 silver coins only start to enter Britain in significant quantities after the reduction
in weight of the siliqua that occurred in c.357;43 the finds recorded by the Portable Antiquities
Scheme show that the issues of Constantius II and Julian are very common as single finds, but
hoards of siliquae are rare before 367.44
The bronze coins of the House of Valentinian of the period 364–78 are very common as site
finds across much of Britain, and hoards of these coins also occur regularly, although there
are fewer than for the previous period. In 383 the Roman mints in the West started to strike a
larger denomination, 21–22 mm in diameter, which is very rare in Britain (these coins are
12

10

8

AV and AR
hoards pa

6

AE hoards pa

4

2

0
337-64
Fig. 6.
41
42
43
44

364-88

388-95

395-402

402-08

Precious-metal and bronze hoards in Britain, 337-408: hoards per annum.

Reece 1973; Walton 2012.
Bland and Loriot 2010.
For the date of the reduction of the siliqua see Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013, 139, n. 10.
Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013.
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Fig. 7. Hoards of late Roman silver coins (c.330–465: stars), silver ingots (triangles) and plate (dots) from Britain
(map by Dan Pett).

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS 2013

19

35

30

25

20

15

10

5

0
-120 -95 -70 -45 -20
Fig. 8.

6

31

56

81 106 131 156 181 206 231 256 281 306 331 356 381 406

Numbers of coin hoards deposited per annum, c.120 bc–ad 408.

common in Spain and Italy), while after about 388 the only bronze coins found in Britain are
those of the smallest denomination, about 12–13 mm in diameter. The study of the circulation
of these issues in Britain is complicated by the fact that on most examples the legends and
mint-marks are normally off the flan, making full identification impossible, so these coins are
likely to be under-represented in the record as they are frequently categorised as ‘late Roman
illegible’. By contrast, after 364 there is a sharp increase in the supply of both gold and silver
coins to Britain and both gold solidi and silver siliquae peak with the large issue struck at
Milan between 394 and 402. After 388 the precious metal hoards become more numerous than
the bronze hoards.
Fig. 8 places the volume of coin hoarding in the period after 388 the context of the Iron Age
and Roman periods as a whole. Here we are looking at the numbers of hoards per annum
from the start of coin circulation in the Iron Age, around 120 bc, to the end of the Roman
period in ad 408. Although the greatest peak falls in the last third of the third century, when
the number of hoards of radiates reaches a peak,45 there is a second peak, not much lower, at
the very end of the Roman period.
Distribution of precious-metal hoards in Britain
Lastly I consider the distribution of the precious-metal hoards (I have not mapped the bronze
deposits). Fig. 9 shows all of the precious metal hoards of our period and there is a wide distribution across England and Wales (with one find from Scotland – Traprain Law). There are,
however, some unusual features – for example the five hoards from north Wales and three
from Cornwall are unexpected, as well as the large number of finds from the Isle of Wight
(which is also strong in hoards of fourth-century bronze coins – unlike Wales and Cornwall).

45

A feature that is also found only in Britain.
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Fig. 9. All late Roman gold and silver hoards from Britain, ad 337–475. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy
of the Ancient World Mapping Centre.)
Note: In Figs 9–14 hoards including gold coins are indicated by dots and hoards without gold by stars.
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Fig. 10. Precious-metal hoards of 337–64. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy of the Ancient World
Mapping Centre.)
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Fig. 11. Precious-metal hoards of 364–88. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy of the Ancient World
Mapping Centre.)
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Fig. 12. Precious-metal hoards of 388–95. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy of the Ancient World
Mapping Centre.)
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Fig. 13. Precious-metal hoards of 395–402. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy of the Ancient World
Mapping Centre.)

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS 2013

25

Fig. 14. Precious-metal hoards of 402–75. (Map by Dan Pett; Roman roads courtesy of the Ancient World
Mapping Centre.)
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If we look at the hoards of the first period, 337–64, we find all four of the hoards from
north Wales belong to it (Fig. 10). The next group, from 364 to 388, is more widely distributed,
but the finds from Cumbria and Cornwall are unusual, although, since there is only one hoard
from each area, not too much should be made of that (Fig. 11). Could this reflect military
activity?
Cornwall features again in the next two groups, from 388–95 and 395–402 (Figs 12 and 13).
There is also an East Anglian group – nothing unusual there – and a south-western group –
which matches late Roman villa distribution quite well.
Finally the latest finds, between 402 and 475, retreat to the south and east, with two outliers
in Yorkshire (Fig. 14). What we need to do with all these distributions is to drill down and see
whether we can find any common denominators in the contexts of these hoards.
Hoards of 337–64
•
•

11 gold and silver hoards (0.4 per year).
290 bronze hoards (10.7 per year).

This period is the era of Constantine’s sons and his nephew Julian, from 337–64. Only 11
hoards of precious-metal coins are known, but hoards of bronze coins are extremely numerous
– 290 have been recorded and some, such as this example from Thornbury near Bristol, can be
very large indeed (Fig. 15).
This pattern largely reflects the pattern of coin loss at this time. Bronze coins of the period
330 to 348 are the most common that occur in Britain – they dominate most site assemblages,
as is apparent from Fig. 16, which is Reece’s analysis of the coin loss pattern of a typical
Romano-British site. So it is not surprising that there are many hoards of this period.
While only two hoards containing silver coins close during this period, the pattern of single
finds of siliquae recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme shows that the reduced-weight
coins of c.357–64 were in fact present in Britain in significant quantities: over a third (34.1 per
cent) of the 700 coins recorded by the Scheme date to this period.46 This implies that the frequency of hoarding of these coins is not directly related to the numbers actually in circulation
in Britain (although of course some of the single finds of c.357–64 recorded by the Scheme
could represent later losses).

Fig. 15. Thornbury (South Glos) hoard: 11,460 nummi to ad 348 (courtesy Bristol City Museum & Art Gallery).

46

Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013, 133.
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16. Site finds from Britain (after Reece).
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Fig. 17.

Single finds of Roman gold coins in Britain (coins per annum) (Bland and Loriot 2010).
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Figs 18–19. Miliarensis of Constantius II, ad 340–8 (left) and reduced siliqua of Constantius II, ad 357–61 (right)
(British Museum).

Gold coins, which were almost absent from Britain during the third century only gradually
increase during the 4th century and are still scarce until after 364 when the numbers increase
(Fig. 17). Analyses show that gold coins start to contain very small amounts of platinum from
the 350s onwards, suggesting that new mines were being exploited and this could well provide
the main reason for the increase in coin finds.
The silver coinage follows a similar pattern: although the new denominations, the siliqua
and the larger miliarensis (Fig. 18), were introduced by Constantine around ad 324, it is not
until the siliqua was reduced in weight in around 357 (Fig. 19) that it starts to be found regularly
either in hoards or as single finds.47
Hoards of 364–88
•
•

45 hoards of gold and silver coins (1.88 per year).
96 hoards of bronze coins (4 per year).

In the next period, the dynasty of Valentinian I from 364 to 388, the number of gold and silver
hoards increases. Bronze hoards are still found regularly and outnumber the precious-metal
deposits, but they are rather less common than in the preceding period.
Hoards of 388–95
•
•

46 hoards of gold and silver coins (6.6 per year)
40 hoards of bronze coins (5.7 per year).

Hoards of gold and silver coins increase further in the next period, from 388 to 395, and overtake bronze hoards for the first time.
Hoards of 395–402
•
•

75 hoards of gold and silver coins (10.7 per year)
73 hoards of bronze coins (10.4 per year)

Both the precious metal and the bronze hoards peak in the period from 395 to 402. The mint
of Milan issued gold solidi and silver siliquae in great quantities in this period: 367 of the 580
solidi in the Hoxne treasure belong to these years (Fig. 20) and 4,624 of the 14,547 siliquae
(Fig. 21). These issues came to a sudden end in 402 when Honorius moved the Comitatensian
mint from Milan, by then increasingly exposed to barbarian raids across the Alps, to the safer
location of Ravenna. The great concentration of hoards that close with these issues has no
other parallels in the Roman period except for the radiate issues of the end of the Gallic
Empire in 274.
47

Miliarenses are always much scarcer finds: Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013, 117, 138
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Figs 20–1. Left: solidi of Arcadius and Honorius, Milan, ad 395–402 (367 examples in Hoxne hoard). Right:
siliquae of Arcadius and Honorius, Milan, ad 395–402 (4,624 examples in Hoxne hoard) (British Museum).

We need to enter a health warning as regards the hoards of bronze coins. The only bronze
coins that occur in Britain after 388 are nummi of the smallest module, normally poorly struck
and with the name of the emperor and the mint mark very hard to read. As is the case with
siliquae, the latest bronze nummi to enter Britain in any quantity is the issue that closes in ad
402. However, unlike the gold and silver coins which normally can be, and have been, identified accurately in earlier publications, the bronze hoards are often not so well described and so
not all of the 73 hoards can definitely be said to close at this time. Even with that qualification,
there is a very definite spike in the number of hoards that end with these issues.
Of course it is another matter when the hoards that close with issues of 402 would have
been buried in the ground, given that no more silver or bronze coins entered Britain in any
significant quantities after that date. Discussions of the date of hoarding of the silver hoards
normally turn to a discussion of the date at which siliquae were clipped (Fig. 22).48 I think this
was a gradual process and I am sure the first steps at clipping occurred in the late 380s and 390s,
but it does seem clear that the more extreme level of clipping – as in this example – probably
only started after the mint stopped supplying new issues in 402.
At the same time we find a significant number of contemporary copies of siliquae (Fig. 23):
between about three and eight per cent of coins in hoards are imitations, while eight per cent
of the single finds recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme were copies.49 Analyses have
shown that these coins were made of good silver,50 and it seems possible that they were made
after the official issues had dried up in 402.
We have no way of knowing exactly how long siliquae continued to circulate after 402, but
most of those who have considered the problem believe it could have been for 20 or 30 years,
based on a study of clipping and wear.

Fig. 22. Unclipped and clipped siliquae of
Honorius, ad 395–402 (British Museum).

48
49
50

Burnett 1984; Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013.
Bland, Moorhead and Walton 2013.
Guest 2005.

Fig. 23. Contemporary copies of siliquae of Honorius
(British Museum).
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Hoards of 402–08
•
•

19 hoards of gold and silver coins (3.2 per year)
2 hoards of bronze coins (0.3 per year)

So what happens after the mint of Milan closed in 402? Gold solidi continue to be struck in
some quantity at Ravenna, Rome (Fig. 24) and Aquileia until 408 and these regularly occur in
hoards, while Constantine III, governor of Britain who declared himself emperor in 407 and
then advanced into Gaul to assert his claim, also struck siliquae at the start of his reign which
are found in Britain (Fig. 25). With the exception of a very few later outliers,51 these are the
latest silver coins that occur in Britain.

Figs 24–5. Left: solidus of Honorius from Rome, ad 404–08; right: siliquae of Constantine III, ad 407–08 (British
Museum).

Bronze coins later than 402 are extremely rare in Britain,52 and no hoards were known until
a small group of eight nummi was discovered at Whittington in Northumberland, just about
one mile north of Hadrian’s Wall, in 2007.53 This contained a GLORIA ROMANORVM three
emperors type which is dateable to 402–06 (Fig. 26). This hoard changed our perceptions of the
date of the abandonment of Hadrian’s Wall.

Fig. 26. GLORIA ROMANORVM nummus (ad 402–06) from Whittington, Northumberland, hoard (Portable
Antiquities Scheme).

Hoxne Treasure
To conclude, I will look in more detail at one hoard of this period, the great Hoxne treasure
which contained 584 gold, 14,587 silver and 24 bronze coins, besides 200 items of gold and silver
jewellery and table-ware.54 The discovery of this hoard in 1992 transformed our perception of
51
Exceptions are the three siliquae of Valentinian III and Anthemius from Chatham Lines (Blackburn 1988) and four siliquae
from the Patching hoard (Theodosius II (1) and Visigothic issues of Honorius (2) and Valentinian III (1): see Bland, Moorhead
and Walton 2013, 139, n. 12).
52
See Abdy and Williams 2006.
53
Collins 2008.
54
Guest 2005; Johns 2010.
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late Roman coin circulation in Britain, in the same way that other very large hoards have, such
as Cuerdale for the tenth century, or Tutbury for the fourteenth century. Forty-six hoards containing gold coins of the fourth and fifth centuries are known from Britain and these have a total
of 297 solidi; Hoxne has 584. It is the same with silver: 77 hoards are sufficiently well described
to be analysed by reign and these contain 18,978 coins; Hoxne adds another 14,587.
So, the hoard of 159 gold solidi of exactly the same period as those in Hoxne found at
Sandridge near St Albans in 2012 (Fig. 27; PAS database reference BH-D67AF4) would have
been the largest hoard of late Roman gold coins from Britain if it had been found twenty
years earlier, but it is overshadowed by Hoxne.

Fig. 27.

Sandridge, near St Albans, hoard: 159 solidi to ad 408 (courtesy Verulamium Museum).

The Hoxne hoard clearly belonged to a wealthy family – quite possibly a family that owned
land in several different provinces of the Roman Empire. It was the equivalent of about three
years’ salary for a provincial governor. Some of objects are inscribed with personal names,
and most importantly there are two sets with the name Aur[elius] Ursicinus (Fig. 28). Seven
different names are inscribed on various objects in the hoard, but the name of Aurelius
Ursicinus appears much more frequently than any others and it seems likely that he was at one

Fig. 28.

Hoxne: sets of spoons inscribed Aur. Ursicinus (British Museum).
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time the owner of the hoard. So we come closer to learning the identity of the owner of this
hoard than any other find from Roman Britain, but unfortunately we cannot identify this
Ursicinus with any of the people of this name listed in the Prosopography of the Later Roman
Empire since they all have the first name Flavius rather than Aurelius.
Several other objects in the Hoxne treasure have personal names and these includes interesting links with named objects in other late Roman treasures from East Anglia, including
Water Newton and Mildenhall. We must not forget that the only hoards from late Roman
Britain were coin hoards; we also have a small number of truly remarkable finds of gold and
silver plate and jewellery, such as the three shown here.

Fig. 29.

Excavation of Hoxne treasure (Suffolk County Council Archaeology Service).

Eric Lawes, who discovered the Hoxne hoard with a metal detector, reported his find very
promptly and archaeologists from the Suffolk Archaeological Unit excavated the find the day
after the discovery (Fig. 29). Fig. 30 shows a plan of the site and, on the right, of the immediate findspot of the hoard. The only recognizable feature is a ditch. Fig. 31 is a view of the
findspot today. The most obvious point about it is that it is an almost featureless field and
there is nothing in the landscape to suggest why the hoarder might have chosen to bury his
wealth there.
Of course we would like to understand the context of this extraordinary find better. Fig. 32
shows Hoxne in the context of Roman East Anglia. No trace of Roman occupation is known
from the immediate area where the treasure was found, although the Roman road from
Colchester to Caister St Edmunds is only a mile away and two miles away, at Scole, there is a
small Roman settlement on the Roman road from Colchester to Caistor-by-Norwich.
There is also a record of a hoard of 650 gold coins of emperors from Valentinian I to
Honorius and Constantine III (very similar in fact to the Hoxne solidi) found at the neighbouring village of Eye in about 1780.55 Although local records suggest that the find-spots were
nearly four miles apart, it remains a considerable coincidence that two hoards containing over
500 solidi of the same period should have been buried so relatively close to each other and it
55

Robertson 2000, 1620.
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Fig. 30.

Hoxne: plan of site (left) and excavation of findspot (right) (from Johns 2010).

Fig. 31.

Findspot of the Hoxne treasure in October 2013 (author).
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Fig. 32.
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Roman East Anglia (from Guest 2005).
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seems at least possible that they might form two parts of the same deposit. If this is correct,
then we may speculate that the owners of the hoard possessed a large estate and buried their
wealth across different parts of it. And Hoxne lies in an area which is very rich in late Roman
hoards: Thetford,56 Mildenhall,57 and Water Newton.58
The aim of the hoards project is to draw all these different strands of evidence together to
see if we can draw some more conclusions about the reasons for the very large numbers of
coin hoards known from Roman Britain.
Of course a new hoard always has the potential to revise our understanding of coin circulation. One such was the hoard from Patching in West Sussex found by two detector users in
1997 (Fig. 33). It consists of 23 gold solidi, 27 silver coins, two gold rings and 54 pieces of
silver scrap.59 This find pushes the date of the latest known hoard of Roman coins from Britain
forward by more than 50 years from about ad 408 to the 460s, as it contained a coin of Libius
Severus (ad 461–65), besides some twenty other coins that are all later than 410. Is this hoard
the exception that proves the rule or does it completely change the previously-held orthodoxy
that Roman coins ceased to enter Britain after the reign of Constantine III? We now have
much more data on the number of gold coins issues after ad 408 that occur in Britain,60 as well
as on bronze coins,61 and this has shown that we need to take a more nuanced view of the
cessation of coin supply to Britain, as later issues are found in small numbers. However, post408 issues found in Britain probably came here through small-scale trade, or were brought
here by individuals coming to Britain from the Continent and it is still clear that official coin
supply of new issues to Britain did end in ad 408.

Fig. 33.

56
57
58
59
60
61

Patching hoard (British Museum).

Johns and Potter 1983.
Hobbs 2012.
Painter 1977.
Orna-Ornstein 2009; Abdy 2013.
Bland and Loriot 2010, 84–9.
Abdy and Williams 2006; Moorhead 2009.
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Conclusion
I hope that this discussion of the hoards from latest period of Roman Britain, demonstrates
some of the themes that the AHRC project, ‘Crisis or continuity’ will be examining. In this
period, as in the third century ad, Britain has a very rich group of hoards, while the pattern
of hoarding stands out from that found in the rest of the Empire. We still have no wholly satis
factory explanation for the great concentration of hoards of silver coins from c.360–c.408.
The archaeological involvement in the excavation of the Hoxne hoard gave us a great deal of
contextual information about the find that would otherwise have been lost (as with the Frome
hoard of 52,502 radiates of the third century),62 but we still have no archaeological context for
the hoard itself. All these are issues that the AHRC project will investigate.
In a paper in a volume in honour of George Macdonald, Harold Mattingly wrote: ‘On
finding that I was to share in the tribute that we are bringing to Sir George Macdonald, I
vowed the first thing that should meet me on my way home … The first subject that met me on
my next appearance at the British Museum was the question of Roman coins found in Britain,
and I felt, as Jephtha might have done if, instead of his daughter, his pet mongrel had come
out to meet him: was the offering good enough?’.63 I will leave readers to decide whether we
are dealing with Jephtha’s daughter or his pet mongrel, but it is good that Harold’s grandson,
David Mattingly is involved in the project.
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WHY ARE THERE NO COINS
IN THE STAFFORDSHIRE HOARD?
GARETH WILLIAMS

When news of the discovery of the Staffordshire hoard first became public, one of the most
common initial questions was, ‘What type of coins are in it?’. The answer to that question is
straightforward: there are no coins as such in the hoard, although melted-down Byzantine
and Merovingian coins may well have provided the raw materials for many of the gold and
even silver items in the hoard, as they probably also did for other Anglo-Saxon gold jewellery,
ornaments and coins in the seventh century.1 Nevertheless, the fact that the question was
repeatedly asked reflects the assumption that there should have been coins. Although there are
other non-numismatic Anglo-Saxon hoards, the typical Anglo-Saxon hoard of precious metal
either contains coins and nothing else, or more rarely a combination of coins and other
objects. Viking hoards from England are more varied, but frequently contain a combination
of coins and other items, often including hack-silver. Hack-silver (also sometimes referred to
by the German term Hacksilber) consists of pieces of silver cut from ornaments, vessels or
ingots, used as a form of currency within a bullion economy. Although, as the name suggests,
this is a phenomenon linked with silver rather than gold, fragments of hack-gold have also
now been recorded in Viking contexts.2 The fragmentary nature of the finds in the Staffordshire
Hoard shows some similarities with hack-silver/gold, and the discovery of the hoard came not
long after the extensive publicity around the important mixed Viking hoard from the Vale of
York,3 so an assumption that this might represent something similar is not surprising, although
as a Viking hoard of the early tenth century, the Vale of York hoard represents a very different
context both culturally and economically from an Anglo-Saxon hoard of the seventh century.
Pushing back in the opposite direction, late Roman hoards also typically contain large
numbers of coins alone, but may again contain a mixture of coins and other items (e.g. Hoxne,
Norfolk), or collections of entirely non-numismatic material (e.g. Mildenhall, Suffolk), while
hack-silver is known from a number of hoards on the fringes of the Roman monetary economy, including hoards from Britain, Ireland, Denmark and northern Germany.4 So far only
two hoards of the late fifth century are recorded from England – Patching in West Sussex and
Oxborough in Norfolk – and these both contain both coins and bullion, although in the case
of Oxborough the coins had been re-used as jewellery.5 Three silver siliquae from Chatham
Lines in Kent, buried in the 530s with a bronze coin of which no details are recorded, were
pierced for suspension, and may represent a necklace rather than a coin hoard.6
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Moving closer to the date of the Staffordshire hoard, the purse from the Sutton Hoo Mound
1 ship burial contained a mixture of coins and bullion, with blank discs and ingots as well as
Frankish tremisses, while the fact that the blanks were the same size, shape and weight as the
coins shows that the coins were the driving force behind that bullion economy, as also implied
by the use of the term scilling as a unit of account in the law codes of Æthelberht of Kent.7
This does not mean that all payments were yet made in coin, but that the tremissis or scilling
could be used as a measurement of weight and/or value. The term scilling (pl. scillingas), which
has a meaning relating to ‘division’ or ‘share’, has parallels in other Germanic languages, most
notably in Gothic sources of the fourth to sixth centuries, although there it appears to have
been used as the equivalent of Latin solidus, or aureus, both of which were used to denote a
larger gold coin worth three tremisses. Late Roman and Byzantine solidi were struck at a nominal weight of just over 4.5 g, or six solidi to the Roman ounce of 27.29 g, with a corresponding
tremissis of just over 1.5 g, but from the sixth century a lighter solidus of around 3.9 g, at seven
solidi to the ounce became common, with a tremissis of just over 1.3 g.8
Imported solidi are present in the finds record in England for the sixth and seventh centuries, and there are even rare solidus issues among the surviving early Anglo-Saxon gold coinage,9 but from the late sixth century onwards, imports are dominated by the light Frankish
tremissis at c.1.3 g, and the same approximate weight standard seems to have been followed in
the early Anglo-Saxon coinage, although this was struck in several different kingdoms.10 While
the context of Gothic and Old High German texts indicates that terms cognate with scilling
were equivalent to the solidus, Philip Grierson argued that the scilling of Æthelberht’s law
code was the smaller tremissis, and this has been accepted by most subsequent commentators,
including John Hines in his recent study of early Anglo-Saxon metrology, in which he argues
that the various terms for units of gold and/or silver which appear in a variety of early AngloSaxon law codes can most plausibly be reconciled if the scilling is regarded as equivalent to a
tremissis.11 Why the term scilling should be applied to one denomination in Old English and
its cognate to another in Gothic is less clear and may indicate no more than what was the
dominant form of gold currency in the late fifth and early sixth centuries on the one hand and
the early seventh century. There is certainly no doubt that the term scilling and its later form
shilling came to mean many different things throughout English monetary history.
Within Æthelberht’s law code the term scillingas appears as a measurement of value. It is
not clear from the context whether the compiler of the code envisaged actual coins, or a bullion weight in gold equivalent to the tremissis, of simply a nominal unit of account for measuring the value of other goods. Hines notes that even in what appears to be a much more
heavily monetized society in Francia, Gregory of Tours appears to refer to payment in coin in
the sixth century by weight as well as by tale.12 With more direct relevance to England, the Old
English poem Widsith refers to a gold neck-ring measured in scillingas. This is a problematic
source, as the poem only survives in a tenth-century manuscript, although the poem itself is
likely to be earlier, but the precise date of the poem is uncertain. The poem confusingly appears
to measure the ring in both scillingas and sceattas, the latter being a term which has been
interpreted either as a silver coin of slightly later date than the gold shillings of the seventh
century, or as a unit of weight of gold equivalent to one barley grain, or as a unit of weight
for non-numismatic silver in the period of gold coinage, as well as having more generic meanings relating to wealth, portable goods or possibly treasure.13 The precise interpretation of the
Widsith reference is debateable, and goes beyond the scope of this paper, but it is more likely
to indicate either weight or value than a literal number of coins melted down to make the
7
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object, although unless one assumes a nominal over-value for minted coinage (for which there
is no evidence in an early Anglo-Saxon context), the distinction between the three would in
any case be purely theoretical, as all three would give the same total.14
Hines in 2010 rejected the idea of a widespread bullion economy in the seventh century on
the basis that one would expect to find more evidence of hack-gold if such an economy had
existed,15 and this is undoubtedly true to some extent. However, this is more a comment on the
scarcity of hack-gold than on the scarcity of bullion. As noted at p. 39 above, it seems likely
that the main source of gold in early Anglo-Saxon England was imported coin, and if the
equivalent of a coin in weight was the main measurement of value, one would expect coins to
represent the most common form of currency, even if they functioned as bullion rather than
as true coins with a face value defined by the issuing authority, and which did not correspond
completely to their metal content.
The evidence for the tremissis/scilling as the basis of a bullion economy goes beyond the
textual references. Firstly, it is difficult to account otherwise for the mixtures of different coin
types (and tremissis-sized blanks) within both the Sutton Hoo purse and the Crondall hoard,
as well as in the overall finds record. While it is possible to argue for the circulation together
of coins from different kingdoms as representing a form of officially sanctioned monetary
union, the presence of blanks (and in the case of Sutton Hoo also small ingots) points clearly
towards bullion. The extensive use of whole coins within a bullion economy is paralleled in
Viking silver hoards, although there is a more extensive and more complicated interaction
between coins and other forms of silver bullion in the Viking Age, for reasons that cannot be
explored here.16 Philip Grierson argued that the blanks in both Sutton Hoo and Crondall represented special cases, with both groups of coins needing to be rounded up to fixed totals for
reasons relating to symbolic rather than monetary or bullion value.17 Alan Stahl has more
plausibly argued that the blanks and ingots in the Sutton Hoo purse help to make it up to a
total bullion value of forty-eight tremisses, while I have noted that the find circumstances of
the Crondall hoard (which was disturbed and possibly incomplete) do not permit any meaningful assessment of the total contents of the hoard, while the recorded total of 101 coins/
blanks does not in any case correspond exactly with Grierson’s interpretation of a 100-shilling
wergild.18
Grierson’s interpretation was predicated on the assumption of very limited availability of
gold coins, and on the fact that blanks only appeared in the special circumstances of grave
goods and a hoard, rather than within the general circulating currency. We now also have an
increasing body of other evidence (mostly found in the last five or six years) for interaction
between coins and bullion in the late sixth or seventh centuries. These include a blank flan
approximately the same size and weight as a tremissis and a whole tremissis with a cut fraction
of another attached to it (presumably to increase the weight), both from the productive site at
Rendlesham, near Woodbridge in Suffolk; another whole tremissis with a fragment of a second
attached from Beachamwell, Norfolk; a whole tremissis with a blob of gold attached from
Chipping Ongar, Essex; and a cut fraction of a Frankish tremissis from near Colchester,
Essex.19 In addition to the direct evidence for coin-based gold bullion, the idea that the tremissis formed a weight standard for measuring bullion is supported by surviving pan-weights of
the period. In his study of weights and balances in sixth- and early seventh-century AngloSaxon graves, Chris Scull noted that weights in the graves appeared to correspond to two different standards, one of 1.5 g and one of 1.3 g. These correspond to the early, heavy late
Roman and sub-Roman tremissis and the later, lighter Provençal and Frankish tremissis
14
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respectively.20 Taken together, the historical, archaeological and numismatic evidence all
appear to point in the direction of a bullion economy in which tremisses/scillingas, whether
imported or locally produced, acted as the standard measures of weight and account, as well
as the most widespread medium of currency within this bullion economy, although the extent
of both the bullion economy and coin circulation show both chronological and geographical
variation.
If one adds to this the general background that increasing numbers of single finds now
make it clear that coin use was much more extensive in the seventh century than was formerly
believed (see below), the expectation that a large Anglo-Saxon hoard of the seventh century
might include coins, and that coins might be hoarded alongside other gold objects, begins to
look very reasonable. One may add that it might have been very useful in some ways if the
hoard had contained coins, given the lack of consensus amongst both archaeologists and
palaeographers on the dating of the hoard, and given the tendency of archaeologists to use (or
misuse) coins to date associated non-numismatic material. Almost all commentators would
place the hoard in the second half of the seventh century, although a minority would prefer to
place it in the early eighth century, but opinion is more divided on where exactly in the late
seventh century it belongs.21 The same period saw a number of major developments in the
Anglo-Saxon coinage, which provide relative if not absolute dates,22 and the presence of coins
could potentially have provided some clarification on when the hoard was deposited.
If coins really were to be expected in such a hoard, how do we explain their absence? The
simple answer is that it is the ‘wrong’ type of hoard. This may well be true (see below, pp. 48–9),
but such an answer risks a circular argument. Even if there were consensus on the character
of the hoard, which is not the case, one of the major factors which defines that character is the
absence of coins. Before reading too much into this absence, one must therefore consider
whether it really is as reasonable as just suggested to expect coins in a hoard of this period,
especially given the location of the hoard in south Staffordshire. To do so, one needs to consider how common coins were in this period, and also how common the hoarding of coins
was. It is also necessary to consider where and when the hoard was compiled, and when and
where it was buried, and how these elements fit into wider patterns of coin use, as there is both
chronological and geographical variation in coin use across seventh-century England, reflecting
the fact that England was still at this point divided into a number of different kingdoms of
various sizes.
The circulation and function of coinage in early Anglo-Saxon England
Several hundred gold coins have now been recorded from the sixth and seventh centuries,
including both Anglo-Saxon and imported coins. These are known from a combination of
hoards, burials, productive sites, and single finds.23 There is a tendency for coins from burials
to show secondary usage and single finds not, but there are exceptions to both rules. In particular, the explosion in single finds since the 1990s through metal detecting makes it clear that
coin use was much more extensive in the fifth to seventh centuries than was formerly believed,
and that the minimalist interpretations which dominated our understanding of the period
until recently can no longer be accepted without qualification.24 However, it is important not
to exaggerate the extent of that change. The period from the mid-fifth to the late seventh century remains the period in which finds suggest that fewer coins were in circulation in England
than at any point between the introduction of coinage in the pre-Roman Iron Age and the
present day. Coins were undoubtedly being used, but not in vast numbers, and while one may
Scull 1990, 205–8; Hines 2010, 163.
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question the idea that they served for purely social rather than economic transactions, the fact
that the only coins represented units of relatively high value meant that they nevertheless only
had a limited monetary function, even in those areas in which they circulated. In other areas
they did not circulate at all (see below, p. 47).
Furthermore, there are no assemblages of coins from the period of the Anglo-Saxon gold
coinage which can unequivocally be stated to be hoards in the strict sense of groups of material deliberately deposited for safekeeping with the intent to recover them later. Using hoard
in its broader sense merely of a group of two or more objects of precious metal, we have several
hoards from the period,25 but almost all of these come from graves, and as mentioned, many
of the grave coins (like many earlier Roman bronze coins also found in early Anglo-Saxon
graves) show evidence of secondary use as jewellery or weights, raising the question of whether
they should be considered coins at all.26 Irrespective of secondary treatment, however, they
must be seen as grave goods, which places them in a different category of find from a group of
coins buried by itself, whether or not that group was buried with intent to recover. We also
have significant groups of gold coins from Coddenham and Rendlesham in Suffolk and the
‘South Lincolnshire’ (Heckington) productive site, but these are site assemblages, rather than
hoards under any definition.27 The only substantial coin hoard of the period is the Crondall
hoard of 1828. The full extent of this is uncertain, since accounts of the discovery suggest that
the hoard had been disturbed, but the discovery of what appear to be purse clasps together
with 101 coins suggests that this was a purse and its contents.28 This could indeed represent a
deliberate deposition, but it could also be a casual loss, if an expensive one. The small size of
coins of this period means that even 101 coins could be contained in a very small purse. The
only other group of coins from the period of gold which is certainly neither a grave find or a
site assemblage is the Kingston hoard of the early to mid-sixth century, and this is even smaller.29
Found in the River Thames, it is unlikely to have been deposited with the intention of later
recovery, but could represent either casual loss or perhaps a votive offering. None of the above
indicates that coins were never hoarded in the seventh century, but the fact that the evidence
is so limited does suggest that hoarding of coins cannot be considered typical for the period
when compared with the steadily increasing corpus of single finds.
Looking more widely at coin use, we can observe both geographical and chronological trends
relating to coin use and coin production. Firstly, looking at coin use in general, the pattern
shows a concentration in eastern England. Kent has the highest concentration of coin finds,
followed by East Anglia, then Essex, Lincolnshire and Yorkshire. There is a lesser concentration along areas accessible from the south coast, but very little in the area north of the Thames
Valley, and west of a line from London up to Lincolnshire via Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire
and Northamptonshire.30 Only two finds have so far been recorded from Staffordshire. One,
from Forsbrook, near Stoke-on-Trent, consists of a solidus of Valentinian II (375–92), mounted
as a pendant in a gold cloisonné frame, inset with garnets.31 The style of decoration shows similarities with some of the objects from the hoard, as well as with East Anglian finds such as the
Wilton Cross and some of the ornaments from Sutton Hoo, but as with other coin-pendants,
the secondary usage means that the Forsbrook pendant should be considered as an item of
jewellery rather than evidence of coin circulation. It is also unclear whether the pendant setting
was created locally or elsewhere. However, a single find of a Merovingian tremissis from the
Twycross area, which shows no sign of secondary usage, does provide an isolated piece of
evidence for penetration of imported coin into the West Midlands. 32
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Chronologically, the importation of Byzantine coins both to Francia and to England
appears to have stopped during the reign of Heraclius (610–40),33 and it is possible that the
interruption of the coin supply may also have reduced the availability of gold in Anglo-Saxon
England, resulting in a decline in the gold content both of the native Anglo-Saxon coinage,
and in jewellery, sword fittings and other ornamental metalwork. Merovingian (and Frisian)
coins, which also suffered a gradual decline in gold content in the course of the seventh century,34 continued to be imported until the middle of the seventh century and perhaps a little
later, but most of the imported coins are issues of the mint-and-moneyer type, and cannot be
closely dated.
The attribution of early Anglo-Saxon coin types
Local minting also follows a broad pattern, in so far as individual coin types can be firmly
attributed. Very few types can be explicitly attributed to specific rulers or mints, but it is possible to make attributions to individual kingdoms or sub-kingdoms on the basis of distribution, while at the same time there appears to be some correspondence between metal content
and date with a gradual decline in gold content from coins with a high gold content at the
beginning of the seventh century through successive phases of ‘pale gold’ and ‘transitional’
coinage until the gold coinage was entirely replaced by silver around the third quarter of the
seventh century. However, it should be noted that this is not necessarily a straightforward
linear progression, and that there can be significant variation in metal content within specific
types, so that metal content alone is not a secure basis for dating individual coins.35
Geographically, the spread of coinage appears to reflect the spread of Romanized
Christianity, with the first attributable coinage appearing in Kent, and other relatively early
issues in the kingdoms of the East Saxons, the East Angles, and Deira.36 Another relatively
early group carrying variations on a runic inscription benutigo, has a distribution suggesting
an origin somewhere along the Thames valley, but it is uncertain which kingdom controlled
this area in the first half of the seventh century.37 This area later formed part of the kingdom
of Mercia, but Mercia expanded dramatically in the course of the seventh and eighth centuries, coming to absorb a large number of smaller kingdoms and peoples, listed in a text known
as the Tribal Hidage, although some of them are also known from other sources. These can
plausibly be seen as being listed more or less in order around the borders of the core Mercian
kingdom, but the exact dating of the Tribal Hidage remains the subject of dispute, and not all
of the smaller kingdoms can be located with any certainty.38 It seems likely that the benutigo
coinage was the product of one of these smaller kingdoms, rather than of Mercia, since it did
not penetrate into the Mercian heartlands of the Midlands, while other unattributed coinages
may also have been struck in other peripheral kingdoms further east. It is likely that Mercia
itself in the early seventh century covered little more than an extended area to either side of
the River Trent, with the Trent forming a division between what Bede labelled as the North
Mercians and the South Mercians.39 Mercia thus probably included modern Staffordshire
(and thus the find-spot of the Staffordshire hoard in Hammerwich) together with parts of
neighbouring counties, although the modern county of Staffordshire would have been divided
between the North Mercians and the South Mercians, with the location of the hoard in
Hammerwich south of the Trent would place it under the South Mercians. No coins can be
plausibly attributed as having been minted anywhere in the Mercian heartland during the
gold, pale gold or transitional coinages of c.ad 600–75, or indeed anywhere in western England
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in this period, with the exception of the benutigo coinage, although it is true that some of the
types currently known only or primarily from the Crondall hoard have yet to be attributed.
Nevertheless, given the apparent correspondence between Christianity and minting mentioned
above, this absence of evidence for minting in the west is consistent both with the relatively late
date of Christianization of both Mercia and the West Saxons, and with the absence of any
mention in Bede of the conversion of some of the smaller western kingdoms.
The Staffordshire hoard in its historical and numismatic context
What are the implications of this for the Staffordshire hoard? As yet there is no agreed dating
for the hoard, and although a research programme around the hoard aims to address this
amongst other issues, a precise date is likely to remain elusive.40 It is clear that the hoard contains metalwork produced over an extended period, but while, as noted above, the hoard was
probably deposited in the course of the second half of the seventh century, the exact date
within that period has significance both for the political and religious context of the burial.
The period in question began with the reign of the pagan king Penda of Mercia (d. 655), who
exercised a form of over-kingship over many of the smaller kingdoms, and who exacted plunder and tribute from many different parts of England, including coin-using areas such as East
Anglia and Northumbria. His death was followed by a brief period of Northumbrian domination, and then by a resurgence of Mercian power south of the Humber under Penda’s son
Wulfhere (658–75), and to a lesser extent Wulfhere’s brother Æthelred (675–704), although
Mercian over-kingship on the scale of that exercised by Penda does not seem to have re-emerged
until the reign of Æthelbald (716–57).41
This period also saw the conversion of at least the Mercian elite to Christianity, under the
influence of the Northumbrian Church. In terms of attitudes to Christian kingship, the fact
that the influence came from Northumbria may be significant. As mentioned above, the correlation between coinage and Christianity is not complete, but rather apparently formed part
of a concept of Christian kingship promoted by the Roman Church. This style of kingship
was not adopted in all areas, and it is probably not coincidental that coinage was not adopted
in the post-Roman period by the British (Welsh), Irish, Scots and Picts despite the fact that
there was undoubtedly trading contact with Continental Europe via the western sea-lanes to
the Irish Sea and up into Scotland, and despite the fact that all these peoples adopted
Christianity.42 Perceptions of differences between Roman and ‘Celtic’ Christianity in the seventh
century may well be partly exaggerated, not least because of the partisan accounts of Bede
and Stephanus, both of whom adhered to the more Roman tradition, but it is probably true to
say that there was a difference in approach between the more institutional approach of the
Roman Church, which saw the establishment of episcopal sees linked to former Roman centres
together with (coincidentally or not), the introduction of minting, written law, etc., and the
Irish tradition which placed a greater emphasis on personal piety, simplicity, and the establishment of communities removed from society. Northumbria was directly influenced by both
traditions, with Aidan extending Irish tradition from Iona into Bernicia, and Paulinus leading
a Roman mission to Deira. Doctrinal differences between the two traditions were formally
settled in Northumbria in favour of Rome at the Synod of Whitby in 664, but this does not
mean that all Northumbrian churchmen adopted a thoroughly Romanized approach, and
senior figures such as St Chad (d. 672) and St Cuthbert (d. 685) appear to fit more obviously
into the Irish tradition than the Roman.43
This tension between traditions is directly relevant to the Christianisation of Mercia, since
it was against the background of this tension that the Mercian Church was established. The
40
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first Christian king was Peada (655–6), son of Penda, who ruled as a sub-king under
Northumbrian overlordship. He was succeeded by his brother Wulfhere (656–75), who reestablished Mercian independence, but also took forward the process of Christianisation in
Mercia. Wulfhere provided a refuge for Wilfrid, bishop of York, during his exile from
Northumbria, and it is also during the reign of Wulfhere that we hear of the first bishops of
the Mercians. These were Diuma, Ceollach, Trumhere and Jaruman, who held the position in
succession, c.656–69. None of these four is linked with a specific episcopal seat, but the first
three all appear to have been trained in the Ionan tradition, although Jaruman’s background
is more obscure. 44
A permanent bishopric was established at Lichfield c.ad 669, although there are conflicting
accounts of this. Bede attributes this solely to Chad, who was moved to Lichfield to make
room for the restoration of Wilfrid at York, while Wilfrid’s biographer Stephanus of Ripon
indicates that Lichfield was given to Chad by Wilfrid himself, who had received the land during his Mercian exile.45 In contrast to Chad, Wilfrid, who had led the Roman faction at the
Synod of Whitby, might be expected to take a consciously Romanizing approach to the establishment of the Mercian Church. I have suggested elsewhere that the establishment of the
bishopric at Lichfield may have been related to its proximity to the Roman site at Wall. The
name Lichfield incorporates Letocetum, the Roman name for Wall, and the location of a bishopric at or close to Wall would be consistent with the establishment of bishoprics at other
former Roman centres such as Canterbury, London and York.46 Wall was never as important
as any of these, but it appears to have been something more than a minor fort, with a continued (or revived) importance in the post-Roman period. It appears in the Ravenna Cosmography
(dating from the seventh or eighth century) as Lectoceto,47 although as this text is derived from
earlier sources, it does not necessarily indicate that the settlement was still active at the time
that the Cosmography was compiled, despite the tempting coincidence of date with the hoard.
More usefully, the name appears in the Old Welsh form Cair Luitcoyt in the ninth-century
Historia Brittonum, where it is listed among the leading civitates of Britain. This list includes
Roman centres which went on to become important under the Anglo-Saxons, as well as bishoprics, including London, York, Canterbury and (probably) Leicester. However, it also
includes places without strong Roman associations but which were certainly important earlier
medieval centres for either royal power, like Dumbarton on the Clyde, or bishoprics, such as
Lindisfarne.48 To find Wall (or conceivably Lichfield) on such a list suggests a settlement of
similar status, and with some Roman association, not least of which was the fact that the walls
of the Roman fort were still standing long after the establishment of the bishopric of Lichfield,
or the deposition of the hoard. It is interesting to note in this respect that the Staffordshire
hoard was found little more than a mile from Wall, and close to a major junction of Roman
roads, at the very heart of the Mercian kingdom. Interestingly, a Welsh heroic poem, the
Marwnad Cynddylan (‘Lament for Cynddylan’) describes a raid from Powys on Caer Lwytgoed
at some point in the mid-seventh century, in which a ‘wretched bishop’ and ‘book-holding
monks’ were among the victims.49 While the precise dates of both the event described in the
poem and the composition of the poem itself remain uncertain, and there is certainly no reason
to assume that the hoard relates directly to the raid in the poem, the Marwnad Cynddylan
provides background to the importance of Lichfield/Wall as a rich target for raiding.
With the establishment of a permanent bishopric at Lichfield in c.669, Christianity was thus
firmly established in the region in the middle of the period in which the hoard is likely to have
been deposited. The question of whether the hoard was deposited before or after the establishment of Christianity is significant not only for the possible implications for the introduction
of minting in the area, but also for the social and religious context in which the hoard was
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accumulated and deposited. While it is possible that the dating of the hoard may yet be settled
on stylistic grounds as either pre-dating or post-dating the Christianisation of Mercia, there is
nothing in the character of the hoard that points firmly to a Christian context for the deposition, while the destruction (and implicit desecration) of a number of ecclesiastical items within
the hoard seems more obviously plausible in a non-Christian context, although the account
of the Marwnad Cynddylan provides a warning against the assumption that churchmen and
their possessions were necessarily sacrosanct in the eyes of Christian attackers. In any case, the
establishment of a bishopric does not necessarily equate to immediate and all-encompassing
social change, so it would be rash to assume that the deposition of the hoard must pre-date the
bishopric at Lichfield, or even the episcopates of the early Mercian bishops not specifically
linked with the immediate area.
Thus, the distribution of coin-finds suggests only a minimal use of coins in Mercia at the
time that the hoard was probably deposited, while neither the numismatic evidence nor the
general historical background suggest that minting is at all plausible in Mercia before the final
decades of the seventh century, and therefore not until the latter part of the current date window
for deposition of the hoard. Together with limited evidence for the hoarding of coins in
England in the seventh century (in contrast to the growing evidence of coin use from graves,
productive sites and stray finds), this indicates that there is no reason to suppose that coins
would form part of any hoard deposited in the heart of Mercia in the mid-late seventh
century. On that basis, the absence of coins from the Staffordshire hoard is not particularly
significant for the character of the hoard when taken in isolation.
The character of the hoard reconsidered
However, the fact that one should not expect coins in a hoard deposited in that time and place
does not necessarily mean that their absence is entirely without significance, for two reasons.
Firstly, the fact that the hoard was deposited in the Mercian heartland does not mean that it
was accumulated there. Warfare is recorded in the seventh century both between Mercia and
East Anglia, and between Mercia and Northumbria. As discussed on p. 44, both East Anglia
and Deira (in Northumbria) adopted coinage of their own, probably in the second quarter of
the seventh century, and distribution of single finds shows that foreign coins circulated in both
kingdoms. Thus, if any part of the hoard was accumulated in either kingdom, as might, for
example be the case if any part of the hoard represented loot gathered during the raiding
expeditions of Penda of Mercia (d. 655) or his successors, as has been suggested by some,50
then one might expect to find coins if the hoard represents no more than a random selection
of loot, since some of the fragments are no larger than coins (although many are significantly
larger and heavier). The same might also apply to a random assortment of loot if it was taken
from an enemy defeated within Mercia, but originating in a coin-using area, such as the
defeated Northumbrian army after the Battle of the River Trent in 679.51 We cannot, of course,
say definitively that the hoard necessarily represents loot, whether from one battle or many, or
that loot from an area in which coins are known to have circulated would necessarily include
coins. Nor can we state categorically whether any of the material in the hoard derives from
either Northumbria or East Anglia, although there are similarities between the style of decora
tion on some finds in the hoard and objects in the Sutton Hoo ship burial, and other finds of
presumed East Anglian origin such as the cross-pendants from Wilton, Norfolk and Ixworth,
Suffolk,52 which could suggest a possible East Anglian origin at least for those items. None of
these possibilities can be precluded, so the absence of coins may be more significant than
patterns of monetary circulation in Mercia alone would suggest.
Furthermore, we can be fairly certain that the hoard does not represent a purely random
selection of items quite apart from the absence of coins. The material is fragmentary, and the
50
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jumbled disposition of the hoard means that the exact relationship of individual fragments
can only be ascertained by painstaking research, lacking the spatial contextualisation of a
grave. As a result, not all of the items in the hoard can be clearly identified. Those that can be
identified fall into two groups: decorative fittings from weapons, scabbards and helmets; and
ecclesiastical items, including at least two cross pendants, a large but unusually flat cross which
may perhaps come from the front of a gospel book, and a gold strip with a biblical inscription,
which is pierced for rivets, and may also have been mounted on a gospel book or something
similar. The military character of some of the material is no longer quite as unambiguous as
initially seemed to be the case. What appears to be a hinged cheek-piece from a helmet can be
interpreted as slotting into another item in a way that precludes the cheek-piece interpretation, while a millefiori stud which appeared to parallel the two studs apparently used to secure
the scabbard of the Sutton Hoo Mound 1 sword into a sword-belt, is now interpreted as the
cap for a gold tube which in turn fits into a larger flat piece of gold decorated with cloisonée
garnets, the purpose of which is unknown, but which probably as a whole represents a decorative mount or handle from a larger object.53 Nevertheless, while the function of a number of
items at present remains uncertain, the emphasis within the group of identifiable objects on
items with a military or ecclesiastical character is striking, and points to a very deliberate selection. Anyone rich enough to possess the sword pommels and other expensive items in the hoard
must have possessed significant wealth, whether or not any of that took the form of coin. The
absence not only of coins but of identifiable personal ornaments, belt fittings, arm-rings, as
well as less personal items such as drinking vessels, plate, etc., suggests that this is not simply
a bullion hoard.
Returning to the earlier question of what type of hoard this is, a full discussion of the possible functions of the hoard lies beyond the scope of this paper, and indeed will not be possible
until the conclusion of the ongoing major research project on the hoard, which considers in
detail not only the hoard itself but its historical and landscape contexts.54 Nevertheless, it is
possible to offer some interpretations derived from the nature of the material recovered. The
absence of coins, along with the absence of other types of objects, contributes to the identification of the Staffordshire hoard as a deliberate selection of precious metal high-status objects
of military or ecclesiastical character, all of which have been deliberately damaged. This suggests that the purpose for the initial accumulation of this material was symbolic rather than
purely economic. Not only has a selection been made of some types of precious metal objects
over others, but these objects appear to be fittings which have been forcibly removed from
larger objects. The hoard contains hilt fittings from an unprecedented number of high-status
weapons, for example, but the blades were not deposited with them. Is this because the hoard
is only one of a number of deposits, with the ironwork deposited elsewhere? Or were the blades
destroyed in other ways while the hilt fittings were preserved and hoarded? Or were the blades,
valuable in themselves, recycled in combination with new decorative fittings? Personally, the
last of these seems most plausible. Anglo-Saxon and Old Norse literature tend to stress the
social importance of swords with distinct identities, and often with names, which might be
passed down within individual families as heirlooms, or given as rewards for loyal service or
in other forms of social exchange. However, while such weapons had a function in battle, they
would spend most of their time sheathed, and the features which made swords immediately
recognisable not just to the owner but the casual beholder were the hilt and scabbard fittings,
not the blades.
In this respect, it is interesting to note that many of the pommel caps in the hoard show
signs of wear. As conservation of the hoard is still ongoing, it has not been possible to examine them all in detail, but this appears to be not battle damage but the sort of wear derived
53
I am grateful to Deb Klemperer of the Potteries Museum and Art Gallery, Stoke-on-Trent, for drawing my attention to
these re-interpretations, and for the opportunity to examine these and other pieces in person. However, the discovery of a second
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from being constantly worn, rubbing against the wearer’s body and arm. This reinforces the
view of swords as display items, as much as functional weapons.55 This relates to the generic
role of the sword as status symbol, and also to the role of individual swords of high value as
symbols of honour and personal worth, as reflected in references to swords and their owners
in Anglo-Saxon poetry.56 In a period in which sword and scabbard fittings were hand-made,
and in many cases elaborately decorated, the sword was a visible and recognisable reminder of
both the personal and family status of its ‘wielder’, and potentially of a wider network of social
ties between that person and others. While less apparent in historical and literary sources,
high-status symbols of ecclesiastical authority may well have been equally personal and were
certainly equally recognisable: the pectoral crosses from Wilton (Norfolk), St Cuthbert’s coffin
and the Staffordshire hoard, for example, are all immediately recognizable to the modern
Anglo-Saxon scholar, and would have been no harder to distinguish from each other in the
seventh century.
Against this background, it is tempting to see the hoard as representing the symbolic
destruction of the visible identities of a number of defeated enemies. It is impossible to state
for certain whether all the items in the hoard were obtained on one occasion, but it is certainly
feasible. Guy Halsall has pointed out that the total number of pommel caps corresponds to the
sort of number described in historical accounts of elite households/warbands of the period,57
so the hoard could plausibly represent the destruction of a single enemy force, whether or not
it can ever be dated sufficiently precisely to be identified with any historically attested battle.58
The presence of high-status ecclesiastical items within the hoard is no less appropriate for this
interpretation since both Bede and the Welsh poem ‘Lament for Cynddylan’ provide evidence
for the presence of churchmen in battle, and in two cases of their killing.59
This is not, of course, the only possible interpretation of the hoard, and in any case raises
further questions concerning the purpose of the deposition (rather than simply the accumulation) of the hoard and whether or not the hoard was originally intended to be recovered. A
full discussion of this point goes far beyond the scope of the current paper. Nevertheless, there
seems no reason to doubt that the mixture of what is and is not in the hoard represents a
deliberate selection process informed by the purpose for which the hoard was accumulated. In
the light of the evidence of the circulation and minting of coinage in England (and particularly Mercia) in the mid- to late seventh century, the absence of coins is in itself inconclusive
for determining the character of the hoard, but the overall selection of material in the hoard
suggests a selection process from which coins would probably have been excluded even if they
were available. As an answer to the initial question of why there are no coins in the hoard, this
may not represent much of a step forward from the simple answer that it is a type of hoard
which does not contain any coins. Even so, that absence can now be seen in the wider context
of monetary circulation in the period rather than simply against the background of the
assumption that where there are hoards there should be coins.
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THE ARCHBISHOP’S HAT. A SUGGESTED
ATTRIBUTION FOR THE SCEATTAS OF SERIES F
D. M. METCALF

It has long been puzzling why a coin minted at Auxerre, some 150 km south-east of Paris,
should have been chosen as the model for the sceattas of Series F.1 The prototype, which exists
both in pale gold and in silver,2 is after all extremely scarce, and has not been found in England
in modern times. The solution to the puzzle occurred to the writer one day out of the blue
while reading Professor Peter Sawyer’s new book, The Wealth of Anglo-Saxon England.3 It is
that Series F sceattas are coins of the archbishops of Canterbury, and the coin of Auxerre was
very deliberately chosen because the figure on it is wearing a broad-brimmed hat, which was
part of the distinctive garb of an English archbishop, and recognizable as such on the coin
(Fig. 1). The reverse design, namely a cross-on-steps, was also suitably ecclesiastical. Coins
naming the archbishops occur, of course, at a later date among the early broad pennies, in the
time of King Offa and subsequently, but Series F would push the origin of the minting rights
back about a hundred years, to the time of Archbishop Theodore (669–90). This discussion of
the evidence for an attribution to the archbishops of Canterbury concludes with a die-corpus
of the coins in question, namely Series F.

Fig. 1. Series F, Variety a. On this specimen, the crown
of the hat is small, and is neatly defined by just eight or
nine dots.

Fig. 2. Ecgberht of York, wearing a broad-brimmed hat.
Previously bishop of York, Ecgberht received the pallium
in 735. Of the two designs naming him, this could be the
earlier, although that is not demonstrable.

There is an English parallel for the head-gear seen on Series F. The eighth-century bishop,
subsequently archbishop of York, Ecgberht, wears a similar broad-brimmed hat on some of
his sceattas (Fig. 2).4 In his case, it is beyond doubt that the coins are his, and beyond doubt
that he is shown wearing a hat. The only resort for the sceptical would be to say that there is
no significance to his being depicted in this way.
Lafaurie has made a thorough study of bishop’s hats on contemporary Merovingian
deniers.5 In his study of the issues of the bishops of Paris, published in 1998, he devotes a
section of his text to ‘la coiffure épiscopale’ (the episcopal head-dress). He begins by pointing
out that the deniers of Bishops Agilbertus (673) and Sigofredus (690–92) show ‘a diademed
effigy, wearing a sort of hat, which has the form of a helmet’. It is not broad-brimmed, and
whether it is ‘un chapeau ou une calotte’ (a hat or a skull-cap) is, he says, an open question.
He goes on to demonstrate that most of the episcopal coins of Paris (unlike the non-episcopal
1
Twenty years ago in Metcalf, 1993–94, I, 126, I wrote, ‘Presumably a specimen came into the hands of the English die-cutter,
and was deemed suitable to imitate, more or less by chance’.
2
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Sawyer 2013.
4
The issue is a joint one with his brother, who became king in 738, i.e. after Ecgberht received the pallium. See, for example,
Metcalf, 1993–94, III, 581, and Abramson 2013, 175.
5
Lafaurie 1998.
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coins of the same city) show this or a similar head-dress. So do episcopal deniers of other
cities, such as Tours, Chartres, and Clermont (and, from his map, Sens, Auxerre, Lyon, Vienne,
and Nïmes). His sketch of the form the head-dress takes, reproduced here as Fig. 3, will serve
in lieu of a wordy description.

Fig. 3. Sketches of head-dress seen on deniers of the bishops of Paris (after Lafaurie).

The versions most like a hat are used at Reims and Auxerre, but cf. also MEC 1, 540, of
Chalon-sur-Saône, which is no doubt episcopal, to judge from the broad-brimmed hat. Some
of the places in the above list are in fact metropolitan (i.e. archbishop’s) sees. Lafaurie sets the
episcopal coin designs, which he describes as an innovation at the end of the seventh century,
into their political context from 629 onwards, with the monetary policies of King Charibert II
and his successors. His evidence, however, relies mainly on the deniers of Paris, where there is
an apparent correlation between coins of bishops (either named, or identified by their distinctive monogram), and the use of the episcopal head-dress. Establishing this positive correlation
was a major break-through.
The criticism has apparently been expressed (although not in print) that Lafaurie was mistaken in his general thesis, and that the figure on the bishop’s coins is not wearing special
headgear, but is merely a botched attempt by the die-cutter at a bare-headed, diademed bust.
That claim is based on too narrow a perspective. The non-episcopal deniers of Paris, including
the Palace, which are the majority, routinely have the usual sort of bare-headed bust. It is
implausible to imagine that the die-cutters of the bishops’ coins, over a long period, were so
incompetent, while their colleagues in the same city were able to cut normal dies – especially
as the contrast is clear-cut. As the dates of the individual bishops are known, the fact that the
‘chapeau ou calotte’ was maintained over a long period is independently established. Not all
of his readers have been convinced that this amounts to a positive correlation.6 Be that as it
may, the chronology of the Paris series, in relation to the Cimiez hoard, is a breakthrough for
the chronology of the whole sceatta series, focussing on the transition from the primary to the
secondary phase.
The Merovingian series, then, offers comparanda for the Anglo-Saxon coins under consideration. It seems that the hat or skull-cap was a recognized convention in Paris for deniers of a
bishop. In so far as the Anglo-Saxon authorities were aware of this convention, the choice of the
Auxerre prototype may not, after all, have been haphazard. Other than that observation, the
following discussion is confined to the English evidence, and to the case for an episcopal attribution of Series F. It may well be thought that the coins of the northern archbishopric provide the
key arguments. One may note that the start-date for Series F lies within the pontificate of
Archbishop Theodore of Tarsus, whose contacts with the wider church need not be doubted.
Because the dates of the bishops of Paris are known from documentary sources, Lafaurie
was able to propose a later date for the Cimiez hoard than had been the consensus.7 That has
considerable implications for the dating of the Anglo-Saxon sceatta series. Again, this was a
significant step forward. Work on Series D and E has similarly made a somewhat later date for
the Aston Rowant hoard likely.8
6
I am indebted to an (anonymous) referee, who stated that ‘broad-brimmed hats . . . were not worn in the early Middle Ages
. . . Indeed, having consulted several experts on early medieval vestments, this reviewer has not found any evidence for episcopal
hats in the seventh or eighth century’. In this case, it seems that numismatics brings completely new evidence to the question, e.g.
the coin of Archbishop Ecgberht, Fig. 2 above, and the discussion of it in the text (p. XXX).
7
Lafaurie 1998: see the section, ‘La coiffure épiscopale’, at p. 75.
8
Metcalf and Op den Velde 2009, 133–9, ‘Critical assessment of the French hoards’, and also 279–84, ‘Attaching political
significance to the ‘porcupine’ design: the date of the transition from Series D to Series E in Friesland’.
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Series F generates the same sort of widespread distribution pattern in England south of the
Humber as Series A, B, and C,9 minted in the South-East, or for that matter D and E, minted
in the Netherlands and the Rhine mouths area. We can dismiss any thought that Series F
might, like D and E, be from the Netherlands, because it does not occur in quantity in the
Dutch hoards – in fact, apart from one single find from Friesland it does not occur at all,
except among the beach-finds from Domburg.10 That seems to leave the South-East of England
as the only plausible region of origin. Estuarine Essex is one option, but it is quite possible on
the distributional evidence that it was minted in east Kent, or even at Canterbury, even though
most of the single finds are from north of the Thames. (The same is true of Archbishop
Æthelheard’s broad pennies, in the time of King Offa.) It is the submission of this article that
the sceattas of Series F are coins of the archbishops of Canterbury, even though their legends
are meaningless. What else, at their date of origin, is plausible? In the secondary phase, sceatta
types proliferated, and there will have been many issuers. But at the beginning of the primary
phase, the obverse design of Series F is conspicuously unusual. At that stage, the sceattas
being minted in the South-East comprised only Series A, B, and F. Series A and B were, no
doubt, royal – and Series F was episcopal.
There the matter might rest, making this one of the shortest of contributions. For alas,
there are no specific, knock-down arguments which prove it, nor for that matter any which
would disprove it. (There are, for example, no stray finds of Series F from the vicinity of
Austerfield, in Yorkshire, where a synod was held in 702.) Perhaps the strongest available argument is that it is intrinsically unlikely that the archbishop of York should mint sceattas (some
decades later), while his senior brother of Canterbury did not. It is true that there was a flower
ing of literacy in Northumbria, but in terms of commercial activity, the northern kingdom
was on the far fringes of monetary development, which was much less weighty there than in
the south-east of England. Another argument, considered below, is that the duration in use of
the design, viz. four if not five decades, taken in context suggests an institutional issuer rather
than a private individual. The volume of coins minted points the same way.
Archbishop Theodore, to whom the English church owed so much, died in September 690,
after a pontificate of twenty-one years. His successor, chosen in June 692, was Berhtwald,
previously abbot of Reculver. Berhtwald continued in office until 731. Series F, of which four
varieties have been recognized (a to d), will surely have begun with Variety a under Theodore
(who arrived in Canterbury in 669) but will belong mostly to Berhtwald, who was also a pre
late to be reckoned with. Varieties a, b, and c are represented in the Aston Rowant hoard,
while b, c, and d occur in each of several other hoards from late in the primary phase. Variety
a, which is neat and compact in style, and which is known in pale gold,11 is generally very
scarce compared with b–d, and may well therefore date from the 670s. Most of the volume of
output of Series F will be closer in date to the end of the primary phase, probably from the
710s or thereabouts. A stylistic analysis of the obverse dies of Series F is otherwise incon
clusive for chronology. Even so, a detailed reconsideration of Varieties a–c is a desideratum.
Die-links between varieties or between sub-varieties, published below, might in principle
establish a sequence, but in fact they help only a little.
Variety d is distinctly different in style. Its reverses are cruder, with large annulets, and with
shorter, simplified pseudo-legends (Fig. 4). The bust (on the best specimens) has more of a
snub nose, compared with the sharply pointed nose of the other varieties. This is a welcome
art-historical criterion, since it can have had no possible significance at the time. A different
die-cutter, not active in Varieties a–c, produced the obverse dies, but whether he did so concurrently with a–c (at a different mint-place?) or in continuation of them is an open question. For
some reason, Variety d is conspicuous among single finds from the periphery of the general
distribution area of Series F (Sledmere in Yorkshire; Bunny in Notts; Wiltshire; and Alcester
Metcalf 2004.
Op den Velde and Klassen 2004, nos. 50–53.
11
The coin in question is MEC 687, for which X-ray fluorescence analysis by Isoprobe showed 9/10.6 per cent gold (Metcalf
1978, 15, no. 10).
9
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Fig. 4. Series F, Variety d. The reverse has large annulets, and a much simplified pseudo-legend.

in Warwickshire). But it cannot, for example, be East Anglian (even though there are several
finds from Burnham Market and nearby): there are a couple of finds from south of the
Thames, as well as those from north of the river. From that point of view, the distribution
pattern of Variety d is not greatly different from those for a–c. and the South-East seems to be
the best option for its place of origin.12 Perhaps its rather more peripheral distribution is a
function of its date, relatively late in Series F.
Even though it is not possible to demonstrate the exact sequence in which the dies of Series F
were used, the proposed attribution of the type as a whole to the archbishops raises many
interesting questions for the monetary historian about how the coins were put into circulation.
Once in circulation, they were no doubt accepted indiscriminately with other types, and gradually became regionally diffused, on the back of the main primary series from the South-East.
Their distribution pattern is essentially the same as those for Series B and C (which reach
rather further north and west than that for Series A). Like them, they are concentrated in
certain smaller regions, the so-called ‘hot spots’, e.g. the middle Thames valley around Oxford,
while other areas of the map are a blank. But it is decidedly curious that while they are quite
well represented and indeed over-represented in hoards, e.g. the Aldborough hoard where they
make up 12 per cent (against 29 per cent of Series A, B, and C in that hoard), or the Alpington
hoard with 14 per cent, or Aston Rowant, with c.7 per cent (or more?),13 they are absent from
the classic series of Kentish and East Saxon grave-finds, and also absent or virtually absent
from many major coastal emporia (including Hamwic), and from productive sites, starting
with Fordwich (near Canterbury),14 and including London,15 Coddenham,16 Hollingbourne,17
Bidford-on-Avon,18 etc. The productive sites near Royston19 and at Spalding20 have a couple,
and there is one from Sledmere,21 but only a small percentage of the finds, and certainly nothing like the percentages in the hoards mentioned above. Could these high percentages be
merely a function of a late date within the primary phase? It is true that the earlier issues, such
as Series A and BI, tend to dwindle or disappear from circulation. We may not be comparing
like with like when we set the high percentages in these (late) hoards against over-all figures for
single finds of the primary phase, which are necessarily averages for the whole phase. And the
virtual absence of Series F at any particular site from which there are fifty finds or fewer could,
moreover, be merely statistical. But over all, the anomaly looks real enough.
In spite of the absence at so many major sites, there is (as mentioned above) a cluster of
single finds of Series F from the middle Thames region, which is brought out clearly by regression analysis: Aylesbury, Bledlow, Compton Beauchamp, Ewelme, Frilford, Newbury, Oxford,
See the map, using regression analysis, in Metcalf 2004, 15.
See the notes preceding the Catalogue for sources of information on these hoards.
14
Coins from a productive site which have been published as being from ‘near Canterbury’ are in fact from Fordwich. Two
fields, one on either side of the village, yielded coins. After a few years, they ceased to be available for searching. A dozen finds
included Pada (in pale gold), two of Series A, and one of C.
15
Controlled excavations from 1985 onwards at various sites lying behind the Strand, and as far north as Drury Lane and
the Royal Opera House, have revealed eighth-century occupation, with finds of sceattas. See Cowie and Blackmore 2012, 288–9,
and bibliography.
16
The gold coins from Coddenham, mainly thrymsas, have been extensively reported. A dozen were auctioned at Sothebys
on 4 October 1990, lots 281–292. Less well known, the American collector J.P. Linzalone, having been disappointed in his bids
for the gold, was allowed, as a kind of consolation, to acquire 29 silver coins from the site by private treaty. They include Series
A, 3, B, 4, C, 4, BZ, 1, and R1, 2, but not F. (Author’s files.)
17
Over 40 sceattas from Hollingbourne await publication. For a summary listing of the earlier finds, see Bonser 1997, 41.
18
See Laight and Metcalf 2012, 44–5.
19
Bonser 1997, 44–5.
20
Previously referred to as the South Lincolnshire productive site. (Author’s files.)
21
Previously referred to as Flixborough (Bonser 2011).
12
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also Oxfordshire and east Oxfordshire (no closer information), and Watlington.22 This cluster
effectively rules out any thought that Series F might have originated in East Anglia. The middle
Thames finds suggest that it entered into inter-regional trade, and of course the Aston Rowant
hoard, again from Oxfordshire,23 supports that idea. (A similar middle-Thames cluster has
been noted in the controversially attributed ‘Hwiccian’ sceattas.24) Might the context of the
various Norfolk hoards likewise be inter-regional trade?
Although the significance of the percentages discussed above remains ambiguous, that does
not fully discount the anomaly of the hoards. They attract our curiosity because the coins of
Series F tend to include runs of die-linked coins, unlike the other types in the same hoards. In
the Aldborough hoard, or in the Pleshey hoard, that can only be because the coins of Series F
were ‘close to source’. Were the merchants whose activity lay behind the known hoards selling
continental goods to the archbishop, for which he paid with coins newly minted for him? If a
hoard yields coins of a particular sub-variety, not at all common elsewhere, it calls for some
such explanation.
It only remains to glance further afield, at the (quite scarce) secondary-phase Type 51, on
which we see two standing figures, the one on the right in profile, and wearing a broad-brimmed
hat, rather jauntily on the back of his head (Fig. 5).25 This type would be contemporary with
the Northumbrian joint issues of King Eadberht and Archbishop Ecgberht. I am indebted to
Dr Stewart Lyon who has drawn my attention to the eclectic type with the legend C ARIP
(which degenerates, and on one specimen seems to read PISC). There are serious problems in
reading ARIP as archiepiscopus, for which the usual abbreviation on the sceattas and stycas is
AREP.26 AREP is, of course, also attested on coins from the time of Offa.

Fig. 5. Obverse of Type 51, with two standing figures: on the left, the king (presumably), and on the right, facing him,
the (arch)bishop, wearing a broad-brimmed hat.

Analysis
Varieties within Series F
A division into Varieties a, b, c, and d was proposed in the writer’s Thrymsas and Sceattas,27
with sub-divisions of b and c. A few additional sub-varieties of b and c have since come to
light. With the additional specimens now available for analysis, a rather more elaborate
arrangement is now practicable. The catalogue below lists the following numbers of legible
specimens: Variety a, 11, Variety b, 65, Variety c, 47, Variety d, 22. The scarce Variety a was
deemed to be the earliest, not least because it included a specimen in pale gold. But the scheme
as published in 1993 was based mainly on common sense, and it is worth emphasizing that it
referred exclusively to small differences in the reverse design of cross-on-steps, namely the
addition of ornamental annulets or pellets. It did not take much account of the obverses. A
separate check of the style (and pseudo-legends) of the obverses could therefore in principle
reveal connections between the four varieties.

See the corpus below, nos. 25, 31, 47, 51, 108, 131, 140.
The find-spot was ‘close to the intersection of Icknield Way and the London-Oxford road, in Grove Wood’.
24
The attribution is reconsidered in Laight and Metcalf 2012, 30–6. To the find-spots mentioned there should be added
Thetford (Kilnyard site, 1964–70). The coin is certainly Hwiccian in style, with an obverse close to BMC 95, and a reverse similar
to Metcalf 1976, pl. 12, 7. See Dallas 1993, 95f.
25
For example, Metcalf 2003, cat. nos. 432 and 433 (from Lewknor, Oxfordshire).
26
Metcalf 2003, 416–21. Also, it seems that some of the more devolved specimens may be attempting PISC (episcopus).
27
Metcalf 1993–94, I, 129–30.
22
23
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Pseudo-legends
The Merovingian prototype reads AVDO MONET on the obverse, and AVTIZIODERO (i.e.
‘in Auxerre’) on the reverse (Fig. 6).28 The legends of the Series F coins, however, are to all
intents and purposes meaningless. Because the flans are smaller than the dies the legends, on
both obverse and reverse, are usually very incomplete, being off the flan to one side or another.
They commonly include a square or diamond-shaped O, a triangular delta, an unbarred A,
and a letter T. The sequence of the letters is often roughly the same, but can vary on die-linked
specimens. On the obverse there is quite often a clearly-formed M. MOT, for monetarius, is
probably intended. Another die-cutter, who produced the snub-nosed die of nos. 124–30, was
equally illiterate. He made up his own pseudo-legend independently. It shows a tendency to
long, diagonal strokes, and it lacks any square O or delta. Beyond that, there does not seem to
be anything useful to say.

Fig. 6. The prototype of Series F: denier of the bishop of Auxerre (Belfort 577; twice actual size).

Date range of the coinage
Series F belongs to the primary phase, as its presence already in the Aldborough and Aston
Rowant hoards shows. As the Aldborough hoard includes the full range of varieties b, c, and
d, it seems safe to say that Series F belongs exclusively to the primary phase.29 If the pale gold
specimen mentioned above is from the transition into the primary phase, the type will have
remained in production for a long time, for example, from roughly 670 to 720. That is an argument for an institutional attribution, rather than to a private moneyer. The same conservative
attitude to coin design was true of Series A leading into C, and the reverse with cross-on-steps
is an appropriate contrast with the military standard and tufa of Series A–C. Series F has been
estimated to account for approximately 2.5 per cent of the English primary-phase currency
overall.30
The West Hougham hoard of nearly 300 sceattas, found between Dover and Folkestone in
c.1780, was stated by the finder to contain three types (a claim that was not substantiated):
only two, namely Series A and B, were illustrated in early drawings of 11 specimens.31 Could
the third type have comprised a few specimens of Series F? Given that Variety a is scarce, they
could have been very few, even among a total of 300. Only nos. 4, 6, and 7 in the catalogue
below could conceivably derive from West Hougham. Note, however, that the hoard was in
any case remarkable in that it contained no foreign coins (primary Series D and E), which are
prominent in the Aldborough, Aston Rowant, Alpington, and Kings Lynn hoards. Could
West Hougham antedate the arrival of Netherlands money into the English currency, beginning perhaps as late as the 710s? The same is true of the early Kentish grave-finds, possibly for
the same reason. There is corroborative evidence from several productive sites, which seem to

28
These are the legends on the pale gold specimen, Prou 584 and pl. X, 29; Belfort 577. Prou 579, in silver, has
diamond-shaped letters O, while 578 has round Os. See also RN 1850, 233.
29
The Aston Rowant hoard lacks Variety d, but otherwise the same comment applies. There is no reason to think that
Variety d runs over into the secondary phase.
30
Metcalf 2003, 8, where primary-phase types add up to 47 per cent, to which Series F contributes 1.2 per cent.
31
Blunt 1979. The finder gave Richard Boteler three specimens as samples, but Boteler found that two of these were of the
same type. It now seems that the finder is unlikely to have distinguished small differences, such as between Types BX and BI. He
may have been muddled or disingenuous in the three he gave.
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show that foreign money kick-started the English commercial economy, and that inflows of
Netherlands money generated a big balance-of-payments surplus in England.32
Die estimation
A die-study reveals a high survival-rate per die – distinctly higher than for Series B or C,
although that is just a subjective impression until we have die-studies for those series too.
There are plenty of dies in Series F from which we already know four or five specimens. The
145 die-checked specimens in the catalogue below are from 69 obverse and 67 reverse dies. But
how many dies were originally used, to produce the sceattas of Series F? Statistical estimation,
as set out below, suggests central estimates of 105 obverse and 99 reverse dies, which means
that something like two-thirds of the dies are known. That is an encouragingly large fraction,
in the sense that the scope for statistical uncertainty is less than it would have been with a
smaller sample. The figures also show that a one-to-one die ratio was normal.
Of the various statistical procedures that have been advocated, the one that has been used
here, for simplicity’s sake, is Good’s formula. It gives central estimates: the true answers could
be higher or lower. The formula states that
non-singletons/sample = known dies/x,
where x is the original volume of the coinage expressed in terms of the output of (known) dies.
For Varieties a, b, c, and d, it has been calculated separately for obverse and reverse:
a
b
c
d

Obv.	  4/11 = 8/22
Obv.
45/65 = 35/51
Obv.
40/47 = 17/20
Obv.
17/22 = 9/12

Rev. 	  5/11 = 7/15
Rev.
43/65 = 33/50
Rev.
36/47 = 22/29
Rev.
21/22 = 5/5

For Variety a the sample is too small to prove that there were really more obverse dies than
reverse dies – which if it were the case would make it probable that the obverse design was on
the upper die.
Variety b is clearly produced on a one-to-one ratio. For Variety c it appears that distinctly
more reverse dies then obverse dies were used, presumably because the obverse was the lower
die, and a brisk rate of production was foreseen. Inspection of the catalogue shows that the
extra (singleton) reverses are scattered through the sample, and not, for example, concentrated
at the beginning or the end of the issue. No clear pattern emerges. Variety d appears to have
used two obverses to each reverse, i.e., the obverse design was on the upper die (which of course
is also possible for Variety b, but see nos. 12–17). If that is correct, it may be another reason to
ask whether Variety d was produced separately – albeit still somewhere in the South-East. But
again one hesitates.
Taking the larger number of estimated dies (whether obverse or reverse), the survival-rate
for each variety, expressed in terms of recorded specimens divided by the original total of dies,
shows a clear progression:
a
b
c
d

11/22 = 0.5
65/51 = 1.3
47/29 = 1.6
22/12 = 1.8

The low value for Variety a is probably partly a reflection of the date and composition of the
hoards, but notwithstanding that, it goes some way to confirm that Variety a is the earliest.
There may even have been a gap when minting was in abeyance, before the later varieties were
struck.

32

This is proposed in Laight and Metcalf 2012, 36–7, and is discussed further in Ulmschneider and Metcalf 2013.
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Regional circulation of Series F
Stray finds of Series F occur over a very wide area, plentifully in the South-East, in East
Anglia, and in the Thames corridor and the south midlands (Map 1). There is a good number
of finds from the coasts of Norfolk, in particular from Burnham Market and its vicinity,33 and
beyond that from Kings Lynn and the Spalding productive site, which could have arrived by
sea. Finds are also plentiful in the region between Bedford and Cambridge – where access by
river is a possibility. The evidential value of hoards and productive sites for the circulation
area of Series F is much less than that of single finds, because hoards may have been formed
far from where they were concealed, and because productive sites include only a small and
variable percentage of Series F.
A mint-place in the South-East (e.g. east Kent, London, or Essex), from which the coins
could radiate out in various regional directions, would seem to be the only option, to create
the outcome as shown by the map. At the periphery of the distribution pattern, Variety d
accounts for a somewhat higher than expected share. But it also occurs within the main distribution area. Whatever the monetary explanation, the dispersal of Variety d both westwards
and northwards would seem to preclude an origin anywhere other than the South-East.
It is intriguing that there should be finds from Alcester and from nearby Oversley, only
about a mile away, but not from the rich productive site of Bidford-on-Avon. There is also a
primary-phase porcupine from Alcester; thus two out of three primary-phase finds are of
Series F. Does this hint at some sort of political or ecclesiastical context? (Then there is a Type
BIV from Oversley, and a secondary-phase porcupine from Alcester.) Probably there is more
to be discovered about Alcester and its vicinity.34
Die-duplicates are routinely to be found coming from widely separated localities, e.g. two
coins from the Alpington hoard, and a third, from the same obverse die, found at Brighstone
in the Isle of Wight. (A possible exception is catalogue nos. 100–3, from along the south coast,
but this may be mere coincidence.)
How were the coins put into circulation?
The Aldborough hoard draws attention to a curious phenomenon. It includes a group of four
die-duplicate coins plus one more, die-linked with the same reverse. It is not as if these were
from a plentifully represented die. In fact, they seem to be the only specimens of their subvariety which are known. It would seem, therefore, that they are ‘close to source’, i.e. that they
have stayed together since they were issued – and perhaps passed straight from the hands of
the moneyer, into the hoard. The nine specimens of Series F in a hoard of 67 sceattas, making
13 per cent, is well above average.
This encourages us to look at the other hoards. Pleshey, comprising just three die-duplicate
specimens of Variety c, would seem to be similarly close to source.35 The smaller Alpington
hoard, including a die-linked pair (nos. 105–6 below) could be another case, but there were
only five specimens of Series F in the hoard in total. Aston Rowant, in which there were at
least 25 specimens of Series F, all told, among some 400 sceattas, has mostly singletons, but
even so it includes a group of at least four die-duplicate coins (nos. 39–42), plus four more
from the same die-combination (nos. 43–6) some or all of which one suspects may come from
the same source, which has a preponderance of certain sub-varieties of Variety b, and rather
more die-duplicates than might have been expected from a single, contributory source. It looks
as if the owners of these hoards may each have obtained a batch of newly-minted coins, from
the dies that the moneyer was using at that moment.
See the important study by Rogerson 2003, esp. 114–15.
Laight and Metcalf 2012, nos. 11, 24, 27 (very worn), 31 and 43, and the Postscript.
The three coins from Pleshey were found on two separate occasions. Even if they were separate losses, one would strongly
suspect that they had arrived in Pleshey together, in a merchant’s purse. The chance of three die-duplicate coins ending up in
Pleshey independently, as the only finds of Series F from that locality, are astronomically remote. In the event they were officially
judged to be Treasure Trove.
33
34
35
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Map 1. Find-spots of Series F in England.
Key:
Dots
= Varieties a–c, plus a few where the variety is uncertain.
Crosslets = Variety d.
Triangles = productive sites.
Squares = hoards. Note that the West Hougham hoard (near Dover) has been included, even though it is merely
conjectural that it included Series F.

Whether this phenomenon is peculiar to Series F, it is too soon to say. It has not been spotted among the contemporary issues of Series B and C, except that there may be something of
the same in mini-hoards of Type BX. Could the financial dealings of the archbishop, or on his
behalf, have been in some respects distinctive, compared with those of the secular authorities?
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Internal chronology of Series F
Hoards ought, in principle, to provide the best evidence of the relative chronology of the
series, but what has just been said about them introduces an element of uncertainty. However,
if the main component is a die-linked group, as described, singletons of other varieties or
sub-varieties will probably be survivors of earlier date, which entered the hoard from the currency at large. Both the big die-linked groups mentioned above belong to Variety b, which
would suggest, although perhaps not conclusively, that Variety b is later than Variety c. If so,
it calls for a re-examination of the obverse link between those varieties. The same obverse die
was used for four coins of Variety c, Sub-variety 1 which is unornamented (nos. 81-4, from
Billericay, Stanfield, North Wymondley, and Freckenham) and also for two in Variety b (Subvariety 6, no. 37 from Warlingham, and Sub-variety 16, no. 73 from Papworth). Everything
would favour placing Sub-variety 1 early in Variety c, so there is a conflict of evidence, or at
least some ambiguity about the life and use of this particular obverse die.
If Variety b followed c, it might imply that once the letters T, T, I, I were added to the design
of Series F, they remained in use right through to the end of the issue. That would, however,
create a new problem, namely the relative dating of Variety d. Attempting to gather up the
puzzling evidence of the hoards for chronology, we may note that the nine specimens of Series
F in the Aldborough hoard comprise five of sub-variety b,12 (recently issued?) plus two of
b,14, a late example of variety c, and two die-duplicate coins of variety d. The Alpington
hoard has two die-linked specimens of sub-variety c,7; and there is a die-link between
Aldborough and Alpington. From the rest of the contents of those two hoards, one would
place them towards the end of the primary phase (e.g. Type BII), and one would hesitate to
say which of the two hoards might be a year or two the earlier.
The Aston Rowant hoard, apart from being substantially larger, has a more mixed selection
of varieties of Series F, even if it includes a good share of die-linkage, such as nos. 39–42 below.
The behaviour of the finders, in not declaring the whole hoard, leaves open the suspicion that a
few coins without provenance, in various collections, may be ex Aston Rowant. Presumably the
owner of the hoard obtained the singletons, or most of them, out of what was in circulation.
In principle the D/8 to D/2c ratio might be expected to give a clue to the relative chronology
of the hoards, in so far as Type 8 is the early part of Series D. In Aston Rowant it is 19 specimens to 178 (i.e. 10 to 90 per cent), which is roughly in line with the evidence for Series D in
general. In Aldborough, however, it is 6 to 10 (38 to 62 per cent), and all the porcupines are of
Variety G. Alpington is too small to be statistically reliable (2 specimens to 2, or fifty-fifty) and
again all seven porcupines are of Variety G. Could the issue of Variety G have begun sooner
than the other three varieties of primary-phase porcupines? If one were looking just at Series
D, it would be prudent to ask whether East Anglia was different from the Thames valley, and
to reserve judgement, but taking the porcupines into account it would seem that the two
Norfolk hoards are a little earlier in date.
Metrology
There is ample evidence, for once, of the permitted tolerance: groups of die-duplicate or dielinked specimens, which may be assumed to be of the same date, are not more compact in their
spread of weights than the category to which they belong. Variation of plus or minus 0.05 g
or more is normal. Catalogue no. 51 is surprisingly light, but one should firmly resist the idea
of interpreting it as a half-denomination.
It is very clear that hoard coins are in general heavier than stray finds of the same varieties.
They are shown in heavier characters in Fig. 7. The hoarded coins may have suffered less
leaching from ground water; or they may have been selected by the owner of the hoard for
their weight, although that seems very unlikely in the anything-goes English currency of the
early eighth century. Whatever the reason, the discrepancy between hoard coins and stray
finds makes the determination of the intended weight standard more difficult, from a sample
of only (!) about 100 recorded weights. Should one focus on the hoard coins, or on the single
finds? (A couple of finds from Domburg, a site notorious for weight-loss, have been omitted.)
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Fig. 7. Histograms of weights of Varieties a–d. Coins from hoards are shown boxed. (Some specimens not so shown
could, possibly, also be from hoards.) The numbers shown for Varieties b and c are of the sub-varieties. In Variety d,
the coins from the best die are marked N.

The spread of weights seems to be less in Variety a. The moneyer was probably working
more carefully in the early days of the series. Because of their division into sub-varieties, both
Varieties b and c offer the chance to see whether the weights deteriorated over time. There is
no positive evidence that they did. Variety c peaks at c.1.14 g (single finds) or perhaps c.1.18 g
(hoard coins), and what the coins weighed when they left the moneyer’s hands is uncertain.
Variety d is marginally heavier, peaking at c.1.18 g (single finds). Variety b also peaks at c.1.18
g (single finds), but with considerable negative skewness, which is seen throughout the Variety
and is not associated specifically with the later sub-varieties. It seemed worth a quick check
that there was not a regional variation in weight-spread, e.g. between finds from north and
south of the Thames. There is no sign of it.
Histograms for Type A2 and Series BIB show a pronounced peak at c.1.28 g and c.1.26 g
respectively.36 Even if the sample contained a lot of grave-finds, it seems that Series F was at
least five or six per cent lighter than BIB. Even BIA peaks at c.1.22 g. BII, which characterizes
the hoards containing Series F, is less carefully controlled.
The contrast between Varieties b and c as regards negative skewness probably implies that
they were not concurrent – and perhaps that Variety b was later, in whole or in part, when
control of the tolerance slackened in a time of monetary plenty. Merchants handling large
sums of money may well have done so by weight rather than by tale. Whether this hypothesis
throws any light on the attribution of Variety d (little or no negative skewness) remains a matter
for wider investigation.
In summary, metrology tells us very little about the internal chronology of Series F, except
that Variety a does indeed seem to be early, while Variety b may possibly be late.

36

Metcalf 1993–94, I, 87, 100.
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The evidence of chemical analysis is currently limited to just six specimens. The ‘silver’ contents (Ag + Au + Pb) are mentioned in the catalogue below. As it happens, three are of Variety
a, including the one in pale gold. One is of Variety b/17, which falls under the suspicion of
being imitative; its alloy is well up to standard. One, of Variety d, is also of the best quality. In
short, there is no evidence of deterioration during the issue of Series F.37
Classification: obverse die-links
Checking the obverse dies of Series F is taxing work, for a number of reasons. The flans are
considerably smaller than the dies, usually leaving much of the legends off the flan. The metal
flows into the dies variously, and often indistinctly when it comes to counting the pellets, e.g.
in the crown of the hat. The main hazard is that dies were sometimes made in pairs or even in
batches, and can look very similar.
If some 60 obverse dies are known the number of comparisons to be made, in order to discover (or to exclude) links between the reverse varieties, is theoretically 59 + 58 + 57 ... + 1. In
practice the task is not as tedious as that makes it sound. Only one link between the varieties
was found, namely Papworth (Variety b) = Freckenham (Variety c). It does not necessarily
prove very much. It could date from the changeover from one variety to the other, but that it
by no means certain. Of links within Variety b there are plenty – sub-varieties 1 with 4, 1 with
9, 1 with 13, 3 with 4, and 6 with 9. Probable links which are not however certain add 1 with
10 and 5 with 7.
Classification: reverse varieties
Variety a
Four annulets in the angles of the cross, and none at the ends of the arms, separates Variety a
clearly from all the rest of the reverse varieties. On one heavily-used die, however, (accounting
for five of the 11 specimens) on which the cross is prominently seriffed, the two upper annulets
have wandered upwards and outwards. One might well have asked oneself whether this die, so
different in workmanship, is in fact connected, in terms of its use, with the neater dies. But the
connection is proved by a die-link. The obverses of the neater dies are absolutely distinctive,
and the same obverse style is die-linked (Ashmolean 136, etc.) to the heavily-seriffed reverses.
(Thus, two specimens from Domburg (Op den Velde and Klaassen 2004, 50, 52) were minted
early in Series F. That does not altogether prove that they were exported early in the primary
phase, but as there are two of them, among just four of Series F, they probably were.)
Variety b
The insertion of the letters T, T, I, I (taken over from the secular Series A/C) into the angles
of the cross (with any political significance? – signifying a joint issue, by king and archbishop,
such as we see in Northumbria, and in the early broad pennies?) generates a range of minor
sub-varieties. These are fairly easy to die-check because of the oblique angles of the letters
and their positioning. With reference to the cross-on-steps, the letters are inserted the right
way up (Fig. 8, 1–6), or upside down (7–11), or even sideways (12). Occasionally one or two
quarters are apparently left empty (6, 12). There is a sub-group with just T, T, and annulets in
the other two quarters, again inserted various ways up (13–16). One would assume that they
reflect a separate (and later, devolved) phase of die-cutting, as they lack the annulets at the
ends of the upper and lower arms; but there is a die-link. One die has a row of three bold dots
below the steps (16). A more obviously separate die has four letters T, diagonally (17). There
are enough obverse links between the sub-groups to suggest that the arrangement of the four
added letters was of little consequence to the die-cutter, even if the T, T, I, I (or in some
sub-varieties just T, T) were obligatory. The links are noted in the catalogue, below.
37
Four were analysed by D.M.M. using the Isoprobe, and two are EPMA analyses by Dr J.P. Northover. The latter are more
exact and to be trusted (Metcalf 1978; and for the analyses by Dr Northover, Metcalf 1993–94, III, 662–3.
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Fig. 8. Variety b. Sketch of the sub-varieties 1–17 to indicate the position and alignment of the letters T, T, I, I in
relation to the cross-on-steps.

Variety c
Defined, as it is, simply by the absence of the letters T, T, I, I, Variety c seems at first sight to
march in parallel with Variety b, chronologically. But it less variable, with a more compact
selection of ornamentation. Sub-varieties 7 and 8 form a pair, by inversion (Fig. 9). The
Variety begins simply, in ‘early’ style and without extra ornament (1–2), and thereafter uses
pellets instead of annulets more freely than does Variety b. Sub-varieties 4 and 5, which are
very similar to each other, are die-linked, and the omission of the lower annulet on 5 was
doubtless neither here nor there in the mind of the engraver. Variety c perhaps concludes with
dies of rough workmanship and larger annulets, that are often associated with equally rough
obverses (8 and 9). Variety 9 has a reverse which is nominally the same as that of Variety d,
and it could, theoretically, be transitional between Varieties c and d. Or if Variety d were produced separately, could it belong with d, using a donated obverse? The crown of the hat is
sometimes neatly outlined by a semicircle of dots, the empty space in the middle then being
filled in with little rows or clusters of dots. Cat. no. 99 is a good example.

Fig. 9. Variety c. Sketch to indicate the ornamentation of sub-varieties 1–9.
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Variety d
Of coarser workmanship, with large annulets and a general lack of ornamentation, the
reverses of Variety d often have much reduced pseudo-legends, composed of the simplest of
letters. Are they, then, a continuation of the rougher dies at the end of Variety c? That hypothesis is difficult to sustain, because of one much neater obverse die, presumably the earliest
(catalogue nos. 119–23); it has the snub-nosed bust mentioned above, and is associated with
the least simplified reverse legends. Their weights, marked N in Fig. 5, are however less compact than the rest. Nevertheless, Variety d seems to have a longer time-span, during which its
style deteriorates markedly. Might it conceivably be from a second workshop? The answer, if
one can be reached, will lie with the obverse dies (discussed below), and with the geographical
distribution and the metrology of the variety.
Imitation
Other primary series, especially B and C, include a lot of dies in irregular style, although of
good workmanship, good weight and, so far as is known, good alloy. They are conventionally interpreted as copies or imitations. In Series F there are remarkably few candidates for
this interpretation. In Sub-variety b, 14 the die cutter has not understood the curved brim of
the archbishop’s hat, which is not a good sign. Otherwise there is only Sub-variety b, 17. It is the
‘odd man out’ in having four diagonal letters T arranged symmetrically. There seems to be just
the one pair of dies.38 One specimen is from the Netherlands: could it be a continental copy?
Its pseudo-legends are perhaps the best clue to its status. But the style of the obverse is good.
Synthesis
The sceattas of Series F, which it is here suggested are the coins of the archbishops of
Canterbury Theodore and his successor, Berhtwald were first struck early in the primary
phase, among the very first sceattas to be struck. If the alloy of a pale gold specimen (no. 6
below) was deliberate, the design may even antedate the primary phase, and be contemporary
with the thrymsas of Pada. The attribution has knock-on implications as regards the royal
minting of sceattas (which some students have been reluctant to accept – including Professor
Peter Sawyer, who recognizes that the sceattas of King Aldfrith are of primary-phase date, but
who is less than clear-cut in his view of the origins of sceattas in the South-East39). It seems
unlikely that coins should have been minted for the archbishop, and not also for the king. At
that early date, there was not yet much variety of sceatta designs. The Kentish Series A was an
eclectic design, borrowing elements from various pale gold thrymsa types (as Rigold demonstrated in 1960 in an effective and much-copied diagram).40 It reflected a major political (and
economic?) initiative, seeking to extend its appeal to East Anglia as well as the South-East. Its
reverse bore a military standard and tufa. Series F, the other sceatta type paired with it, and
presumably also from east Kent, had a cross-on-steps reverse, neatly contrasting the ecclesiastical with the secular (royal) design of Series A. The obverse bust with its broad-brimmed hat
was an even more conspicuous choice than it would have been a few decades later. It imitated
Merovingian coins of the mint of Auxerre. The design was chosen not because it was a familiar
import, but because its iconography had significance, and could be applied in an English
context. (Even when the design originally had a different significance, this was a normal way
of thinking, on the part of those who chose sceatta designs.)
The minting of Series F, like that of Series A, B, and C, would seem to have been located at
or near the point of entry of foreign traders into England (Richborough, the Wantsum Channel,
Fordwich, and the Thames estuary), although why so much silver was reminted when so much
more was not (e.g., at a rather later date, Series D and E) and when a miscellaneous currency
was perfectly acceptable remains something of a mystery.
38
39
40

Another specimen in NCirc 1992, no. 1762, 1.29 g.
Sawyer 2013, 76.
Rigold 1960, 10, and cf. Metcalf 1993, 85.

66

METCALF

The early coins, of Variety a, on the evidence of a rather small sample, mostly weigh around
1.13/1.14 g, with a couple of specimens tipping the balance at around 1.23/1.24 g. That is substantially lighter than the substantive Type A2, which generates a clearly-defined peak at
c.1.28 g. Apparently this was not viewed as threatening the reputation of Series A. The silver
alloy standard of Series F, however, was of the best.
After Variety a, minting may perhaps have been in abeyance for some years, although the
coins already minted may have stayed in circulation. The same design was then resumed, and
the bulk of the output of Series F will perhaps belong to the final two decades of the primary
phase – on current thinking, the first two decades of the eighth century.41 The weight-standard
stayed very much the same, while that of Series A (and B) deteriorated.
The number of dies employed to produce the whole of Series F, mainly in the early eighth
century, is estimated at about a hundred, of which roughly two-thirds are known. The hand
of more than one die-cutter can be recognized. The archbishop’s profits will have been a useful
source of income. As we know what proportion the series makes up among all stray finds of
primary-phase sceattas from England, namely c.2.5 per cent,42 the estimate gives us a pointer
to the impressive scale of the English currency, by the end of the primary phase. Very roughly,
the hundred dies of Series F made up a fortieth of the total, viz. 4,000. It will be desirable to
gather up several similarly calculated pro-rata estimates based on other series, and thus to
‘home in’ on the best estimate of the size of the currency.43
The internal chronology of Varieties b and c and their relationship to each other remain
uncertain. Different strands of evidence point in different directions, but the weightiest is perhaps from a die-link between Variety c and b, suggesting that order. The problem is made even
more so, in Variety b, by the quite plentiful links between reverse sub-varieties. The generally
neat, compact style of some of the reverses of Variety c, nos. 77–91, makes one think that they
may be early, or at least early in Variety c. The Pleshey hoard consists of coins of this kind.
Another strand of evidence is the runs of die-duplicates in Variety b, which one would prefer
to understand as lying close to the date of deposit. Again, that would place Variety b later
than c. If we had a sizeable hoard concealed part-way through the issue of Series F, much
would probably become clear which is at present uncertain, since the recorded hoards
(Alpington, Aldborough, Aston Rowant, and Kings Lynn) all fall late in the series, even if the
first two hoards are perhaps a little earlier.
Variety d is even more puzzling. Could it possibly be from a separate mint-place, or it is
merely late in Series F? The evidence is at present inconclusive, and is compounded by one
die-combination which on the face of it has a Variety c obverse, but a Variety d reverse.
Whatever the correct interpretation, there is little or no reason to think that it was minted
elsewhere than in the South-East.
The occurrence of runs of die-duplicates in the hoards raises intriguing questions as to how
the coins were put into circulation. (In the northern province, there is some evidence which
suggests that the archbishop may have given financial support to outlying churches, using his
own coin issue.44 But this was only a minor aspect of the evidence.) Comparative material is at
present lacking. Alcester is somewhere to keep an eye on. But it seems that, once issued, Series
F mingled with and circulated widely, alongside the original primary series, A, B, and C.
Incidentally, attribution to the archbishops encourages the view that A, B, and C are royal
coinages.

41
This rests on the end-date for Series D in Friesland, and on Lafaurie’s re-dating of the Cimiez hoard taking account of
the deniers of the bishops of Paris.
42
Metcalf 1993–94, I, table at p. 8. The table is in two columns, for primary- and secondary-phase issues. The primary phase,
on the left, amounts to 47.2 per cent of the total. 1.2/47.2 = 2.5 per cent. The values in the table could usefully be re-calculated
on the basis of a more up-to-date list of finds –- doubtless with some minor adjustments.
43
The methodology is discussed more fully in Metcalf 2014.
44
Metcalf 2002.
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CATALOGUE
The great majority of the coins below have been illustrated in print, and/or on the EMC database. I am grateful to
Dr A.E. Marsden for his generous help with the die-study, and also to Dr Anna Gannon for information about
coins in the British Museum. Unpublished material is from the author’s files. Brief references are given.
Abbreviations
CR
Coin Register
MEC	P. Grierson and M.A.S. Blackburn, Medieval
European Coinage, vol. 1, The Early Middle
Ages (5th–10th Centuries) (Cambridge, 1986).
p.s.
productive site
wnr
weight not recorded.
Hoards
Alpington: unpublished information kindly made available by Dr Adrian Marsden.
Aldborough: Marsden 2012, and supplementary information kindly made available by Dr Marsden.
Aston Rowant: Kent 1972. (The 175 coins briefly
described by Dr Kent were acquired by the British
Museum. Note that further parcels from the hoard
were auctioned at Glendining’s, 13 March 1975, lots
211–42; Sotheby 18 July 1985, lots 493–506; and
Sotheby 17 July 1986, lots 177–93. A further 77 coins
not stated but presumed to be from the hoard were
auctioned at Glendining’s, 17 February 1988, lots
274–306. Coins of Series F are under-represented in
the auctioned parcels, compared with the original
declared find.
Kings Lynn (hoard or grave-find): unpublished information in the writer’s files.
Collections, etc.
Beowulf collection: see Abramson 2008.
De Wit: The De Wit Collection of Medieval Coins. 1000
Years of European Coinage. Part IV. The Sceattas, Now
Part of the Fitzwilliam Museum Collection, Cambridge.
Numismatischer Verlag. Fritz Rudolf Künker Gmbh
and Co, Osnabrück, 2008, nos. S140–7.
Finn, Patrick: Fixed price lists, 1–18, Kendal, 1994–2000,
and Memorial List, 2001. See also Abramson 2008b.
Subjack: The William L. Subjack Collection of Thrymsas
and Sceattas. Italo Vecchi, Ltd., Nummorum Auctiones
11, 5 June 1998.
Variety a. There are two very different styles of diecutting especially as regards the obverse bust, but they
are die-linked. The neater style has a hat with an unusually small crown. Out of 11 specimens of Variety a, four
(nos. 6–9) are from the same obverse, and five (nos. 6–8,
10–11) are from the same reverse. In all seven or eight
obverse dies and seven reverse dies are on record.
Variety a seems to have had a lower survival-rate than
the rest of Series F, even though it remained in circulation until the end of the primary phase. There are two
specimens (only) from Aston Rowant, and two, in poor
condition, from Domburg.
1.	Berwick, Sussex. De Wit 142, ex Finn 6, 37. 1.14 g.
(Early, experimental obverse? – with larger bust.)

2.	Finn 13, 25. 18.6 gr. = 1.21 g. (The reverse die is
close to that of no. 1, even though the obverse,
with smaller head in low relief, and sharplypointed nose, is very different.)
3.	Aston Rowant, 1988 parcel, lot 291. 1.25 g. (The
reverse die is close to those of nos. 1–2, while the
obverse is very similar to no. 4.)
4. 	Fitzwilliam Museum, MEC 688, ex Grantley.
1.12 g. (Isoprobe analysis, 94% ‘silver’. The upper
half of the obverse die corresponds so closely
with nos. 5–8 as to suggest re-cutting.)
5. 	Great Ryburgh, Norfolk, 1987. 1.13 g. CR 1987,
69.
6. 	Fitzwilliam Museum, MEC 687, ex Spink, 1959.
1.15 g. Same dies as nos. 7–8, and same rev. as
nos. 10–11. (Pale gold, 9–11% Au. The reverse
cross now has chunky triangular serifs.)
7. 	Ashmolean Museum (Metcalf 1993–94, pl. 7, no.
136, ex Evans (1941). 1.14 g. Same dies as no. 6,
etc. (89% Ag.)
8. 	Bedford (probably Biddenham loop p.s.), 1990.
wnr. Same dies as no. 6, etc.
9. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same obverse
(off-centre) as no. 6. The reverse is badly offcentre, but close in style to nos. 6–8, although
apparently not the same.
10. 	Domburg 50, ex De Man. 1.00 g. Same rev. as no.
6, etc. Obverse obscure, but hat with larger crown.
11. 	Domburg 52. Zeeuwsch genootschap 306. 0.76 g.
Same rev. as no. 6, etc., Obverse badly corroded
but evidently similar to no. 10.
Variety b. The many specimens which add T, T, I, I in
whole or part are here listed for convenience under the
reverse sub-varieties sketched in Fig. 6, 1–17. Die-links
between the sub-varieties are not uncommon. Six specimens from the same obverse (nos. 12–17) are from
three different sub-varieties – which is enough to suggest
that the obverse design was on the lower die. The
die-linkage between sub-varieties 1 and 13 is unexpected.
There follows a group of deceptively similar obverse dies
(presumably cut at much the same time, or as a batch,
even) comprising nine or ten obverses, which are associated with 12 reverses. One reverse die in particular is
heavily used, being recorded from nine specimens, on
combination with two or three obverses. Another
heavily used pair of dies (nos. 35–44?) is represented by
at least four specimens in the Aston Rowant hoard.
Reverse sub-variety 1 (see also no. 55 below)
12. 	De Wit 141, ex Mack 338 ex Lawrence 191. 1.03 g.
Same dies as nos. 13–14. (The two dots representing the lips are aligned horizontally.)
13. 	Berlin Museum, SCBI 36, no. 29, ex Reichsbank
colln. (1953). 1.18 g. Same dies as no 12, etc.
14. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 12, etc.
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(Reverse sub-variety 4)
15. 	Ashmolean Museum (Metcalf 1993–94, pl. 7, no.
137), bought 1986. 1.09 g. Same obv. die as no. 12,
etc. EPMA analysis, 95% ‘silver’.
(Reverse sub-variety 13)
16. 	Hunterian Museum, SCBI 2, no. 61, ex Lockett I,
236. 1.02 g. Same obv. as no. 12, etc. and same
dies as no. 17.
17. 	
Great Mongeham, Kent. CR 2002, 108. wnr.
Same dies as no. 16.
(Reverse sub-variety 10)
18. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Similar obverse
to nos. 12–17.
Reverse sub-variety 2
19. 	
Maidstone, Kent. CR 2007, 135. 1.05 g. The
obverse die is extremely similar to those of
sub-variety 3, which follow.
(Reverse sub-variety 10)
20. 	Spalding p.s. The Searcher, Sept., 2003, fig. 15.
EMC 2006.0265. 1.04 g. Same obv. as no. 50
below.
Reverse sub-variety 3
21. 	Good Easter, Essex. CR 2002, 107. 1.13 g. Same
rev. as nos. 22–25.
22. 	Subjack 25 (1998). 1.24 g. Same dies as no. 21.
23. 	Mickfield, Suffolk. CR 2003, 87. 0.96 g. Same
dies.
24. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Apparently the
same obv., certainly the same rev.
25. 	Oxfordshire. EMC 2006.0054. 1.02 g. Same dies
as no. 21.
26. 	De Wit 143, ex Finn 19, 21. 1.06 g. Extremely similar obv. to nos. 21-5, and same rev.
27. 	Beowulf collection, no. 13, bt. May 1997. 0.99 g.
Same dies as no. 26.
28. 	
West Stafford, Dorset. EMC 1998.0103. Same
dies as no. 26.
29. 	Spalding p.s. (`South Lincs.’), 1999.0014. 1.17 g.
Same dies as 26.
30. Southill, Beds. EMC 1987.0070.
(Reverse sub-variety 4: see also no. 15 above)
31.	Oxford. EMC 2005.0130. 1.02 g. Same obv. as
21–5.
Reverse sub-variety 5
32. 	Fingringhoe, Essex, 1997. wnr. (Indistinct photograph; almost certainly the same obverse as no.
33.)
(Reverse sub-variety 7)
33. 	Newton Flotman, Norfolk. wnr. EMC 1997.0073.
Almost certainly the same obverse as no. 32.
Reverse sub-variety 6 (see also no. 56 below)
34. 	Beowulf collection, no. 14, bt. July 1994. 1.24 g.
Same obv. as 35; same rev. as 36.

35. 	North Lopham, Norfolk. CR 1993, 168. 1.17 g.
Same obv. as no. 34.
36. 	Colchester, Essex. CR 2009, 143. 1.04 g. Same rev.
as no. 34.
37. 	Warlingham, Surrey. SUR-368867. Same obverse
die as the Papworth find, no. 73 below, and also
nos. 81, etc., which are of Variety c.
Reverse sub-variety 7
38. 	Hunterian Museum, SCBI 2, no. 58. 1.17 g.
(Obverse in similar style to sub-variety 9, below.)
39. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
nos. 40–6, and same rev. as 47–8. (The obverse
die-identity is almost certain.)
40. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 39, etc.
41. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 39, etc.
42. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 39, etc.
43. 	De Wit 144, bt Spink 1997. 1.21 g. Same dies as
no. 39, etc.
44. 	De Wit 145, bt 1988. 1.21 g. Same dies as no. 39,
etc. (Said to have been in the possession of the
vendors, Spaar en Voorschotbank, for about 7
years. Perhaps ex Aston Rowant?)
45. 	Patrick Finn (pers. comm). Same dies as no. 39,
etc.
46. 	Van Henzen-Amerongen list 122 (July 2001), no.
3416. Same dies as no. 39, etc.
47. 	Benson, Oxfordshire, February 1994. wnr. Same
rev. as no. 39, etc. and same obv. as no. 48. (Found
‘roughly half-way between RAF Benson and
Ewelme’.)
48. 	Royston p.s., Herts., 2007 CR 2009, 141. 1.06 g.
Same reverse as no. 40, etc., and same obverse as
no. 47.
Reverse sub-variety 8
49. Great Bromley, Essex. CR 2007, 134. 0.94 g.
50. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same obv. as
no. 20 above.
Reverse sub-variety 9
51. 	Islip, Northants. CR 2009, 142. 0.53 g. (Remark
ably light, if the weight is correctly recorded.)
52. 	Burnham, Norfolk. CR 1992, 228. 1.07 g. Same
rev. as no. 53.
53. 	Stamford Bridge, North Yorkshire. CR 2008, 131.
wnr. Same rev. as no. 52, and same obv. as nos. 54
and 56.
54. 	Northampton. CR 2008, 130. wnr. Same obv. as
nos. 53 and 56.
(Reverse sub-variety 1)
55. 	Kingston Deverill, Wilts. 1.16 g. Same obv. as
nos. 52–3. Same rev. as nos. 12–14. (On this specimen one can see clearly that the line of the nose
is dotted.)
(Reverse sub-variety 6)
56. 	Cliffe/Cliffe Woods, Kent. KENT-356BE5. Same
obv. as nos. 53–4.
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Reverse sub-variety 10. See nos. 18 and 20 above.
Reverse sub-variety 11
57.

Hunterian Museum, SCBI 2, no. 59. 1.18g.

Reverse sub-variety 12
58. 	Aldborough hoard, 28. 1.20 g. Same dies as nos.
59–61, and same rev. also as no. 62.
59. 	Aldborough hoard, 29. 1.17 g. Same dies as no.
58, etc.
60. 	Aldborough hoard, 30. 1.24 g. Same dies as no.
58, etc.
61. 	Aldborough hoard, 31. 1.16 g. Same dies as no.
58, etc.
62. 	Aldborough hoard, 32. 1.24 g. Same reverse as
no. 58, etc.
Reverse sub-variety 13. See nos. 16 and 17.
Reverse sub-variety 14
63. 	Hunterian Museum, SCBI 2, no. 60. 1.12 g. Same
rev. die as nos. 64–6.
64. 	Royston, Herts p.s. EMC 1986.0013. 1.1 g. Same
obv. as no. 65, and same rev. as no. 63, etc.
65. 	Lashley Green, Essex. 1.17 g. EMC 2005.0069.
Same obv. as no. 64, and same rev. as no. 63, etc.
66. 	De Wit 140, ex Finn 15, 43. 1.08 g. Same rev. as
nos. 63, etc.
67. Aldborough hoard 27. 1.26 g.
68. Alpington hoard 9. 1.18 g. Same dies as no. 67.
69. 	Aldborough hoard 26. 1.14 g. (Indistinct. The letters T, T are almost invisible. Similar to no. 67?)
Reverse sub-variety 15
70.

Aston Rowant (British Museum). (Obscure.)

Reverse sub-variety 16
71. 	Aston Rowant, 1988, lot 292c. 1.23 g. (Row of
three dots below cross-on-steps.)
72. 	Thwing, North Yorkshire. Pirie 1984, 215, pl. 11,
no. 18. 1.20 g. From Paddock Hill excavations,
1983. Perhaps the same rev. as no. 73. (Row of
three dots below cross-on-steps.)
73. 	Papworth, Cambs. wnr. EMC 2010.0396. From
Site 2. Same obverse as no. 37 (reverse sub-variety
6), perhaps the same rev. as no. 72.
Reverse sub-variety 17 (four letters T, diagonally)
74. 	Fitzwilliam Museum, MEC I, 690, ex Grantley
742. 1.07 g. Isoprobe analysis, 94% ‘silver. Same
dies as nos. 75–6. (Distinctive hat with large crown.)
75. 	Abramson 2013, 214, no. 40. Same dies as no. 74,
etc.
76. 	
Friesland province, Netherlands. K. Faber, ex
colln. direkteur Surhuisterveen. Same dies as nos.
74–5. wnr.
Variety c. Specimens are listed in accordance with the
sub-varieties sketched in Fig. 2.
Reverse sub-variety 1
77. 	Pleshey, Essex hoard, 2008/2011. CR 2009, 144.
1.14 g. Same dies as nos. 78–9, and almost certainly the same obv. as no. 80. (This coin was
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found on 15 April 2008, and two more from the
same dies were found on 13–14 April 2011. They
were adjudged, no doubt correctly, to constitute a
hoard, and were processed as such, Treasure no.
2011T306.)
78. 	Pleshey, Essex hoard. 1.16 g. Same dies as no. 77,
etc.
79. 	Pleshey, Essex hoard. 1.22 g. Same dies as no. 77,
etc.
80. 	Higham, Kent. CR 1989, 69. 1.06 g. Almost certainly the same obv. as no. 77, etc.
81. 	Billericay, Essex. CR 1990, 180. 1.17 g. Same dies
as nos. 82–4, and same obv. as nos. 37 and 73 of
Variety b. (A mini-hoard, with a coin of Type
C2?)
82. Stanfield, Norfolk. Same dies as no. 81, etc.
83. 	North Wymondley, Norfolk. 1.02 g. Same dies as
no. 81, etc.
84. 	
Freckenham, Suffolk (p.s.?). Abramson, 2013,
214, no. 10, ex M.J.B. Summer, 2010. Same dies as
no. 81, etc.
Reverse sub-variety 2
85. 	Otterbourne, Hants, 1991. CR 1993, 167. 0.99 g.
Same dies as nos. 86–7, and same obv. as 88–90.
(On the obverse, note the row of three dots in
front of the face.)
86. 	NCirc 1992, no. 1761. 1.29 g. Same dies as no. 85,
etc.
87. 	Linton, Cambs p.s. CR 2009, 145. 1.1 g. Same
dies as no. 85, etc.
88. 	Domburg 53, ex Boogaert colln. wnr. Same obv.
as no. 85, etc.
89. Finn, 14, 39. 18.6 gr. = 1.21 g. Same dies as no. 90.
90. Wanborough, Surrey. Same dies as no. 89.
91. Spalding p.s. EMC 1999.0202. 1.31 g. (!)
Reverse sub-variety 3 (see also nos. 113–15 below, in
crude style)
92. 	Aston Rowant, 1988 lot 289. 1.28 g. Same dies as
no. 93.
93. Abramson 2013, 213, no. 20. Same dies as no. 92.
Reverse sub-variety 4 (die-linked to sub-variety 5)
94. 	London, South Bank = Battersea, Surrey, c.1985.
Stott 1984, 243. 1.13 g. EMC 1984.1041. Same
dies as no. 95.
95. 	Mack collection. EMC 1016.0073. 1.05 g. Same
dies as no. 94.
96. 	Aston Rowant, 1988 parcel. Same rev. as no. 94,
etc., and similar obv.
97. 	
Carisbrooke p.s., Isle of Wight. Ulmschneider
and Metcalf 2013, no. 54. 1.14 g. Same rev. as 94,
and same obv. as no. 99.
98. 	Burgh Castle, Norfolk, 1954. EMC 2000.0045 =
2001.0743. 0.87 g. Worn and obscure, but similar
to nos. 94–5, and belongs here in the list (different
dies?).
99. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same obv. as
nos. 94–6, 98, and, in the next sub-variety, 100–3.
Reverse sub-variety 5 (die-linked to sub-variety 4)
100. 	
Dover, South of England Pure Gold metaldetecting rally near, Sept. 1997. wnr. Same obv. as

70

METCALF

nos. 97 and 99, and same dies as nos. 101–3. (Subvariety 5 lacks the annulet between the cross and
the steps.)
101. 	Datching, Sussex. CR 1989, 68. 0.93 g. Same dies
as no. 100, etc.
102. 	
Little Somborne, Hants. HAMP3895. 1.19 g.
Same dies as no. 100, etc.
103. 	Otterhampton, Somerset. SOM-419EA5. 1.09 g.
Same dies as no. 100, etc.
Reverse sub-variety 6
104. 	De Wit 147, ex Finn 18, 35. 0.99 g. Abramson
2013, 214, no. 60.
Reverse sub-variety 7
105. 	Alpington hoard 7. 1.10 g. Same obv. as nos. 106–7.
106. 	Alpington hoard 8. 1.16 g. Same obv. as nos. 105
and 107.
107. 	
Brighstone, Isle of Wight. Ulmschneider and
Metcalf 2013, no. 98. 1.11 g. Same obv. as nos.
105–6.
108. East Oxfordshire. EMC 2003.0138. 1.11 g.
Reverse sub-variety 8
109. 	Hunterian Museum, SCBI 2, no. 62, ex Coates.
1.16 g. Same dies as nos 110–12. (Row of three
dots in front of face, as also on sub-variety 2. The
hat, which should be broad-brimmed, is here less
well understood.)
110. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 109.
111. 	Roughton, Norfolk. 1.14 g. Same dies as no. 109.
112. 	Abramson 2013, 214, no. 35. Same dies as no.
109.
113. 	Grantham area. wnr. Information from a rough
sketch. Probably the same dies as no. 109.
Reverse sub-variety 3 (crude obverse)
Placing these coins here is dictated merely by ‘common
sense’.
114. 	Kings Lynn hoard/grave find. 1.19 g. Same dies as
no. 115, same obv. as no. 116.
115. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
no. 114.
116. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same obv. as
no. 114, and similar rev. The same rev. as no. 118.
117. Alpington hoard. Same reverse as no. 114. 1.09 g.
118. 	Burnham Market, Norfolk. CR 1993, 169. 1.17 g.
Same obv. as no. 114, etc., and same rev. as no.
116.
Variety c? (Formally the same reverse as Variety d).
Reverse sub-variety 9
119. 	Aston Rowant (British Museum). Same dies as
nos. 120–3.
120. 	Aston Rowant. Glendinings, 1988, lot 290. 1.26 g.
Same dies as no. 119.
121. 	Bolton Percy, Yorkshire. 1.18 g. Same dies as no.
119, etc.

122. 	Ashfield, Suffolk. CR 1990, 179. 1.06 g. Same dies
as no. 119, etc.
123. 	Abramson 2013, 214, no. 50. Same dies as no.
119, etc.
Variety d. The quality of the obverse dies varies. A
group of better workmanship (nos. 124–30) has been
placed first.
124. 	Burnham Market/Overy, Norfolk. Site 18496. CR
1994, 148. From the same dies as nos. 120–4, and
the same rev. as no. 125.
125. 	Roydon. SUSS-D9A201. From the same dies as
no. 124.
126. 	NCirc July 1988, no. 4601. 19.7 gr. = 1.28 g. Same
dies as no. 124.
127. 	De Wit 146, ex NCirc 1989, no. 3985. 1.17 g. Same
dies as no. 124.
128. 	Fitzwilliam Museum, MEC 689, ex Grantley 742.
Same dies as no. 124, the obverse now in a worn
condition. Isoprobe analysis 94.6% ‘silver’.
129. 	Domburg 51, ex De Man. 1.16 g. Same dies as no.
124.
130. 	Chelmsford, Essex. CR 1993, 166. Same rev. as
no. 124, etc.
131. 	Bledlow, Bucks. 1993. 1.16 g. Same dies as nos.
132–6, and same rev. as no. 137.
132. 	Great Dunham, Norfolk. EMC 2009.0370. 1.16 g.
Same dies as no. 131.
133. 	Sledmere p.s., East Yorkshire. CR 2002, 109. 1.13 g.
Same dies as no. 131.
134. 	Wiltshire. EMC 2008.0010. 1.21 g. Same dies as
no. 131.
135. 	Aldborough hoard 33. 0.96 g. Same dies as no.
131.
136. 	Aldborough hoard 67. 1.18 g. Same dies as no.
131.
137. 	Isle of Sheppey, c.1995. 1.29 g. Same rev. as no.
131, and same obv. as no. 138.
138. 	
Rendlesham survey, Suffolk. EMC 2011.0051.
Same obv. as no. 137, and same rev. as no. 140, etc.
139. 	Alcester, Warks. 2003. Laight and Metcalf 2012,
no. 11. 1.17 g. Same dies as no. 138.
140. 	Aylesbury, Bucks. 1997. 1.21 g. Same rev. as no.
131.
141. 	Bunny, Notts. CR 1999, 65. 0.78 g. Broken half,
similar but indistinct.
142. 	
Alciston, E. Sussex. HAMP-704A51. 1.09 g.
Same rev. as nos. 143–5.
143. 	Teversham, Cambs. CR 2003, 88. 1.04 g. Same
dies as no. 144.
144. 	
Hindringham, Norfolk. CR 2002, 110. 1.20 g.
Same dies as no. 143, and same rev. as no. 145.
145. 	
Bassingbourne, Cambs. EMC 2010.0280. wnr.
Same rev. as nos. 142–4.
Provenanced coins which could not be die-checked
include Coldred (Kent), Frilford, Old Warden, Oversley
(Variety c), Wareham (Dorset), and Watlington.
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THE NUMBER OF MONEYERS AND THE FREQUENCY
OF RECOINAGES DURING THE NORMAN PERIOD:
A MATHEMATICAL MODEL
I. DAVID BROWN

Introduction
The Normans, like the late Anglo-Saxons, recoined the circulating silver currency every few
years, introducing a new design (type) at each recoinage, a system known as the renovatio
monetae.1 Some hundred leading citizens drawn from the major towns across England manufactured coins in the workshops under their control. In the outlying centres, this was presumably primarily intended to produce coin for the payment of taxes, but the major mercantile
centres often had several moneyers and produced significant quantities of coin to support
trade. Each moneyer was provided with at least one pair of dies, the obverse bearing the name
and portrait of the king as the issuing authority, and the reverse bearing name of the moneyer
and the town in which he worked. As a result, the late Anglo-Saxon and Norman coinages constitute a remarkable database from which to explore aspects of life in England at the beginning
of the second millennium. This resource is all the more important because of the paucity of
written records. The names, and where possible the lives, of the moneyers have been extensively
examined over the years, but some important questions remain unanswered, such as how many
moneyers were in office at any given time, and how often were the recoinages held.2
Because the currency supply was frequently recoined, there was little time for coins to be
lost, with the result that the information provided by the coins that have survived is incomplete. We may suppose that at any given time, between one and two hundred moneyers were
active in some fifty to sixty cities and towns. Allen has recently published a list of all the
known Norman moneyers and the types in which they were active.3 This list is far from a complete record since the calculations presented here suggest that on average about one third of
the moneyers active in a given type during the Norman period are unrepresented in the corpus
of surviving coins. We do not know if the number of moneyers remained the same from one
type to the next, we do not know whether the recoinages occurred on a regular schedule, and
evidence for the duration of each of the types is virtually non-existent. As a result, attempts
to date each of the different types has necessarily been largely conjectural.4
The principal datable events relevant to this coinage are the accession of William the
Conqueror (1066), the accession of Henry I (1100), the purge of the moneyers (1124–5), the
accession of Stephen (1135), and his death in 1158. The accession of William II in 1087 left no
record in the coinage since no distinction was made between the two Williams, unless the PAXS
type refers to the proclamation of the King’s Peace at William II’s coronation.5 These dates
divide the coinage into four epochs: the coins in the name of William, the coins of Henry types
1–14, Henry type 15, and Stephen. This article presents a statistical study of the database of
known moneyers for the first two of these epochs, with some comments on the third. The coinage
of Stephen is not addressed because of the complications caused by the civil war that occupied
most of his reign.
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There are twenty-seven types between 1066 and the purge of the moneyers in 1124: thirteen
of these bear the name of William and fourteen the name of Henry. For convenience I have
numbered the whole sequence as a single series from 1 to 27, with type 28 (Henry type 15)
following the purge of the moneyers. Because of the paucity of coins from the reign of Henry
I there has been much discussion about the correct sequence of these types.6 I have followed
the traditional numbering introduced by Brooke, here labelled H1 to H15, but I have employed
the ordering used in Allen’s list of moneyers, which is almost the same as that of Blackburn
but with types H7 and H8 reversed.7 The Brooke numbers for William I and William II are
given as W1–1 to W1–8 and W2–1 to W2–5, for types 1 to 8 and 9 to 13 respectively.
Background
Allen has recently reviewed the evidence for the dating of the different recoinages under
William I and William II as well as the related problem of the duration of the different types.8
The evidence is remarkably thin. There is good documentary evidence for the purge of the
moneyers at Christmastide 1124–25, and this is believed to coincide with the transition
between types 27 and 28 (H14 and H15), where many moneyers are dropped and mints closed.9
Although Stewart has presented arguments why H15 might not have been introduced until
several years after 1124,10 type H15 is now widely accepted as having been introduced at the
time of the purge. The accession dates of William I and Henry I proved a terminus post quem
for the coins bearing their names. We can assume that the thirteen types carrying the name of
William were issued during the 34 years between 1066 and 1100, for an average of 2.6 years
per type, and the first fourteen of the fifteen types carrying the name of Henry spanned the 24
years between 1100 and 1124, for an average of 1.7 years per type. From these averages we can
deduce that the duration of each type cannot have been constant over the whole period from
1066 to 1124. It must have changed at least once, though we cannot rule out the possibility
that every type had a different duration.
Apart from the accession dates of the kings and the purge of 1124, there is little convincing
evidence for assigning dates to individual types. The cluster of hoards from York that end with
type 2 (W1–2) can reasonably be associated with the Northern Rebellion of 1068–69 and the
subsequent ‘harrying of the North’ in 1069–70, suggesting that the introduction of type 2
should be dated to no later than 1069, giving a duration of not more than three years for type
1 (W1–1).11 It has also been argued that type 8 (W1–8), bearing the letters PAXS on the
reverse, should be the first type of William II, since variations on the word PAX are found on
the first types of both Edward the Confessor and Harold II, but the PAX type of Henry I is
his third.12 The significance of PAX appearing on the coins is perhaps not properly understood. If PAX is indeed the first type of William II, type 8 (W1–8) would have been issued
starting in 1087, but such dating, while plausible, is speculative.
Eadmer’s Historia novorum (written in about 1115) mentions an edict, issued by Henry I
around the same time as another edict known to have been issued at Whitsun 1108, requiring
that ‘no penny or halfpenny should be whole’, so that the coins were snicked in the edge before
they were issued in order to show that they were of good silver and not plated.13 This snicking
first appears in type 19 (H6) and continues up to type 28 (H15).14 Type 19 should therefore be
dated to around 1108.
Allen has reviewed suggested associations of coin hoards with events of known date, but he
notes that while such an association can be made when a cluster of hoards is found in a known
6
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9
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14
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conflict zone, as in the case of the York hoards mentioned above, it is dangerous to associate
a single hoard with a known historical event without additional evidence.15 For example, it is
tempting to associate the enormous Beauworth hoard,16 buried during type 8 (W1–8), with an
historical event, but which one? Dolley suggested that the hoard may have been buried in fear of
a Danish invasion in 1085,17 but Metcalf argued that it might be associated with the distribution
of alms from William I’s treasury after his death in September 1087.18 As both are feasible, and
there may have been other reasons for the deposition of the hoard, even the Beauworth hoard
cannot help us fix the date of type 8. These hints are all we have to date the different types, but
any scheme proposing a chronology must respect the limits imposed by the available external
evidence.
In addition to this external evidence, some internal clues are provided by the coinage itself.
Apart from the drastic changes that took place between types 27 and 28 (H14 and H15), and
the snicking of the coins between types 19 and 28 (H6 and H15), which can be associated with
external evidence, Blackburn noted that between types 23 and 24 (H11 and H10 respectively)
there was a deliberate change in the mint names at least two of the mints (Lincoln and York),19
and Stewart pointed out that between types 25 and 26 (H12 and H13) there was apparently a
deliberate increase in the flan size and possibly the weight of the pennies.20 Allen has recently
argued that there was a reduction in the weight standard during the issue of type 14 (H1) or
at the inception of type 15 (H2), an increase in type 22 (H7), a second reduction in type 24
(H10), and two further increases in type 26 (H13) and in type 28 (H15).21
It has been suggested that the recoinages occurred at the same time of year, possibly at
Michaelmas (29 September) or Lady Day (25 March), because it would make the administration easier, but there is no independent evidence for this.22 If this were so, we would expect the
duration of most types to be integral numbers of years with some accommodation being
made at the end of a reign, unless by chance the king’s death coincided with the date of a
recoinage. If each recoinage occurred at different times of year, durations of non-integral
numbers of years would be expected.
The considerable amount of work done tracing the careers of individual moneyers, both
through their coins and in the fragments of documentary evidence, has been summarized by
Allen.23 While the results of these studies give a good picture of the careers of some individual
moneyers as important citizens of the time, it is difficult to get an overall estimate of the number of moneyers who were active during any one type, except in the few cases where the number
of surviving coins is large enough to ensure that coins of virtually every moneyer have survived. The Beauworth hoard ensures that we know that the total number of moneyers who
were active during type 8 (PAXS, W1–8)) is likely to be not much more than 178, but for most
of the other types it is difficult to extrapolate from the known moneyers to an estimate of the
total number, particularly in cases such as the early types of Henry I where the number of
surviving coins is much less than the expected number of moneyers.
In his discussion of moneyers and mints in the Anglo-Saxon and Norman periods, Allen
summarizes the various estimates of the numbers of moneyers, showing that during the late
Anglo-Saxon period the numbers varied widely from type to type and mints were opened and
closed often for no apparent reason, suggesting that the authorities were reacting to various
pressures, which might range from the demands for more coin to lobbying by influential individuals.24 The same pressures may well have been responsible for the variable weight of the
coins during this period. But the picture changes in the Norman period where, apart from
15
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Henry’s obsession with false coin, one is left with the impression that the kings had better
things to do than meddle with the coinage.
Blackburn attempted to estimate the total number of moneyers in the Henry I series by
assuming that if a moneyer is known to have been active in types 1 and 3, for example, he was
also active in type 2.25 He used this to determine the correct order of the types, which had been
a matter of discussion since Andrew’s original attempt nearly a century earlier.26 He argued
that the number of moneyers estimated for a given type using this procedure will be smallest
if the different types are arranged in their correct chronological order. On this basis he proposed the ordering that was later adopted (with one minor variation) by Allen in his list of
moneyers.27 Allen’s ordering is used in this report. Although Blackburn’s approach compensates for some of the missing moneyers, it cannot estimate the number of moneyers whose
names are not known at all. Blackburn’s estimates of the number of moneyers are relative, and
their absolute values are clearly influenced by the number of surviving coins.
The analysis of the number of moneyers
This article describes a more formal statistical approach to extracting information about the
numbers of moneyers, one that is independent of the number of surviving coins. Specifically
it addresses the question of how many moneyers were active at different times during the
Norman period, and incidentally leads to an estimate of the duration of each of the different
types between 1066 and 1124. The input to the study is given in Table 1. It includes two types
of information: the column labelled m in Table 1 shows the number of moneyers whose names
are given by Allen in each of the twenty-eight types between type 1 (W1–1) and type 28
(H15),28 and the columns labelled b show the number of moneyers known to have been active
during a particular type who are also known to have been active in one or more of the subsequent types. The mathematical Appendix shows how this information can be analysed in a
way that does not depend on the number of surviving coins, to estimate three important numbers. One is the total number of moneyers active at any given time, the second is the fraction
of the moneyers active in a given type (t) who were still active in a subsequent type (t+i+1).
This is known as the retention rate. From the retention rate is possible to derive the duration
of each type, that is the number of years during which it was issued.
If as moneyers retired, died or relinquished their dies for other reasons, we assume that the
rate of replacement was roughly constant, we could expect the retention rate from one type to
the next to be smaller the longer the duration of the earlier type, unless there were a large
decrease in the total number of active moneyers such as occurred in 1124. By comparing the
retention rates of the different types one can detect changes in the type duration. Taken
together with the estimates that indicate periodic changes in the number of active moneyers,
such analysis leads to a picture of the mint practices of the time and yields a plausible chron
ology that conforms to the external evidence. For reasons discussed in the Appendix, several
features of the coinage between 1066 and 1124 conspire to make this analysis much more
accurate than one would normally expect from a statistical study of this kind.
To understand the process, let us consider the 136 moneyers whose names are known in
type 2. We know from Table 1 that at least 68 were still active in type 3, because they are
recorded as being among the 96 moneyers known for that type. However, it is probable that
several more of those known to us in type 2 were still active in type 3 even though their names
are not known for type 3. This is because the 96 known moneyers of type 3 are only a proportion of all the moneyers who were active in the type, and can therefore be expected to include
only the same proportion of the moneyers retained from type 2. We cannot compute this
directly because we do not know the total number of moneyers active in type 3, nor do we
25
26
27
28

Blackburn 1990, 60–2, 65–8.
Andrew 1901.
Allen 2012b.
Allen 2012b.
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know the retention rate of type 2 moneyers. Fortunately statistical techniques allows us to obtain
an expression using the numbers in Table 1 to give the ratio between these two unknown quantities: the total number of moneyers active in type 3 and the retention rate, i.e., the proportion
of type 2 moneyers who remained active in type 3, namely:
The total number of moneyers of Type 3, divided by the retention rate of Type 2 (these are
the unknown quantities) is equal (subject to statistical uncertainty) to the number of known
moneyers of Type 2 multiplied by the number of known moneyers of Type 3 divided by the
number of moneyers known in both types, all these latter numbers being known and listed in
Table 1. [This is equation A1 in the Appendix.]
In the example above, the total number of moneyers of type 3, divided by the retention rate
of type 2, is 136×96/68 = 192, as shown in the row labelled type 3 and column labelled nt,0 in
Table 2. The retention rate is unknown but it cannot be larger than 1 which would be the case
if all the moneyers in type 2 were active in type 3, that is, the number of moneyers active in
type 3 cannot be larger than 192. This number, 192, is of course not an exact number since it
is subject to statistical uncertainty, and an initial estimate of the size of this uncertainty is
indicated by the number (35) in parentheses below 192. It indicates that there is a two thirds
probability that the true maximum possible number of moneyers in type 3 lies within 35 of
192, i.e., between 157 and 227.
We can use the same process to obtain an estimate for Type 4 by considering the 56 moneyers from the 96 known in type 3 who are among the 108 moneyers known for type 4. This
yields an estimate of 96×108/56 = 185 for the highest possible number of moneyers active in
type 4. But we could get another estimate by considering the 55 moneyers from 136 known for
type 2 who are found among the 108 known for type 4. This number, 55, is found in the row
labelled type 2 and column labelled i=1 in Table 1. In this case the estimate of the highest
possible number of type 4 moneyers is 136×108/55, which is 267. This is higher than the previous estimate of 185, but this is to be expected because a number of additional moneyers
would have retired during type 3 leading to a lower retention rate. After the numbers 267 and
185 are multiplied by their respective retention rates (0.69 and 0.83, see below) they both give
similar numbers (184, 156 respectively) as estimates of the total number of moneyers of type
4. At this stage we do not know what the retention rates are, but the ratio of 185 to 267 does
give us an estimate of the retention rate of type 3. Given the large uncertainties in the values
of 185 and 267 this estimate is not very accurate, but the example shows that the information
we are looking for can be found in the numbers given in Table 1. A more accurate method of
finding the retention rate is described below.
As a symbol for an estimate of the maximum possible number of moneyers, e.g., 192 for
type 3 and 185 for type 4, it is convenient to use a lower-case n, with suffixes t,i to denote that
it is based on the survival of moneyers known in type t after a gap of i intermediate types; in
other words the estimate nt,i is the upper limit on the number of moneyers active in type t+i+1
based on the number surviving from type t. The estimates of nt,i from all the recorded combinations of starting and finishing types are given in Table 2. The number shown on the row
labelled type 3 in the column labelled nt,0 is an estimate of the upper limit of the number of
moneyers in type 3 based on the known moneyers in types 2 and 3. The number n2,1 in the next
column is an estimate of the upper limit of the number of moneyers in type 4 based on the
known moneyers of type 2 and 4. The estimates for type 4 are thus found in column 3 opposite
type 4, in column 4 opposite type 3 and in column 5 opposite type 2 along an upward trending
diagonal line.
The values of nt,0 are plotted as elongated crosses in Fig. 1, where a pattern can be seen: the
values of nt,0 have well defined periods during which they tend to be constant. Five such periods can be identified, corresponding to Types 2–7 (period A), 8–12 (period B), 14–23 (period
C), 24–27 (period D) and 28 (period E) with Types 1 and 13 being transitional. Period E, (type
28) represents the end of the renovatio monetae following the purge of the moneyers in 1124.
The estimated uncertainties in the values of nt,0 are shown by the vertical lines in Fig. 1. It clear
that the actual values of nt,0 within a given period are much closer to each other than would be
expected from the estimated uncertainties. The reasons for this are discussed in the Appendix.
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TABLE 1. Input values of the number of known moneyers in type t, mt,
and the number of moneyers known in type t as well as in type t+i+1, bt,i, from Allen29
Type		
mt
bt,t+i+1
			 i = 0
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Ha
W1–1
W1–2
W1–3
W1–4
W1–5
W1–6
W1–7
W1–8
W2–1
W2–2
W2–3
W2–4
W2–5
H1
H2
H3
H4
H5
H6
H9
H8
H7
H11
H10
H12
H13
H14
H15
S1
S2
S6
S7

149
94
136
96
108
127
82
89
178
109
154
134
72
68
52
54
44
42
30
28
37
20
68
55
113
45
94
136
110
158
61
46
98

48
61
68
56
71
55
39
61
73
73
81
43
33
36
24
17
14
11
9
7
6
10
29
39
27
27
66
17
53
28
25
22

1

2

3

4

5

86
43
55
48
44
41
50
40
76
44
33
39
28
25
13
13
10
5
9
5
16
9
35
15
37
34
15
13

57
33
56
29
35
61
35
34
54
18
32
35

64
36
32
24
47
41
31
23
21
19
24

63
22
24
30
23
40
23
11
23
17

37
22

19
13
8
4
11
3
8
15
13
11
24
66
4
10

16
5
10
9
5
11
7
16
5
22
31
13
4

12
7
10
3
14
9
12
16
10
31
6
7

8
3
11
9

6

7

8

5
11
11

15
8

9

Note: In each case the row index is the initial type, t, used in the calculation and the column index is the number
of intervening types, i.
TABLE 2. Estimate of the maximum possible number of moneyers, nt,i, calculated using equation A2
Type		
		

nt,i
i=0

1

2

3

1
W1–1
		
2
W1–2
		
3
W1–3
		
4
W1–4
		
5
W1–5
		
6
W1–6
		
7
W1–7
		
8
W1–8
		

292
(57)
210
(39)
192
(35)
185
(36)
193
(34)
189
(37)
187
(41)
260
(47)

236
(38)
210
(44)
267
(50)
254
(50)
201
(42)
276
(57)
292
(57)
243
(52)

251
(47)
308
(69)
308
(56)
271
(65)
275
(61)
371
(64)
255
(57)
403
(88)

251
(45)
332
(71)
349
(79)
356
(90)
409
(78)
338
(69)
407
(92)
519
(129)

29
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4
300
(52)
350
(92)
504
(124)
570
(127)
512
(127)
489
(97)
478
(120)
583
(198)

5
330
(71)
380
(99)

6

7

8
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TABLE 2. Continued.
Type		
		
9
W2–1
		
10
W2–2
		
11
W2–3
		
12
W2–4
		
13
W2–5
		
14
H1
		
15
H2
		
16
H3
		
17
H4
		
18
H5
		
19
H6
		
20
H9
		
21
H8
		
22
H7
		
23
H11
		
24
H10
		
25
H12
		
26
H13
		
27
H14
		
28
H15
		
29
S1
		
30
S2
		
31
S6
		
32
S7
		

nt,i
i=0
266
(45)
230
(39)
255
(41)
224
(47)
148
(36)
98
(24)
117
(33)
140
(44)
132
(45)
115
(44)
93
(40)
148
(67)
123
(61)
136
(55)
129
(33)
159
(37)
188
(49)
157
(41)
194
(35)
880
(241)
328
(61)
344
(83)
112
(31)
205
(57)

1
361
(57)
332
(66)
336
(76)
234
(51)
134
(35)
147
(40)
176
(61)
174
(60)
132
(52)
235
(120)
123
(51)
112
(60)
157
(51)
122
(52)
220
(50)
165
(54)
287
(62)
188
(44)
689
(203)
1,653
(498)

2

3

4

442
(79)
436
(122)
327
(75)
199
(47)

610
(158)
390
(106)
334
(87)

526
(133)
333
(98)

157
(47)
168
(58)
203
(85)
308
(171)
141
(53)
200
(129)
238
(100)
136
(45)
174
(64)
278
(99)
215
(57)
233
(41)
1,268
(656)
1,485
(508)

179
(57)
312
(157)
151
(59)
181
(73)
168
(88)
185
(69)
220
(98)
261
(82)
180
(94)
291
(77)
241
(58)
956
(294)
1,778
(938)

170
(62)
208
(93)
200
(76)
293
(187)
204
(68)
183
(74)
264
(94)
104
(35)
188
(75)
298
(70)
1,080
(444)
2,551
(1,014)

5

241
(100)
360
(228)
272
(97)
257
(100)

6

208
(106)
334
(118)
220
(80)

7

236
(75)
371
(149)

8

318
(120)

Note: In each case the row index is the initial type, t, used in the calculation and the column index is the number
of intervening types, i. The standard uncertainties calculated using equation A19 are shown in parentheses.
Estimates of the maximum number of moneyers for the same type lie on a diagonal line tending upward towards
the right.

Retention rates and type duration
Since the values of nt,0 are relatively constant within each period, the number of active moneyers and the retention rate must have either increased or decreased in the same proportion
between different types within the period, or more likely, both remained constant. In either
case we can obtain a more accurate estimate by averaging the values of nt,i that we expect
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Fig. 1. Plot of the numbers of moneyers active in different types during the Norman period.
Note: The points (crosses) are the maximum possible number, nt,0, calculated from equation A2, with the statistical
uncertainty calculated using equation A19 shown by the vertical lines. In each of the four periods A, B, C and D
the heavy broken line marks np,0, the average value of nt,0 for the period, and the lower broken line is the corresponding value of the largest number of moneyers known in any type of the period. The number of moneyers active
during a given type should lie between these limits.

represent the same number. These averages (with their standard uncertainties) are shown in
Table 3. They are labelled np,i where p identifies the period. A, B, C or D.
TABLE 3. Average values, np,i, for different values of i in each of the first four periods
p
t		
			
i=0
1

np,i
2

A
2–6
			
B
8–12
			
C
14–21
			
D
24–27
			

296
(12)
427
(12)
202
(21)
224
(9)

194
(3)
247
(8)
124
(6)
175
(10)

233
(16)
318
(26)
153
(13)
211
(38)

3

4

340
(8)
564
(46)
196
(24)
241

350

5

6

7

291
(36)

271
(63)

236

583
215
(21)

Note: The types used in calculating the averages are shown in the column labelled t, types close to a transition are
excluded. The number in parenthesis is the standard uncertainty in np,i calculated using equation A18. No
standard uncertainty is shown for the last item in each period as it is represented by a single value of nt,i. Two
thirds of the true values of np,i are expected to lie within one standard uncertainty of the value shown.

The estimate of the total number of active moneyers during each of the periods is given by
multiplying the numbers shown in Table 3 by the appropriate retention rate. The increasing
trend in the estimates of np.i with increasing i shown in Table 3 is a result of the decrease in the
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retention rate with the increase in the number of intervening types, i. Since the total number
of active moneyers is assumed to be constant during a given period, the values of np,i increase
in the same proportion as the retention rate decreases. This allows us to obtain an estimate of
the retention rate between any two types within any of the four periods. For example, in
period A the retention rate between one type and that immediately following is given by
194/233 = 0.83, and the retention rate between two types with one intermediate type is 194/296
= 0.66, values that are shown in Table 4. As expected, these retention rates, plotted in Fig. 2,
show a downward trend, which is steepest for period B (x), less steep for periods A (+) and C
(o), and least steep for period D (*).
TABLE 4. Retention rates for different numbers of intervening types, i,
calculated using equation A13 for each of the four periods
Period
A
		
B
		
C
		
D
		

i=0

1

2

3

0.83
(5)
0.78
(7)
0.81
(8)
0.83
(16)

0.66
(4)
0.58
(4)
0.61
(8)
0.78
(9)

0.57
(2)
0.44
(4)
0.63
(10)
0.72

0.55

4

5

6

0.43
(7)

0.46
(12)

0.53

0.42
0.58
(8)

Note: The numbers shown in parentheses are the estimated standard uncertainties in the second decimal place.
They are derived from the standard uncertainties of the corresponding value of np,i+1 given in Table 3.

Also shown in Fig. 2 are three lines showing retention rates that would be expected if the
annual retention rate is 0.91, i.e., on average 9 per cent of the moneyers retire each year. The
upper curve is the one that would be expected if the duration of each type were one year, the
next is if it were two years, and the lowest curve is if it were three years. The points for period
A (+), which should be the most accurate, lie close to the two year curve except for the last
point which lies above the curve. For larger values of i one would expect the retention rates to
1.00

+o*
Retention Rate

X

*

*

o+ o
X +

o+

X

X

0.50

0

o
o

o

4
i = interval between issues

8

Fig. 2. The retention rates for periods A (+), B (x), C (o) and D (*) as a function of i calculated using the values
of np,i+1 in equation A13.
Note: The three lines, reading from the top, show the expected retention rates calculated using equation A10 for a
type duration of one, two or three years respectively for an annual retention rate, Z, of 0.91. The vertical lines
indicate the standard uncertainty.
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lie above the predicted curve since some of the newly appointed moneyers are likely to have
the same names as moneyers who have recently retired.30
The first three points for period B (x) lie along the line expected for a duration of three
years. The first three points for period C (o) where the uncertainty is larger, are similar to those
for period A, but show more scatter, while period D (*) is represented by only three points
which are subject to a relatively large uncertainty. It is difficult to assign an unambiguous
duration to this period, but it appears to be not more than two years, possibly only one.
Determination of the number of moneyers
The duration of each type suggested by Fig. 2 during each of the four periods is given in
column 3 of Table 5, and the retention rate, both that observed in Fig. 2 and that calculated
from an annual rate of 0.91, are given in columns 4 and 5 respectively. These numbers are used
with np,0 (column 2) to calculate the total number of moneyers active during each type of the
period (column 6). Not all of these moneyers were active at the same time since some will have
retired and been replaced during the course of the type. One might expect that the number of
moneyers who were active at the beginning of a new type would be a measure of the number in
office at any given time. This is given by the total number for the type multiplied by the retention rate and is shown in column 7. It is noteworthy that, except during period C, the number
of moneyers active at any given time between 1066 and 1124 remained constant at around 140.
TABLE 5. Number of moneyers and retention rates by period
Period
np,0
		
A
B
C
D

Duration
(years)

Retention
observed

Retention
calculated

Moneyers
total

194
2
0.83
0.83
161
(3) 				(3)
247
3
0.76
0.76
188
(8) 				(6)
125
2
0.83
0.83
104
(6) 				(6)
175
1?
0.85–0.89
0.91
159*
(10)

Moneyers
active
138
(2)
143
(5)
86
(5)
145*

Notes: The numbers in parentheses are the standard uncertainties. The true value lies within two standard
uncertainties at the 95 per cent confidence level.
* The uncertainties in the number of moneyers in period D depend on the uncertainty in the duration which is
assumed to be one year (see the discussion in the text).

Proposed chronology of the types during the first three Norman reigns
The above analysis depends on a number of assumptions that, while plausible, may be questioned. Any interpretation therefore needs to be aware of these assumptions. The first is the
assumption, strongly suggested by the results shown in Fig. 1, that the number of moneyers
and duration of each type did not change within each of the four periods labelled A, B, C and
D. While this assumption seems to be sound for the first three periods, it may not be entirely
valid in period D, which would benefit from further study. A second assumption is that the
annual retention rate is constant throughout the Norman period, except obviously during
transitions between periods in which the number of moneyers was reduced. A third assumption is, that within each period, the type duration was a whole number of years. Both these last
two assumptions are supported by the way the points follow the lines plotted in Fig. 2, and if
valid, would suggest that the change in type always occurred at the same time of year, likely at
a quarter day. The consistency of the values of nt,i during each period makes these assumptions plausible, at least for Periods A, B and C. Apart from the more problematic Period D
30
The amount by which the points lie above the line suggest that after about fifteen years around half of the moneyers
bearing a previously used name are more recent appointees, some possibly being sons of the original moneyer.
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discussed in more detail below, nothing in the study is inconsistent with these assumptions.
There is no evidence for an interruption of the pattern on the accessions of William II or
Henry I.
The values of the type durations inferred for the four different periods (Table 5) are consistent with the available, if rather meagre, external evidence. The total duration of the William
coins derived from six types of two years’ duration in period A (including type 1) and seven
types of three years’ duration in period B is 33 years compared with the 34 year length of the
two reigns; the total duration of the Henry coins derived from ten types of two years’ duration
in period C and four types, assumed here to be of one year’s duration, in period D is 24 years,
equal to the 24 years between the accession of Henry I in 1100 and the purge of the moneyers
in 1124. The overall agreement of the proposed type durations with the regnal years supports
the validity of the present study since the only variable that affects the absolute duration of the
different types is the annual retention rate which cannot be very different from 0.91. The retention rate of 0.83 expected for a two year type-duration agrees well with the rates observed for
periods A and C shown in Fig. 2. This is also close to the rate of 0.85 proposed by Blackburn
for Henry’s reign.31 The retention rate of 0.76 expected for a three year duration agrees with the
retention rate observed for period B as well as being consistent with the estimated retention rate
of 0.72 that one would expect if the large Beauworth hoard included coins from all the mone
yers active in type 8 (W1–8). Only the retention rate for Period D is ambiguous. It is certainly
no less than the 0.83 expected for two years, and is likely to be greater. Except as noted below,
a duration of one year is assumed in this analysis. It is consistent with the statistical results and
best matches the regnal dates.
The chronology that results from the different type durations shown in Table 5 is given in
Table 6. The duration of type 1 (W1–1) is assumed to be three years in order to match the regnal years, an assumption consistent with the large value of n1,0. The changes that took place at
the time of the conquest need to be more carefully analysed taking into account the two changes
of monarch occurring during 1066, presumably combined with a change in the administrative
arrangements. William was not crowned until Christmas of 1066 and the assumption of a three
year duration is consistent with the York hoards being related to the Northern Rebellion, with
type 2 (W1–2) being introduced around 1069. The proposed chronology would date the beginning of the snicking of the coins in type 19 (H6) to around 1110, some two years later than
Eadmer’s evidence that snicking began at some time around 1108. The proposed chronology
dates the PAXS coins, type 8 (W1–8), to 1082–5, which suggests that it was not the first type of
William II, this would have been type 10 (W2–2) rather than type 9 (W2–1) as in Brooke’s numbering of the types. It is interesting that the Tamworth hoard contained coins of types 8, 9 and
10 (W1–8, W2–1 and W2–2), suggesting that type 9 was terminated prematurely after just one
TABLE 6. Proposed chronology
Type		Period
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

W1–1
W1–2
W1–3
W1–4
W1–5
W1–6
W1–7
W1–8
W2–1
W2–2
W2–3
W2–4
W2–5
H1
31

Blackburn 1990, 66.

A
A
A
A
A
A
B
B
B
B
B
B
B/C
C

Dates
1066–c.1069
c.1069–c.1071
c.1071–c.1073
c.1073–c.1075
c.1075–c.1077
c.1077–c.1079
c.1079–c.1082
c.1082–c.1085
c.1085–c.1088
c.1088–c.1091
c.1091–c.1094
c.1094–c.1097
c.1097–1100
1100–c.1102

Type		
Period
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

H2
H3
H4
H5
H6
H9
H8
H7
H11
H10
H12
H13
H14
H15

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
D
D
D
D
E

Dates
c.1102–c.1104
c.1104–c.1106
c.1106–c.1108
c.1108–c.1110
c.1110–c.1112
c.1112–c.1114
c.1114–c.1116
c.1116–c.1118
c.1118–c.1120
c.1120–c.1121
c.1121–c.1122
c.1122–c.1123
c.1123–1124
1125–1135
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year, before all the coins of type 8 had been fully recoined.32 If the accession of William II triggered a new type in 1087, the last type of William I, type 9, according the proposed chronology,
would have been truncated. However, the present study shows no evidence for a short duration
of type 9 and there are other explanations for why the Tamworth hoard might contain three
different types.
The proposed chronology is subject to refinement, particularly in the years between 1120
and 1124. Like the other proposed chronologies reviewed by Allen,33 the one presented here
should not be considered absolute; shifts of a year or so either way are certainly possible.
Implications for Norman numismatics
The Norman period began with the conquest of 1066, a year that would profit from a more
detailed analysis than is given here, reaching back into the reign of Harold II and last types of
Edward the Confessor. In the present chronology type 1 is assumed to have lasted until 1069.
Types 2 to 6 (W1–2 to W1–6) clearly belong to period A, each with a duration of two years.
The five types of period A (excluding type 1) therefore lasted for around ten years ending
around 1079. A total of between 155 and 167 moneyers is estimated to have produced coins
during each of these types, and the retention rate of 0.83 suggests that between 134 and 142
of these moneyers were active at any given time. These ranges represent the 95% confidence
limits.
Fig. 1 shows that nt,0 changed between types 7 and 8 (W1–7 and W1–8), which from equation A2, indicates that the retention rate changed during type 7, implying that the transitions
between the two and three year duration occurred between types 6 and 7. This change may
have coincided with a small increase in the weight of the penny.34 In period B the number of
moneyers active at a given time remained at around 140, but because of the longer type duration, the number of moneyers signing the coins in a given type increased from around 161 to
188. The 140 or so moneyers who were active at the end of type 6 were all in office for type 7
but now they issued coins of type 7 for three years rather than two.
The transition from period B to C is more problematic. Type 13 with nt,0 equal to 148
appears to be transitional between period B (nB,0 = 247) and period C (nC,0 = 125). Although
the individual values of nt,0 are subject to larger statistical uncertainties than the values np,0
averaged over the whole period, they can still be used to estimate the total number of mone
yers in the different types providing the retention rates are known, albeit with less accuracy.
Two hypotheses are tested. In hypothesis A the number of moneyers active at a given time is
reduced from 142 to 86 after type 12 but the duration remains at three years until the end of
type 13. Hypothesis B is the reverse: the duration of type 13 is reduced to two years, but the
reduction in the number of moneyers does not occur until after type 13. The expected retention for each type can be calculated for the two hypotheses. During period B where the type
duration is three years the retention rate is 0.76, while during period C where the type duration
is two years the retention rate is 0.83. However the retention rate for the type preceding the
reduction in the number of moneyers is 0.46, given by dividing 86, i.e., the number of moneyers
who were active at the beginning of following type (period C), by the total number moneyers
who were active during the type immediately prior to the reduction. For each of the types at
the time of the transition, Table 7 shows the values of nt,0, the assumed retention rates for each
hypothesis, and the corresponding resulting total number of moneyers estimated to have
signed coins during that type. The numbers in parentheses are the number of moneyers that
we would expect according to each of the hypotheses calculated using the averaged para
meters for the periods B and C. It is clear that hypothesis A provides a better fit and also
agrees better with the known regnal dates, but the large statistical uncertainties in the individual values of nt,0 mean that we cannot completely rule out hypothesis B. In constructing the
32
33
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chronology in Table 6, I have assumed that hypothesis A is correct: that the number of mone
yers active at any given time was reduced by about 54 in 1097, but the type duration was not
shortened from three to two years until the accession of Henry I in 1100. It is possible that the
decision to reduce the type duration was not made until 1102.
TABLE 7. Analysis of the transition between periods B and C
testing the two hypotheses, A and B, described in the text
t

Duration
nt,0
Retention
Retention
(years)		
A
B
					

Total
moneyers
A

11
3
255
0.76
0.76
175
					 (188)
12
3
224
0.46
0.76
193
					 (188)
13
3 or 2
148
0.76
0.46
103
					 (114)
14
2
98
0.83
0.83
112
					 (104)
15
2
117
0.83
0.83
81
					 (104)

Total
moneyers
B
175
(188)
193
(188)
170
(188)
68
(104)
81
(104)

Note that the calculation of the total number of moneyers is based on the value of nt,0 and the retention rate for
the previous type.

It is surprising that no one has previously noted the dramatic reduction in the number of
active moneyers at the end of William II’s reign, though Blackburn hinted at it.35 The drop in
the number of known moneyers at this time has tacitly been assumed to be related to the
equally drastic drop in the number of surviving coins, but as shown in the Appendix, the
results of the present study do not depend on the number of surviving coins and they are thus
able to reveal the extent of the reduction in both the number of active moneyers and the type
duration. The reduction by 39 per cent in the number of active moneyers would suggest that
many mints were closed during period C. Given the low survival rate, not many mint names
from this period are known and a study of possible mint closures is beyond the scope of his
paper.
The present analysis of period D shows that the number of moneyers active at any given
time was restored from 86 to 140 but otherwise it presents an ambiguous picture of the final
years before the purge of 1124–25. Not only does the length of this period, covering only four
or five types, result in larger statistical uncertainties in the estimate of the retention rate, but
the results of the statistical analysis are themselves inconsistent. It is clear both from the regnal dates and the statistically determined duration times that the average type duration cannot
have been much more than a year. This barely leaves enough time to complete one recoinage
before starting the next.36 It hints at an increasingly tight regulation of the moneyers, and a
possible breakdown in a regular type duration. One cannot rule out the possibility that each
recoinage was ordered as a response to a new monetary crisis. The fiscal problems that seem
to have troubled Henry I were probably coming to a head during these years, since it is unlikely
he would have ordered such a draconian purge in 1124–25 unless other less drastic attempts
had failed to address the problems that the purge was intended to solve. One such remedy may
have been responsible for the larger flans and possible increase in weight of coins of type 26
(H13).37 The significantly large number of single finds of type 24 (H10) relative to most other
types in periods C and D might seem to imply that this type had a longer duration than any
other type before the purge, but the present study only measures the length of time a type was
in production, while the number of single finds could be related to the level of output in the
35
36
37
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type as well as its duration.38 If the renovatio system was indeed on the point of collapse in the
years leading up to the purge, the introduction of a new type might not necessarily have been
accompanied by the complete withdrawal of the previous type.
It is possible that signs of the impending collapse of the renovatio system triggered a breakdown in the regular type durations as early as type 23 (H11). The increase in the value of nt,0
occurs between types 23 and 24, suggesting that period D begins with type 23. If this were the
case, the average duration of a type during period D would be somewhat longer than one year.
If the change started with type 24, as I have assumed in the chronology in Table 7, the average
type duration in period D would be exactly one year. Blackburn pointed out a significant stylistic change introduced with type 24, which might support this assumption.39 The present
analysis raises as many questions as it answers for this troubled period, but it provides some
useful constraints on possible explanations of what happened between 1118 and 1124.
The collapse of the renovatio monetae was complete with the purge that occurred between
Christmas 1124 and Twelfth Night 1125. This event is readily seen in the statistics presented
in Tables 1 and 2, though as period E that followed the purge contained only one type 28
(H15), we cannot make use of averaging to improve the accuracy of the analysis. The high
value of n28,0 (880) clearly indicates a retention rate of the order of 0.1. The number of known
moneyers using the same mint signature in both types 27 and 28 is 17 (b27,0 in Table 1). The
assumption is that these are the moneyers who escaped the purge, but they may have been
mutilated and reappointed later, or two different people may have had the same name and
mint signature. Allen summarizes the evidence for a small number (3) who are known to have
avoided mutilation by paying a fine,40 and Stewart argues that some moneyers were apparently
transferred to other mints rather than dropped, though these would be seen as different people in the results presented here, since the moneyers are identified by both their personal and
their mint name.41 If one assumes that the annual retention rate of 0.91 continued to apply
during the years following the purge, only 39 per cent of the total number of moneyers in type
28 would have been active at any given time. If the total of 110 known moneyers in type 28 is
nearly complete, then the number of moneyers active at any given time during type 28 would
be at least 43, which would mean that nearly 97 of the 140 active before Christmas 1124 would
have been removed from office. The striking similarity between this and the number of 94
mutilated moneyers reported in the Margam Annals is probably no more than a coincidence.
Blackburn suggested that 80–85 moneyers were purged,42 and Allen has estimated 58–78.43
Whatever the true number, the reduction in the number of moneyers was accompanied by
closure of more than half of the mints in the country.
The picture of Norman coinage that emerges is one in which William I adopted the existing
renovatio system of mints and moneyers active at the time of the conquest. The study suggests
that he placed the recoinages on a regular two year cycle. He later apparently reduced the frequency of the recoinages so that each continued for three years, a scheme that was continued
by William II until, at the end of his reign, he reduced the number of moneyers and presumably closed some of the mints, while Henry I seems to have restored the two year cycle. Rising
problems during the early years of the twelfth century, whether caused by the money supply
or the general economic conditions, led to increasing concern over the state of the coinage.
Various remedies such as snicking were tried, but were unable to prevent the gradual collapse
of the renovatio system during the years leading up to the final purge of 1124–25.
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APPENDIX
Statistical Analysis
This appendix presents the mathematical details of the analysis and a discussion of its accuracy.
1. Deriving the basic equations
Let Mt be the total number of moneyers who signed coins at one time or another in type t, where t is the type number running from 1 (Type 1 of William I) to 28 (Type 15 of Henry I). Let mt be the number of moneyers whose coins
are listed by Allen as being known for this type.44 Clearly mt can be no larger than Mt. Let Bt,i be the total number of
moneyers, known and unknown, who were active in both type t and type t+i+1, where i = 0, 1, 2, 3 etc., being is the
number of types intervening between the two types in which the Bt,i moneyers were active. Not all of these Bt,i mone
yers are represent among the surviving coins. Some may be represented in only type t, others only in type t+i+1, and
others not represented at all. Let bt,i be the number of moneyers listed by Allen as known to have struck coins in both
type t and t+i+1. It is not necessary that these moneyers are known to be active in any of the i intervening types.
Clearly all the bt,i moneyers also belong to the group of Bt,i moneyers, and bt,i cannot be larger than Bt,i. The case
where i = 0 is a special case where the second type, t+1, immediately follows the first type, and where one might
assume that under normal circumstances all of the active moneyers continued in office. In this case Bt,0 is the number
of moneyers who were active at the time when the type changed. One can expect some exceptions where, for example,
the total number of active moneyers was reduced as is known to have happened in 1124–25.
There is one value of Mt and one value of mt for each of the twenty eight types, but the values of Bt,i and bt,i form
matrices, such as that shown in Table 1, with rows labelled by t and columns by i. The size of these matrices depends
on how many values of i are required. Values of i as high as 7 were included in some cases, but those between 0 and
4 were found to be the most useful. The twenty-eight observed values of mt, together with the much larger number
of observed values of bt,i shown in Table 1, provide an input of over a hundred independent numbers. This significant excess in the number of input observations over the number of derived numerical results is a major contributor
to reducing the statistical uncertainties in this analysis as discussed below.
Let Xt,i represent the retention rate, that is, the proportion of the Mt moneyers active in type t who were also
active in type, t+i+1. Xt,0 is the special case, with i equal to 0, of the retention rate between type t and the following
type t+1. For each type we would like to know the number of moneyers, Mt, and the retention rate, Xt,i, but the only
information we have is mt and bt,i From the above definitions it follows that MtXt,i moneyers who were active in type
t remained active in the later type t+i+1. Of these we know the names of only the subset, bt,i, of the MtXt,i moneyers
who were active in both types. We know the names of mt moneyers of type t and we expect that mtXt,i of them will
have been active in both types. Not all of these will be among those whose names we also know in type t+i+1; only
the proportion given by the survival rate mt+i+1/Mt+i+1 will be, the remainder will be among the unknown moneyers
of type t+i+1. We therefore expect the bt,i moneyers known to be active in both types to be a fraction mt+i+1/Mt+i+1
of these mtXt,0 moneyers.
Therefore
bt,i ∼ mtXt,0×mt+i+1/Mt+i+1

A1

where the symbol ∼ indicates the expectation that the two sides of this equation would be the same if statistical
fluctuations were absent.
Equation A1 can be rearranged to give
Mt+i+1/Xt,i ∼ mtmt+i+1/bt,i = nt,i

A2

in which all the terms in lower case on the right hand side are known and appear in Table 1. Those in upper case
on the left are the unknown targets of this study. Equation A2 serves to define nt,i whose values are given in Table 2
together with their standard uncertainties (in parentheses) calculated as described below.
Equation A2 can also be written as
Mt+i+1 ∼ Xt,int,i

A3

nt,i can be calculated from equation A2 and if the retention rate, Xt.i is known, Mt+i+1 can be estimated. As Xt,i
cannot be greater than 1.0, it follows that nt,i represents an approximate upper limit to Mt+i+1.
Unfortunately, we know neither Mt+i+1 (the total number of moneyers in type t+i+1) nor Xt,i (the retention rate,
i.e., the proportion of all the moneyers who struck coin of type t who continued in office in type t+i+1). All we have
is their ratio. We can, however, place some limits on Xt.i which allow us to suggest possible values. It cannot be
greater than 1.0, as mentioned above, and it cannot be smaller than mt+i+1/nt,i since there must be at least mt+i+1
moneyers because we know their names. We can therefore determine that
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A4

where ≲ means that the inequality is subject to statistical uncertainty.
This means that

mt+i+1 < Mt+i+1 ≲ nt,i

A5

where both limits are known.
If i = 0 the second type follows immediately after the first type with no intervening types and we can write
mt+1 < Mt+1 ≲ nt,0

A6

Xt,0 = ZY

A7

Xt,0 represents the proportion of all the moneyers active in type t who were still active at the beginning of the following type, t+1, and as such it provides an indication of the duration of type t, since the longer the duration of
the type, the smaller the value of Xt,0. It is possible to make a rough estimate of Xt,0. In the absence of the wholesale
removal of moneyers, such as occurred in 1124–25, we might assume a constant annual retention rate, Z, namely
the proportion of the moneyers active at the beginning of any given year who were still active at the beginning of
the following year. If this assumption is valid, the value of Xt,0, the retention rate between one type and the next,
would depend only on the duration, Y years, of the type as given by equation A7.
For example, if the annual retention rate were 0.9, half of the moneyers would still be active seven years after they
were first appointed. In this case Xt,0 would have value of 0.90, 0.81 or 0.73, depending on whether the duration of
type t was one, two or three years respectively. The assumption that Z remained constant is of course open to
question since more moneyers may have been employed during the recoinage in the first year of the type, or more
may have retired at a type change, but as long as Y was a whole number of years, as seems probable, it should be
possible to distinguish between durations of say two or three years. It is unlikely that one could reliably measure
fractions of a year.
While the value of Z is not likely to deviate too far from 0.9, a more precise value can be determined by exploring the retention of moneyers over a period of several types, that is, using the values of bt,i with non-zero values of
i. In this way we can draw on a much larger body of independent information.
In this extended picture, nt,i represent an additional upper limit on the number of moneyers who signed coins in
the final type, t+i+1 (Table 2). The values of nt,i that refer to the same final type, i.e., those values for which t+i+1
= constant, lie not along a row or column of Table 2, but on a diagonal running from the bottom left to the top
right of the matrix with t becoming smaller as i increases.
We expect the retention rates, Xt,i, to become smaller as i increases, since the longer the time between the initial
and the final type, the more moneyers will have retired. Therefore according to equation A3, the values of nt,i
should increase in the same proportion that the retention rate diminishes since Mt is the same for all i. This trend
can be seen along the diagonals in Table 2, though the statistical uncertainties result in a number of exceptions,
particularly in Period C where the sample size is small.
Even a cursory glance at Table 2 shows that the values of nt,0 typically remained essentially constant over a number of consecutive types, allowing the coins issued between 1066 and 1124 to be divided into four periods labelled
A, B, C and D during each of which the values of nt,0 are similar with well defined transitions between the periods.
It is a reasonable assumption that all the estimates of nt,i that lie within the same period are estimates of the same
quantity, in which case it is permissible to replace the individual values of nt,i by the averages, np,i, over all types in
period p (= A, B, C or D) since the average will be a better estimate than the individual values.
Provided both types t and t+i+1 lie within the same period, the values of Mt+i+1 are all assumed to be equal to
the same quantity, Mp. Similarly all the values of nt,i with the same value of i should be the same and equal to np,i
which is defined by equation A8.
np,i = average over t of nt,i for the period p.

A8

Equation A3 then can be written as equation A9.
Xp,i ∼ Mp/np,i

A9

Xp,i = Xp,0i+1

A10

Xp,i = Xp,i+1/Xp,0

A11

Equation A9 gives the best estimate of the retention rate between two types with i intervening types all within the
same period. The values of np,i are shown in Table 3 for each of the four periods together with their standard uncertainties in parentheses. As expected, Table 3 shows that np,i increases with i with some exceptions in Period C. In all
cases these exceptions lie well within the standard uncertainties obtained from the estimated standard deviations
of the respective values of nt,i.
Since the retention rate between sequential types, Xp,0, is not expected to change during a given period, following
equation A7 we would expect Xp,i to be given by equation A10.
Hence
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and since
Xp,i+1 ∼ Mp/np,i+1 and Xp,0 ∼ Mp/np,0

A12

by combining A11 and A12 and cancelling out Mp, we get
Xp,i ∼ np,0/np,i+1

A13

As the values of np,0 and np,i+1 are known (Table 3), equation A13 gives a direct estimate of the retention rates
between any two types that are separated by i intervening types within the same period. These estimates of Xp,i are
given in Table 4 and plotted in Fig. 2 together with their standard uncertainties. As discussed in the text, the
observed values of Xp,i lie closely along the lines expected for integral values of Y.
2. Limits of uncertainty
2.1. Dependence of the results on the survival rate
St is the survival rate defined by equation A14.
mt = MtSt,

A14

Since bt,i is affected by the survival rates of both types t and t+i+1
bt,i ∼ Bt.iStSt+i+1

A15

Substituting equations A14 and A15 into equation A2 gives
nt+i+1 ∼ (MtSt)(Mt+1+1St+i+1)/Bt,iStSt+i+1)

A16

and since St and St+i+1 cancel, this gives

MtMt+i+1/Bt,i ∼ nt+i+1 = mtmt+i+1/bt,i

which is the same as equation A2, indicating that equation A2 is independent of the survival rate within the limits
of statistical uncertainty.
2.2. Estimates of the standard uncertainty
The standard deviation is a measure of the spread that would be expected in the observed values of a quantity if
several independent observations of the quantity are available. For spreads that result from random variation in
the selection of the observed objects, such as the selection of surviving coins from the totality of coins produced,
it is normally assumed that any given observation has a 66% chance of lying within one standard deviation of the
true value, or a 95% probability of lying within two standard deviations. The standard deviation can be estimated
(the estimated standard deviation, esd) if a number, n, of independent observations of the same quantity, x, are
available.
esd = √(∑(x-xaverage)2/(n-1))

A17

where the sum is over the n different values of x
When the esd is regarded as a measure of the accuracy of an individual value of x it is called the standard uncertainty (su). Since the average value of x should be a more accurate estimate of the true value than any of the
individual values of x, its standard uncertainty is given by equation A18
su = esd/√n

A18

In the present study, a random selection would require all moneyers to have produced the same number of coins,
which is clearly not true. If it were true and if Mt were much larger than mt, we would expect the standard deviation
of mt to be equal to √mt,. In this case the standard uncertainty in nt+i+1 would be given by equation A19.
nt,i(1/mt + 1/mt+i+1 + 1/bt,i)1/2

A19

In practice the standard uncertainty in nt,i is expected to be much smaller than this for a number of reasons. Firstly,
equation A19 is valid only when the survival rate, S, is small. As S approaches 1.0 the standard deviation is reduced
since the standard deviation must be zero for S = 1.0. In the present study, survival rates vary from 0.1 to close to 1.0.
Secondly, it is known that some moneyers produced significantly more coins than others, an effect that also
reduces the standard deviation when S lies in the middle of its range since the addition of a newly found coin to
the list of surviving coins will have a higher probability of being the work of a prolific moneyer whose name is
already included in mt than of being the work of a less productive moneyer whose name is not yet known. The
value of mt is therefore relatively insensitive to changes in the survival rate.
Thirdly, a reduction in the standard uncertainty is achieved by averaging over all the types that belong to the
same period, if as assumed, the number of active moneyers and type durations did not change within each period.
More than a hundred independent observations of nt and bt,i are used to produce just nine numbers (Z, and Mp and
Y for each of four periods) resulting in a significant improvement in the accuracy.
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A better estimate of the standard uncertainty than that given by equation A19 is obtained from equation A18
using the estimated standard deviations of the individual values of nt,i within each period as given by equation A17
and shown in Table A1. As an example, for Period A the estimated standard deviation of values of nt 0 is 8 compared to 37 expected from a random selection model using equation A19. This indicates that the true standard
uncertainty is less than a quarter of what would be expected if the selection were random. The standard uncertainty (su) of the average, nA,0, calculated using equation A18, is even smaller, just 3, meaning that the true value of
nA,0 lies between 188 and 200 at the 95% confidence level. The results for the different periods are summarized in
Table A1.
Table A1. Estimates of the standard uncertainty of nt,0 and np,0
p
T
np,0		
				
A19
A
B
C
D

2–6
8–12
14–21
24–27

194
247
125
175

37
43
45
41

esd
A17

su
A18

Ratio

8
17
17
17

3
8
6
10

0.08
0.19
0.13
0.24

Col. 2 gives the types that were used in calculating the averages np,0.
Col. 3 gives the average np,0 for each period (taken from Table 3).
Col. 4 gives the average of the standard uncertainties shown in Table 2 and Fig. 1 calculated using equation A19.
This represents an upper limit to the uncertainty.
Col. 5 gives the estimated standard deviation (esd) of the values of nt,0 calculated from equation A17.
Col. 6 gives the standard uncertainty (su) in np,0 calculated using equation A18.
Col. 7 gives the ratio of col. 6 to col. 4, showing the improved accuracy that results from the factors discussed in
the text.
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KING JOHN’S IRISH REX COINAGE REVISITED.
PART II: THE SYMBOLISM OF THE COINAGE
D.W. DYKES

Fig. 1. Engravings of the REX coinage of John illustrating the reverse estoile and crescent of the penny, cross and
crescent of the halfpenny and estoile of the farthing. The farthing legends are transposed. (Penny reproduced from
Sainthill 1844, Pl. 10; halfpenny and farthing from Simon 1749, Pl. 2.)

Part I of this paper, published in the last volume of the Journal, was concerned with the dating of King John’s Irish REX coinage.1 This second part explores the coinage’s symbolism.
Although this is a subject that has intrigued antiquaries and numismatists for the past three
centuries its treatment has in its nature been highly speculative since there is no contemporary
testimony to throw any light on the significance of the imagery; indeed, the most one can hope
to achieve is an informed guess at what was intended.
What immediately catches the eye in Fig. 1 (above) is the triangle that is the prominent feature of both the obverse and reverse of each of the three denominations of the coinage. The
earliest authorities such as Sir James Ware and Bishop Nicholson believed that it represented a
harp.2 By John Lindsay’s time, however, such an interpretation had fallen into disfavour
although there was little agreement as to an alternative, some believing that it referred to the
presumed geographical outline of Ireland. Lindsay himself came to accept Richard Sainthill’s
view that the triangle was an emblem of the Trinity, an argument that Sainthill thought was
strengthened by the presence of the cosmic symbols on the coinage’s reverse that he regarded,
not implausibly, as having religious significance.3
James Simon, a century earlier, had come to the more prosaic view that the triangle was
intended simply to distinguish the Irish coinage from that of England.
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Dr Barrie Cook for their comments on an earlier draft of the overall paper. I am also very grateful to Professor Sandy Heslop,
John Cherry and three anonymous referees for reading earlier versions of this part of the paper, and to Dr Adrian Ailes, the Very
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‘judicious observation’ of the virtuoso eighth earl of Pembroke.
3
Lindsay 1839, 26; Sainthill 1844, I, 149–51, reprinting an extract from a letter he had contributed to the Gentleman’s
Magazine (Sainthill 1836). It is not without interest that, in the catalogue of the coin collection he made over to Archbishop Laud
(which the latter donated to the Bodleian Library to form the nucleus of its numismatic collections), Dr John Barkham, the
seventeenth century antiquary, puzzled over the obverse symbolism cautiously venturing the possibility of its association with the
Trinity: . . . (nescio qo symbolo) Triangulari figura; quae forte vel 3 Regna significant vel Æternæ Trinitatis protectionem’: Lambeth
Palace Library, Laud MS 225, f. 79v.
D.W. Dykes, ‘King John’s Irish REX coinage revisited. Part II: the symbolism of the coinage’, British Numismatic Journal 84
(2014), 90–100. ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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We may more probably suppose, that as John was the first, that ordered his Irish money to be made of the same
weight and standard with his English, and to be equally current in both kingdoms, yet, as the heads of the kings
were inclosed in a circle on their English monies, so, for distinction sake he ordered his head to be represented
in a triangle on his Irish coins.4

Whatever the meaning of the triangle – and Simon’s interpretation is most likely the correct one – the overall iconography of the REX coinage can probably best be read in political
terms; as propaganda to proclaim a new beginning in Ireland and the king’s determination to
establish personal control over his unruly lordship. This is borne out by the titulature and
regality of the obverse and, despite its religious overtones, could better explain the penny’s
reverse design of a crescent surmounted by an estoile with seven wavy rays, or a ‘sun whirl’ as
Dolley and Seaby described it.5 This device is considered by some authorities to have become
by the later twelfth century a royal badge,6 having been used – the estoile having six or seven
rays7 – by Richard I on his first Great Seal of 1189 (Fig. 2a).

a
b
Fig. 2. (a) Obverse of the first Great Seal of Richard I (Birch 1887–1900, I, no. 80: 43/8 in.). (b) Obverse of the
second Great Seal of Richard I (Birch 1887–1900, no. 87: 3¾ in.). (Reproduced from Wyon 1887, Pl. 5, 35 and
Pl. 6, 37, by courtesy of the Society of Antiquaries of London.)

Professor Barnard in his The Casting Counter and the Counting Board noted that this celestial design of a star or sun was also to be found on twelfth-century coins of the counts of
Toulouse and the Toulousain counts of Tripoli (Fig. 3a, c). He thus came to the conclusion
that it was a Toulousain badge and suggested that it might have been introduced into the
Plantagenet royal house by Eleanor of Aquitaine – who possessed a hereditary claim to the
county through her grandmother – on her marriage to Henry of Anjou in 1152.8 Unhappily,
there seems to be no evidence of Toulousain usage of the motif before the time of the Second
Crusade (1146–49), fifty years after Eleanor’s grandmother had been ousted from her patrimony by her uncle, Raymond IV of St Gilles (1094–1105), from whom successive counts of

4

harp’.

Simon 1749, 13, although he hazarded the notion that ‘From this triangle perhaps proceeded the arms of Ireland – the

Dolley and Seaby 1968, xxxiv–xxxv.
For example, Burke 1884, lvi; Siddons 2009, I, 26 and 30; II, I, 73–5 and 228–9. Willement 1821 illustrates the badge ‘from
the first seal of King Richard the First’ (p. 7) simply noting (p. 25) that ‘the same emblems will be found on the Irish money of
King John, and on the great seal of Henry the Third’.
7
Dr Adrian Ailes has pointed out to me that one of the estoiles has seven points and the other six. The differing number
of rays in the various manifestations of the star on seals and coins probably has no deeper basis than the vagaries of the engravers
and is ignored in this paper.
8
Barnard 1916, 99.
5
6
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Toulouse and Tripoli were descended.9 An added complication is that the counts of Toulouse
did not use the motif on the coinage issued in the county itself. The deniers to which Barnard
referred – the raymondins issued by Raymond V (1148–94) – were struck at Pont-de-Sorgues
for their separate marquisate of Provence, formally ceded to them in 1125 (Fig. 3a).10
Furthermore, it is worth bearing in mind that a star/sun was present on the coins of Bertrand
II of Forcalquier (1150–1208), an adjacent county within Provence: (Fig. 3b), suggesting that
the feature was of Provençal rather than Toulousain significance; a conjecture bolstered by the
associated presence of the Cross of Toulouse as the reverse type of the raymondins.

a

b
c
Fig. 3. (a) Denier raymondin of the marquisate of Provence struck by Raymond V of Toulouse (after 1148): Poey
d’Avant 1858–62, II, no. 3723. (Reproduced from Poey d’Avant 1858–62, II, Pl. 81, 17.)
(b) Reverse of a denier d’Embrun struck by Bertrand II of Forcalquier (late twelfth century): Poey d’Avant 1858–62,
no. 4662; Rolland, 197. (Reproduced from Poey d’Avant 1858–62, II, Pl. 101, 18.)
(c) Reverse of a denier struck by Raymond II of Tripoli (c.late 1140s–1164): Schlumberger 1878, 102. (Reproduced
from Schlumberger 1878, Pl. 4, 4.)

Barnard also remarked that deniers of Bohemond IV, prince of Antioch (1201–33) bore a
star/sun and crescent, but these are not combined as he implies, being set separately on either
side of the obverse helmeted bust with a crescent in an angle of the reverse cross, a series instituted by his father Bohemond III (1163–1201) (Fig. 4a). The star/sun and crescent device
combined did appear on rare Antiochene copper fractional coins (Fig 4b) and although their
chronology is uncertain it is possible that they commemorate the installation of Bohemond IV
as count of Tripoli by his father following the death of the Toulousain Raymond III in 1187.
Until his death in 1201 all Antiochene coinage was in the name of Bohemond III.11

a
b
Fig. 4. (a) Denier of Bohemond III of Antioch: Schlumberger 1878, 53–4. (Reproduced from Schlumberger 1878,
Pl. 3, 4.)
(b) Copper coin of Bohemond (IV?) of Antioch: Schlumberger 1878, 52–3. (Reproduced from Schlumberger 1878,
Pl. 3, 3.)

9
Although Eleanor’s grandmother, Philippa, was heiress to her father, William IV of Toulouse, the county had no tradition
of female succession and she had been displaced by her uncle, Raymond IV, in 1094 on her father’s death.
10
The counts of Toulouse had long claimed rights to the marquisate of Provence – the area north and west of the Durance.
This was formally conveyed to them in 1125, the rest of Provence remaining under separate rule.
11
For a modern review of these coinages see Metcalf 1995, 125–32, 145–6. For the Toulousain numismatic antecedents see
also Sabine 1980, 79–80; North 1992, 83; Goodall 1993, 5–6.
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It has traditionally been supposed that the star/sun and crescent design found on the coins
of Tripoli (Fig. 3c, above), though very different in style and form, was based on that of the
raymondins. The fact that Toulousain prototypes had earlier been closely copied in Tripoli
after the crusader state’s creation under Bertrand of St Gilles, count of Toulouse (1105–12)
and count of Tripoli (1109–12) has been adduced as giving some credence to this argument.12
There is, on the other hand, a case to be made, as Christopher Sabine suggested some thirty
years ago, for the copying to have been the other way round, from Tripoli to Provence, stars
and crescents being symbols ‘much used by the Muslims and . . . therefore familiar to the
counts of Tripoli’.13 The critical issue is the chronology of the Tripolitan coins which have
conventionally been attributed to Count Raymond III (1152–87). Since the Provençal raymondins are known to have been in circulation no later than 1151 they would on this time-scale
have precedence.14 Nevertheless, Sabine has argued that the ‘star/sun and crescent’ coins of
Tripoli may have been introduced as early as the later 1140s during the rule of Count Raymond
II (1137–52), perhaps reflecting a more general move on the part of the crusader states to
strike their own deniers at the time of the Second Crusade: the coinages of Antioch under
Raymond of Poitiers (1136–49) and the Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem under Baldwin III
(1143–63) being cases in point.15
Transmission of the motif from Outremer to the West does seem to be a more plausible and
natural explanation. Raymond V of Toulouse, then only fourteen years old, had been taken to
Palestine on the Second Crusade by his father, Count Alphonse-Jourdain, but he returned
home, in all likelihood imbued with the crusading ethos, after the latter’s sudden and mysterious death at Caesarea in the spring of 1148. And, if there is a direct connection between the
Tripolitan and Marquisate iconography,16 it seems not unreasonable to suppose that he
adopted the emblem on his Provençal coinage to demonstrate his continuing support for the
strong regional contingent remaining in the Holy Land under his illegitimate half-brother
Bertrand who by now was more concerned with wresting Tripoli from his cousin, Raymond
II, than pursuing the true objects of the crusade.17
The Second Crusade and its successors seem to have been the impetus for the striking in the
West of coins with crescents and star/sun emblems in the field, though outside the marquisate
of Provence this was exceptionally rare as a combined single motif; the dineros of Sancho VII
of Navarre (1194–1234) (Fig. 5a) being a singular example.18 As individual symbols stars/suns
and crescents are far more frequently met with on coins of the period: early instances being
the bracteates of Conrad the Great, margrave of Meissen (1123–56), a leader of the 1147
Crusade against the Slavic Obdorites;19 while an attractive French feudal coin, probably dating from the 1170s, is the billon denier put out at the episcopal mint of Langres during the
reign of Louis VII of France (1137–80) who had been leader of the Crusade two decades
before (Fig. 5b).20
12
Metcalf 1995, 158. See Poey d’Avant 1858–62, II, no. 3862 and Pl. 80, 14; Schlumberger 1878, 100–1 and Pl. 4, 1. Bertrand
was the son of Raymond IV of St Gilles.
13
Sabine 1980, 79–80. Although Sabine’s argument is debatable (see the critique of Sabine in Metcalf 1995, 160–1) there is
some support for his dating in the Harim/Harenc Hoard (dep. 1164?) which contains no Provençal raymondins: Coin Hoards
2008, no. 103, in NC 168 (2008), 432.
14
Rolland 1956, 105. Raymond V’s succession to his father Alphonse-Jourdain as count of Toulouse in 1148 sets a terminus
post quem for the introduction of the raymondins but there is no documentary evidence for their circulation before 1151.
15
Schlumberger 1878, 50–1, Pl. 2, 17 and 87–8, Pl. 3, 21–2. The contemporaneity of these coinages must remain conjectural
at present in view of the lack of documentation and sparsity of hoard evidence: cf. Metcalf 1995, 53–7, 119–21.
16
Of course, the notion of any direct transmission of the motif may be misconceived. As already mentioned the stars/suns
are different in style and form and the likely simultaneity of the introduction of the issues may suggest a separate and coincidental
adoption of symbols already popular among Frankish crusaders in the Middle East.
17
Raymond II was thought to be implicated in the death of Alphonse-Jourdain and had been openly accused of this by
Bertrand.
18
The symbolism of Sancho VII’s dineros conceivably reflects his role in the breaking of the Muslim Almohad domination
of Spain. Goodall’s contention (Goodall 1993, 5) that Sancho was descended from Philippa of Toulouse is without substance.
19
Schwinkowski 1931, Pl. 1, 15, and Pl. 2, 21.
20
The crusading significance of this coin’s symbolism may reflect the important role played by Godfrey de La RocheVanneau, bishop of Langres (1138–63), in the promotion and progress of the Crusade. Godfrey, previously prior of Clairvaux,
was a kinsman and disciple of Saint Bernard, abbot of Clairvaux, the Crusade’s dominant preacher and enthusiast. Although
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a
b
Fig. 5. (a) Billon dinero of Sancho VII of Navarre with reverse symbol of combined star/sun and crescent: Poey
d’Avant 1858–62, II, no. 3329. (Reproduced from Poey d’Avant 1858–62, II, Pl. 71, 3.)
(b) Billon denier, with a crescent and star/sun on either side of the obverse crozier, issued with the immobilized
name ‘LVDOVICVS REX’ during the reign of Louis VII of France, at the episcopal mint of Langres: Poey d’Avant
1858–62, III, no. 5843. (Reproduced from Poey d’Avant 1858–62, III, Pl. 135, 12.)

No evidence has been forthcoming to indicate that the combined emblem was ever used in
a royal context in England before the time of Richard I.21 And there seems no reason to
believe that Eleanor of Aquitaine or either of her two husbands, Louis VII of France or
Henry II, ever employed it although both spouses pursued vigorous if short-lived campaigns
against Toulouse ostensibly in support of her increasingly tenuous pretensions. Neither did
Richard when as duke of Aquitaine he had himself carried out a series of aggressive assaults
on the county in 1186–88. Negative evidence must always be treated with caution but it is not
until Richard’s accession that we have any concrete witness to support the use of the device by
the Plantagenet royal house and then only in the one arresting instance of his first Great Seal
of 1189 (Fig. 2a, p. 91 above).
This timing is not without significance. And rather than being any gesture towards a frail
familial heritage – of greater relevance was his inclusion of sprigs of the paternal plantagenista
or broom on the seal – it is far more credible, bearing in mind its likely origins in the East, that
Richard introduced the device as a public pledge of his personal commitment to the crusading
movement;22 the star/sun symbol representing either his authority under God or indeed his
own majesty; the latter interpretation being even more strongly stressed on his second Great
Seal (1197/98) with its unambiguous sun-burst (Fig. 2b, p. 91 above).23 Richard had already
taken the Cross in 1187 following the fall of Jerusalem to Saladin – the first of the Frankish
princes to do so – and, although events conspired to delay his departure to the Holy Land
until 1190 twelve months after becoming king, he was throughout devoted to its recovery for
Christendom.24
This centrality of the Third Crusade to both government and to elite society in Ricardian
England was perhaps exemplified by Richard’s chancellor (1189–97), William de Longchamp,
and Simon of Kyme, a Lincolnshire landowner and contemporary royal servant, who, while
not known to be crucesignati themselves,25 adopted the device on their seals. And its appear-

this denier was struck in the reign of Louis VII the legend ‘LVDOVICVS REX’ did not necessarily refer to this king but rather
preserved the immobilized name of the Carolingian king, Louis IV d’Outremer.
21
Star/sun emblems, presumably signifying divine authority or majesty, had, however, appeared in the field on the fifth seal
of Henry I (to both right and left of the king) and the second seal of Stephen (to the right of the king) (Birch 1887–1900, I,
nos. 31, 46).
22
Some might question why Richard as a rex crucesignatus did not adopt a prominent cross in this instance as some German
participants in the Third Crusade apparently did on their coins (cf. Stumpf 1991, 14, no. 15).
23
Richard’s identification of his majesty with the sun is exemplified in the cloak embroidered with crescents and ‘flashing
orbs of the sun’ that he wore when meeting Isaac Comnenus, the renegade Byzantine ‘emperor’ of Cyprus, in 1191 on his way to
the Holy Land. This association of the king with the sun is also typified in the comment of Richard of Devizes that Richard’s
leaving England in 1189 was ‘as the earth is dreary in the sun’s absence, so was the face of the kingdom altered at the king’s
departure’: Giles 1841, 28. I am grateful to Professor Sandy Heslop for suggesting this association and the reference to Richard
of Devizes (pers. comm.). The combined star and crescent emblems were replaced on Richard’s second Great Seal by a single
crescent to the right of the figure of the king and a single sun-burst of sixteen rays to the left (Fig. 2b). Richard’s favourite
nephew, the Emperor Otto IV (1209–15), adopted similar symbols on his seal said to be ‘the work of a goldsmith in the service
of the Angevins’: Luckhardt and Niehoff 1995, I, 332.
24
There is a long-standing notion that the device of a combined star and crescent had constituted the arms of Isaac Comnenus
that Richard appropriated after his conquest of Cyprus and capture of Isaac. The theory has no merit, however, since Richard’s
involvement with Cyprus post-dates his first Great Seal by two years.
25
Walter, a brother of Simon of Kyme, is said to have died in 1190 while on the Third Crusade: ODNB, s.v. Simon of Kyme.
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a
b
c
Fig. 6.26 (a) Counter-seal of William de Longchamp, bishop of Ely, as chancellor of England, 1189–97 (Birch
1887–1900, I, no. 1493: 15/8 × 1¼ in.).
(b) Seal of Simon of Kyme (d. 1220) (Birch 1887–1900, III, no. 11154: 2½ in.).
(c) Seal of Margaret FitzGerold, widow of Baldwin de Redvers, post 1224 (Birch 1887–1900, III, no. 12950:
c.13/8 × 7/8 in.). (All © British Library Board.)

ance on the much later seal of Margaret de Redvers, derived from her father Warin
FitzGerold the younger (c.1167–1215/16), may also have reflected his prominent personal
participation in the campaigns of 1190–92 (Fig. 6).
No doubt there were others who adopted the emblem in the same spirit. In these particular
instances, however, the emblem may at the same time have had a more mundane significance:
as a mark of loyalty to the king, stressing the fact that Longchamp, Simon of Kyme and Warin
FitzGerold were all long-standing and elite Angevin officials and that their authority (the crescent moon) was a reflection of the crusading king’s majesty (the sun). Longchamp, it should be
observed, was a protégé of Richard having been chancellor of Poitou before coming to England;
FitzGerold had been a hereditary chamberlain of the exchequer since Henry II’s time while
Simon of Kyme, at a more local level, was a royal justice and sheriff of his county.27 Whatever
the true import of the emblem on these seals, it is inconceivable that Richard, who (except during his crusade and captivity) kept a constant grip on his kingdom’s affairs and administration, would have allowed its use in this way if it did have personal familial connotations;
especially in the case of Longchamp who made unfettered use of his personal seal in his major
governmental capacity.
King John’s use of the star/sun and crescent badge was restricted to his Irish pennies and
while it is hardly credible see it as simply a novel decorative motif on a novel coinage it is
equally difficult to interpret it in strictly crusading terms.28 No more than conventionally
devout, and throughout his reign distracted by other concerns, John never directly involved
himself in the crusades and although he did promise to fund knights for the Holy Land he took
the Cross only in 1215 after his submission to the pope and then simply for purely political
reasons.29 During the course of the striking of the REX coinage England was subject to interdict and for much of the time John was excommunicate. Although Ireland was not affected by
the papal prohibitions and John was not much troubled by them anyway – indeed, financially,
he handsomely profited from them – it may well be that John, given his quarrel with Innocent
26
Seals are notoriously difficult to reproduce photographically but in these instances engravings which would have brought
out the details of the sun/star and crescent emblems more clearly are not available.
27
Interestingly both Simon of Kyme and Warin FitzGerold deserted King John in the midst of the civil war of 1215–17.
28
Haigh 1839–40, 187 suggested that the star/sun and crescent motif was symbolic of John the Baptist whom John may have
regarded as his patron saint but, as Haigh recognised, there is no evidence of this.
29
The Angevins had a familial interest in the Holy Land since the royal house of Jerusalem was a junior branch of the house
of Anjou and in 1185 Henry II had been offered the kingdom as successor to the ailing Baldwin IV. Henry had refused, well aware
of the political infighting among the Latin states, and, with the problems of Ireland much in his mind too, he had also rejected
John’s pleas to take his place. A month later, in April 1185, John had been dispatched on his first expedition to his lordship:
Warren 1973, 604–6; idem 1997, 32–5.
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III, intended the motif to be seen as a public repudiation of the hegemony of a Papacy which
had authorized the incorporation of Ireland into the English realm a half-century before: an
assertion that the king’s power in his lordship (the moon) derived directly from God and not
from the divine authority of the pope (the sun or cross).30 It would have been a declaration that
would have had the full support and could even have resulted from the initiative of the justiciar,
John de Gray, whose election to the archbishopric of York in 1205 had been quashed by
Innocent III in the face of the king’s support.31
An alternative reading perhaps is that John saw the symbol as the sun of majesty suffusing
the pale moon of a troublesome lordship; the king coming to tame his over-mighty AngloIrish baronage, to further the establishment of English law and administration among an
unruly people and, incidentally, to push forward the unfinished business of the reform of the
Irish Church, a professed justification of the original Henrician conquest.32 The imagery may
have meant little to the Irish populace at large but its message would not have been lost on
John’s wilful feudatories or Ireland’s native kinglets.
If his first Great Seal is the only use of the star/sun and crescent device by Richard I that I
have been able to find, its presence on John’s REX pence is equally singular; no other contemporary examples of the device are to be directly associated with him. It does not appear on his
Great Seal (Birch 1887–1900, I, no. 91) or even as an initial mark on any of the Short Cross
coins that have been identified as his. Otherwise, and again in an Irish context, the badge is
found only in St Patrick’s Cathedral, Dublin and in a setting which, though linked with the
king, is not contemporaneous.33 The cathedral was a foundation that the king actively supported
and his liberal contributions to it are thought to have been memorialised by representations of
the badge on the former prebendal stalls removed in the Cathedral restorations of the 1870s and
as stone carvings – still existing – above the stalls of the dean and precentor at the entrance to
the choir. Although the latter carvings could not have been undertaken before the rebuilding of
the cathedral in the reign of Henry III the work was carried out by Henry de Londres, a faithful
supporter of King John,34 and a commemoration of John is not implausible.35 But it is unproven;
the carvings may have no connection with John but instead may have been intended to convey
an ecclesiastical sentiment, perhaps the Majesty of God (the sun) reflected by his Church (the
crescent moon).
By Henry III’s time (1216–72) evidence for the regal use of the star/sun and crescent device
is almost equally exiguous. It did appear as an initial mark on that king’s first Great Seal (Birch
1887–1900, I, no. 100), on his Short Cross round fractional coinage (class VIIa3 or VIIaD,
1222–?), the estoile being rendered as a pellet (Fig. 7), and on some of his earliest English Long
30
A similar repudiation of Pope Innocent III’s dominion has been read into the presence of the separate star and crescent
on the seal of John’s nephew, the Emperor Otto IV.
31
John de Gray (d. 1214), bishop of Norwich (1200–14), a decisive, vigorous and capable administrator was a loyal supporter of King John. After the king’s rapprochement with Pope Innocent III in 1213 Gray was elected bishop of Durham but he
died before being able to take up the see. He was justiciar of Ireland from the autumn or winter of 1208 until 23 July 1213: Oxford
Dictionary of National Biography.
32
It was with the furtherance of church reform and the strengthening of papal jurisdiction in mind that the English pope,
Adrian IV, had issued the bull Laudabiliter in 1155–56 sanctioning Henry II’s expedition to Ireland (in the event not undertaken
until 1171–72) and – as a quid pro quo – conferring on the king hereditary lordship of the country: Warren 1973, 194–8.
Incidentally, it was a manœuvre that ‘gave impetus to papal claims in England without which the story of Archbishop Thomas
Becket might have been very different’: Southern 1970, 242–3, 252.
33
A bronze ornament, assumed to be part of a horse’s trappings and comprising a star linked to a crescent reversed, was
found in the precincts of Christ Church Cathedral, Dublin in 1884 and then thought to be of thirteenth-century date. The whereabouts of the ‘horse brass’ – originally deposited in the Cathedral Chapter Room – has been unknown for many years but
its dating – which was based solely on the use of the motif on John’s REX pence and on the carvings in St Patrick’s
Cathedral – is very questionable and indeed the linked objects may have no royal connotations at all (see Cuffe 1902, 74 and
Frazer 1879–88, Pl. XXIV, where the object is illustrated). Although they have, of course, not seen the brass both John Cherry and
Dr Raghnall Ó Floinn take the view that it is late, perhaps as late as the sixteenth or even seventeenth centuries (pers. comms).
34
Cf. Crawford and Gillespie 2009, 104–5, 151. Henry de Londres (d. 1228), archbishop of Dublin (1213–28) and justiciar
(1213–15 and 1221–24) was a curialis and staunch adherent of John, responsible for the continued construction of Dublin Castle
as well as the building of several other castles in strategic parts of the lordship.
35
An alternative theory is that the carvings commemorate John Cumin (Comyn), archbishop of Dublin 1181–1212, but this
seems purely to be based on the use of the badge as an initial mark on the seal of John Comyn II, lord of Badenoch (Fig. 8b), who
was, in any case, unrelated.
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Cross pence (classes Ia and Ib: 1247–48) until it was replaced by a single star or sun as the norm
for that series. On the king’s second Great Seal of 1259 (Birch 1887–1900, I, no. 118) it was
superseded by an initial cross and was completely absent from his Irish Long Cross coins
(1251–54) which began to be issued a year after Henry took the Cross for a second time.

Fig. 7. Henry III round halfpenny, 1222–?, London, moneyer Ilger, with reverse initial mark of estoile and crescent,
the estoile being rendered by a pellet. (Actual size × 2. © The Trustees of the British Museum.)

It seems clear that by Henry III’s reign, in England at least, the estoile and crescent device
sensu stricto had lost its direct association with the war against the infidel and had become a
purely decorative motif. As in the instance of Henry’s first Great Seal it remained as a popular
initial mark or filler in seal legends in place of the ubiquitous cross, the seals of John de
Warenne, sixth earl of Surrey, c.1250,36 and John Comyn II, lord of Badenoch, 1292, being
just two of many examples (Fig. 8).

a
b
Fig. 8. (a) Seal of John de Warenne, sixth earl of Surrey, with the device as an initial mark, c.1250: Birch 1887–1900,
II, no. 6524: c. 3¼ in. (Reproduced from Hunter-Blair 1943, Pl. XVI, d and Pl. III, g.)
(b) Seal of John Comyn [Cumin] II, lord of Badenoch, with the device as an initial mark, 1292: National Records of
Scotland, RH17/1/Drw14: c. 1 in., described in Laing 1850, 41–2, no. 222. (Reproduced by permission of the Keeper of the
National Records of Scotland.)

This apparent ‘secularisation’ of the device is interesting bearing in mind Henry III’s deep, if
transient, engagement with the crusading ideal in the 1250s and his obvious attachment to
stars/suns and crescents as accessory decorative features, apparent in a number of contemporary

36
John de Warenne (1231–1304) was the grandson of Hamelin de Warenne, half-brother of Henry II and thus a Plantagenet
but had no Toulousain family connections.
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Fig. 9. A lead eight-rayed estoile and a crescent from the Antioch Chamber, Clarendon Palace (23/5 in. maximum
overall width). (Detail reproduced from Eames 1965, Pl. XXVI, by permission of the British Archaeological
Association.)

non-numismatic royal contexts.37 Of particular note is their presence as part of the sumptuous
decoration of the ‘Antioch Chamber’ (c.1251) in Henry Ill’s palace at Clarendon. Here – one of
four chambers with a crusading theme that he also commissioned for his palaces at Winchester
and Westminster and for the Tower of London – lustrous scintillis or spangles of gilded-lead
estoiles and crescents (Fig. 9) were nailed to the green-painted wainscot under a series of murals
illustrating ‘the story of Antioch and the duel of King Richard’; chivalric depictions of the
siege of Antioch in the First Crusade and the deeds of his ancestral kinsman, Robert Curthose,
and the legendary achievements of his revered uncle a century later.38
Such association of stars and crescents with the crusades was to linger on in Western
Europe through the thirteenth century into the fourteenth at least, not infrequently finding
favour with miniaturists in their illuminations of Muslim scenes (in, for example, Cantiga
63, The Cantigas de Santa Maria (Códice Rico, Biblioteca de San Lorenzo el Real, El Escorial,
Madrid) and the Roman de Godefroy de Bouillon (Bibliothèque Nationale de France: Fig. 10)).
What conclusions can be drawn from this brief and admittedly conjectural survey of the
star and crescent device in the context of its English numismatic and seal usage? In the first
place it seems reasonable to suggest that its origins lay more generally in the crusades than in
any specific Toulousain (or Provençal) antecedent. Secondly, while in England its significance
may have mutated from crusader emblem to symbol of majesty, the belief that it was a dynastic
badge39 seems to be misplaced; grounded solely on its use by Richard I on his first Great Seal, by
John on his REX pence, and by Henry III purely as a decorative initial mark on his first Great
Seal and some of his English coins. But, by this latter time, as evidenced by a plenitude of
baronial and ecclesiastical seals, the device was by no means confined to royal usage.
One cannot, of course, totally dismiss the possibility that the emblem was viewed as a
Plantagenet cognizance in the twelfth or thirteenth centuries even if that was not the crown’s
intention but as far as I am aware there is no contemporary written evidence to support such
a belief.40 It is only when we come to the turn of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries that
anything positive emerges from the record. In 1401, at the height of the Commons campaigns
to curb the issue of liveries, Henry IV abolished the wearing of the badge or signe, ‘the crescent
with the star’, as household insignia by royal yeoman and valets.41 The impression one gets,
however, from the context of the imbroglio is that the badge, like the ‘collar of esses’ conferred
37
For example on the richly clad carved figure of Edward the Confessor in the south transept of Westminster Abbey, c.1250:
Tristram 1943, 162. While this decoration may be simply aesthetic or representative of the English crown, bearing in mind
Henry’s absorption in the crusading exploits of his uncle it may well reflect knowledge of Richard I’s attire in Cyprus in 1191 (see
n.23 above).
38
Although it was a popular subject in literature and decorative art as an expression of Richard I’s leading role in the Third
Crusade the supposed personal duel between the Lionheart and Saladin never took place. On Clarendon and the decorations
of the Antioch Chamber see Borenius 1943, 45–6, Pl. 13b; Eames 1965, 65, Pl. XXVI.
39
A term used by Barnard 1916, 99 and North 1992, 83.
40
English jettons bearing the device and thought to be of the time of Edward II might conceivably have drawn on knowledge
of current royal usage of the emblem. The design is more likely however to have harked back to the REX coinage still known in
England or to have been due quite simply to artistic whim and the availability of workshop dies.
41
Et outre, nostre seignur le roy, par assent avaunt dit, ad graunte qe sa livere de yomen ou vadletz, de la cressant ove l’estoille,
soit de tout oustez: et qe nully la dit livere, n’autre, ne nulle autre livere ou signe d’autre seignur ou de gentz de meindre estat, use, en
presence, ne en absence de roy, sur peine desouthe limitez (Rotuli Parliamentorum, III, 477, no. 110, 2 Henry IV [1400/1], quoted in
Siddons 2009, 35).
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Fig. 10. A Western view of Saracen cavalry from a fourteenth-century manuscript of the Roman de Godefroy de
Bouillon (Reproduced by permission of the Bibliothèque Nationale de France.)

on knightly members of the king’s entourage, was a Lancastrian mark of affinity carried over
into the royal household from Bolingbroke’s baronial past at the time of his usurpation.
Corroboration of such usage may perhaps be found in Holinshed’s tale of the magnate rebellion
against Henry in 1400. One of the plotters, Thomas Holland, duke of Kent and half-nephew of
the deposed Richard II, rallied his forces at Sonning, declaring (falsely) that King Richard, having escaped from confinement, lay at Pontefract with a hundred thousand men: ‘And to cause his
speech the better to be beleeved, he tooke awaie the kings cognisances from them that ware the
same, as the collars [of esses] from their necks, and the badges of cressants from the sleeues of
the seruants of houshold, and throwing them awaie, said that such cognisances were no longer
to be borne.’42 Employed in this way the badge may not date back any further than the 1380s
or 1390s and the large indentured retinues of John of Gaunt.43
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THE ANGLO-IRISH COINAGE OF HENRY VI
D.W. DYKES

The new Anglo-Irish coinage introduced by King John c.1208, while distinctive in type to
reflect the crown’s lordship of Ireland, was purposefully struck to the same standards of
weight and fineness as the English.1 It marked a radical departure from existing monetary
practice in the island, where the Irish penny weight standard was equivalent to half that of
sterling, for, as Roger of Wendover put it, it was intended that ‘the use of this [new] money
should be general both in England and in Ireland, and that the penny of either realm without
distinction should be placed in his [the king’s] treasuries’.2 Except in its fractional denominations, the primary function of the new money was thus not to meet any insular need as was
the raison d’être for John’s ‘DOM[inus]’ coinage that had been in extensive production for the
previous two decades 3 but rather, drawing on the lordship’s revenues, to act as a supplement
to the output of the English mints and to serve the wider requirements of the crown whenever
the occasion demanded.
Transfer of Irish treasure was to be a feature of the ensuing century and represented a considerable proportion of the moneys accounted for at the Dublin exchequer, the bulk of it
being redirected to meeting the crown’s debts and, particularly, to funding its military involvements in France, Wales and Scotland.4 Thus, very little of the £140,000 that Michael Dolley
estimated to have been struck in the episodic flurries of Irish mint activity between c.1208 and
the final demise of operations at Dublin in 1301 – the minting of the majority of these issues
being directly related to campaigning pressures – remained in Ireland to serve insular needs.5
By the beginning of the fourteenth century the crown’s external disposal of the lordship’s
revenues had left the island’s Anglo-Irish economy6 denuded of its silver reserves and its
administration bereft of the financial means necessary for good government. It was a situation that was never to improve despite the promise extracted from Edward II in 1311 – in
response to a plea from the Dublin government – that Ireland’s revenues would be expended
within the lordship ‘for the preservation of the peace of the land . . . and in its arduous affairs
there’,7 for it never proved possible to raise adequate resources within the island itself. The
large surpluses hitherto extracted from the Irish exchequer, particularly during the reign of
Acknowledgements. My thanks are due to the two anonymous referees asked to comment on this paper for their helpful
suggestions.
1
The new Irish penny standards were thus approximately 22.0 grains weight and c.93.33–93.75 per cent fineness and were
[probably] to remain so throughout the thirteenth century: see Allen 2012, 142–6 and 159–61 for discussions of the English standards. Parity of standards with the English coinage was to continue until the assertion of ‘Anglo-Irish separatism’ in the Irish
parliament of 1460.
2
Jussit . . . rex, ut illius monetae usus tam in Anglia quam in Hibernia communis ab omnibus haberetur, et utriusque
regni denarius in thesauris suis indifferenter poneretur: Coxe 1841–44, III (1841), 233–4.
3
The fractional denominations, which are rarely found outside Ireland, seem to have been designed only for insular
consumption conforming to the accepted Irish currency standard of half the English penny. See Dykes 2013, 124.
4
Lydon 1964, 41–2.
5
Dolley 1968; Dolley 1993, 819; Lydon 1964, 53–7. The crown’s military requirements are instanced by the recoinages of
1208/9–1211/12, c.1280–84, c.1294–95 and 1300–01. The recoinage of 1251–54 is probably to be connected with Henry III’s collection of funds for a proposed Crusade which he intended to embark upon in 1256 but which was abandoned because of the
Gascon campaign of 1253–54 to which the crusading treasure was diverted. For an indispensable survey of these coinages see
Stewartby 2009, 60–2, 71, 97–8, 107, 158–63, 181–3, 544. See also Dykes 2013 for a reappraisal of the chronology of King John’s
REX coinage.
6
It should perhaps be stressed that the circulation of coin in Ireland was essentially confined to the Anglo-Irish ‘colony’
and the island’s commercial communities. It was not a significant feature of the Gaelic parts of the country away from English
control and influence.
7
Nos de consilio nostro Anglie concessimus quod omnes denarii de exitibus dicte terre pervenientes de cetero expendantur in
eadem terra circa conservacionem pacis eiusdem terre et in aliis arduis negociis ibidem . . .: From a letter, consequent upon the
Ordinances of 1311, sent to the sheriff of Cork in 1311 or early 1312, quoted in Lydon 1964, 52–3. Similar letters were sent to
other sheriffs and officials in Ireland.
D.W. Dykes, ‘The Anglo-Irish coinage of Henry VI’, British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014), 101–8. ISSN 0143–8956.
© British Numismatic Society.
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Edward I – averaging annually about £6,300 between 1278 and 1299 – were dwindling considerably by his grandson’s time; and during the years 1315 to 1361 the annual average was little
more than £2,000, hardly enough to govern and defend effectively the lordship’s ‘obedient
shires’ around Dublin.8 It is not surprising therefore that, after the closure of the Dublin mint
in 1301, no attempt, even during the Bruce invasion in 1315–18, was made to strike any coinage
in Ireland for close on four decades.
The spasmodic Irish coinages of the thirteenth century had been instituted by the English
government essentially for reasons of state with little regard for any purely insular monetary
requirement other than that of taxation. By the 1330s, as the lordship’s economy developed,
the initiative was moving to the Anglo-Irish colonists themselves. Their want of good coin had
become a major grievance among the Anglo-Irish who since the earliest years of the new century had been reduced to the import of base Continental coin to provide sufficient currency
for everyday transactions.9 It was therefore a departure from past practice and a reactive gesture to pleas from the Dublin administration when, in 1336, Edward III set on foot a scheme
for the production of ‘money of halfpennies and farthings . . . at the Dublin mint for the king
and his people of those parts’.10 But the project was dependent on the finding and exploitation
of local silver mines. Dies were sanguinely ordered but nothing came of the enterprise; obviously the search for silver had been unavailing despite the crown’s exhortation of the island’s
‘cities, boroughs, towns and other people [to] give their counsel and aid’. Two years later, in
June 1338, the plan was revived, though – significantly coinciding with opening of the king’s
offensive in Flanders – the penny was added to the fractional denominations. March 1339 saw
eight pairs of dies for sterlings with a similar number for halfpennies and farthings being
ordered to be sent to Ireland but it was again quickly found that the lordship’s economic situation – the Irish internal revenue had fallen to an annual average of £1,200 in 1337–40 11 – could
in no way sustain the production of the extensive coinage envisaged.12 Striking seems to have
been restricted to a limited issue of the fractional coins presumably intended for consumption
within the lordship and lasted no more than four months or so. Only two halfpennies and a
likely farthing – commensurate with the debased (c.83.3 per cent fine) and reduced-weight
English class XVe (star-marked) halfpennies and farthings of 1335–43 – are known today
from what must have been in the event a relatively exiguous coinage.13
Concurrently with the order for the dies in March 1339 an optimistic instruction had been
issued by Edward III to ban the circulation of moneta nigra vocata Turneys (‘the black money
called “Turneys” ’) under pain of forfeiture of the money and goods. Little more than three
months later, on 12 June, the prohibition was rescinded ‘until the king have caused other
money to be made’ since ‘he has learned from the community of that land that great damage
is done to the king and the men of the land by that prohibition, through lack of money of
sterling’. This hint of a more than temporary official toleration of inferior Continental coin
clearly reflected the unyielding problem of securing sufficient silver for Irish mint production.14 Not surprisingly the dies were eventually recalled from Dublin in November 1340 and
it was not to be for another eighty years that any further attempt was undertaken by government to embark on another coinage for Ireland. The English coinage reforms of 1351 were
not echoed in the lordship, the country’s monetary economy being dominated by increasingly
deteriorating English pennies of the first two Edwards supplemented by savagely clipped
Edward III groats and half-groats, forgeries, and, during the last quarter of the fourteenth
century, by a significant influx of inferior Scottish groats of David II and Robert II, especially,
but not solely, into eastern Ulster. Here, they may well have circulated at their face value
Richardson and Sayles 1962, 93–4, 100.
See Simon 1749, 15–17.
10
Dykes 1976, 47–8.
11
Richardson and Sayles 1962, 97.
12
For this coinage see Dykes 1976, 44–50.
13
The halfpennies are in the Ulster Museum and a private collection; the farthing, struck from a defective pyriform flan
rendering the legends incomplete, is in the National Museum of Ireland: for illustrations see Dykes 1976, pl. X, a, b, and c.
14
Calendar of Close Rolls: Edward III, 1339–1341, 98 (1 March 1339), 225 (12 June 1339). See also Dykes 1976, 48.
8
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despite attempts to tariff them at threepence sterling.15 Wear, the intense clipping to which any
higher-value coins were subjected, and the prevalence of inferior foreign coinage, created a
currency which by the closing years of the century was deplorable in the extreme.16
Any ‘good’ coin in the island was promptly exported so that little was acceptable for taxes.
By January 1380, at the end of its tether, the Irish parliament petitioned Richard II:
Because merchants, for their personal benefit, take gold and silver out of the country to finance their trade, so
that little or nothing remains in the said land, whereby the said lieges are greatly impoverished, . . . to ordain and
grant in the said land, mining and coinage; that is to say, mining of all kinds of metal, and coinage of gold
and silver. And that each lord of the land within the lordship may have a mine, making plate or pieces or metal
for conversion into bullion, or to make vessels or their other essentials, without sending or carrying it as
merchandise out of the country.

Although the king approved the petition and authorised the mining of gold and silver in
Ireland for conversion into ‘the king’s coinage in the city of Dublin’ nothing came of his
response and the export of such silver as warranted it continued unabated. 17
The lordship was by now effectively bankrupt, its council in disarray and much of the country outside the ‘four obedient shires’ of Dublin, Louth, Meath and Kildare (what was later
and on a reduced scale to become the Pale) less secure than it had been in the mid-thirteenth
century; there was no money in the Irish exchequer ‘to meet even the ordinary costs of govern
ment, let alone those of military activity’ and there were many in the island administration
who feared that, unless urgent relief was forthcoming, the colony would cease to exist.18 There
was no solution but to make the lordship totally dependent on England.
It was in this context that Richard II was prevailed upon to intervene in Ireland himself –
the first English king to do so personally since John in 1210 – and in 1394–95 and 1399, for a
time free of continental imbroglios, he led two expeditions to curb the resurgence of the Irish
chieftains and ‘kinglets’ and to restore the authority of his Dublin administration. But despite
the scale even of his first expedition – his army was the largest to land in Ireland during the
Middle Ages while his fleet of transports and fighting ships was vast19 – Richard was, unlike
his ancestor, to issue no coinage to mark his adventus.
In the event, Richard’s Irish campaigns, successful though they were at the time and resulting
in a fleeting submission of ‘the great chieftains of the Irish nation’, brought no long-term solution to the lordship’s problems. The internal political situation quickly deteriorated and the
colony became even more of a net drain on English resources. But this support, continuing but
fluctuating and intermittent, was never sufficient. Continual insular warfare, piracy in the Irish
Sea and administrative malfeasance and extortion left little for the ‘comfort and safeguard of
the king’s lieges’.
Change of dynasty saw no alleviation of the lordship’s problems. Ireland remained a liability; a financial embarrassment to an English crown more focussed on marshalling its resources
to pursue its aims in France than to succour the lordship or even defend its interests there. The
island’s desperate situation brought forth in April 1421 yet another declaration from the ‘poor
Dolley 1972, 16–17.
For the hoard evidence on which this paragraph is based see Dolley 1972, 51–53, 62–3; Seaby and Stewart 1964, 94–102,
esp. ‘Appendix’ (pp. 99–102), and the references contained therein. As Dolley stressed in 1972 very little systematic work had been
done on hoards of this period so that his listing (‘Appendix II B’ (p. 62) may not have been complete. The evidence set out in the
authorities quoted has, however, not been modified over the decades since their publication.
17
‘It pleases the king that anyone may mine and excavate from their own soil in the said land gold, silver and all other metals,
for six years to come; rendering a ninth to the king: and that they may make plate or pieces from the gold and silver which they
have thus dug out, and convert it to the king’s coinage in the city of Dublin, receiving the king’s money of an equal value, saving
the lordship of the king, and the customary fees for the said coinage, and without the said place, piece or other bullion being sent
or carried by way of merchandise or in any other way out of the said land, save by the special permission of the king in his letters,
except to England; on pain of forfeiture of the same if it be found, or payment of the value of the same by whomsoever shall be
thus convicted’: Martin and Given-Wilson 2005, 178, no. 43. See also Berry 1907, 477 and Simon 1749, 19, note †, quoting Harris
1745, 210.
18
Saul 1997, 270, 273. As James Lydon has stressed ‘For the rest of the middle ages the Irish lordship was a liability, a financial
embarrassment to the English crown’: Lydon 1964, 49.
19
His army in 1394–95 has been estimated as totalling 8–10,000 men and his fleet more than 500 vessels. His army in 1399
was much smaller but still numbered at least 4,500 men: Lydon 1963, 140, 142; Saul 1997, 288, n. 58. Richard’s armies were
comparable in size to those led against France during the Hundred Years’ War: Lydon 1963, 142–3.
15
16
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humble lieges’ of the Anglo-Irish parliament – a lengthy document of nineteen articles – begging the king (Henry V) to come to the lordship in person again, even to declare a crusade, for
the land, ravaged by Irish enemies and English rebels, ‘has descended to so great a decline that
it will never be relieved . . . without [his] most sovereign and gracious presence’. They added
many, bitter, complaints: ‘Holders of land, craftsmen and labourers, being burdened with
various intolerable charges and wars from day to day, are daily leaving in great numbers.
Because of this the cultivation of the said land is greatly injured and disused, and the King’s
lieges greatly enfeebled in resisting his enemies . . .20 The land is destroyed by Irish enemies and
English rebels; if the King himself come not the land is lost’.21
The declaration had been drawn up by the partisans of James Butler, fourth earl of Ormond,
the newly-appointed lieutenant, in a parliament he had summoned to Dublin in April 1420.
While the grievances it highlighted were undoubtedly real the declaration has to be understood
in the context of the growing enmity between Ormond and his predecessor, Sir John Talbot
(later earl of Shrewsbury), and particularly their struggle to control the Dublin government.22
Most of the articles were thus deliberately directed against the administration of Talbot, who,
while he had been an effective lieutenant during his six years in office, had alienated many
among the Anglo-Irish. They complained of oppressions by Talbot and his associates, their
grinding taxation and misappropriation of revenue and their failure to execute the laws effectively. The lordship’s administration – staffed largely by Talbot nominees – was alleged not only
to be incompetent but miscreant. The offices of the Dublin exchequer especially (Fig. 1) were
‘not so duly kept or served as they used to be and ought to be’ and the adequacy of its officials
was called into question; they were not learned in writing nor in letters; they were extortionate,
taking excessive fees; and many, as pluralists in their own department or operating through
deputies, feathered their own or their masters’ nests.23
On his arrival in Ireland Ormond had quickly appointed new barons of the exchequer and
in the two years he held office he did much, if ephemerally, to improve the Dublin administration. He also vigorously set about pacifying the country. Over matters that were outside his
control and directly within the purview of the crown he was, however, able to achieve little, for
England, it was dismissively made plain, was so ridden with other ‘dissensions, commotions,
lawsuits, scandals, and intolerable evils’ that little attention could be given to Ireland.24
One plea that thus fell by the wayside was that contained in Article Three of the declaration: that
‘the King’s money under his mint may be made in his said land at his said city [Dublin], viz. the twopence, penny, halfpenny, and farthing in the same manner as it is made in the kingdom of England,
with all manner of offices and ministers as are necessary in such a case, to the great profit and relief
of the King’s said lieges’.25 It was not until long after Ormond’s departure from Ireland and nine
months after the infant Henry VI’s accession, in June 1423, that the ‘King’s Lieutenant and Justices in
Ireland’ were granted power to appoint ‘workmen to work, make, manufacture, coin and strike in
Ireland, in such places as shall be judged most expedient, the King’s money: viz., groats, half-groats,
pence, halfpence and farthings of pure silver, and the money so worked from time to time to deliver
and pay to natives of the country and others. Provided always that such money shall be of the same
weight, alloy and assay in all things as the King’s silver money which is worked in the Tower of
20
The Black Death and the successive plagues of the second half of the fourteenth century had a profound economic effect
on the lordship and by 1400 seem to have reduced its Anglo-Irish population by some fifty per cent. Mortality was greatest in the
lordship’s ports, towns and corn-growing areas, ‘where the rat population was highest’, far more than in the pastoral districts of
the Irish: ‘so great and so hideous among the English lieges and not among the Irish’. Recovery was slow and government authority suffered greatly through its inability to deal effectively with the instability of the borderlands outside the lordship beset both
by Irish depredations and by the incessant feuding of the Anglo-Irish settlers. Dublin’s failure to maintain peace or protect the
king’s subjects in such areas prompted many to abandon their holdings and to seek a better life, either in more peaceful parts of
the lordship or in England itself. Financially, the disruption and malaise inevitably resulted in a considerable reduction in internal
revenue: Otway-Ruthven 1993, 269–70; Ellis 1998, 21–2.
21
Curtis 2012, 296; Berry 1907, 563–85; see CIRCLE, RHC 221/111.
22
For the dispute – lasting from 1414 to 1447 – see Griffith 1941–42.
23
Berry 1907, 574–5; see CIRCLE, RHC 221/111, article 12.
24
Curtis 2012, 296–7.
25
Petunt quod certe monete cudantur in Dublinia sicut in Anglia, cum omnibus officiariis, monetariis, &c., necessariis:
Tresham 1828, 221, no. 111, article 3 (Irish Patent Roll, 9 Henry V, erroneously listed by Tresham as Irish Close Roll, 1 Henry VI:
see CIRCLE, RHC 221/111, article 3). See also Berry 1907, 564–5 and Smith 1841, 4 [1843, 51].
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Fig. 1. The Dublin Court of the Exchequer. From an early fifteenth-century (temp. Henry VI) coloured drawing
of the Court of the Irish Exchequer in the Red Book of the Irish Exchequer. (Original lost in the destruction of the
Public Record Office of Ireland in 1922; illustration reproduced from Gilbert 1874–84, vol. III (1879), pl. xxxvii.)26

London’. The other conditions relating to the production of the coinage were also to be the same
as those operating at the Tower Mint.27 Eighteen months later, in February 1425, John Cobbham was
appointed master of the coinage to be made in Dublin Castle on terms similar to those in the original grant and preserving parity with London-struck coinage.28 Then, in July 1425, an order was
made to the treasurer and chamberlains of the Irish exchequer to pay to William Goldesmy[th?],
‘striker of the money in Dublin Castle’, 100 shillings a year already granted him by the king; 29 fairly
conclusive evidence that a coinage had already been put in hand in Dublin.30
In 1841 Aquilla Smith (1806–90), in a seminal paper delivered to the Royal Irish Academy,
proposed that a silver penny then in the cabinet of the Rev. Joseph William Martin (1776–1858)
of Keston, near Bromley in Kent (Fig. 2) should be attributed to this coinage.31 In 1412 the
English coinage weight standard had been reduced from 18 to 15 grains to the penny in the face
26

44–6.

For a description of the scene depicted see Gilbert 1874–84, 3 (1879), ‘Introduction, Plate XXXVII’ and Ferguson 1854,

Calendar of Patent Rolls: Henry VI, 1422–1429, 107; TNA: PRO, C 66/410, m. 20.
Rex concessit Johanni Cobbham officium magistri cunagii in castro Dublinie faciendi, durante beneplacito, proviso quod
moneta operata sit ejusdem ponderis, allaie, et assaie, sicut moneta argenti que in Londonio operata est, et quod dictus Johannes
tantum pro factura 1 libre monete in castro predicto operate percipiat, et Regi tantum reddat, quantum magister monete in terra pre
dicta pro hujusmodi libra percipit et reddit, et quod idem Johannes ad premissa facienda per indenturam obligetur, eisdem modo et
forma quibus magister cunagii in terra predicta pro tempore obligatus existit. Trym, 6 February: Extended from Tresham 1828,
235–6, no. 21 (Irish Patent Roll, 3 Henry VI); For an English translation see CIRCLE, RHC 235/21. See also Simon 1749, 20 and
Smith 1843, 54.
29
Rex eisdem mandat quod Willelmo Goldesmy[th?], percussori monete in castro Dublinie, 100s per annum ei per Regem
concessos durante beneplacito annuatim solvant. [ ]Julii, anni predicti: Extended from Tresham 1828, 240, no. 35 (Close Roll, 3
Henry VI): For an English translation see CIRCLE, RHC 240/35. See also Smith 1843, 54.
30
Even if, as is likely, its dies were produced in London, the belief, expressed in Colgan 2003, 34, that the coinage was also
struck there and exported to Dublin is without merit.
31
For a note on Martin, who ‘collected extensively with special emphasis on choice condition and on rarity’, see Dolley
1979, 446. With ‘one exception’ – possibly the Henry VI penny – Martin, in a letter to Aquilla Smith of 22 July 1840, states that
he had not ‘added . . . a single [Irish] piece of any consequence to his Cabinet for more than 30 [years]’: ibid.
27
28

106

DYKES

of the shortage of bullion flowing into the London mint and, bearing in mind the parity of weight
and fineness required in Cobbham’s patent, it is clear that any Anglo-Irish coins struck under the
1423 grant should have adhered broadly to this standard. Aquilla Smith noted that the Martin penny
weighed 12.25 grains (0.79 g), ‘equal to many of the English pennies of Henry the Sixth’; too light,
therefore, to be pre-1412 and too heavy to have been minted after 1460 when the Irish coinage was
reduced to a lower standard than its English counterpart. On a stylistic comparison with English
coins this penny may be placed in the early part of Henry VI’s first reign (1422–61) since, as Aquilla
Smith recognized, its initial mark, annulets and mullet connect it with English coins now placed in
Group I of Henry VI’s coinage (the Annulets coinage, 1422–late 1420s).32

Fig. 2.

Engraving of the then only known Henry VI penny. (Reproduced from Aquilla Smith 1843, 56.)

Typologically the penny departs from past practice, the traditional obverse triangle dis
appearing, and the king’s bust – with a star to its right – now being surrounded with a circle
of pellets. The penny therefore can be distinguished from its English counterparts only by its
legends, Obv: + henRIcVS DIIS hIBIIIe¡ (Henricus Dominus Hiberniae) and Rev: cIVI¡/T0S/
DVBL/IIIIe (Civitas Dublinie).
Three specimens – all from the same pair of dies – are known today, two in public collections and a third in a private cabinet:
(a) The British Museum, ex. Rev. J. W. Martin Collection: 33

Fig. 3.

© Trustees of the British Museum (1859, 0529.26, 0.73 g).

(b) The Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge, ex Major J.S. Henderson, bequeathed to the
museum in 1933:

Fig. 4.

© Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (CM.5.2396-1933, 0.72 g).

(c) Private Collection:

Fig. 5.

Reproduced from Finn 1996, 333, by courtesy of Spink and Son Ltd. (Private Collection, 0.65 g.)

Smith 1843, 56–7; Stewartby 2009, 290–7.
The penny was acquired by the British Museum at the sale of Martin’s collection in 1859: Sotheby & Son, 23–27 May, 1859, 56,
lot 515, described in the catalogue as ‘very fine, and the only specimen known’ and sold to [Edward] Hawkins [Keeper of the
Department of Antiquities, British Museum, 1826–60] for £1 17s. The overall collection made £2,623 18s. in the five-day sale.
32
33
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The penny is all that is extant today of the 1425 coinage and there is no evidence that the
groat, half-groat, halfpenny and farthing authorised in the patent of 1423 were ever struck.
Whether the government ever seriously intended the coinage to be produced purely for consumption within the lordship, ‘for the relief of the King’s lieges’, is questionable.34 It must
have been well aware that ‘good coin’ of English form and weight standard would never remain
in Ireland for very long and that punitive preventive measures were ineffective; even as the
coinage was being projected the staunchly reliable constable of Dublin Castle, Janico Dartasso,
and others were being commissioned to inquire into the practice of merchants exporting silver
from Ireland in exchange for ‘clipped, washed or forged gold out of England’.35 It may not be
without relevance that the government’s decision to embark on the coinage coincided with the
start of the duke of Bedford’s expeditions into Maine and Anjou.
Whatever its real purpose the exiguous nature of Cobbham’s penny coinage and the limited
period of its production point starkly to the inability of the Dublin mint to draw upon sufficient
precious metal. The nub of the problem was the continued drainage of silver out of the lordship
which despite perennial complaint and government legislation could never be contained while
the island’s coinage enjoyed a parity of standard with that of England. It is not surprising that
no further attempt was made even to consider the production of a regal Anglo-Irish coinage
during the remainder of Henry VI’s reign: in any event the crown had far more pressing problems on the continent as its Anglo-Gallic dominions disintegrated. The Irish economy, always a
subsidiary concern except when it could contribute to that of England, had necessarily to remain
reliant on imported English and foreign coin, grievously sheared and counterfeited, and, by the
1440s, at least in parts of the country, on plated copies of clipped English groats – the egregious
money del Oraylly [O’Reilly] vehemently and repeatedly condemned by the Anglo-Irish
parliament. 36
The Irish parliament’s reiterated denunciations of bad coin and government’s limp attempts
to ban ‘unlawful money, provided that a coiner be ready at the said day to make the coin’
meant little as long as the historic parity of standard with England existed and the crown was
not prepared to delegate its regalian rights over the island’s coinage.37 This situation was to
change dramatically with the flight to Ireland of Richard, duke of York, in 1459 and the
embroilment of the country in the Wars of the Roses. Lieutenant of the lordship since 1447
– but now superseded and attainted – York had been highly regarded by both the ‘English
nation in Ireland’ and many of the Irish chiefs. Desperate for support he capitalised on his
popularity by convening a parliament at Drogheda in February 1460.38 It was a stratagem that
served to entrench his own political position but it was at the cost of an assault on the established constitutional relationship between England and Ireland. It cultivated an assertion of
‘Anglo-Irish separatism’ that was exemplified particularly by the parliament’s radical provision
of a new coinage separate from that of England and, critically, one of a sufficiently lower
weight standard that it would not be profitable to export. As Steven Ellis has emphasised York
had sacrificed the king’s interests for the political support of the Anglo-Irish establishment.39
One result was, however, the establishment of an Irish coinage, distinctively insular and usually
of a lower weight-standard than its English counterpart, which would continue into the
sixteenth century.

No find spot is recorded for any of our three pennies but they are not likely to have been found in Ireland.
Tresham 1828, 229, no. 109 (b) (Patent Roll, 1 Henry VI): For an English translation see CIRCLE, RHC 229/109 (b). For
the long military and administrative career of Janico Dartas (Dartasso) see ODNB. Hoard evidence indicates that during the
second quarter of the fifteenth century savagely sheared Henry VI groats became the standard coin of the Anglo-Irish: Dolley
1972, 18, 62.
36
Dolley 1972, 17–19; Dolley and Seaby 1967.
37
Except in the case of Richard II’s favourite Robert de Vere, earl of Oxford, who, on his creation as duke of Ireland in 1386,
was granted the regal power of ‘coining gold and silver, and of all kinds of money heretofore used in the said island’. De Vere,
however, was never to enjoy his new authority; he never even saw Ireland, for little more than a year later he was forced into exile
and had forfeited all his lands and titles. See Simon 1749, 18.
38
For the parliament of 1460 see Otway-Ruthven 1993, 386–8; Curtis 2012, 321–3; Ellis 1998, 59–63.
39
Ellis 1978, 18.
34
35
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SOME SCOTTISH ‘BLACK MONEY’ AND ITS IMITATIONS
FOUND IN THE NETHERLANDS AND BELGIUM
N.M.McQ. HOLMES AND H. VAN CAELENBERGHE

Introduction
In an appendix to an article on the typology of the Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ coinage, published in
this Journal in 2008, one of us (NH) discussed a small hoard of Scottish ‘black money’ found
in the Netherlands and subsequently acquired by the National Museum of Scotland.1 The
conclusion was that it had probably been lost by a Scot travelling abroad, as these coins would
have had no purchasing power outside Scotland. Subsequent correspondence with HVC
served to indicate that this assumption was not necessarily correct, and that Scottish copper
coins of the later fifteenth century are found sufficiently frequently in both the Netherlands
and Belgium to suggest that they may indeed have had some monetary function in those countries. Imitations of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins have been frequent finds in various regions of continental Europe, and these were discussed most recently in another paper published in this Journal
in 2006.2 It is now becoming clear that genuine Scottish coins are also being found more frequently than previously thought, and these finds include farthings as well as ‘Crux Pellit’
coins. This paper is intended to investigate this phenomenon further by examining groups of
finds from several locations. These sites are ordered below according to the principalities
which made up the Burgundian state in the Netherlands of the 1460s and 1470s.
The Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ coinage: a brief introduction
The copper coins now described as ‘Crux Pellit’ issues are those which in previous times were
known first as ‘Cros(s)raguel pennies’ and subsequently as ‘Bishop Kennedy pennies’. In a
paper published in 1977, Mrs Joan Murray convincingly connected these coins with references
in documents of the later fifteenth century to ‘threepenny pennies’ or ‘Cochrane’s placks’,
concluding that they had formed part of the regal coinage and were not the product of an
ecclesiastical mint.3
The most recent study of these coins – a typological analysis covering all aspects of the
design, lettering and ornamentation to be found on over 300 recorded specimens – led to a
suggestion that the coins were not struck at the regal mint, but at a semi-official workshop
under the supervision of Cochrane, Earl of Mar.4 That unfortunate courtier was hanged from
the bridge at Lauder in 1482 at the instigation of Scottish nobles, at the same time as the arrest
of the king himself and the ‘crying down of the black money’, which Mrs Murray interpreted
as a probable drastic devaluation of the ‘Crux Pellit’ coins, possibly to a farthing.
Contemporary documents make it clear that the copper coinage was extremely unpopular
in Scotland, with records of legal proceedings against people who had refused to accept it in
payment. Not surprisingly, therefore, there is no evidence to suggest that ‘Crux Pellit’ coins
were counterfeited in Scotland. Only one example of a contemporary copy has been recorded
as a Scottish find, and it is reasonable to assume that the large numbers of counterfeits which
have been found in various parts of Europe were struck at mints on the continent.
Acknowledgements We are very grateful to Professor Peter Spufford for providing much of the information that we have
included about the various towns and their local industries in the later fifteenth century. We wish to thank Patrick Pasmans for
assistance with photography, and all those who have given permission for coins in their collections to be studied.
1
Holmes 2008a, 158–9.
2
Anderson 2006.
3
Murray 1977, 121.
4
Holmes 2008a, 156–7.
N.M.McQ. Holmes and H. Van Caelenberghe, ‘Some Scottish ‘black money’ and its imitations found in the Netherlands and
Belgium’, British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014), 109–24. ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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Fig. 1.

Map showing the find-spots of all the coins listed in this paper

The Scottish copper farthing coinage
Five main varieties of farthing have been identified, all of which are generally accepted to have
formed part of the regal coinage, although three have in the past been termed ‘ecclesiastical’
or ‘Cros(s)raguel’ farthings.5 The first issue, possibly struck in 1465–6,6 bears a crown on the
obverse and, on the reverse, a saltire flanked by two small saltires. The second issue, possibly
dating from just a year or so later, has the letters IR, crowned, on the obverse, and on the
reverse a crown superimposed on a saltire, with small saltires in the side and lower angles. The
same obverse design appears on the first of the ‘ecclesiastical’ types, but the reverse bears a
cross with crowns and mullets in alternate angles. Types II and III, however, bear the distinctive obverse design of a large trefoil with a mullet in the centre and a fleur-de-lis on each leaf.
On the reverse is a cross with five- or six-pointed mullets in the angles. The two types are distinguished only by the form of the reverse legend: MONE PAUP or MO PAUPER (money of
the poor). All these ‘ecclesiastical’ issues may date from the 1470s.
It is not always easy to establish which farthings are genuine and which are imitations. At
one extreme are official strikings with literate inscriptions and fairly skilfully cut dies, and at
the other are very crude imitations on angular flans, frequently of brass, but in between these
are some coins which may be either official strikings from poorly manufactured dies or copies
made by relatively skilful counterfeiters.
Because of the poor condition of most recorded specimens it has not been possible to
undertake any serious study of the detailed typology of the various ‘black farthing’ series, but
despite the historically recorded unpopularity of these very low value coins in Scotland, they
appear to have been extensively copied. Many of the farthings from the assemblage found at
5
6

For a discussion of the farthing coinages, see Holmes 1998, 22–5.
Murray 1977, 120.
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Cros(s)raguel Abbey in Ayrshire in 1919 were crude strikings in brass,7 and other examples of
counterfeits have been found more recently.8 Many of the poorly produced copper specimens
which have been found in Scotland may therefore be either imitations or genuine issues produced at a mint where little effort was put into the manufacture of dies or the striking of coins.
This should be borne in mind when attempting to assess how many of the finds from other
countries may be regarded as local imitations rather than imports.
Arnemuiden, County of Zeeland, now Netherlands
Arnemuiden lies just to the east of Middelburg, on the Isle of Walcheren (Figs 1 and 2). Old
Arnemuiden was destroyed by floods in 1440, and the new Arnemuiden was not founded until
1462. It then served until the very end of the sixteenth century as an important outer harbour
for larger cities such as Antwerp and Middelburg (Fig. 3), but did not receive even limited
municipal privileges until 1574. Its function as a port came slowly to an end when the river
Arne choked up with sand, and from 1600 only smaller ships could tie up in the harbour.
Eventually the inhabitants earned a living mainly from fishing and salt production.

Fig. 2. Map of the Isle of Walcheren, dated 1664, showing location of Arnemuiden to the east of Middelburg.
(Reproduced by courtesy of Collectie het Scheepvaartmuseum Amsterdam.)

In preparation for the construction of a shopping centre and apartments in Clasina Street,
Arnemuiden, in 2009, ArcheoMedia carried out a trial excavation in 2004. During this excavation remains of the old harbour were found, and also foundations of sixteenth-century
merchant houses build on a dike frame. As a result of these discoveries, an excavation was
carried out by ADC ArcheoProjecten in the autumn of 2008 and spring of 2009.

7
8

Macdonald 1919.
Some were published by Holmes 2008b.
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Fig. 3.

View of Arnemuiden 1612 (Ludovico Guicciardini’s and W.J. Blaeu’s city maps).9

The site lies at the edge of the oldest core of Arnemuiden, where dike and harbour converge. During the excavations remains were found of the wooden construction of the former
quay. In addition, some remains of the former harbour infrastructure were mapped. At the
end of the excavation amateur archaeologists were able to recover a quantity of metal objects,
including a significant number of coins. These coins are in several private collections so the
exact number cannot be ascertained. In cooperation with the Walcheren Archaeological
Service and the Museum of Arnemuiden the amateur archaeologists gathered these finds from
Clasina Street in an illustrated catalogue in which more than 200 coins are shown.10
The majority of these coins date from the fifteenth century, and most of them are small
change made from brass or copper. There are also some silver coins and two of gold: an
English angel of Edward IV’s second reign (1471–1483) and an écu d’or of Charles VI of
France (1380–1422). Most of these fifteenth-century coins were struck during the reign of
Philip the Good of Burgundy (1419–1467) or are imitations manufactured in the region of the
Meuse. Among these imitations new types were found for Gerdingen and Rummen, and an
unknown mite for Philip the Good.11 There are also some French coins, such as the double
tournois, denier tournois and maille or obole tournois, and imitations of them struck in
Gerdingen. Around this time Henry the Navigator, brother of the Portuguese king, was placing Portugal on the nautical map, and Portuguese ceitils and a single reaal were also found in
this coin assemblage. The study of these coins is still incomplete owing to the poor quality of
some of them, a lack of clear legends, wear, and the presence of new types among the imita-

9
10
11

http://harrievanhelden.nl/2/stadsplattegronden/details/1195/10/stadsplattegronden/arnemuiden-guicciardini.html
Janson 2012.
Van Caelenberghe 2012.
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tions. The assemblage also included nineteen examples of Scottish copper coins or imitations
of these, five being of ‘Crux Pellit’ type and fourteen farthings, these representing just a small
percentage of the total number of finds.
The Scottish coins and imitations from Arnemuiden
Of the five larger size coins, two are genuine Scottish issues of the ‘Crux Pellit’ coinage (catalogue nos. 1–2). Both are in poor condition, and the second is badly mis-struck, but they can
be ascribed to types IL(i) and IIR in the most recent classification.12 The other three coins
are imitations of types apparently not previously recorded (nos. 3–5). They are all struck on
irregularly-shaped flans made of a yellowish brass alloy and have the obverse design of an
orb, as on the ‘Crux Pellit’ coins, although this is unclear on no. 4, which is poorly struck. The
reverses all bear a cross within a four-arc tressure, but the crosses have arms of equal lengths,
unlike those on Scottish coins. The cross on coin 3 is pattee, whereas those on 4 and 5 have
arms with terminals which are slightly fleury. The source of these crude imitations is unknown,
but it seems clear that the basic inspiration for their design was derived from ‘Crux Pellit’
coins.
Of the fourteen farthings in this assemblage, eleven are examples of the first issue of James
III or imitations of this type, possibly minted in 1465–6. Two may be identified without serious
doubt as official Scottish issues (catalogue nos. 6–7). Both have partially legible and literate
inscriptions, despite being in a poor state of preservation, and the workmanship is as good as
any normally displayed on coins of this type. Coins 8 and 9 are more difficult to assess, as none
of the lettering in the inscriptions is discernible, but the style of the designs would not be out
of place on genuine issues. Coin 10, although of reasonable style, is probably an imitation, as
the legends are completely blundered and senseless sequences of letters. Likewise, coins 11 and
12 are more likely to be imitations than genuine issues, although the legends are illegible. The
former is made of brass, as can be seen by the yellow colouring visible on the high points of the
design, and the latter has a crown of fairly crude style. Coin 13 has a fluted saltire on the reverse
– a feature not found on genuine coins – so may also be regarded as an imitation. Coins 14–16
are very obvious copies, with angular brass flans and struck from poorly engraved dies.
Coin 17 is an example of the second farthing issue (?1466–7), and is probably an official
issue, as the first two letters of the obverse legend (IA) are present. Coins 18 and 19 belong to
the second or third of the types traditionally referred to as ‘ecclesiastical issues’ owing to the
use of the words MONE PAVP or MO PAVPER (money of the poor) in the reverse legend.
Both are badly corroded, but may be official strikings. They belong probably to the 1470s.
Vlissingen, County of Zeeland, now Netherlands
Two corroded Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ coins (types IIIL and uncertain), and one farthing of
‘ecclesiastical’ type III have been found here.
Zierikzee, County of Zeeland, now Netherlands
One Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ (type IIIL) and one farthing (‘ecclesiastical’ type I) have been found
here.
Westenschouwen, County of Zeeland, now Netherlands
Five Scottish farthings were found on the site of a flooded village. Four are of ‘ecclesiastical’
types II or III, the other uncertain owing to corrosion.

12

Holmes 2008a.
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Goes, County of Zeeland, now Netherlands
Goes was a slightly larger town than Arnemuiden, and was provided with defensive walls at
the beginning of the fifteenth century (for location see Fig. 1). One Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ coin
was found during sewage works in the city centre.
Hulst, County of Flanders, now Netherlands
In the later fifteenth century Hulst was still a port lying on an inlet on the south side of the
Schelde estuary, in which the islands of Zeeland were to be found (for location see Fig. 1). A
Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ (type IL) and two imitations were found in the polders, on the sites of
three different former farms. One of the imitations was found on a site where the earliest other
coin found is a korte of Charles V, dated to around 1550. This may suggest that the ‘Crux
Pellit’ imitations remained in circulation for a substantial period. A fragment of an English
sixpence of Elizabeth I was found on the same site as the type IL and duiten from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were recovered from both this site and that where the second
imitation was found., but no stratigraphical evidence is available.
Bergen op Zoom, Duchy of Brabant, now Netherlands
This town was the location of one of the two most important fairs in NW Europe in the later
fifteenth century (for location see Fig. 1). One Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’, of transitional type I–II,
was found in the outskirts of the town, in an area known as ‘Benedenbaantje’ which was
populated during the Middle Ages.
This is an important coin from the point of view of the classification of the ‘Crux Pellit’
series. Six type I–II transitional coins were identified by Holmes, each incorporating aspects
of both types, but none of them identical to any of the others.13 This suggested that there was
a considerable overlap between the two types, at least in terms of the cutting of the dies. This
coin from Bergen op Zoom is similar to nos. 95 and 96 in the Holmes catalogue, in having an
obverse orb as type IR, but a reverse with annulet stops. Like no. 95, this coin has an initial
cross on the reverse made up of five annulets, but both dies are different from those used for
either of the previously recorded hybrids. This coin also has annulet stops on the obverse.
Oudenaarde, County of Flanders, now Belgium
Oudenaarde is situated on the banks of the River Schelde in East Flanders (Flemish Ardennes),
to the SSW of Ghent (Figs. 1 and 4). It was a centre for the manufacture of both woollen and
linen cloth and of tapestries, with the same group of entrepreneurs involved in all three occupations. By the late fifteenth century, however, tapestry manufacture was the most important.
At this time, however, it was primarily a centre of an agricultural area producing flax amongst
other crops, and this was spun in the countryside where it was grown. Dyestuffs including
madder and woad were also produced.
In May 2008 an excavation for sewer construction took place at St-Walburga Street, beside
the St-Walburga church (Fig. 5). The soil which was removed was then dumped at the new
industrial estate beside the Schelde, and 148 coins and three jetons were subsequently recovered from this deposit.14 The coins came from the period from the thirteenth to the eighteenth
centuries, but most of them belonged to the fifteenth and sixteenth. Included were twelve
examples of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins and their imitations.

Holmes 2008a, 151–2, 164.
The coins were fully published by Beeckmans et al. 2011, and we are grateful to the authors of this paper for allowing us
to republish them here.
13
14
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Fig. 4.

Map of Oudenaarde c.1558 by Jacob Van Deventer. (Bibliothèque royale de Belgique; source: Wikipedia).

Fig. 5.

Location of 2008 excavation in Oudenaarde (from Beeckmans et al 2011).
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Geraardsbergen, County of Flanders, now Belgium
Geraardsbergen is situated in the southern part of East Flanders (Flemish Ardennes), some
12½ miles SW of Aalst (see Fig. 1). Its primary activities in the medieval period were the same
as those of Oudenaarde (see above).
Six examples of continental ‘Crux Pellit’ imitations have been recovered from various sites
within the town.15 One of these coins (no. 6) is of particular interest in that the obverse legend
comprises an abbreviated form of SIT NOMEN DOMINI BENEDICTUM. Seven imitations with this obverse legend were among a large number of both Scottish and imitation
‘Crux Pellit’ coins found in the church of San Esteban in Oiartzun, Spain,16 and this find from
Geraardsbergen confirms that this variant is not exclusively confined to that part of Europe.
Brugge, County of Flanders, now Belgium
A ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation was found during the excavation of an Augustinian monastery.
Dendermonde, County of Flanders, now Belgium
Dendermonde belongs to the same group of towns as Oudenaarde and Geraardsbergen (for
location see Fig. 1). It was the key toll station on the Schelde, so all goods going downstream
had to pass through it.
An imitation ‘Crux Pellit’ was found in the grounds of the former Zwijveke convent, located
on the banks of the river Dender, which merges with the Schelde at Dendermonde.
Zonnebeke, County of Flanders, now Belgium
Zonnebeke is situated towards the south-west of Flanders (see Fig. 1). During excavations in
1991 on the site of a former abbey of the Augustinian order,17 fifty-one numismatic items
were recovered. Thirty-three were identified by R. Van Laere, and with exception of a coin
from Zeeland (Netherlands) he considered the totality of the coin assemblage to be a chrono
logical and geographical unit. Unfortunately the numismatic report was not included in the
publication, but the assemblage included two Scottish Crux Pellit coins (type IIIL) and four
imitations.
Diest, Duchy of Brabant, now Belgium
Diest was part of the northern Brabant group of small towns and villages which in the 1460s
and 1470s were beginning to make new light draperies using Spanish and Scottish wool, as
well as English (for location see Fig. 1).
A ‘Crux Pellit’, probably an imitation, was found in a field on the outskirts of the town,
thought to have been an old rubbish dump.
Mechelen/Malines, now in Belgium
Mechelen is situated on the banks of the River Dijle, about half-way between Antwerp, to the
north, and Brussels, to the south (Fig. 1). Although entirely surrounded by the Duchy of
Brabant, it was a tiny principality of its own, and so a separate part of the Burgundian state.
Since it was neither in Brabant nor in Flanders, it was chosen to house centralized legal and
financial institutions in the second half of the fifteenth century and in the sixteenth. Mechelen

15
The coins were fully published by Beeckmans 2004, and we are grateful to the author of this paper for allowing us to
republish them here.
16
Ibañez Artica 1995, 202, nos. 754–60.
17
Dewilde 1991.
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had had a woollen industry before the middle of the fourteenth century, and had a growing
metal industry by the 1460s and 1470s.
In 1973 the river at Mechelen was dredged, and the mud was dumped in a nearby forest.
Numerous people were subsequently involved in searching this deposit for artefacts, and some
10,000 coins in all were recovered by just three of these finders, who are known to HVC.
Among these were thirteen examples of Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ coins and imitations of these.
These clearly form only a tiny proportion of the total, and we have no idea whether there were
other similar finds, but their presence serves as another small piece in the overall picture of the
distribution of these coins in the Low Countries. Five (or just possibly six) of the coins are
official Scottish issues, the rest being imitations, some with IACOBVS in the obverse legend,
and others with KAROLVS.
Veurne, County of Flanders, now in Belgium, on the French border
Veurne is situated in West Flanders, near the border with France and just NE of Dunkirk
(Fig. 1), at the junction of four canals. In the mid fifteenth century, however, the border lay
well to the south, and towns on the Somme were part of the Netherlands until 1477. Because
of extensive poldering, Veurne as a port had by the 1460s and 1470s to be linked to the sea by
a canal.
Seven ‘Crux Pellit’ type coins have been found in a field just outside the town, all unfortunately
in poor condition.
Discussion
Historical background18
It has generally been agreed that the mechanism for the arrival of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins in the Low
Countries from Scotland must have been provided by the wool trade, which would have involved
frequent visits by Scots merchants and seamen, no doubt carrying purses containing Scottish
small change. However, this may be an over-simplistic explanation. The presence of these coins
also has also a political basis, dating from the time of Henry II of Borselen (1404–1474). He
was lord of Veere and Zandenburg, Vlissingen, Westkapelle, Domburg, Brouwershaven and
Count of Grandpré. Philip the Good became Count of Holland and Zeeland in 1433, but he
had to take the power of Henry II into consideration. The latter had a strong position on
Walcheren, he possessed a merchant fleet and waged his own piracy wars. His reputation
extended far beyond Zeeland. In 1444 he arranged a marriage between his son, Wolfert VI of
Borselen, and the Scottish Princess Mary Stuart, daughter of King James I. This marriage
provided a powerful impetus for Scottish merchants towards a closer system of the cooperation
and trading contracts between Veere and Scotland that had existed since the fourteenth century.
In 1541 Wolfert’s great-grandson, Maximilian of Burgundy, confirmed the staple contract
with the Scottish merchants. Veere was the only city in the Netherlands with the right to supply, store and trade Scottish wool. In exchange, the Scottish merchants in Veere had several
privileges, such as an administration of justice, a private chapel in the Cathedral and beautiful
houses. From Veere the Scottish wool was transported further to the north of the Netherlands,
and to Flanders and Brabant. With short interruptions Veere remained the staple place of
Scottish wool until the French period.
In 1475 Anselme Adornes (originally from Genoa) was mayor of Bruges. He played a key
role in major diplomatic relations with Scotland. After the Scottish Parliament had prohibited
trading with Flanders in 1467, he travelled to Scotland on a diplomatic mission. Thanks to
successful negotiations the Scottish merchants returned to Bruges in the spring of 1470.

18

See Blom et al. 2009, 196; De Limburg-Stirum 1881.
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‘Crux Pellit’ coins
Any study of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins found in the Low Countries must take as its starting point an
article by Murray and Van Nerom.19 This paper included an illustrated catalogue of twentysix Scottish and imitation coins at that time held in Belgian collections. Of these, fifteen had
known provenances (East Dunkirk, the Abbaye Ter Duinen at Koksijde, the Panne, Adinkerke,
Damme and Deinze), four of these being Scottish issues and the rest imitations.
The present study includes twenty-five Scottish issues, thirty direct imitations of ‘Crux
Pellit’ type and five coins which may belong to either category. Ignoring the latter, therefore,
published finds from the Low Countries number twenty-nine Scottish and forty-one imitations – a ratio of approximately 40%:60%. Although the actual numbers are still fairly small,
this proportion, together with the wide geographical spread of find-spots, would seem to indicate that Scottish issues, as well as the continental imitations, were circulating as currency in
this area and that their presence cannot be explained simply as losses by Scots visiting the
area. Having said this, it is important to recognise that ‘Crux Pellit’ coins, both Scottish issues
and imitations, make up only a very small proportion of coins recovered in recent years. The
figure of thirteen examples out of some ten thousand coins from Mechelen may serve to
emphasise this. On the other hand, the very fact that people took the trouble to strike imitations indicates that the coins were regarded as an important part of the circulating currency,
so perhaps they filled a gap in the currency system which was not occupied by base metal
denominations minted closer to home.
The ‘black money’ was hugely unpopular in Scotland, with many examples recorded of
people being prosecuted for refusing to accept these coins in payment, and if it became known
that the Flemish and others on the continent were willing to absorb them into their own currency, it is highly likely that Scots would have been delighted to export large quantities of
them and exchange them for precious metal coins which could be ‘recycled’ when they got
home. This process may well have been accelerated as a result of the ‘crying down’/devaluation of the ‘Crux Pellit’ coins in 1482. Scots may have found themselves able to offset this to
some extent by spending them on the continent. (It has been argued elsewhere that a shortage
of low-denomination Castilian coins in circulation may account for the various finds of ‘Crux
Pellit’ coins in Catalonia, the Basque country and Navarre.20)
It is noteworthy that all the imitations seem to be copies of Scottish type III, with a rosette
on the centre of the orb on the obverse. Moreover, of the twenty-nine recorded finds of
Scottish issues, nineteen are of this type, with five being of type I, three of type II, one I–II
transitional and one uncertain. This is not particularly surprising, as type III appears to have
been the largest issue anyway (see the corpus in Holmes 2008a), but it also seems to have been
the latest, and the fact that no imitations are known of the earlier types may suggest that minting of them did not commence until the type III originals had arrived in some numbers. We
do not know who was responsible for striking them, but in the light of the presence of many
Meuse imitations among other finds, it is possible that little principalities with mint rights also
struck the ‘Crux Pellit’ imitations. The presence of an imitation at Hulst, on a site which has
produced no other coins earlier than about 1550, may suggest that the ‘Crux Pellit’ imitations
circulated for some decades after the originals ceased to have any part in the currency of
Scotland.
There remains the puzzle presented by the three coins from Arnemuiden which combine an
obverse design which appears to have been copied from that of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins with a
reverse which has a cross with arms of equal lengths, either pattee or fleury, within a four-arc
tressure. It is unfortunate that there is no legible inscription on these coins to assist in establishing their source, but they are not the only issue which is clearly derived from ‘Crux Pellit’
originals, but which displays substantial differences. Anderson illustrates a coin of Count Hug
Roger III of Pallars (Catalonia) which has the ‘Crux Pellit’ reverse design on both sides.21
19
20
21

Murray and Van Nerom 1983.
Anderson 2006, 347.
Anderson 2006, 347–8 and Fig. 5.
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Farthings
Whereas ‘Crux Pellit’ coins and their imitations are found across a wide area of the Low
Countries, it is notable that finds of farthings have so far been recorded only from sites in the
former County of Zeeland. Our catalogue here contains examples from Arnemuiden, Vlissingen,
Westenschouwen and Zierikzee, and in Middelburg no less than thirty-eight examples have
apparently been recovered from the spoil from excavations in the market-place surrounding the
church.22
The presence of these Scottish farthings and their imitations has opened up an entirely new
aspect to the study of Scottish ‘black money’ on the continent. The little hoard from Holland
purchased by the National Museum of Scotland in 1993 (see above, p. 109) contained six farthings as well as ‘Crux Pellit’ coins, but its exact provenance was unknown, and the group
from Arnemuiden represents the first opportunity for a properly recorded group of farthings
to be studied in detail.
Unlike the hoard, the Arnemuiden group of fourteen coins contains imitations of farthings
as well as official issues, but whereas imitations of ‘Crux Pellit’ coins are exclusively continental, those of farthings are known to have been struck and used in Scotland itself. It is therefore
impossible to say with certainty whether they were also being struck on the continent. Since
the Arnemuiden coins were individual finds rather than part of a single assemblage or hoard,
it does seem likely that the farthings had been in circulation and were not simply the result of
a single loss like the ‘Holland hoard’. This theory is supported by the discovery of farthings
in various other towns in Zeeland. The absence of farthings from any of the other areas where
‘Crux Pellit’ coins have been found does tend to suggest that they were not in general use in
the Low Countries in the same way as the larger coins. At present, therefore, the picture we
have is one of localised use of these coins, at least for the most part in Zeeland, but it is clearly
possible that further finds in the future will alter this image. As to the role which these coins
may have played in local currency, it is possible that they may have been tariffed at less than a
mite. Interestingly, numerous clipped examples of local copper coins have been recovered
from Westenschouwen, with others found at Arnemuiden and Goes, and it may be that these
as well as the Scottish farthings were being accepted at such a valuation.
Whereas only two of the Arnemuiden farthings were of the ‘ecclesiastical’ types, perhaps
dating from the 1470s, with all the others being either originals or copies of the two varieties
which may date from the middle 1460s, the identifiable examples from Vlissingen,
Westenschouwen and Zierikzee are all of one or other of the ‘ecclesiastical’ types. Five of the
six farthings in the hoard were also of the ‘ecclesiastical’ types. It would appear, therefore, that
no distinction was being made between the various Scottish issues in Zeeland.
General observations
The subject of Scottish ‘black money’, particularly ‘Crux Pellit’ coins and imitations, in continental Europe, is one which is clearly wide-ranging and constantly expanding. So far it seems
to have been studied largely within regional boundaries, especially those of areas within the
Low Countries and northern Spain, as well as, to a lesser extent, Poland.23 The fact that these
unprepossessing coins, so unwelcome in their country of origin, were apparently used and
copied over such a wide geographical area of the continent of Europe poses a great many
questions. Anderson has started the ball rolling, but the number of recorded finds available
was then, and still is, too small to allow conclusions to be drawn.24 Answers are unlikely to be
provided until a full record of all continental finds can be compiled, and this would be a major
project requiring much time and travel. This paper represents an attempt to shed more light
on one particular piece of the jigsaw.
22
23
24

Information from Bouke Jan Van der Veen (pers. comm.).
Paszkiewicz 2000.
Anderson 2006.
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CATALOGUE OF COINS
Arnemuiden
All the coins are illustrated on Pl. 1.
‘Crux Pellits’ and imitations
1. Type IL(i)
Obv. +I0cOBVS DeI GR[
Rev. +cRVX Pe[
of uncertain form
17.0 mm; 0.73 g; 180°
Corroded and pitted.

]; stops of uncertain form
]; stops and ornaments

2. Type IIR
Obv. [no initial cross] ¡IAcOBVS¡DeIGR[
Rev. legend illegible; design unclear
18.5 mm; 0.76 g; die axis uncertain
Reverse very poorly struck; moderate wear.

]X¡

3. Unknown issue, with obv. imitating CP type
Obv. no legend visible; orb tilted upwards and to left,
with widely spaced bands
Rev. traces of some lettering, but illegible; cross pattee
within four-arc tressure
16.5 × 16.0 mm; 0.69 g; die axis uncertain
Struck unevenly and well off-centre, but not much
evidence of wear.
4. Unknown issue, with obv. apparently imitating CP
type
Obv. only X legible in legend; design appears to include
orb
Rev. possibly OI legible in legend; cross ?fleury within
four-arc tressure
16.0 × ?? mm; 0.64 g; die axis uncertain
Very poorly struck on angular flan.
5. Unknown issue, with obv. imitating CP type
Obv. no legend visible; orb tilted upwards and to left,
with widely spaced bands
Rev. no legend visible: cross fleury within four-arc
tressure
Size and weight not supplied
Very poorly struck on misshapen flan.
Farthings and imitations
6. First issue, probably an official striking
Obv. possibly reading +I!R[ ]!Sc!TO!R[
]
Rev. possibly reading +VILL0!e!D[ ]BVR!
12.5 × 13.0 mm; 0.25 g; 15°
Corroded and pitted.
7. First issue, probably an official striking
Obv. possibly reading +IR[
]RV
Rev. possibly reading [
]DRVR
13.5 mm; 0.48 g; 45°
Corroded and pitted.
8. First issue, either official issue or imitation
Legends illegible
12.5 × 12.0 mm; 0.42 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
9. First issue, official issue or imitation
Legends illegible

11.0 × 12.0 mm; 0.32 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
10. First issue, probably an imitation, but of better style
Both legends blundered
13.0 × 13.5 mm; 0.43 g; die axis uncertain
Moderate wear.
11. First issue, probably an imitation, but of better style
Legends illegible
13.0 × 13.5 mm; 0.46 g; 285°
Worn and slightly corroded.
12. First issue, probably an imitation, but of better style
Legends illegible
11.0 × 10.0 mm; 0.32 g; die axis uncertain
Angular flan; corroded.
13. First issue, imitation
Legends illegible; fluted saltire on reverse
12.5 × 12.0 mm; 0.30 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
14. First issue, imitation, poor style
Legends illegible
13.0 × 12.0 mm; 0.81 g; die axis uncertain
Angular flan; poorly struck.
15. First issue, imitation, poor style
Legends illegible
9.0 mm; 0.17 g; die axis uncertain
Angular flan; poorly struck; corroded.
16. First issue, imitation, poor style
Obverse legend apparently blundered, reverse legend
illegible
10.0 × 12.0 mm; weight not supplied; c.180°
Angular flan; perforated; corroded, especially obverse.
17. Second issue, probably official issue
Obv. + I0[
]; crowned IR
Rev. legend illegible; saltire with crown above and small
saltires to each side and below
11.0 × 14.0 mm; 0.26 g; die axis uncertain
Angular flan; uneven striking; corroded.
18. ‘Ecclesiastical’ type 2 or 3
12.0 mm; 0.46 g; die axis uncertain
Corroded and oxidised.
19. ‘Ecclesiastical’ type 2 or 3
11.0 × 10.0 mm; 0.23 g; die axis uncertain
Highly corroded.
Vlissingen (not illustrated)
1. ‘Crux Pellit’ type IIIL
Obv. legend mostly illegible
Rev. + cRVX PeLLIT[ ]cRm; stops uncertain; annulets
in spandrels
21.0 mm; 2.46 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
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2. ‘Crux Pellit’, uncertain type
20.0 mm; 2.43 g; die axis uncertain
Highly corroded.
3. Farthing, ‘ecclesiastical’ type III
12.5 mm; 0.49 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
Zierikzee (no. 1 on Pl. 4; no. 2 not illustrated)
1. ‘Crux Pellit’ type IIIL
Obv. [
]IûGR0ûRe
Rev. +cRVXûPeL[
]; trefoils on cusps, nothing
in spandrels
18.0 mm; 1.3 g; die axis uncertain.
2. Farthing, ‘ecclesiastical’ type I
13.0 mm; 0.4 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
Westenschouwen (not illustrated)
1–4. Farthings, ‘ecclesiastical’ type II or III
All fairly corroded.
5. Farthing, uncertain type
Highly corroded.
Goes (Pl. 4)
‘Crux Pellit’, Type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. +cRVX[ ]PeLLIT[ ]OIe[ ]cRI; stops of uncertain
form; trefoils on cusps; nothing in spandrels
19.0 mm; 2.27 g; 45°
Some surface pitting; mostly worn.
Hulst (Nos 1 and 2 on Pl. 4; no. 3 not illustrated)
1. ‘Crux Pellit’ type IL(i)
Obv. +I0cOBVS De[
]ReX!! (?); some doublestriking
Rev. +cRVX!PeLL[
]cRImû!
19.0 × 17.0 mm; 2.58 g; die axis 120˚
Some poor striking and surface accretion.
2. ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIL
Obv. [
]gR0[ ]R[ ]
Rev. [ ]cRVX[ ]PeL[
]
18.0 mm; 0.66 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded and pitted.
3. ‘Crux Pellit’, probably an imitation, as type IIIR
Legends illegible
18.0 mm; 1.2 g; die axis uncertain
Worn and corroded.
Bergen op Zoom (Pl. 4)
‘Crux Pellit’, Type I–II transitional
Obv. +I0cOBVS¢DeI¢gR0RX; orb upwards and to right,
as type IR
Rev. $&$cRVX$PeLLIT%OIe%cRII; pellets on cusps, nothing
in spandrels
19.0 mm; 1.10 g; 210°
Slight corrosion; moderate wear.
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Oudenaarde
All are illustrated in Pl. 2. Numbers in brackets refer to
the published catalogue by Beeckmans et al. 2011.
Legends are copied from this catalogue where they are
not legible on the images.
Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ issues
1. (134) Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVS[
]ReXû
Rev. +cRVX[ ]PeLLIT¢OIe¢cRIm; saltires on cusps;
annulets in spandrels
19.5 mm, 1.89 g, 330°
Some flattening and surface corrosion; moderate wear.
2. (135) Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûgR0ûRe[ ]
Rev. +šcRVXšPeLLITšOIešcRš; stars on cusps; nothing
in spandrels
21.0 mm; 1.09 g; 330°
Slightly double-struck; worn.
3. (141) Type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible; ornaments uncertain
19.0 mm; 1.09 g; die axis uncertain
Worn and corroded.
4. (140) Type IIIL or IIIR
Obv. [
]eIûgR0ûRe[ ]
Rev. +šcRVXšPeLLITšOIešcRIIš; stars on cusps;
nothing in spandrels
19.5 mm; 1.96 g; 30°
Obv. Badly corroded; rev. slight wear.
5. (133) Type IIIR
Obv. +šI0cOBVSšDeIšgR0šReXš
Rev. +cRVX!PeLLIT!OIe!cRI; trefoils on cusps; nothing in spandrels
21.5 mm; 2.35 g; 90°
Obv. fairly worn; rev. moderate wear.
Scottish or imitation issues
6. (142) Uncertain type
Obv. legend illegible; design indistinguishable
Rev. [ ]RVX[
]; ornaments
uncertain
17.5 mm; 0.78 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
7. (143) Uncertain type
Obv. legend illegible; design indistinguishable
Rev. legend illegible; ornaments uncertain
16.0 mm; 0.83 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
Imitations with IACOBVS
8. (136) As type IIIL
Obv. [
]cOBVS:[
]R0 R[ ] (?)
Rev. +cRVX[ ]LL[
]RI (?)
18.0 mm; 0.83 g; 120°
Surfaces corroded.
9. (137) As type IIIL
Obv. [
]BVS:DeI;GR[ ] (?)
Rev. [
]:PeLLIT:Oe[ ] (?)
20.0 mm; 0.79 g; 270°
Some corrosion; moderate wear.
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Imitations with uncertain name
10. (139) As type IIIL
Obv. legend mostly illegible (...Re! ?)
Rev. legend illegible
21.0 mm; 0.78 g; die axis uncertain
Buckled; surfaces corroded
11. (30) As type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible
17.0 mm; 0.62 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
Imitation with KAROLVS
12. (138)
Obv. +H0ROLV[
]Re (?) (H instead of K)
Rev. legend mostly illegible (... :Oe: ...?)
17.5 mm; 0.69 g; 150°
Obv. corroded; rev. heavily patinated.
Two further finds from Oudenaarde were recovered
from the site of an old mill (location unknown). Both
are Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ issues.
A. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûgR0ûReX
Rev. +cRVX[
]LITûOIeûcRIII; ornaments of uncertain type
19.0 mm; 1.98 g; die axis not recorded
Surfaces oxidised; some flattening on reverse.
B. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûgR0ûRe (stops probably double
saltires, but unclear)
Rev. cRVX%PeLLIT%OI[
]; trefoils on cusps; annulets
in spandrels
21.0 mm; 3.09 g; die axis not recorded
Some surface pitting; moderate wear.
A third stray find of a Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ is from an
unrecorded location in or near the town.
C. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVS¢DeI[ ]gR0[ ]ReX%
Rev. +cRVX¢PeLLIT¢OIe¢cRIII; saltires on cusps; pellets
in spandrels
21.0 mm; 1,75 g; die axis not recorded
Obv. double-struck; some surface pitting; moderate
wear.
Geraardsbergen
All are illustrated in Pl. 4. Numbers in brackets refer to
the published catalogue by Beeckmans et al. 2011.
‘Crux Pellit’ imitations

3. (59) As type IIIL
Obv. legend mostly illegible (... eI ...)
Rev. legend mostly illegible (... eI ... ePI ...??)
18.0 mm; 0.84 g; die axis uncertain
Very worn; some corrosion.
4. (60) Type uncertain
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible
17.0 mm; 0.90 g; die axis uncertain
Chipped; highly corroded.
5. (61) As type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible
18.0 mm; 1.25 g; die axis uncertain
Surfaces oxidised and corroded.
6. (62) As type IIIL
Obv. [
]n!Dn[ ]BeneD[ ]
Rev. [
]PeL[
]
19.0 mm; 0.95 g; die axis uncertain
Worn; surfaces oxidised.
Brugge (Pl. 4)
‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIL
Legends illegible
18.0 mm; 0.87 g; die axis uncertain.
Dendermonde (Pl. 4)
‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIL
Obv. [
]ROL[
] ??
Rev. [
]eLLIT[
]cR
18.0 mm; 1.08 g; 270°
Creased and somewhat corroded.
Zonnebeke
All are illustrated on Pl. 3. Numbers in brackets refer to
the unpublished catalogue by R. Van Laere.
1 (27). ‘Crux Pellit’, type IIIL
Obv. + I0cOBVS[
]e
Rev. +*PeLLT*OIe*c[
]; stars on cusps; nothing in
spandrels
19.0 mm; 1.47 g; 150º
Some corrosion; moderate wear.
2 (28). ‘Crux Pellit’, type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûGR0ûReX
Rev. +cRVXûPeLLITûOeûcRII; trefoils on cusps; nothing
in spandrels
19.0 mm; 1.59 g; 0º
Some corrosion; accretion on obv.; moderate wear.

1. (57) As type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. [ ]VX[
]T:Oe:[
]; ?trefoils on cusps
17.0 mm; 0.79 g; die axis uncertain
Surfaces corroded and oxidised.

3 (29). ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type III(L?)
Obv. +I0cOBV[
]GR0R[ ]
Rev. +cRV[
]LLI[
]; ornaments indecipherable
19.0 mm; 1.01 g; 270º
Very worn and corroded.

2. (58) As type IIIL
Obv. +[ ]RO[
Rev. +cRVX[ ]PeL[
18.0 mm; 0.96 g; 30°
Fairly worn.

4 (30). ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible; saltires on cusps
17.0 mm; 0.90 g; 270º
Very worn and corroded.

]ReX
]eII (?)
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5 (31). ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIR
Obv. [ ]K0ROLV[
]GR0ûR[ ]
Rev. [ ]VXûPeL[
]; ornaments indecipherable
19.0 mm; 0.84 g; 0º
Some corrosion; worn.

Rev. [ ]cRV[
]I[
]; design worn away
0.8 g
Chipped; corroded; very worn.

6 (32). ‘Crux Pellit’ imitation, as type IIIR
Obv. +K0ROLVS [
]
Rev. [      ]IT%OIe[   ]; saltires on cusps;
annulets in spandrels
19.0 mm; 0.84 g; 30º
Uneven striking; some corrosion; moderate wear.

7. As type IIIL
Obv. [
]OBV[
]
Rev. [
]VX[ ]Pe[
]; trefoils on cusps;
nothing in spandrels
1.1 g
Uneven striking; corroded; fairly worn.

Diest (not illustrated)
‘Crux Pellit’, probably imitation, uncertain type
Obv. no details decipherable
Rev. [
]X!Pe[
]
16.0 mm; 0.68 g; c. 330°
Pierced; badly corroded, especially obverse.
Mechelen
All are illustrated in Pl. 3.
Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ issues
1. Type IL(i)
Obv. +I0cOBVS[
]eXû
Rev. C[
]eLLITûOIeûcRIm; last letter unclear;
pellets on cusps; nothing in spandrels
1.4 g
Uneven striking; fairly worn.
2. Type IIR
Obv. +%I[
]gR0%ReX%
Rev. [
]X¡PeLL[
]; pellets on cusps; annulets
in spandrels
1.5 g
Uneven striking; slight corrosion; fairly worn.
3. Type IIR
Obv. +[
]%ReX[ ]
Rev. [ ]cRVX[
]; pellets on cusps;
symbols in spandrels also appear to be pellets, but
unclear. (Pellets/pellets was not recorded by Holmes
2008a.)
1.3 g
Much corroded.
4. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûgR0ûReX
Rev. [ ]cRVXûPeLLITûOeûcRI[
nothing in spandrels
1.3 g
Some corrosion; fairly worn.
5. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVSûDeIûgR0ûReX
Rev. +šcRVXšPeLLITšOIšcR[
nothing in spandrels
2.1 g
Some corrosion; moderate wear.

]; trefoils on cusps;

]š; stars on cusps;

Imitation?
6. Uncertain: probably an imitation, but just possibly
an official issue
Obv. [ ]I0cOBVS[
]; orb appears to have
widely spaced bands

Imitations with IACOBVS

8. As type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBV[
Rev. +cRVX.PeLLIT[ ]c:c[
1.1 g
Uneven striking; worn.

]
]; uncertain ornaments

Imitation, uncertain name
9. As type IIIR
Obv. Legend illegible
Rev. [
]VX[
]; saltires or trefoils
on cusps; ? nothing in spandrels
0.6 g
Chipped and corroded; fairly worn.
Imitations with KAROLVS
10. As type IIIL
Obv. [ ]0ROL[
]eI.gR[
]
Rev. +[
]eLLIT[
]RI[ ]; saltires or trefoils on
cusps; nothing in spandrels
0.6 g
Uneven striking; some corrosion; fairly worn.
11. As type IIIL
Obv. [
]ROLVS[ ]DcI:[
]
Rev. Mostly illegible; saltires or trefoils on cusps; nothing
in spandrels
0.9 g
Uneven striking; fairly worn.
12. As type IIIR
Obv. [ ]K0ROLVS[
]; legend commences at 11.0
Rev. [
]LLI¢Oe¢[
]; reading not definite; uncertain ornaments
1.0 g
Very poorly struck; some corrosion.
13. As type IIIR
Obv. [ ]0RO[
]; legend commences at 11.0
Rev. [ ]RVX[ ]LI[
]; saltires or trefoils on cusps;
nothing in spandrels
0.8 g
Uneven striking; some corrosion; fairly worn.
Veurne
All are illustrated on Pl. 4.
Scottish ‘Crux Pellit’ issues
1. Type IL
Obv. +I0cOBVS!D[
Rev. +cRVX!PeLLIT[
17.0 mm; 1.97 g; 315°
Much corroded.

]R0!ReX
]III; ornaments uncertain
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2. Type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBVS[ ]DeI[ ]gR0[ ]ReX (?)
Rev. +cRVX[
]; ornaments uncertain
17.0 mm; 1.23 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
Imitations
3. as type IIIL
Obv. +I0cOBV[
]gR[
]eX
Rev. [
]eLL[
]cR[
]; ? saltires on cusps
18.0 mm; 1.21 g; die axis uncertain
Much corroded.
4. As type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. legend illegible; ornaments uncertain
17.0 mm; 0.91 g; 300°
Badly chipped; much corroded.

5. As type IIIL
Obv. [
]DeI[ ]gR[
]
Rev. +cRVX[
]LIT[ ]Oe[ ]cR[
uncertain
18.0 mm; 0.86 g; 120°
Slightly chipped; much corroded.

]; ornaments

6. As type IIIL
Obv. legend illegible
Rev. +cRVX [ ]PeLLIT[
]; ornaments uncertain
16.0 mm; 0.68 g; 30°
Slightly chipped; much corroded.
7. As type IIIL?
Obv. [
]DeI:oR0:Re[ ]
Rev. +cR[
]cRIm:; saltires on cusps
18.0 mm; 0.87 g; 225°
Uneven striking; corroded.
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SCOTTISH BLACK MONEY IN THE
LOW COUNTRIES c.1484–1506
PETER SPUFFORD

There seem to me to be two main problems arising from the previous article by Nicholas
Holmes and Hendrik van Caelenberghe.1 How far did the areas to which Scots black money
penetrate relate to Scots trade with the Low Countries? Why were the Crux Pellit pieces used
so widely that it was worth imitating them? I would therefore like to expand this marvellous
set of new findings by looking at the context, both geographically and in terms of what
denominations the Scottish 3d. and ½d. pieces might have been used for in the Low Countries.
I am controversially following up the text cited by Joan Murray by not calling these pieces
pennies and farthings, but instead calling the Crux Pellit coins ‘3d. pieces’, and the smaller
pieces ‘halfpennies’: ‘for thir was blak cunyhe in the realme strikkin and ordinyt be king James
the thred, half pennys and three penny pennys innumerabill of coppir’ in a short anonymous
chronicle ending in autumn 1482, and therefore contemporary.2 Some of the smaller pieces
were probably ‘farthings’ and ‘halfpennies’ at different times. The latest ones seem to have
been regarded as ‘halfpennies’ in 1482. As will be apparent from the second section of this
paper, it helps to think of these pieces in Joan Murray’s terms.
How far did the circulation of Scottish Black Money correlate with Scottish trade?
I would like to present the work of Nicholas Holmes and Hendrik van Caelenberghe geographically in the context of a map of the principalities of the Netherlands in the late fifteenth
century. The boundaries of principalities that I have used are those of the last third of the
fifteenth century as far as I can determine them. Most, but not all, these principalities were
ruled in turn by Charles the Bold or Rash (Duke of Burgundy 1466–77), Mary (Duchess of
Burgundy 1477–82), and Philip the Handsome (Duke of Burgundy 1482–1506). The legal
French boundary of 1468, which had been the de facto boundary since the Treaty of Arras in
1435, was too far south to be shown on the map. My sea-coast is approximately as it was after
the third Saint Elizabeth flood of 1424. As can be seen there was a much wider mouth to the
great rivers than obtains to-day. For routes of trade I have marked the course of the rivers
Leie/Lys, Schelde/Scheldt, Dender/Dendre, Maas/Meuse and Rhine. Not only were bulky
goods largely carried by water, but there were also roads alongside the rivers which by this
time had already been made up for the past two hundred years to be fit for carts to use and
were maintained by the principal cities. There was similarly a coast road from Calais to Bruges
to supplement coastal shipping. By the late fifteenth century the key east-west commercial
road ran from Bruges to Ghent, where the Scheldt was crossed, to Dendermonde, to Mechelen/
Malines, Diest, to Maastricht, where the Meuse was crossed, to Valkenberg, and through
Jülich to Cologne. The key north-south commercial road ran from Antwerp, which had
already largely replaced Bruges as the principal commercial centre of the Low Countries,
through Mechelen, the administrative centre, to Brussels, where the court was, which was the
Acknowledgements This is a supplementary article to Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014, above pp. 109–24, which is itself
a development from van Caelenberghe 2014, which won the prize offered by the Bruges Numismatic Society in 2013. I am much
indebted to Hendrik van Caelenberghe and Professor Jos Benders for providing me with meticulous commentaries on my article.
1
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014.
2
Cited by Murray 1977, 116. She suggests, p. 120, they may have begun before 1466, that they were four to the penny in
1466, but halfpennies again by 1468. Nick Holmes points out that the June 1468 reference is to their having at some point been
reduced from halfpennies to farthings. He therefore suggests they began as halfpennies before 1466 and were downgraded to
farthings: Holmes 2008a, 158–9, and 2008b, 240. Yet in 1482 they could again be regarded as ‘half penys’.
Peter Spufford, ‘Scottish black money in the Low Countries c.1484–1506’, British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014), 125–39.
ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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consumption centre for the whole of the Low Countries. To show where these Scottish coins
were used in the Low Countries, I have marked finds of one or two pieces by a small dot, and
for larger numbers by circles with the name of the place. For this map I naturally started from
the material newly provided by Nicholas Holmes and Hendrik van Caelenberghe, together
with the material described by Joan Murray and Claire van Nerom in 1983.3 Virtually all of
these places appear on my map (Fig. 1).

Fig. 1.

Finds of Scottish coins and imitations in the late fifteenth-century Low Countries.

For the concentration of the use of Scots coin in Zeeland I have supplemented the finds
reported above by Nick Holmes and Hendrik van Caelenberghe by those recorded in NUMIS,
now based in the Netherlands National Bank in Amsterdam. I am most grateful to Jan Pelsdonk
for letting me have details of them. They include six 3d. pieces and forty ½d. pieces from
Middelburg itself. Jan Pelsdonk has also provided me with details of all those so far recorded
in NUMIS from other parts of the modern Netherlands. As can be seen from the map, virtually
all the pieces found outside Zeeland were in the south of Holland. There is a quite exceptional
group of fifty-three 3d. and thirty-two ½d. found in the dunes by Heemskerk. These could be
part of a much larger number gradually being washed ashore from a wreck. For what is now
Belgium I have been very fortunate to be able to add a very great deal of information from the
series of volumes on coin-finds recently published by Jean-Luc Dengis.4 I am particularly grate3
4

Murray and van Nerom 1983, 109 n.34.
Dengis 2009–13.
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ful to him for letting me consult his two crucial volumes for Flanders ahead of publication.
However, since most of the finds recorded in both NUMIS and the Dengis volumes are either
from urban excavations, or from near the surface of agricultural land, the distribution pattern
may reflect the areas of recorded activity of archaeologists and metal detectorists up to the
present, as well as what was happening in the late fifteenth century. I have included details of
all the mapped finds in an appendix to this article (below, pp. 136–8). Despite this caveat, the
map shows the great concentration of finds of Scottish 3d. and ½d. and their imitations in the
islands of Zeeland and in Flanders. I should next like to explain this concentration.
By 1323 there was already a Scottish merchant community in Middelburg, the principal
town of Zeeland, in the middle of Walcheren, its largest island. In 1347 Middelburg, for the
first time, became the Staple town for Scottish goods.5 The Staple meant that all Scots goods
had to pass through Middelburg, but that did not mean that they stayed there. They primarily
went through Middelburg to Bruges. Bruges itself was also already enormously important for
Scottish merchants by the end of the thirteenth century, and there was a ‘Scottendyc’, essentially a very small Scots enclave, in the city until the sixteenth century.6 It has been suggested
that in the mid-fifteenth century there were some ten Scots merchants and their families permanently resident in the city. In the late fourteenth century there had been a further fifty or so
merchants coming for short periods from Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Perth or Dundee, who stayed
in some ten of the regulated hostels.7 The Scots formed one of the fourteen ‘nations’ at Bruges,
and had their own chapel, dedicated to St Ninian, in the Carmelite church.8 In the period with
which we are concerned, from 1484 onwards,9 the Staple was permanently in Middelburg,
after fifteen years of oscillation between Bruges and Middelburg up to 1473.10
In both Middelburg and Bruges the ‘Scots Nation’ had a corporate existence, with a governor or conservator, variously elected by themselves, or appointed by the king or the duke of
Burgundy.11 In 1483 Bruges unsuccessfully petitioned for the return of the staple. It was in the
1480s that other nations left Bruges for Antwerp, but the Scots do not seem to have had any
permanent presence in Antwerp. It is therefore not surprising that no finds of Scots pieces or
imitations have yet been reported from Antwerp. At the beginning of the sixteenth century
there were still, or again, some Scots in Bruges, after the civil war of the 1480s and 90s. However
their presence was subsidiary to their main base in Middelburg. Only one imitation 3d. has so
far been reported from Bruges itself, although a dozen have been found at Bruges’ then current
outport of Sluis, which was itself a town of approaching ten thousand people in the 1470s.12
This is quite unlike the numbers found in Middelburg, which retained the Staple until 1506,
when it was moved for the first time to Veere. The next year it was back in Middelburg, but from
1508 it was permanently at Veere.13 Since Middelburg lay in the centre of Walcheren, it had to
rely on Arnemuiden as its outport, to which it was joined by a canal.14 Vlissingen (Flushing)
and Veere were rival ports on the south and north of the island, with better harbours, and lower
harbour dues, than Arnemuiden, giving on to the West and East Scheldt respectively. It is
singular that although Scots black money has been found at both Arnemuiden and Vlissingen,
none has so far been recorded for Veere. It may just be that no reported metal detecting or
excavation has taken place there. Alternatively it might suggest that by the time the Scots were
primarily going to Veere they were no longer bringing black money with them. Can 1506–8
Rooseboom 1910, document 5.
Rooseboom 1910, 6.
Murray 2005, 264.
8
Van Houtte 1982, 235.
9
See below, p. 131.
10
In 1455 the staple was still clearly in Middelburg, but by 1461 in Bruges. In 1466 the Scots Parliament forbad the carrying
of goods directly to Sluys, Damme or Bruges and the Staple was back in Middelburg. In 1470 it was back in Bruges, and in 1472
James III ratified a treaty requiring merchants to take their goods directly to Bruges and not elsewhere. Since the promised privileges at Bruges did not materialise, the Staple was transferred back to Middelburg the next year, 1473: Rooseboom 1910, 21 and
documents 29 and 30.
11
Davidson and Gray 1909, 88–147.
12
Henderikx 2012, 216
13
Letter of James IV to Anna van Borselen Lady of Veere: Rooseboom 1910, document 35.
14
For more detail on Arnemuiden, see Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014, above, pp. 111–13, 120–1.
5
6
7
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be used as some sort of end point for their circulation in Zeeland? This might also fit with the
end of their circulation and availability in Scotland itself ?
Scottish trade was sufficiently worth having for the towns which were competing for the
Staple to give substantial presents. In 1474 Henry of Borselen had sent a young lion to James
III to ensure that the Staple remained in Middelburg, and did not go back to Bruges.15
Many of the finds on the mainland are on the coast or in places immediately behind the coast,
like Veurne. The inland finds were influenced by the routes of trade, particularly along the rivers,
Lys, Scheldt, and Dender, and their adjacent roads. The key finds of Scottish black money in
these valleys were in and around towns that made light cloth, like Courtrai/Kortrijk on the Lys,
famous for its says, Zonnebeke just off the Lys, Oudenaarde/Audenarde and Tournai/Doornik
on the Scheldt, and Dendermonde/Termonde and Geraardsbergen/Grammont, on the Dender.
At first sight this would suggest that this is where Scots merchants or their agents were primarily to be found selling their wool, as has already clearly been emphasised by Nicholas Holmes
and Hendrik van Caelenberghe. The Scots also brought hides and furs, salmon and their own
coarse cloth, but I suspect that these left Scottish hands at the fairs of Bergen op Zoom and
Antwerp, or even at Middelburg-Arnemuiden and do nothing to explain the distribution of
Scottish black money elsewhere. But did the Scots even carry their own wool to the places
which used their wool? Earlier in the fifteenth century the clothiers of Oudenaarde had kept
their own broker in Bruges for obtaining Scots wool for them. By the end of the century
Oudenaarde clothiers had largely turned to tapestry, but in 1501 they still had a broker in
Bruges buying wool, but now it was for tapestry.16 So one has to wonder whether Scots
merchants actually went up those three rivers or only their wool and their black money?
Our knowledge of the use of Scots black money in this part of the Low Countries is severely
hampered by the French conquests of the seventeenth century. Therefore there remains the
problem of whether and how much Scottish black money has been found in these areas, which
include all of the Boulonnais and Artois and large parts of Flanders, Hainault and Liège.
Unfortunately the annual reports of coin finds diligently put together by B. Delmaire and his
collaborators over the past three decades in the Revue du Nord were only concerned with
Gallic, Roman and Merovingian coins. I would expect that a very small number of further
Scots pieces and their imitations will have been found, but not recorded, along the Flemish
and Artois coast perhaps as far as Boulogne, and up the Lys valley to Armentières, and possibly even up the Scheldt and Dender valleys. From this conquered area, I have only been able
to put on the map Thérouanne on the Lys, then in the county of Artois, because referred to
by Joan Murray and Claire van Nerom.
Lighter fabrics using cheaper Scottish, Spanish and local wool, instead of, or mixed with,
the more expensive English wool were woven in many places in the Low Countries, including
Middelburg itself, and Veurne, just inland from the Flemish coast and, like Courtrai, notable
for its says. However, two areas of the Low Countries were specialising in producing these
lighter fabrics. One was in the three river valleys of Flanders, the other was in Mechelen and
northern Brabant. Sixteen Scottish or imitation pieces have been found in Mechelen. Otherwise
the penetration of Scottish copper coin into this area appears to have been much more limited
than in the river valleys of Flanders. Single pieces have been found in Lier and Diest where
Scots wool was also being used.17 Further east, a small group of eight 3d. pieces have been
found in Weert, not in Brabant itself, but the principal town of the county of Horn, formerly
a fief of Loon/Looz, but at this time temporarily ruled by John, bishop of Liège 1482–1505.
In the second half of the fifteenth century Weert was another centre for the manufacture of
light cloth using Scottish wool. Its products, like those of Mechelen and north Brabant, were
sold through Antwerp and Bergen op Zoom.18 Apart from Zeeland and other coastal places
and these light cloth producing areas, only a scattering of finds of Scottish black money has
been reported elsewhere, including a few in the northern Low Countries.
15
16
17
18

Rooseboom 1910, 20.
Vanwelden 2006, 56.
van Uytven et al. 2004, 246–7.
Alberts and Jansen 1964, 128.
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As well as carrying black money with them when they sold, Scots merchants could have
equally carried it with them when they bought. And what and where did Scots buy? For their
clothiers at home they needed alum, now brought from Tolfa to Bruges or Antwerp, madder
grown on Walcheren itself, and woad brought by Spanish shippers from the Toulouse area to
Middelburg-Arnemuiden. Spanish goods, like iron and soap, were available at MiddelburgArnemuiden, for it was not only the Scots who unloaded there, Spaniards did as well. At the
end of the fifteenth century there was also a permanent Spanish colony in Middelburg.
Portuguese merchants bringing Madeira sugar to Antwerp, unloaded first at Arnemuiden,
and Portuguese merchants became burghers of Middelburg.19 Alum may still have come from
Italy by sea, but lighter Italian luxury goods were increasingly brought overland at this time
by South German merchants and were available at Antwerp and in Bergen op Zoom. Damme,
between Bruges and Sluis, was the wine distribution centre for northern Europe, for French,
Iberian, Greek and Rhine wines. There was also hopped beer, not yet available in Scotland
itself, but made in huge quantities in South Holland, and increasingly in Brabant at this date.
After the sack of Liège in 1468, brass goods, whether tableware or armaments were largely
produced in Mechelen. However did Scots merchants go there? Not much later, in 1511–13,
six culverins, together with copper and iron for casting further guns, were acquired for James
IV, not at Mechelen, but at Veere, to which their Staple had been moved by then.20 Salt too had
to be imported into Scotland. Sea salt was made by evaporating seawater, using local peat as
fuel, in Zeeland itself and on the northern coast of Flanders, at places like Hulst, where Scots
black money has been found. My guess is that Scots purchases in the Low Countries also
included linens, since linens were already the most important element in English purchases at
Antwerp.21 Much linen came from the Dender valley and was sold at Oudenaarde.22 Surprisingly
many of the goods that the Scots merchants needed to import could be found at MiddelburgArnemuiden. Even if they bought other than at Middelburg, their purchases would not have
taken the Scottish merchants, and their black money, to places not already mentioned as
places for the sale of wool, except for the coastal salt refining areas of northern Flanders.
The total number of reported finds of 3d. and ½d. pieces is not easily countable. It is clear
that overall 3d. pieces outnumbered ½d. pieces. I would suggest totals of something like 240 3d.
pieces (including imitations) and 105 ½d. pieces, have so far been reported from Belgium and
the Netherlands.23 However, more are being found all the time. The ½d. pieces are heavily congregated in Zeeland, where they outnumber the 3d. pieces and in the dunes by Heemskerk,
where they probably came from a wreck. Apart from two reported from coastal Brabant, very
close to the border with Holland, none have yet been found outside Zeeland and Holland. It is
also not possible to sift out the numbers of imitations, since large numbers of the records of
their finding do not distinguish between Scottish pieces and continental imitations. This contrasts with the great precision shown in this paper by Nick Holmes and Hendrik van
Caelenberghe. It would be good if all future finds in the two countries could be catalogued
according to the classification set out by Holmes in 2008,24 as well as any that are accessible for
re-cataloguing. It is a pity that Holmes regards it as impossible to make a similar classification
for the halfpennies.
For what values did Scottish 3d. pieces circulate in the Low Countries?
The Cambridge numismatic symposium on the role of foreign coins in the local monetary
economy in 1997 concluded that there were two principal reasons why foreign coins were
Henderikx 2012, 218, 290.
His purchase also included some boxes of sugar and almonds and some barrels of soap: Rooseboom 1910, 33.
21
In 1469–1504 linen was the second, or third, most valuable import into England, after wine, and perhaps iron: Spufford
2007, 75–80, and Spufford 2012, 66–7.
22
Vanwelden 2006, 51
23
This includes the parcel, supposedly a hoard, of six 3d. pieces and six ½d. pieces found somewhere in ‘Holland’ and
acquired by the National Museums of Scotland in 1993: Holmes 2008a, 158–9.
24
Holmes 2008a, 138–76.
19
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acceptable as a part of a local currency. There were some cases where the foreign coin was
essentially the same as a coin in the recipient country, but many more cases when the foreign
coin provided a denomination that was lacking in the recipient country, either because such a
denomination did not exist, or because inadequate quantities were being minted.25
At the level of gold and silver coinage, the Burgundian rulers had unified the coinage for all
their principalities after 1433, but at the level of small change they continued to mint the old
local coinages of the individual principalities: mites, double mites and later quadruple mites
in Flanders (24 mites made the common groot), different mites, double mites and quadruple
mites for Brabant (here 36 mites made the common groot, which was effectively the flemish
groot continued), deniers and double deniers in Hainaut (twelve deniers made the common
gros), and pennynxken (little pennies) in Zeeland and Holland (eight made the common
groot). The lack of anything minted in Zeeland and Holland as small as the mites of Flanders
and Brabant meant that the need for very small change there was met by imported mites from
Flanders and Brabant and their imitations. Perhaps this lack of any very small local coin was
what made the Scots ½d. pieces acceptable in Zeeland and Holland.
To understand how the Scots 3d. and ½d. pieces fitted into the currency of Flanders,
Zeeland, Brabant, and Holland, it is necessary to calculate the value of these pieces in the
individual provinces. We have a very few direct exchange rates between Scotland and Flanders
for this period:26
1456: £1 gr.fl. = £2 10s. 0d. Scots
1457: £1 gr.fl. = £3 0s. 0d. Scots

£1 Scots = 8s. gr.fl.
£1 Scots = 6s. 8 gr.fl.

Black money began in Scotland circa 1465–6:
1469: £1 gr.fl. = £2 15s. 0d. Scots
1473: £1 gr.fl. = £2 4s. 5½d. Scots
1480: £1 gr.fl. = £3 0s. 0d. Scots
1481: £1 gr.fl. = £3 6s. 8d. Scots

£1 Scots = 7s. 3 gr. 7 m.fl.
£1 Scots = 9s. gr.fl.
£1 Scots = 6s. 8 gr.fl.
£1 Scots = 6s. gr fl.

3d. Scots = 1 gr. 2m.fl.
3d. Scots = 1 gr. 8m.fl.
3d. Scots = 1 gr.fl.
3d. Scots = 22 m.fl.

In 1482 Black Money was called down in Scotland.
If there was to be any advantage to Scots to bring quantities of these pieces to Zeeland and
Flanders, they must have been worth less at home than in the Low Countries, in the same way
that Venetian merchants bringing soldini to England could make a profit by passing them as
English halfpennies although they were only worth one third of a penny. If the Scots 3d.
pieces were brought to the Low Countries before 1482 they would have had to circulate at over
a flemish groot to be worth bringing. They are not found with white money such as groten,
which suggests that it was not worth bringing them up to this point.
However, after 1482 it was a different matter. It is not clear whether the intention in Scotland
was totally to demonetise black money or call it down radically. In practice black money went
on circulating until the end of the century.27 In 1977 Joan Murray suggested that 3d. pieces
should have circulated in Scotland after 1482 as farthings,28 and, on this basis, Jean-Luc
Dengis recorded many of the finds in Belgium as ‘farthing au globe et à la croix’.
John Gilbert gives us a couple of Scots-Flemish exchange rates after 1482:29
1483: £1 gr.fl. = £3 6s. 8d. Scots
1484: £1 gr.fl. = £3 13s. 4d. Scots

£1 Scots = 6s. gr.fl.
£1 Scots = 5s. 5 gr. 11m.fl.

¼d. Scots = 1.8 m.fl.
¼d. Scots = 1.6 m.fl.

These exchange rates make it clear that if 3d. became ¼d. at home, there was a very substantial advantage in bringing Crux Pellit pieces to the Low Countries, when they could circulate in
Flanders as Flemish 4-mite pieces. There would even have been a very slight advantage in circulating them as Flemish 2-mite pieces, but probably not enough to be worth the trouble. I
Travaini 1999.
Gilbert 1977, 146–7. One may question how realistic these rates are when the Scottish-English rates show a Scots pound
worth 8s. English in 1466, but down to as little as 2s. 3d. English in 1483: Gilbert 1977, 136–41.
27
Murray 1977, p.129
28
Murray 1977, p.118. The evidence for them passing as ¼d. seems to depend on a single account.
29
Gilbert, 1977, pp. 146–7.
25
26
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therefore believe that they circulated as 4-mite pieces, but there were no 4-mite pieces in Flanders
in 1482. It was not until the end of March in 1484 that 4-mite pieces were created in Flanders
and that there was a denomination with which the Crux Pellit pieces could correspond. Once
4-mite pieces existed in Flanders there was some point in bringing the Crux Pellit pieces across.
In Flanders ‘four mites’ was an ambiguous denomination. Should it be white money or
black? The earlier double denier of Hainaut, which was of equivalent value, was black, but the
Holland penning, of a lower value, only the equivalent of 3 mites in Flanders, was still firmly
white. Black four mite pieces had already existed in Brabant since 1466, but they were lower in
value than the white Holland penning, being equivalent only to 22/3 Flemish mites. When a
white four mite piece was struck for Brabant at Antwerp in 1482 it was regarded as a failure.
The mint instructions stipulated that it should be made as if it was a very small piece of white
money. It was found in practice that it was too small and too thin to use. The mint was reimbursed for melting them all down again. So what should the 4-mite piece be in Flanders when
introduced in 1484? It was black, and one of the largest pieces of black money in the Low
Countries of its time. John of Horn, between his taking possession of the bishopric of Liège
in October 1484 and his consecration as bishop on 11 September 1485, began to have larger
brulés minted, valued at 4d. Liègois. These were extraordinarily like the 4-mite pieces that
began to be minted at this very time for Philip the Handsome (Fig. 2), with a simple shield of
Horn on the obverse, and a cross patty on the reverse, with a quatrefoil in the centre. If JeanLuc Dengis is right, these were the first purely copper pieces of Liège. He had them minted
both at Maastricht and at Hasselt in the former county of Loon, and continued to do so after
his consecration.30 Since the Flemish 4-mite piece was supposed to contain only one thirtieth
part of silver (10 gr. argent le-roi), it looked as if it too was made of copper.

Fig.

2. Philip the Handsome 4-mite pieces. (Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.)

When I looked at examples in the Grierson collection in the Fitzwilliam Museum in
Cambridge, I was struck by the fact that one of his Scots 3d., and one of his 4-mite pieces
looked and felt more or less identical for use as small change, despite the difference in type.
This Crux Pellit piece weighed 1.61 g (type IIR, Holmes no. 108), and this 4-mite piece, of the
1489 issue, weighed 1.52 g. I wanted to see if this near equivalence held on a larger scale. The
1484–5 issue of 4-mite pieces in Flanders were intended to weigh 1.77 g. In 1960, Hendrik
Enno van Gelder and Marcel Hoc did not know of any surviving examples, although nearly
300,000 were struck at the Ghent mint in the two months of April and May of 1484, and a
further 9,000 in the following twelve months.31 The 4-mite pieces struck in 1489 at the Ghent
mint for Philip the Handsome’s Council of Regency, effectively continued this issue.32 After
Dengis 2006, nos 762–4 and 800.
van Gelder and Hoc 1960, no. 59–5; also Spufford 1970, 42–3, 180–1.
van Gelder and Hoc 1960, no. 152. I believe that the noble and patrician Council of Regency deliberately copied earlier
pieces to emphasise their claim to legitimacy against Maximilian, whom they claimed had usurped the regency, thus flouting the
terms of his marriage agreement, which specifically ruled out his regency if Mary died before they had a child of an age to rule
in person. Since Maximilian found difficulty in getting consent to taxation, he debased the coinage in the areas of the Low
30
31
32
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Maximilian had fled the Low Countries, he left his part of the Low Countries to be run by his
deputy Albert of Saxony, who returned to strong money in December 1489, as a means of
winning over the nobility and the patriciate. After he captured Bruges he opened a mint there
in December 1490, which produced very different 4-mite pieces. They were treated as a sort of
very small white money. They containing one-sixth silver, which gave them the appearance of
poor silver, and they weighed only 0.69 g.33 However, the final issue of the reign, 1499–1506,
included 4-mite pieces which were again of black money and reverted to the scale of the 4 mite
pieces of 1484–5, and 1489, although somewhat lighter.34
When 4-mite pieces were black money they were of the same module as the called-down
Crux Pellit 3d. pieces, but thinner and lighter. Looking at the Crux Pellit pieces, in reasonable
condition, listed in this article, and in the article by Joan Murray and Claire van Nerom, they
are generally 19–21 mm across, and weigh 2.05 g ± 0.35 g, which is distinctly heavier than the
intended 1.77g of the 1484–5 issue of Flemish 4-mite pieces.
The Grierson Scots 3d. that I began by looking at was patently at the lighter end of the
range, and his 1489 Flemish 4-mite pieces were heavier than those put out at the end of the
reign of Philip the Handsome.35 Nevertheless, I remain convinced that the Scots called-down
3d. could profitably pass as 4-mites in Flanders. I suspect that 4-mites was the standard price
of the variable weight loaf of bread in late fifteenth century Flanders.36 The Crux Pellit pieces
could equally have passed as 4d. brulés in the principality of Liège, but find evidence suggests
they hardly did so. A very few have been found at Maastricht and further up the Meuse valley.
37
This fits in with the pattern of Scots trade in the Netherlands.
By the mid-fifteenth century the mites minted in Brabant contained only one ninety-sixth
part silver, barely one per cent.38 All such black money was essentially copper. Totally copper
coins were not officially minted in the Low Countries until the early years of the sixteenth
century.39 Nevertheless this small part of silver in official coins meant that the derivative mites
and double mites put out by the small seigneurial mints on the eastern border of the Low
Countries could successfully undercut them if they did not incorporate any silver.40 Most of
these minting lordships were fiefs of, or enclaves in the old county of Loon, which had been
taken over in the previous century by the bishops of Liège, but not properly controlled by
them. Most were on the west bank of the Meuse downstream from Maastricht, and are now
in Belgium. The rulers of these lordships were not content with producing derivatives and
even fraudulent imitations of the mites and double mites of Flanders, Brabant, Namur and
Liège, but also imitated the poorest coinages of Luxemburg, Aachen, the Rhineland electors,
and the doubles, deniers and mailles tournois of France. The French imitations were bought
in bulk by entrepreneurs in France who then put them into circulation. One of the rulers of
Gronsveld even had imitations of the blancas of Castile struck in his castle earlier in the century. These too were presumably sent to Castile in bulk. Once 4-mite pieces were minted in
Flanders, derivative 4-mite pieces began to be struck in these lordships. For example, Henry I
Countries he controlled. The Council of Regency did obtain consent to taxation in the areas of the Low Countries they controlled, and ostentatiously maintained the quality of their coinage (Spufford 2012). Since their 2-mite pieces of 1489–90 altered
only the legends of the 2-mite pieces of 1482–7, I believe that they are highly likely to have done the same for their 4-mite pieces.
If this was the case, the 4-mite pieces of April and May 1484 will have had as an obverse type a shield of the arms of Flanders,
and some such legend as MON ARCHIDU AUST BG CO F and as a reverse type a cross patty with a lis in the centre, and some
such legend as IN NOMINE DOMINI AMEN, those of the following twelve months might conceivably have changed their
reverse legend to some version of SIT NOMEN DOMINI BENEDICT as with other denominations.
33
van Gelder and Hoc 1960, no. 91
34
van Gelder and Hoc 1960, no. 125; weight 1.51 g and 12 gr. fine (0.039 silver).
35
His second 1489 4-mite piece weighed 1.71 g, much more like the intended weight in 1484.
36
The system of fixed prices and variable weights of loaves in late medieval Europe has most recently been explained by
Travaini 2013, 189–97. I shall be following up her article by writing more about bread prices in the late medieval Low Countries
in the future.
37
In the excavation of Neufchâteau-sur-Amblève, in the seigneurie of Sprimont, south of Liège, and at Neuville and
Ferrières.
38
Spufford 1970, 41.
39
van Gelder and Hoc 1960, nos 130–7, maille of Namur, 1502–4.
40
I am conscious of derivative pieces put out by the lordships of Bicht, Brogel, Elsloo, Gerdingen, Gronsveld, Gruitrode,
Kessenich and Kinrooi, Limbricht, Reckheim/Rekem, and Rummen/Rumigny.
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of Bronkhorst, who died in 1496, issued 4-mite pieces at Gronsveld with the shield of arms of
Flanders on the obverse, and the cross patty on the reverse, but with his own name on the
obverse and with a letter G for Gronsveld (not for Ghent) in the centre of the cross instead of
a Flemish lis. His son continued the issue. The lord of Bicht, did the same, even including the
Flemish lis in the middle of the cross. Similar 4-mite pieces were struck in Elsloo, Limbricht
and Rekem, and maybe other places too.41 These pieces were not outright imitations, but
deceptive derivatives, designed for circulation in Flanders, not in the Meuse valley.
It seems highly unlikely that the imitations of Scots 3d. pieces were produced in Scotland
since none have been found there. It is possible, but improbable, that they were made in
Zeeland, since the only imitations found in Zeeland, were turned up on the Arnemuiden harbour front amongst a large quantity of black money brought in from Flanders. The two realistic alternatives are that they were made within Flanders itself or by minor Mosan mints that
were already producing derivative black money for Flanders. It was much safer to produce
derivative 4-mite pieces, or imitation Scots 3d. pieces, than outright imitations of Burgundian
coin, which made the issuer, and those who distributed them, liable to the draconian penalty
of being ‘gestraeft tot de ketel’, the forger to be melted down like his own false coin. Imitating
Scots pieces carried no such penalty.
The imitations overlap in module with the original Scots 3d., generally being 18–19 mm
across. However even excluding those that are chipped, they are enormously much lighter,
generally weighing only 1 g ± 0.25 g. In other words they were not only around half the weight
of genuine Scots 3d. pieces, but also lighter than Flemish 4-mite pieces. Furthermore, some
imitations of the Crux Pellit 3d. carried the reverse legend ‘Sit Nomen Domini Benedict’ as
the 4 mite pieces of Flanders did after 1499, and possibly in 1485.42 Like Borys Paszkiewicz
and Michael Anderson I too was struck by the handful of imitations that read Karolus Dux,
which surely refers to the recent local count of Flanders, Charles of Burgundy (1466–77),
rather than any French king Charles.43 Like Paszkiewicz, I feel that the change from Jacobus
to Karolus Rex was also intended to make users of these imitative pieces feel that they were
properly local, and refer to their recent local ruler.44
The use of Scots Crux Pellit pieces as 4-mite pieces in Flanders would seem to fit the general
case of foreign coin being essentially the same as a coin in the recipient country. This is accentuated by the fact that there were not enough official 4-mite pieces in Flanders until after 1505,
which is about the time that I suspect that the Crux Pellit pieces stopped circulating. However,
I am conscious of imitation Scots 3d. and Flemish 4-mite pieces being found together only at
the Abbey of St Adrian in Geraardsbergen.
The smaller pieces which began in or before 1466 as ¼d. Scots, but were later called ½d.
Scots, if called down in the same proportion as the 3d. pieces, became 1/12d. or 1/24d. Scots.
Up to 1482 these would have been worth by exchange just over 4 mites in Flanders, but after
1482 well under a mite. They were smaller than any of the mites that had been minted in
Flanders before minting ceased in 1458, or even the smaller mites minted in Brabant until
1474. But were mites still needed in either principality? If so, the called down Scots ½d. pieces
fitted the other criterion, as a foreign coin which provided a denomination that was lacking in
the recipient country, either because such a denomination did not exist, or because inadequate
quantities were being minted. The standard denomination of black money actually minted in
Flanders throughout the second half of the century was the courte or double mite.45
All this suggests that, in Flanders, Scots pieces had roles to play after 1484. The calleddown 3d. pieces could circulate for 4 mites in Flanders after 1484 and the called-down ½d. for
a mite, and in each case give considerable profit to the Scots merchants who brought them, as
well as providing for local needs. But what about the other principalities, particularly Zeeland?
41
42
43
44
45

Grierson, Spufford et al. forthcoming.
At Geraardsbergen, Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014, above pp. XXX, and Anderson 2006, 345–8.
Paszkiewicz 2000, 86
However I would not interpret it as an allusion to Charles ambition to be a King (of the Romans).
Spufford 1970, 180–1.
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In Zeeland and Holland after 1484 the called-down Scots 3d. pieces, if re-valued at ¼d.,
were worth by exchange just over half the local pennyncxkin (little penny). When the Holland
mint was open, it struck a continuous, although not very large quantity of penningen for
Holland and Zeeland, but not enough to satisfy demand. No half-penningen had been minted
since 1417. In response to complaints about the lack of small change, the Dordrecht mint had
been specially opened, without a master, to mint penningen in 1463–5. However, they were not
black money, but small and poor white money with a noticeable silver content, equivalent in
value to three mites in Flanders. Since halves and quarters of the penning were no longer
minted, there was no indigenous black money available north of the Rhine-Meuse estuary as
there was in Flanders and Brabant. However, the excavations at Arnemuiden clearly show that
black money from the southern Low Countries was being used as small change in Zeeland, see
above (pp. 111–13, 120–1). If the 3d. pieces were revalued at ¼d., they could be passed as half
a Holland penny, whilst the original Scottish ½d., when revalued, had become worth something unimaginably small, and yet they circulated. As well as the fourteen Scots ½d. described
above, the excavation of the old dockside at Arnemuiden in 2008–9 turned up other equally
small pieces, including some which had been cut down to this size.46
In Brabant after 1482 the called down Scots 3d. pieces, if revalued at ¼d., would by exchange
be worth around 2½ Brabant mites. They would have had to circulate as 4-mite pieces to bring
a profit to those who brought them across the North Sea, and this is perfectly possible.
However, many fewer have been found in the northern part of the duchy, in which Scots wool
was being used, than in the light woollen area of Flanders. And this although there was a
general lack of black money in Brabant. None of its own 4-mite or 2-mite pieces were struck
there between 1482 and 1490, and no single mite pieces after 1474.
In the Low Countries themselves finds of imitations may not have outnumbered genuine
Scots 3d. pieces, but in two places in northern Spain many more imitations have been found
than Scots pieces. A startling article by Michael Anderson indicates that since the parallel trade
in Spanish wool intersected with that in Scottish wool, Crux Pellit pieces, and more particularly
their imitations, were carried back to areas of northern Spain which provided the sailors for
Biscay shipping.47 At Oiartzun and Lasarte, both in the hinterland of San Sebastián, three
genuine Crux Pellit pieces, and seventy-nine imitations, at least three with a Karolus legend,
have been found along with a dozen coins from Brabant. Shippers from Bilbao to Bayonne,
including San Sebastián, shipped out not only the Spanish wool sent out in large quantities by
Burgos merchants, but also local iron, Bordeaux wine and Toulouse woad, all consumed in
the Low Countries. They have not yet been reported, but one might expect more to be found in
the hinterlands of Bayonne, Laredo and Bilbao as well. In Castile there was no coin of the right
denomination in the earlier part of the reign of Ferdinand and Isabella, but from 1497 a blanca
of the right module, black money despite its name, worth a single maravedi, was struck at
Castilian mints including Burgos. In Navarre there was no denomination at the end of the
fifteenth century between their half blanca (still white money here) and the black cornado, which
was a much smaller coin. An imitation Scots 3d. could pass here for the lacking intermediate
double cornado.48
Conclusion
From the evidence of pieces so far found and recorded it seems clear that Scots black money
did not circulate in large quantities in the Netherlands as a whole, but was heavily concentrated in Zeeland, where Scottish merchants disembarked, and in the areas of Flanders in
which the wool they brought was used, and in which the goods they purchased were available,
particularly along the coast and in the valleys of the Lys, Scheldt and Dender. It is not yet
46
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014, above pp. 111–13, 120–1, and Janson 2012, 58. I am indebted to Hendrik van
Caelenberghe for drawing my attention to this publication.
47
Anderson 2006, 345–8.
48
Crusafont, Balaguer and Grierson 2013.
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clear what role the Scots black money played in the currency of Zeeland, but it seems that in
Flanders the Crux Pellit pieces circulated alongside Flemish 4-mite pieces after the latter were
introduced in 1484. The Flemish 4-mite pieces attracted derivatives from those Meuse valley
lordships which had already been minting 2-mite derivatives for circulation in Flanders, and it
seems likely that it was some of these mints that also produced the imitations of the Crux
Pellit pieces for circulation in Flanders. The valuation of Scots black money at home as 3d.
and ½d. pieces, meant that they were too valuable to export until they were called down in
1482. The issue of comparable 4-mite pieces made the Crux Pellit pieces acceptable in Flanders
from 1484. How long they continued to circulate is not clear, but it may be significant that
although numerous pieces of Scots black money have been found in Middelburg-Arnemuiden,
none have yet been found in Veere, to which the Scottish Staple was moved in 1506.

Finds of Scottish Black Money in the Low Countries
Scots
Imitation
Total
Total
Reference/remarks
½d.	  ½d.
½d.
coins

51

50

2				  277
1				  10
3				
476
6				  51
?					

Murray and van Nerom 1983; dredging Lys
Dengis 2013b, no. 50; farmland
Dengis 2013b, no. 67; excavations
van Laere unpublished;51 excavation
Murray and van Nerom 1983

Four finds are recorded in NUMIS, but only three coins are described in Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014.
Dr Raf van Laere, personal communication of unpublished article ‘Munten gevonden tijdens de opgravingen van de augustijnenabdij te Zonneebeke’.

Lys valley
Deinze
1
1
Harelbeke			
Courtrai Beguinage		
3
Zonnebeke Abbey
3
3
Thérouanne			

Coastal Flanders
Beveren
1
3
4				
>200
De Wilde 1999–2000; excavation
Hulst
1
2
450					
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014 and NUMIS; farm sites
Klein Sinaai, Boudeloo Abbey			
1				  13
Dengis 2013a, no. 100; excavation
Moerbeke (Waasland)			
1				  29
Dengis 2013a, no. 126; farmland
Stekene
2
2
4				  167
Dengis 2013a, no. 174; farmland
Wachtebeke			 1					 NUMIS
Assenede		
1
1				  175
Dengis 2013a, no. 11; farmland
Sint Laurens		
1
1				   2
Dengis 2013a, no. 168
Sluis			12					 NUMIS
Damme (port)
1		
1				  311
Murray and van Nerom 1983; excavation
Brugge		
1
1					
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; excavation
Koksijde (Abbaye Dunes)
4
1
5				  29
Murray and van Nerom 1983; excavations
La Panne		
4
4				   6
Murray and van Nerom 1983; in dunes
Veurne I
1		
1				  32
Dengis 2013b, no. 127; farmland
Veurne II
2
5
7					
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; field outside Veurne
Adinkerke		
1
1				   1
Murray and van Nerom 1983; farmland
Oostduinkerke
1
1
2				  28
Murray and van Nerom 1983; excavation

Zeeland
Middelburg			 6			 40		 NUMIS
Arnemuiden
2
3
5
5
9
14
200–400
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; excavation
Vlissingen/Flushing
2		
2
1		
1		
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014
Goes
1		
1					
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; sewage works
Reimerswaal			 1			 1		 NUMIS
Borsele			 1			 2		 NUMIS
Noord Beveland						 1		 NUMIS
Schouwen			 1					 NUMIS
Westenschouwen				
5		
5		
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; lost village
Zierikzee
1		
1
1		
1		
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014

Place found
Scots
Imitation
Total
	  3d.	  3d.	  3d.
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Reference/remarks

53

52

2				  14
2				  521
1				  124
13				
c.10,000
1					

Dengis 2012, no. 68; farmland
Dengis 2012, no. 76; excavation
Dengis 2012, no. 84; farmland
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; dredging
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; farmland

Van Hove and Van Roeyen 1996 records eight Scottish coins of 3d., but Holmes and Van Caelenberghe 2014, XXX, distinguishes only two Scottish coins and five imitations.
Including two coins not identified as Scottish or imitations.

Brabant inland and Mechelen
Lier			
Mechelen I		
2
Mechelen II
1		
Mechelen III
5
8
Diest		
1

Brabant coastal
Bergen op Zoom
1		
1					
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; outskirts of Bergen op
								 Zoom
Breda			 2					 NUMIS
Moerdijk			 1			 1		 NUMIS
Oosterhout			 1					 NUMIS
Boxtel						 1		 NUMIS

1				   6
2				  88
1				   2
1				   3
1				   8
1				  17
2				  11
6					
4					

Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; monastic site
Dengis 2013a, no. 4; excavation
Dengis 2013a, no. 89; farmland
Dengis 2013a, no. 127; excavation
Dengis 2013a, no. 133; excavation
RBN 2006, p. 221.
Dengis 2013a, no. 137; excavation
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; within town
Dengis 2013a, no. 49

Total
coins

Dender valley
Dendermonde Abbey		
1
Aalst		
2
Hillegem			
Moorsel			
Nieuwerkerken		
1
Ninove Abbey		
1
Ninove Grain Market			
Geraardsbergen		
6
Flanders uncertain place			

Total
½d.
Van Hove and Van Roeyen 1996; extension of Market Place
into Churchyard
Dengis 2013a, no. 165; farmland
Dengis 2013a, no. 119; farmland
Holmes and van Caelenberghe 2014; sewage works
Dengis 2013a, no. 39b; farmland
Dengis 2013a, no. 154b; excavation
Dengis 2013b, no. 56; farmland
Dengis 2009a, no. 198a; ?market
Dengis 2009a, no. 198b; surface
Dengis 2009a, no. 395; ?market

Scots
Imitation
½d.	  ½d.

Scheldt valley
Temse
2
5
852				
c.100
								
Sint Amandsberg			
1				  23
Machelen			
1				  46
Oudenaarde
5
5
1253				  148
Eine			
1				  17
Petegem-Aan-De-Schelde			
1				   7
Kaster			
4				  30
Tournai I, quartier Nord			
2				  67
Tournai II			
1				  38
Tournai III		
3
3				  190

Place found
Scots
Imitation
Total
	  3d.	  3d.	  3d.
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Scots
Imitation
½d.	  ½d.

Total
½d.

Total
coins

Reference/remarks

1				   8
1				  59
1				   2

Dengis 2009a, no. 171; farmland
Dengis 2009a, no. 334; farmland
Dengis 2009a, no. 171; farmland

Dengis 2010, no. 348; excavation

Note: NUMIS is NUMismatic Information System, database containing single finds and coin hoards in the Netherlands, formerly maintained by the GeldMuseum
Utrecht, and being transferred, with the Netherlands National Numismatic Collection, to De Nederlandsche Bank.

Friesland
Scheemda			 1					 NUMIS

Hainault
Sirault		
1
Mons		
1
St Denis en Broqueroie			

179

1				

Limburg
Neufchâteau-sur-Amblève		
1

8					 NUMIS
1					 NUMIS
1				  19
Dengis 2009b, no. 235; farmland
1				   2
Dengis 2010, no. 348; farmland

Liège bishopric
Weert			
Maastricht			
Neuville		
1
Ferrières		
1

Gelderland
Zaltbommel			 1					 NUMIS

Utrecht bishopric
Amersfoort			 1					 NUMIS

Holland
Bernise			 1					 NUMIS
Dordrecht			 1					 NUMIS
Heemskerk			
53			
32		
NUMIS; in dunes
Alkmaar						 1		 NUMIS
Holland uncertain place
6		
6
6		
6	  13
BNJ 2008, pp. 158–9

Place found
Scots
Imitation
Total
	  3d.	  3d.	  3d.
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THIS IS THE VERY COINAGE OF YOUR BRAIN:
SHAKESPEARE AND MONEY REVISITED
B.J. COOK
Hamlet: Why, look you there! Look how it steals away!
My father, in his habit as he liv’d!
Look where he goes even now out at the portal!
Exit Ghost.
Gertrude: This is the very coinage of your brain.
This bodiless creation ecstasy
Is very cunning in.
(3.4.139–143)1

This exchange from William Shakespeare’s Hamlet both is and is not about money. What
Queen Gertrude calls ‘the very coinage of your brain’ is her interpretation of her son’s apparent
mental derangement, as he claims to see the ghost of his father, visible to him and to the watching
audience, but not to her.
The subject of money in Shakespeare is an active field of study. There is a well-established
tradition of numismatists exploring the plays of Shakespeare and his contemporaries in the
world of English Renaissance drama, trying both to clarify the sometimes confusing terminology and nomenclature of the time for a modern audience and also to gain insight into how the
coins of the time operated within the economic and social context of the age.2 More recently,
scholars of English literature and theatre history have been interrogating the economic, commercial and monetary aspects of the works of Shakespeare and his contemporaries in some
detail.3 This builds on older work that includes Sandra Fischer’s invaluable Econolingua: A
Glossary of Coins and Economic Language in Renaissance Drama.4 Article literature on similar
themes is considerable.5 Then of course there is the role of money in Shakespeare’s professional
and personal life, as well as his works: the economics of the theatre business and money’s
important part in the Shakespeare biography; silver as ‘thou common drudge tween man and
man’, as The Merchant of Venice has it (3.2.105–6).6 The purpose of this article is to revisit
Shakespeare’s dramatic works from a numismatic perspective, in particular as an appreciative
response to Allen and Dunstan’s 1941 contribution to this Journal.
Plotting with money
References to coins and money in Shakespeare fulfil a range of functions and purposes. At a
basic level of the dramatist’s craft, money and coins act as a plot-motor, whether across the
whole arc of a play, as in The Comedy of Errors, The Merchant of Venice and Timon of Athens,
or at a sub-plot level, to kick-start a train of events or just stimulate a dramatic confrontation,
as with the accusations of monetary misappropriation in the clash between Bolingbroke and
Norfolk that opens Richard II (1.1.88–90) or the argument over military supply between Brutus
and Cassius in Julius Caesar (4.2.133–140), as tension between the tyrannicides sets in. But this
is rarely money as a simple device to get things moving: money is always more resonant and
References to Shakespeare are taken from Bate and Rasmussen 2007.
Allen and Dunstan 1941 was a pioneering part of this literature. A recent addition also in BNJ is Wong 2012.
3
Recent books include Graf 2008, Deng 2011 and Landreth 2012.
4
Fischer 1985; Fischer’s definitions are not always wholly accurate, but her volume remains an exceptionally valuable
collection of material, even despite the availability of modern research tools of the range and calibre of EEBO (Early English
Books Online, http://eebo.chadwyck.com/home), much consulted for this paper.
5
See, for example the articles in Woodridge 2003.
6
Recent books include Aaron 2006, Knutson, 2006 and Leinwand 1999.
1
2

B.J. Cook, ‘This is the very coinage of your brain: Shakespeare and money revisted’, British Numismatic Journal 84 (2014),
140–64. ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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pervasive. If the plot of the play is based around money, then the society of the play is also
based around money. The two main plots of The Merry Wives of Windsor – Falstaff’s delusionary hopes of seducing Mistresses Page and Ford and thus gaining access to their husbands’ wealth and the campaigns of the rival suitors for the heiress Anne Page – circle and
interweave, but always to show that money makes this little provincial world go round, a world
as close to Shakespeare’s own Stratford as he would go.7 Anne Page’s successful suitor, Fenton,
makes explicit the intricately interwoven emotional, moral and monetary motivations of the
play:
Albeit I will confess they father’s wealth
Was the first motive that I woo’d thee, Anne;
Yet, wooing thee, I found thee of more value
Than stamps in gold or sums in sealed bags;
And ‘tis the very riches of thyself
That now I aim at.
(3.4.14–19)

Love has triumphed, as it is a comedy, in the wry words of Master Ford:
Stand not amazed; here is no remedy:
In love the heavens themselves do guide the state;
Money buys lands, and wives are sold by fate.
(5.5.191–192)

Perhaps it is worth considering in a little detail some of the plays with money at their heart:
an early work like The Comedy of Errors, a popular Elizabethan hit like The Merchant of
Venice, and Timon of Athens, often characterised as a Jacobean problem piece. The Comedy
of Errors is something of a jeu d’esprit, full of farce and slapstick and intricate plotting, an
early work that shows off the author’s gifts. Plautus’s Roman comedy, Menaechmi (not then
translated into English), already had a complicated-enough plot of separated identical twins,
to which Shakespeare adds a second set of separated twins borrowed from Plautus’s
Amphitryon, just to make life harder, and encloses all this within a framing structure derived
from Apollonius of Tyre. But the ancient Ephesus of the setting is a place where money really
does drive everything. A trade war with Syracuse is the back-story of the plot and its characters are merchants and businessmen. The arrival of the unsuspecting Antipholus of Syracuse
to bewilderingly intercept the money and valuable objects intended for his long-lost twin sets
off a riot of panic over seemingly stolen coins, allegedly missing valuables and apparently
unpaid debts that swallows up character after character in a maelstrom of money-inspired
confusion, to conclude in ‘a circuit of monetary redemptions’, as a recent study describes.8
‘Say, wherefore didst thou lock me forth today?/ And why dost thou deny the bag of gold?’
despairingly cries Antipholus of Ephesus, locked out of his house and arrested for debt
(4.4.86–87). What was in the bag of gold? In this case, it was ducats, as this Antipholus had
spelled out earlier, when sending for his treasure to foil the debt-collectors:
To Adriana, villain, hie thee straight;
Give her this key, and tell her, in the desk
That’s cover’d o’er with Turkish tapestry,
There is a purse of ducats; let her send it;
Tell her I am arrested in the street
And that shall bail me;
(4.2.102–108)

In this play Shakespeare is unusually loose with his money terms, as though he had not
quite worked out how to deploy this sort of reference: there are ducats, angels (‘Here are the
angels that you sent for to deliver you’, 4.3.32), guilders (‘I am bound/ To Persia and want
guilders for my voyage’, 4.1.3–4) and marks (‘He asked me for a thousand marks in gold’,
2.1.59), all referenced as current in ancient Ephesus more or less interchangeably, in a prodigal
7
8

For an interpretation that ascribes to Shakespeare a particularly acerbic attitude in this play, see Grav 2006.
Raman 2005, 204.
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welter of anachronistic coin names. Overall, we get a sense of a place dripping with international money, but also full of worry and tension should the golden chain of debt and payment
be broken (a lovingly described and valued jeweller’s golden chain is actually one of the misapplied items of the plot). If debt is denied, characters are labelled as mad and race across the
stage, pursued by doctors and law-enforcement waving forms of physical restraint. As so
often, farce has a monetary dark side.
Monetary dark sides rarely come darker than in The Merchant of Venice, with its difficult
mix of money, anti-Semitism and fairy-tale plotting. First produced in 1596, it was, it seems,
popular at the time: it was praised as one of the author’s best comedies by Francis Meres in
1598; it was often alluded to and echoed by other playwrights and writers (especially the
‘pound of flesh’) and revived by Shakespeare’s playing company in the Jacobean period, when
it received a performance at court. There was also a fairly early publication in quarto form in
1600, which referenced its recent performance, and which also does not mince words about the
plot:
The most excellent historie of the Merchant of Venice,
with the extreame crueltie of Shylocke the Iewe
towards the sayd Merchant, in cutting a full pound
of his flesh: and the obtaining of Portia
by the choice of three chests,
As has beene divers times acted by the Lord Chamberlaine his servants,
Written by William Shakespeare’
We are clearly in Venice, with ducats mentioned throughout, most often as, of course, the
three thousand ducats advanced against the surety of a pound of flesh from Antonio, the
Merchant of Venice himself. The Venetian ducat was familiar enough to Shakespeare’s audience, many of whom would have a reasonable idea of its value. Three thousand ducats was a
very large sum, about £1,000 in contemporary English terms; it was the annual income of the
wealthy, if hopeless, gentleman Sir Andrew Aguecheek in Twelfth Night (1.3.17). Shakespeare’s
audience knew the value of this loan and knew also the prodigality of Shylock’s daughter
Jessica, eloping with her Christian boyfriend and her father’s looted treasure chests.
Tubal: Your daughter spent in Genoa, as I heard, in one night fourscore ducats.
Shylock: Thou stickest a dagger in me. I shall never see my gold again; fourscore ducats at a sitting!
Fourscore ducats!
(3.1.72–74)

This was many years’ income for many spectators watching The Merchant in the yards at the
Theatre in Shoreditch or the Swan in Southwark in the mid-1590s and they are unlikely to
have thought Shylock’s level of outrage unreasonable in itself. Presumably they would have
laughed at his fury, but perhaps also felt sympathy wane for the absconding Jessica. In the
play’s other main plot, pointed up in the quarto’s synopsis, another transactional scenario is
played out over Portia and her inheritance. A woman and her wealth are to go to whoever
chooses correctly between three caskets, of gold, silver and lead. Portia is able to manipulate
her dead father’s will to get the result and husband she wants. In the ‘Quality of mercy’ judgment scene, where the two plots meet, Shylock, the moneylender, repeatedly refuses money to
forgo the pound of flesh. He is offered six thousand ducats, twice the original loan, by
Bassanio, beneficiary of that loan, raised initially to fund his campaign to woo Portia, and
now successful and newly rich as her husband. Shylock refuses:
If every ducat in six thousand ducats
Were in six parts, and every part a ducat,
I would not draw them, I would have my bond.
(4.1.86–88)

In Timon of Athens of course money is even more all-pervading. Dating probably to
around 1607, it may never actually have been produced in the theatre.9 Timon’s lavish – indeed
9

For a useful discussion of the play, see Grady 2006.
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pathologically needy – generosity bankrupts him and earns him no reciprocal help when he
needs it. The speech from Act 4, Scene 3, where the ruined Timon finds a hoard of gold while
grubbing for roots in a forest was, unsurprisingly, Karl Marx’s favourite bit of Shakespeare.10
What is here?
Gold? Yellow, glittering, precious gold? No, gods,
I am no idle votarist; roots, you clear heavens!
Thus much of this will make black white, foul fair,
Wrong right, base noble, old young, coward valiant.
Ha, you gods! Why this? What’s this, you gods? Why, this
Will lug your priests and servants from your sides,
Pluck stout men’s pillows from below their heads.
This yellow slave
Will knit and break religions, bless the accursed,
Make the hoar leprosy adored, place thieves
And give them title, knee and approbation
With senators on the bench; this is it
That makes the wappen’d widow wed again;
She whom the spital-house and ulcerous sores
Would cast the gorge at, this embalms and spices
To the April day again. Come, damned earth,
Thou common whore of mankind, that put’st odds
Among the route of nations, I will make thee
Do thy right nature.
(4.3.25–45)

In Timon’s world money is both ‘yellow slave’ and ‘visible god’, ‘sweet king-killer’ (4.3.384)
and ‘bright defiler’ (4.3.385); those that have it may ‘have the world in empire’ (4.3.395). When
it gets to specifics, the main form of money in Timon is the talent, a term familiar then from
both the Bible and classical literature. The talent was, of course, actually a measure of silver
and indeed a very large one, rather than a coin: historically the Athenian talent was 50 kg of
metal; the biblical talents larger still. The text of Timon has some awareness of the scale of the
talent – one, two or five talents are sums mentioned, more or less reasonably, although on
other occasions fifty or even a thousand talents are spoken of – unfeasibly huge sums.
Setting the scene: foreign coins
Despite the ducats of The Comedy of Errors and The Merchant of Venice and the talents of
Timon of Athens, perhaps the most obvious point to make about Shakespeare’s monetary language is that, in his plays’ plots and dialogue he overwhelmingly uses the money of his own
daily world, English coin-names and measures of value. As noted, he can reference foreign
coins and even ancient coins, but he does this to the same purpose as he used English terms.
And this purpose is clarity. Coins, expressions of monetary value and the use of monetary
metaphors are all present as tools to assist the audience, one of the ways the playwright could
make character, motivation, plot and significance understood by those first Elizabethan and
Jacobean audiences in the open-air theatres such as the Curtain, Rose, Swan and Globe. Other
motives, in particular local colour, can also be present, but never in a way that obscured clarity.
This can seem ironic nowadays, as references that were included to assist a contemporary
audience can easily be baffling and opaque to a modern one. In performance texts, these are
often excised and trimmed out of the dialogue, presumably simply because they are not likely
to be understood. There are, however, losses involved in doing this. For example, the dialogue
of Falstaff above all is so densely packed with coin references – especially in the form of puns
and jokes – that quite serious damage would be done to the presentation of his character by
slicing out too much of this material.
Yet, for his time, Shakespeare was in some ways quite moderate and limited in his vocabulary of coin references, if not in their quantity. As Sandra Fischer pointed out, his plays are
10

See Marx 1887, 132.
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not in fact as rich in unusual coin names as some of his contemporaries.11 One has to go to
Jonson, Dekker or Beaumont for the asper and bagatine, the gazet, moccinigo and stiver or
even the more familiar pistole and pistolet, named in several Elizabethan royal proclamations.
Beyond English monetary terms, Shakespeare employs a fairly small repertoire of other names
repeated across several plays. There are a few singleton exceptions to this generalization, but
one can make a case that each of these reflects a relatively familiar and topical usage. All are
to be encountered in other playwrights’ work, whereas his plays are never the sole source of
any coin-name.
There are four non-English coin names that recur in Shakespeare’s plays in any quantity.
The ducat has already been mentioned as occurring frequently in The Comedy of Errors and
The Merchant of Venice. It was familiar enough in England both as term and as object. A
hoard of gold coins deposited at Bisham Abbey in Essex in about the year of Shakespeare’s
birth included a Venetian ducat.12 Ducats pervade Shakespeare’s work, with more than fifty
references across ten plays. Some other playwrights use it, from Robert Wilson’s Three Ladies
of London of 1581 (with its positive depiction of a Jewish businessman) the earliest to survive,
through Marlowe’s Dr Faustus and works by Dekker and Middleton, but Shakespeare does
seem to outscore the rest put together in his recourse to it.13
The ducat was, in origin, the defining gold coin of Venice. Its prime locale was always Italy
and unsurprisingly, most Shakespearean references are in Italian-set plays. In the Paduan setting of The Taming of the Shrew, one of Bianca’s suitors offers a dower of property in Pisa and
2,000 ducats ‘by the year of land’ (2.1.371). In Verona Romeo pays 40 ducats for a dram of
poison (5.1.62–63) and in Two Gentlemen of Verona, the servant Speed pointedly notes the lack
of a ducat tip (1.1.121). Both Padua and Verona were part of Venice’s terrafirma empire in
Shakespeare’s day. A hefty 1,000-ducat bribe propels the plot of the Sicilian-set Much Ado
About Nothing (2.2.35), while in the Italianate Illyria of Twelfth Night (very much Venice’s historic stamping ground) Sir Andrew Aguecheek has his excellent income of 3,000 ducats a year.
Yet the term ducat also meant any coin of the same standard and many lands had their
own versions. Whether Shakespeare knew this, or if he was just using the term as a generic
international gold coin, ducats feature several times in Denmark in Hamlet (for example,
‘How now! A rat! Dead, for a ducat, dead!’, 3.4.27) and in Viennese-set Measure For Measure
(‘his use was to put a ducat in her clack-dish’, 3.1.43–44), both territories which had their
own local ducats. Most unexpected and the only completely unrealistic usage is the 10,000ducat wager on the fidelity of Imogen in the ancient British and Roman world of Cymbeline
– admittedly the setting of the bet is in Rome, but with a Frenchman, Dutchman and Spaniard
in attendance, historical fidelity is barely a factor (1.4.93–94).
Even more familiar than the ducat to Shakespeare’s audience was the contemporary French
gold coin, the écu à la couronne,14 usually known in English texts of the period as the ‘French
crown’, appearing in seven of Shakespeare’s plays.15 A ‘French crown weight’ was a familiar
measure of the Elizabethan period, practically standard usage in medical treatises and chemical handbooks.16 A general sense of its value seems clear from a popular song recorded in 1609:
Fischer 1985, 30–1.
Keary 1877; Allen and Blackburn 2011, 240–2.
13
This is suggested by Fischer’s references, although some caution is needed, as her citations are representative, not exhaustive, for ‘more common terms in non-Shakespearean plays’ (Fischer 1985, 36) (although whether a given term is common or not
is not specified and it might seem that any foreign coin name would not be viewed as common). A search on EEBO (see n. 4) for
plays appearing in print during Shakespeare’s working life which referenced ducats only added Robert Armin’s Two Maids of
Moreclacke (1609) and Robert Daborne’s A Christian Turn’d Turk (1612) to Fischer’s examples, followed after 1620 by Fletcher’s
The Tragedy of Thierry King of France (1621) and Massinger’s The Duke of Millaine (1623).
14
The relatively plentiful occurrence of these coins as English finds confirms the point; they have been most recently catalogued
in Kelleher 2007; there are also French crowns in a 2012 hoard from Holy Island (Treasure reference: 2012 T19).
15
Allen and Dunstan 1941, 288, may overstate the likelihood that many crown references relate to French crowns, even if
this is not specifically stated; it is more reasonable to assume that references to an otherwise undifferentiated crown, especially in
an English context (as in the Henry IV plays), are to the English coin.
16
For example, the 1578 plague orders issued by the queen include medical instructions: ‘take of this powder a french crown
weight, and assoone as you suspect yourself infected, dissolue it into tenne spoonfulles of posset ale, & drinke it luke warme, then
go to bed and prouoke your selfe to sweating’.
11
12
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Mault’s come downe, mault’s come downe from an old Angell to a French crown,
There’s neuer a maide in all this towne, but well she knowes that mault’s come downe,
The greatest drunkards in this towne, are very glad that mault’s come downe.17

Certainly, Bottom’s costume-and-make-up rhapsody on yellow in A Midsummer Night’s Dream
seemed to assume audience recognition:
‘I will discharge it in either your straw-colour beard, your tawny-orange beard, your purple-in-grain
beard, or your French-crown colour beard, your perfect yellow’.
(1.2.68–70)

Peter Quince makes a somewhat opaque response: ‘Some of your French crowns have no hair
at all and then you will play bare faced’ (1.2.71–72). This usage is also found for (presumably
English) ‘bald crowns’ in other plays,18 and it has caused some puzzlement, since neither
English nor French crowns normally had a portrait, with or without hair. Since ‘crown’ was
often used to mean ‘head’ and, of course, an item of royal regalia, it seems multi-level punning
is here at work. John Donne’s elegy The Bracelet has much to say about a range of coins, in
relation and in contrast to English angels as the coins about to be melted down to make a
bracelet, among them French crowns:19
Where they but crowns of France, I cared not,
For, most of these, their natural country rot
I think possesseth; they come here to us
So lean, so pale, so lame, so ruinous.
And howsoe’er French kings most Christian be,
Their crowns are circumcised most Jewishly.

It may be that Donne is here making a similar complaint to that of Peter Quince: that French
crowns in England are often clipped and poor quality.20 A reference in John Marston’s The
scourge of villanie to ‘a false French-crowne’ echoes the implication that the French crowns
that ended up in England were not always of the best quality.21
However, Peter Quince’s comment has also been interpreted as a reference to baldness as a
symptom of syphilis, ‘the French pox’, and a usage in All’s Well That Ends Well seems to carry
a similar association of this coin and sexual misconduct (‘As fit . . . as your French crown for
your taffety punk’ (2.2.14–15), a taffety punk being a well-dressed prostitute. A joke in John
Marston’s The Dutch Courtesan (1604) definitely associated the French crown and French pox
(‘doe you give them, the french Crowne, they give you the french pox’, 1.1.122–3), but it seems
the weight of this joke rests on the reference to the French, rather than a usual understanding
of the coin in such a way. Marston first used this joke in The scourge of villanie Three bookes
of satyres (London, 1598). An anti-papal treatise, John Hull’s The unmasking of the politique
atheist (London, 1602) [at p. 101], similarly calls up the disreputable aura that hangs around
French-ness: ‘Agrippa reporteth of a Bishop, that boasted at his table, that he had in his
diocesse eleauen thousand priests, which paid yearely a French crowne for whores keeping’.
It is perhaps no surprise to find French crowns in Henry IV Part 2 and Henry V, in the latter
additionally under its French name of écu as well, in the mouth of a French soldier: ‘Gardez
me vie, et je vous donnerai dues cent ecus’. ’He is a gentleman of a good house and for his
ransom he will give you two hundred crowns’, is the translation provided by the Boy for Pistol,
who has captured the Frenchman at Agincourt (4.4.37–40). King Henry V himself draws
upon a range of coinage references to gee up his soldiers, mocking the gilded garb of the
French leaders.

Ravenscroft 1609, [p. 29].
For example, in Henry IV, Part 1 (2.4): ‘Thy state is taken for a joined-stool, thy golden sceptre for a leaden dagger, and
thy precious rich crowns for a pitiful bald crown!’ There are ‘bald French crowns’ in Jonson’s The Case is Altered of 1597. Fischer
(1985) complicates her crown references by including French crowns in a general crown entry.
19
For a detailed discussion, see Wong 2012, 129–30.
20
See Hunt 2000–01, 433–4. However, this would not explain the non-French ‘bald crown’ references.
21
Marston 1598, [p. 40].
17
18
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Indeed, the French may lay twenty French crowns to one they will beat us, for they bear them on their
shoulders. But it is no English treason to cut French crowns, and tomorrow the King himself will be a
clipper.
(4.1.181–184)

French crowns being clipped, again. In the much earlier Henry VI Part 2, the low-born rebel
Jack Cade jeers ‘Go to, sirrah, tell the king from me, that for his father’s sake, Henry Fifth, in
whose time boys went to span-counter for French crowns, I am content he shall reign, but I’ll
be Protector over him.’ (4.2.123–125).22 A French crown is casually mentioned in each of the
French-set plays Love’s Labour’s Lost (3.1.102) and All’s Well That Ends Well (2.2.14), and –
less appropriately – in a throw-away joke in the Viennese-set Measure for Measure, simply, it
would appear, as something familiar to the English audience (1.2.36). The majority of these
references come in the mouths of comic and relatively humble characters: Bottom and Peter
Quince in The Dream, Peter Bullcalf in Henry IV Part 2, Lucio in Measure for Measure, Costard
In Love’s Labour’s Lost and the Clown Lavatch in All’s Well That Ends Well; even Henry V is
pretending to be a common soldier when he makes his use of the term. It is hard to know
whether this is meaningful.
Ducats and French crowns are the foreign gold coins Shakespeare uses repeatedly. Two other
foreign coin names get some mileage, though neither is gold and both are names that became
thoroughly anglicised. Dollar, along with other versions such as dalder (this formulation perhaps registering the Dutch daalder) was the English version of thaler, used for any number of
large silver coins.23 The 1577 edition of Holinshed’s Chronicle reported of the ‘dalders, and
such often times brought ouer, but neuerthelesse exchanged as bullion, according to their
finenesse and weight, and afterward conuerted into coine, by such as haue authoritie’.24
Shakespeare tended to use ‘dollar’ not in a realistic way, in plays set in lands that actually
used such coins or with any sense of what the coin actually might be, but for its punning
potential as a homonym – dollar as dolour, or grief. The exception is perhaps a reference in
Measure for Measure, its setting of Vienna was of course no stranger to the real thaler coin,
but the occasion for the use is a punning one: in patronising Mistress Overdone’s brothel
Lucio has purchased diseases ‘to three thousand dolours a year’ (1.2.34). All of the dollar
references occur in later, Jacobean, plays: as well as Measure for Measure, the term occurs in
Macbeth, King Lear and The Tempest; the dollar/dolour wordplay is explicit in the latter two,
as it is in Measure for Measure, for example the Fool’s mordant joking in King Lear.
‘Fathers that wear rags
Do make their children blind;
But fathers that bear bags
Shall see their children kind.
Fortune, that arrant whore,
Ne’er turns the key to th’ poor.’
But for all this, thou shalt have as many dolours for thy daughters as thou canst tell in a year.
(2.2.225–232)

The fathers that bear bags in the rhyme are accumulating money-bags, but in the explanatory
pay-off the Fool predicts that Lear will accumulate as many dollars – griefs – for his daughters’ behaviour as he can reckon up – tell – in a year. It’s a highly cynical interpretation of the
ties that bind, but as it turns out very accurate. Lear’s great troubles indeed begin in this very
scene, at the end of which he will exit furiously into the storms. We can have a sense here of
the complex layers monetary punning could offer.25

22
Arden of Faversham of 1592 may be the only earlier known play with a French crown reference. Characters reference
span-counters in many plays of the period, including Nashe’s Summer’s Last Will and Testament, Beaumont’s The Woman-hater,
Dekker’s Northward Ho, John Day’s Humour Out Of Breath, and Chapman’s Two Wise Men And All the Rest Fools.
23
The Holy Island Treasure (2012 T19) included a German thaler of Maurice of Saxony, 1548.
24
Holinshed 1577, Of the Coynes of England, cap. 20.
25
Shakespeare’s use of dollar was fairly unusual and is almost an exception to the idea that he used familiar terms that other
playwrights also used. A reference in Marlowe’s Dr Faustus (4.5.13–14) is the only other example Fischer (1985) was able to find
and I have not yet found any others.
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The other anglicized coin name of foreign origin is doit, a very low-value piece originating
as the duit of the Low Countries. Although duits were in production in the contemporary
Dutch Republic and there are rare references to a ‘Hollanders doit’ in works that clearly have
a Dutch perspective or origin,26 there was probably not much sense to an English audience
that it was a foreign name, except insofar as people knew there was no English coin worth a
doit. During Shakespeare’s active life, there were not even farthings and a doit was a fraction
of a farthing.27 Doits were brought into play in general terms to mean a virtually valueless
piece of money. It might have been Thomas Nashe who brought the term into frequent literary use, since he used it in a couple of pamphlets in the 1590s, The Unfortunate Traveller
(1594), pairing doit and dandyprat (‘So likewise of his syder, the pore man might haue his
moderate draught of it (as there is a moderation in all things) as well for his doit or his dandiprat’) and Have with you to Saffron Walden (1596). This was not necessarily before the earliest Shakespearean use of the term, in Henry VI Part 2, which was almost certainly performed
before 1592. Here the Duke of Gloucester rebuffs accusations of financial malfeasance by
piling on the low-value coin-names for effect.
I never robbed the soldiers of their pay,
Nor ever had one penny bribe from France.
So help me God, as I have watch’d the night,
Ay, night by night, in studying good for England,
That doit that e’er I wrested from the King,
Or any groat I hoarded to my use,
Be brought against me at my trial day!
(3.1.109–114)

However, Nashe was also a writer with some connection to Shakespeare, being, in some opinions, the likely author of Act 1 of Henry VI Part 1 (a play possibly written after the plays we
now know as Henry VI 2 and 3).28 This reference and one in The Merchant of Venice (1.3.131)
appear to be the only dramatic usages of the doit as a coin name in the Elizabethan period,
although a third would be the off-stage character ‘little John Doit of Staffordshire’ in Henry IV
Part 2 (3.2.14), if we assume this is a joke name based on a small coin.29 In the seventeenth
century, however, Shakespeare and several of his contemporaries utilized it much more
frequently.
Yet Shakespeare came to have his own, slightly unusual role for doit, making it his default
term for near worthless coin outside a specifically English context.30 In fact, it became the
standard term he used for low-value coins in the ancient world, with several references in
Coriolanus (‘Friends now fast sworn,/ . . . Unseparable, shall within this hour,/ On a dissension
of a doit, break out/ To bitterest enmity’, 4.4.15–21; see also 1.5.6 and 5.4.50) and others in
Timon of Athens (1.1.235) and in Pericles, where the brothel servant Boult proclaims that for
26
For example, in the English translation, Iohn Huighen van Linschoten. his discours of voyages into ye Easte & West Indies
Deuided into foure bookes (London, 1598).
27
Other contemporary playwrights did reference the farthing, even if no actual coin currently existed. In plays and other
literature the phrase ‘to the utmost (or uttermost) farthing’ was a conscious echo of the familiar English translation of Matthew
5.26. This usage appears in Drew’s The Duchess of Suffolk and Heywood’s The Fair Maid of the West and A Maidenhead Well
Lost. Yet farthing values and perhaps coins occur in plays of the 1580s (Wilson’s The Three Ladies of London; the anonymous
The True Tragedy of Richard III), and 1590s (Lyly’s Mother Bombie and Henry Porter’s The Two Angry Women of Abingdon).
Sometimes the name is used simply for the punning potential (Eastward Ho: ‘Come away Sinne, we shall as soone get a fart from
a dead man, as a farthing of court’sie here.’) or as a measure below the level of English coinage, as with the line from The London
Prodigal (a play published in 1605 as by William Shakespeare), ‘faith, we haue not a farthing, not a myte’.
28
See, for example Vickers 2007.
29
Two playwrights use Doit or Doyt as the name of an actual character; these are comic servants or functionaries. One
appears in John Marston’s What You Will (1607), and the other was created by Thomas Dekker, who has a double-act of Doyt
and Dandiprat, echoing Nashe’s usage, in Blurt Master-Constable (1602), with monetary jokes spinning off from their names. An
earlier character with a low-value coin name is the boy Halfepenie Sperantus in John Lyly’s Mother Bombie (published in 1594,
but probably written and performed before 1591), whose entry also sets off a cascade of coin jokes.
30
Other playwrights tended to use doit in contemporary settings and city comedies. Apart from the use of doit in ten of
Shakespeare’s plays, Fischer (1985) only quotes two other occurrences in the works of other dramatists, Beaumont’s The Beggars’
Bush (1622) and Heywood’s A Woman Killed With Kindness (1603). Others include Heywood’s If You Know Not Me You Know
Nobody Part 2 (1606), which has Queen Elizabeth herself as a character, Chapman’s Mayday, a Witty Comedy (1611) and the
anonymous The Honest Lawyer (1616).

148

COOK

the virgin Marina ‘I cannot be bated one doit of a thousand pieces’ (4.2.53–54). The doit is
twice name-checked as the price of the cheapest entertainment, once more in the ancient
world when in a quarrel Antony threatens Cleopatra with her place in Caesar’s triumph: ‘most
monster-like be shown/ For poor’st diminutives, for doits’.(4.12.35–39).
The same comparison in another perspective is to be found in the Tempest, as Trinculo
muses on the potential for profit in the monstrous Caliban:
A strange fish! Were I in England now, as once I was, and had but this fish painted, not a holiday fool
there but would give a piece of silver. There would this monster make a man; any strange beast there
makes a man. When they will not give a doit to relieve a lame beggar, they will lay out ten to see a dead
Indian.
(2.2.24–27)

1613 probably saw the production of Shakespeare’s last work in the theatre, the lost
Cardenio, but it also saw King James I’s authorization of an issue of farthings, the first since
the 1520s; not silver from the royal mint but tokens in copper, produced under private patent.
In the last years of his life he would have held and used an actual English copper coin –
England’s long-overdue answer to the doit.
There is a pair of other low-value foreign coin-names Shakespeare used on occasion in an
analogous way: the term mite or mijt, like duit a Dutch-derived term, makes its single
appearance in Pericles, in the mouth of the Chorus figure, the medieval English poet Gower:
I’ll show you those in troubles reign,
Losing a mite, a mountain gain.
(2.Chorus, 7–8)

Mite was a term then far more widely used than doit (it can seem that there is hardly a sermon
or treatise of the Tudor and Stuart periods that did not utilize the mite, whether or not it was
explicitly the biblical widow’s or poor woman’s mite in question), so Shakespeare’s restraint is
notable.
Setting the scene: English money
In contrast to this solitary Jacobean mite, there are three Elizabethan deniers, in plays of the
1590s: ‘My dukedom to a beggarly denier./ I do mistake my person all this while’ ironically
exclaims Richard of Gloucester in Richard III (1.2.261–2), while the pair of reprobates
Christopher Sly in the Induction to The Taming of the Shrew (Induction.1.6) and Falstaff in
Henry IV Part 1 (3.3.55) each refuses to pay as much as a denier of their extensive tavern bills.
As these are all English-set scenes, there is no sense of local colour being employed, unlike, say,
the quart d’écu that makes an appearance in the French milieu of All’s Well That Ends Well as
a coin appropriate for tipping (5.2.23). (This was probably a topical reference anyway, since this
coin made something of a foray into English currency in the early seventeenth century.)31
Denier, like doit, is just a way of suggesting low value.
In many of the plays that reference foreign coins, these appear to mingle easily with English
coins, however remote the setting from England and at any time in history. We have seen this
in The Comedy of Errors and Two Gentlemen of Verona has ducats jostling with testers in the
same quick-fire exchange. This is a common Shakespearean practice – in which a bit of numismatic local colour, however approximate, is matched by the routine appearance alongside of
standard English currency. In the remote early Rome of Coriolanus there are drachmas and
doits alongside groats and threepences, and there are ducats and crowns, sterling and half
pennies together on the battlements of Elsinore in Hamlet, French crowns and three-farthing
pieces in the Navarre of Love’s Labour’s Lost, ducats and halfpence in the Sicily of Much Ado
About Nothing, and so on in Twelfth Night, Measure for Measure, All’s Well That Ends Well.
31
See Besly 1987, 63. The coin was given a value in a 1625 proclamation of Charles I and appears in John Taylor’s poem The
Travels of Twelvepence (published 1621) and Fletcher and Massinger’s The Elder Brother, performed c.1625 and published in
1637.
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In some distant settings, English money is the only kind there is. While A Midsummer Night’s
Dream is set in a wood near mythic Athens and has a core story derived from elements in Ovid,
Lucian and Plutarch’s Life of Theseus, Bottom’s French crown reference and his possible
reward of ‘sixpence a day for playing Pyramus’ (4.2.12–15) show an untroubled, un-rigorous
and thoroughly Elizabethan monetary environment. Theseus and Hippolyta, Hermia and
Lysander mingle with very English ‘low mechanicals’ and equally English fairies, so perhaps
there is no dissonance with English money providing yet another native element. Similarly
there are references to crowns and pennies under the walls of Troy in Troilus and Cressida.
There is a certain logic to this, the references to English money are placed in the mouths of the
more contemporary types of characters and the light-relief – it is Bottom not Theseus, who
uses the English monetary terms; the railing Thersites not Achilles; servant characters like
Speed in Two Gentlemen, and Pompey in Measure for Measure, the Clowns in All’s Well and
The Winter’s Tale. In Cymbeline the generic ducat and doit are there, as are general references
to ‘pieces of gold’, but there are also pounds and pennies, from the 3,000 pounds annual tribute
to Rome claimed from King Cymbeline (3.1.9) to ‘the charity of the penny-cord’, the hangman’s
rope as apostrophised by the First Gaoler (5.3.263).
Yet there is a sense in some plays of at least a degree of consistency, of a desire to maintain
a sense of local appropriateness or perhaps just to avoid any sense of discordance. In the ducatdominated world of The Merchant of Venice, one English coin is name-checked, but precisely
in terms that indicate its foreignness, as the Prince of Morocco reverently references the angel
as an alien and exotic item:
They have in England
A coin that bears the figure of an angel
Stamped in gold, but that’s insculp’d upon;
(2.7.55–57)

In other plays Shakespeare seems to veer around coin names. In Othello there are several
references to money in general, or to pieces of gold, but there are no ducats (the obvious coin
for the play) and the only coin name is (a little strangely) the crusado, spoken of by Desdemona.
Believe me, I had rather have lost my purse
Full of crusadoes and, but my noble Moor
Is true of mind and made of no such baseness
As jealous creatures are, it were enough
To put him to ill thinking.
(3.4.19–23)

Why a Venetian lady on a Cyprus under Turkish threat would have a purse of Portuguese gold
coins is not obvious, unless the name was chosen by Shakespeare because of its linguistic resonance. In English usage at the time, crusado was more commonly the word for crusade, the
holy war declared by the pope. A contemporary writer Barnabe Barnes made the connection
of coin, violence and pope explicit in his The Devil’s Charter, based on the life of the notorious
Borgia pope Alexander VI.32 Here a character prepares for murder inspired by ‘a rich purse
cram’d with red crusadoes/ Which doth inspire me with a martiall spirit’ (3.5).
The history plays set in England, unsurprisingly, offer a rich supply of monetary references.
In some cases historic monetary malfeasance culled from Shakespeare’s source books resurface
in the plays: the accusations of misuse of funds (specifically 8,000 nobles) between Bolingbroke
and Norfolk that sets off the action in Richard II is one; another is the numismatic accusation
laid against Cardinal Wolsey by Suffolk in Henry VIII:
That out of mere ambition you have caused
Your holy hat to be stamped on the King’s coin.
(3.2.385–386)

Another such reference occurs in Henry VI Part 2, with the rebel Jack Cade’s optimistic economic policy: ‘there shall be no more money; all shall eat and drink on my score’ (4.2.54–55).
32

Barnes 1607.
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Coins and customs
Characters in the plays use coins and money to give each other information or, perhaps more
usually, to comment on or even undermine other characters’ actions and speech. These
exchanges can help give insights into the social role of money and can be found throughout
Shakespeare’s career. In one of his earliest plays, Henry VI Part 1, written in or around 1590,
Joan la Pucelle (a disorienting version of Joan of Arc, to modern perceptions: aggressive,
sneering and literally a fiend-raising witch) enters Rouen in disguise with soldiers, offering
practical advice on their conduct:
Take heed, be wary how you place your words;
Talk like the vulgar sort of market men
That come to gather money for their corn.
(3.2.3–4)

So we have a pin-hole view of the rural use of coinage, seasonal and occasional, given with all
the familiar knowledge of a shepherd’s daughter, as imagined by a Warwickshire man with his
own strong rural background. As Joan is carried to the pyre, she rejects and abuses her father,
the Shepherd, claiming to be of noble birth, to which he replies
Tis true, I gave a noble to the priest
The morn I was wedded to her mother.
(5.4.23)

What appears to be another little note of a custom of the time.
Meanwhile, over twenty years later, the Old Lady in Henry VIII, hearing Anne Bullen disclaiming any thought of being queen ‘for all the riches under heaven’, comments dryly ‘Tis
strange. A threepence bowed would hire me,/ Old as I am, to queen it.’ (2.3.44–45), knowingly
referencing the bending of a coin as a lover’s gift.
Shakespeare can even offer a taste of how dreams were interpreted – we know from Shylock
that to dream of money bags was ill-omened:
I am not bid for love; they flatter me:
But yet I’ll go in hate, to feed upon
The prodigal Christian. Jessica, my girl,
Look to my house. I am right loath to go:
There is some ill a-brewing towards my rest,
For I did dream of money-bags to-night.
(2.5.14–19)

Proverbial money
Shakespearean money references can veer easily towards the proverbial and aphoristic: such
usage is nearly as common in Shakespeare as money as metaphor. This speech from The
Taming of the Shrew is quite representative, in concluding with a proverbial flourish:
Why, give him gold enough and marry him to a puppet or an aglet-baby, or an old trot with ne’er a
tooth in her head, though she has as many diseases as two and fifty horses. Why, nothing comes amiss,
so money comes withal.
(1.2.71–74)

‘Caesar gets money where/ He loses hearts’, comments Pompey in Antony and Cleopatra
(2.1.16–17); but money-proverbs from a grandee like Pompey are fairly rare. ‘He that wants
money, means and content, is without three good friends’, grimly notes the impoverished
shepherd Corin in As You Like It (3.2.18–19). ‘I begin to love as an old man loves money, with
no stomach’ says the Clown [Lavatch] in All’s Well That Ends Well (3.2.11–12) and ‘These wise
men that give fools money get themselves a good report—after fourteen years’ purchase’,
jokes Feste in Twelfth Night (4.1.14–15), as an aggravated Sebastian tips him to go away.33 It is
here, lower down the social order among peasants and servants, that we are most likely to
33

Camille Slights 1982, 541–2.
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encounter this sort of money-centric folk-wisdom, nowhere more so than in the bottomless
pit of monetary references that is The Merry Wives of Windsor.
Ford: Good Sir John, I sue for yours: not to charge you; for I must let you understand I think myself
in better plight for a lender than you are:
the which hath something embolden’d me to this unseasoned intrusion; for they say, if money go
before, all ways do lie open.
Falstaff: Money is a good soldier, sir, and will on.
(2.2.115–119)

Falstaff’s propensity to use, or invent, monetary sayings is perhaps just one of the many ways
in which he is marked as firmly down-market.34 This is not to say that kings and lords refrain
from monetary aphorism – far from it – but Shakespeare rarely gives them this distinctive tone
of homespun sententiousness.
The selfish manipulation of proverbial speech was also used by Shakespeare. Timon helps
his friends in need generously, but in his own crisis one of those ‘friends’ refuses to help in
return, confecting a specious justification – that he wasn’t asked first: ‘Who bates my honour,
shall not know my coin’ (3.3.23).
Aristocratic monetary references can themselves reinforce this association of money with
the lesser sort. A serial offender here is the proudest aristo of all, Coriolanus, supported by his
fearsome mother Volumnia and his fellow patricians, as when Coriolanus puzzles rhetorically
why his mother advises him to be less abrasive with the lowly plebeians:
I muse my mother
Doesn’t approve me further, who was wont
To call them woollen vassals, things created
To buy and sell with groats, to show bare heads
In congregations, to yawn, be still and wonder,
When one but of my ordinance stood up
To speak of peace or war.
(3.2.8–14)

Tips and testers
Outside the plays such as The Merchant of Venice that are focussed overwhelmingly on money,
it often seems to be the case that one character above all gets the lion’s share of coin and
money references in a given play. As has been noted, money references tend to cluster around
figures at the lower level of society, and many such characters get a stream of coin jokes and
puns. Costard in Love’s Labour’s Lost is just such a figure, distracted from a cheap tip of one
of the smallest available coins by the extravagant language used by the giver:
Now will I look to his remuneration. Remuneration! Oh, that’s the Latin word for three-farthings;
three-farthings – remuneration. – ‘What’s the price of this inkle?’ – ‘One penny’ – ‘No, I’ll give you a
remuneration. Why, it carries it. Remuneration! Why it is a fairer name than French crown. I will never
buy and sell out of this word.
(3.1.98–102)

He runs with the word throughout the play, getting a much better tip of a shilling under the
Frenchified term ‘gardon’, beating the latinate ‘remuneration’:
Gardon, O sweet gardon! Better than remuneration, a ‘levenpence farthing better: most sweet gardon!
I will do it sir, in print. Gardon! Remuneration!
(3.1.128–130)

Before getting his own back at the end:
Hold, there is the very remuneration I had of thy master, thou halfpenny purse of wit, thou pigeon egg
of discretion.
(5.1.50–51)35
34
For the use of the language of credit and debt by Falstaff and other characters, see Levine 2000; also Fischer 1989, especially
at pp. 160–3.
35
This subplot of the play would be compressed into a comic anecdote in Gervase Markham’s A health to the gentlemanly
profession of servingmen (London, 1598).
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A paper could be written just on the tips in Shakespeare and the range of coins they cover.
Sir Toby Belch gives a sixpence for a song in Twelfth Night (2.3.20); Lafeu in All’s Well disdainfully tips a quart d’écu (a decent sum) to the down-at-luck Parolles (5.2.23), while Cassio
in Othello anxiously tips with ‘a poor piece of gold’ to get access to Desdemona to ask for her
intercession (3.1.20). He is the best tipper in the plays, matched perhaps by Prince Hal, who
tips Falstaff’s page a crown, while Poins gives him a more usual sixpence (Henry IV Part 2,
2.2.52–54).
In the most extended tipping scene in Shakespeare, the servant Speed in Two Gentlemen of
Verona implies that he expects a ducat and is outraged by the tip of a testern or tester:
To testify your bounty, I thank you, you have testerned me; in requital whereof, henceforth carry your
letters yourself: and so, sir, I’ll commend you to my master.
(1.1.125–128)

Falstaff and Andrew Aguecheek also give a tester or testril (Henry IV Part 2, 3.1.201 and
Twelfth Night 2.3.21). These do not overtly inspire annoyance in the receiver in the dialogue,
although it might be implicit through the expression of their particular characters and the
indications of annoyance left to the discretion of the actors of the parts receiving the coin. So,
what is a tester? In origin it must certainly be the old bad shillings of the Great Debasement,
known initially as testoons, the best of them current for just over fourpence before their final
demonetisation early in Elizabeth’s reign. However, it seems the term long outlasted the coins
themselves in popular and literary memory. This is the interpretation previously followed by
the current author: that Shakespeare’s testers are to be understood as poor quality money.36
However, it also seems that tester was shifting into being a fairly neutral coin-name for a specific sum in comic and popular literature. The 1578 translation of Rembert Dodoens A newe
herbal, or the historie of plantes describes as particular husk as ‘very large, of the quantitie of
a groote, or Testerne’, which suggests the groat and testern concerned were viewed as relatively
close in size and thus that this testern might not be a shilling.37
A Gallant gives a tester as alms to a beggar in Antony Copley’s Wits, Fits and Fancies of
159538 and gets back the offer of prayer rather than scorn; still, this would not necessarily
indicate that tester is here a neutral term for a sum of money, since the anecdote may well be
opposing the meanness and humility of the two participants. John Dando’s comic dialogue
Bankes Bay horse in a trance has ‘stewed prunes, nine for a tester’, which does seem to imply
an understood value.39 In Thomas Middleton’s satiric Micro-cynicon ‘little Dicke the dapper
singing knave’,
‘. . . had a threadbare coate to make him braue:
God knowes scarce worth a tester, if it were
Vallewed at most, of seuen it was too deere.40

Which would suggest the tester was worth sixpence and indeed an explicit confirmation of this
is to be found in Thomas Morley’s A plaine and easie introduction to practicall musicke, using
monetary analogies to make a technical musical point about crochets and semibreves:
and I thinke none of vs but would tsiinke a man out of his wits, who would confesse, that two testers
make a shilling, and denie that sixe peeces of two pence a peece, or twelue single pence do likewise
make a shilling.41

So a tester is sixpence, it seems, the value to which the base shillings were first re-valued in 1551,
fully established by at least the mid-1590s and a standard usage in later sevententh-century
Cook 2012, 44.
Dodoens 1578, [p. 153]. It is the case that many of the monetary terms in this work relate explicitly to German or Flemish
denominations, so there may be some ambiguity about this reference. Yet certainly by the early years of the seventeenth century,
the bigness or broadness of a tester could be offered as a reference in English sources without qualification, in sources such as
Samuel Rid’s The art of juggling or legerdemaine: ‘couer the same with a peece of lether as broad as a tester’ (Rid 1612, [p. 30]).
38
Copley 1595, 30.
39
Dando 1595, [p. 17].
40
Middleton 1599, Satyr 4, [p. 29].
41
Morley 1597, 55.
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reports on money, for example the fairly chaotic coin guide in Randal Holme’s The academy
of armory of 1688 has:
A Sixpence, or Tester, answereth the Kings Four pence in all respects, having this mark VI or a Rose;
if it have neither, it is a half Faced Groat, and goeth for no more. It is an Inch in Diameter.42

In Shakespeare’s usage of the 1590s we seem to be on the cusp of this shift – a tester tip can
both arouse scorn and be accepted as simply meaning a sixpence and a perfectly acceptable
reward, at least to the giver. On the one hand, testers can be tipped without comment in
Middleton’s The Roaring Girl (published 1611) and A Chaste Maid in Cheapside (1630),
Beaumont and Fletcher’s The Scornful Lady (1616), with similar usage in Heywood’s The Late
Lancashire Witches (1634). On the other hand, usages such as ‘to the last tester’ retain the sense
of low value or even disdain attaching to the name.43 There does seem to emerge a sense that to
tip with either a sixpence/tester or shilling is to make a judgement on the service provided, an
alternative offered in Greene’s Tu quoque, or, The City Gallant (1614) and also appearing in
religious tracts, such as Henry Mason’s Hearing and doing the ready way to blessednesse:
For what a shame is it that a labouring man should willingly take so much paines for a tester or a
shilling, when we think so little paines to be overmuch for obtaining of eternall life and the Kingdome
of heaven?44

Money as metaphor
We have often seen topical and punning monetary language in the mouths of less-elevated
characters rather than the grander sort, but this tendency does not hold good when money is
principally being used as a metaphor, using terms taken from the manufacture and use of
money. Richard of Gloucester himself is one of the first of these in the early scenes of Richard
III, identifying himself as ‘rudely stamp’d’ – a mis-struck coin (1.1.16), cursing about the ‘beggarly denier’, and punning on the noble whilst picking a quarrel with Queen Elizabeth Woodville
and her family:
Your brother is imprison’d by your means,
Myself disgraced, and the nobility
Held in contempt, whilst many fair promotions
Are daily given to enoble those
That scarce, some two days since, were worth a noble.
(1.3.76–80)

Much later in Richard III in Act 4 Richard, now king, draws on another aspect of monetary
life:
O Buckingham, now do I play the touch,45
To try if thou be current gold. Indeed,
Young Edward lives: think now what I would say.
(4.2.9–11)

The only other user of such a monetary reference in the play appears similarly early, when the
defeated Queen Margaret also draws upon the idea of stamping coins to rebuke one of Edward
IV’s upstart courtiers, whose newly acquired noble status is compared to a coin straight from
the mint that has barely entered currency:
Peace, master marquis, you are malapert:
Your fire-new stamp of honour is scarce current.
O, that your young nobility could judge
What ‘twere to lose it, and be miserable.
(1.3.256–259)

42
43
44
45

Holme 1688.
Barnes 1606, 173; Browne 1642, 155.
Mason 1635, 41.
See below, pp. 157–8, for more on touching and related terms.
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Richard and Margaret’s vivid use of the metaphor of currency is echoed in Henry IV Part 1,
when Hotspur praises his new Scottish ally:
Well said, my noble Scot: if speaking truth
In this fine age were not thought flattery,
Such attribution should the Douglas have,
As not a soldier of this season’s stamp
Should go so general current through the world.
(4.1.1–5)

These suggest that other, less-elaborated uses would still offer a living sense of the coining process, as when Commius identifies his blood-drenched enemy Coriolanus across the battlefield:
‘He has the stamp of Martius’ (1.6.26), Martius being one of Coriolanus’ names .
In several of these phrases involving both stamp and touch, current is an accompanying
world and concept – it is the right stamp and the right standard in combination that defines
the current coin and gives it its role. Questions of worth, authenticity, acceptability and function swirl around the three words: touch, stamp and current. This is obvious in one sense, but
it is the little additional linguistic flourish that makes the monetary analogy absolutely clear
and brings the metaphor to life. Currency itself can form the main focus of the language, as
with Sebastian’s thanks to Antonio in Twelfth Night:
My kind Antonio,
I can no other answer make but thanks,
And thanks; and ever thanks; and oft good turns
Are shuffled off with such uncurrent pay:
(3.3.14–17)

In more negative vein, John of Gaunt rebuts Richard II’s insincere good wishes for long life:
Thou canst help time to furrow me with age,
But stop no wrinkle in his pilgrimage;
Thy word is current with him for my death,
But dead, thy kingdom cannot buy my breath.
(1.3.223–226)

Kings have power to end life, but not to extend it. King Richard himself only turns to monetary language when fallen very low indeed. In the anguished deposition scene he asks for a
mirror ‘if my word be sterling yet in England’. Soon after, imprisoned by the new king Henry
IV, he is visited by his former groom:
Hail royal prince!;
Thanks noble peer;
The cheapest of us is ten groats too dear.
(5.5.67–69)

Richard is here commenting on his fallen state: he is no better, no more valuable, than his
lowly visitor. Ten groats (forty pence) is the difference between a ryal and a noble, or at least
was.46 By Shakespeare’s day it no longer applied, but seems to have become a sort of fossilised
joke that would still be understood. A probably apocryphal anecdote of Queen Elizabeth had
her making the same joke when a preacher shifted from ‘royal queen’ to ‘noble queen’.47
King John and half-faced groats
The relatively neglected King John is perhaps a play all numismatists should know better, as it
is such a store of monetary references. The play has some sort of relationship to an older
46
The noble was worth 80 pennies and survived as a name for this sum when the coin had ceased to be produced; when
introduced in 1464 the ryal was worth 10 shillings (120 pennies); under Elizabeth I it was a coin of 15 shillings.
47
A note in vol. 11 of The Plays of William Shakespeare, edited by Samuel Richardson, George Steevens (sic) and Isaac
Reed (London, 1802) reads: ‘Mr John Blower, in a sermon before her Majesty, first said ‘My royal Queen’, and a little after, ‘my
noble Queen.’ Upon which says the Queen: “What, am I ten groats worse than I was?”’ This is to be found in Hearne’s Discourse
of Some Antiquities between Windsor and Oxford’. However Thomas Hearne’s A letter containing an account of some antiquities
between Windsor and Oxford ([Oxford?], 1725), which this appears to mean, does not include this anecdote.
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anonymous play, The Troublesome Raigne of John, King of England, published in 1591.48 The
usual interpretation is that Shakespeare took the older play, retained its action and structure,
while almost wholly rewriting the dialogue. This interpretation is not completely accepted, but
if this was the genesis of King John, Shakespeare was interpolating monetary references into
the play, where they were previously absent.49 Most fall to the character of Philip, the Bastard
of Faulconbridge, illegitimate son of Richard the Lion-heart and the play’s only really likeable
character.50 He jokes about half-faced groats and about his own skinny appearance, looking
like a three-farthings piece if he put a rose behind his ear;51 he hopes to have angels to salute
his palm and jauntily proclaims:
Bell, book and candle shall not drive me back,
When gold and silver becks me to come on.
(3.2.23–24)

His monetary language interweaves with reflections on family resemblance, as Philip does not
physically resemble his purported father as his younger brother does, but instead, as their mother
confesses, the late, great King Richard. Philip at first resents the attack on his inheritance:
Because he hath a half-face like my father!
With half that face he would have all my landA half-faced groat five hundred pound a year!
(1.1.93–95)

A profile resemblance brings out a coinage reference. But why half-faced groat specifically,
when nearly all the silver coinage of the age had a profile portrait? The groat was far from
being the lowest-value coin, but it was perhaps viewed as the standard coin of daily business,
as other Shakespearean usage seems to suggest52 and as other authors confirm. Thomas Morton,
a pamphleteer writing to confute the Jesuit Robert Parsons in 1610, parades half-faced groats in
just this way
Come Sir, What sort of gold will you be paid in? Will you have it in Spanish Pistolets? Portugall
Cruzadoes? French Crownes? Zechnies of Venice? Dallers of Germanie? or English Angels? And his
Creditor shall answere him, Sir, any kind of coyne would content mee, although it were but half-faced
groats, or single-pence, so I might have it.53

Contrasting different levels of coinage, groats or even pennies, will do as well as gold, so long
as payment is made. Morton goes on to refute Parson, to his own satisfaction, concluding
with another monetary flourish:
I hope, he will haue cause to say I deale not vnhonestly with him, when I pay him with his owne coyne,
that is, whilst I confute him with his owne Answeres, albeit they are sometimes (I confesse) more bare
then halfe-faced groats.

Half-faced groats here definitely have a dismissive ring, reinforcing the view of the groat as a
fairly trivial coin.
So, while Shakespeare might be just throwing ‘half-faced’ in as a descriptive element to
drive home the portrait point, he is, it appears, echoing a current verbal practice. But why
‘half-faced groats’, whether or not it was his formulation? There were unlikely to be any other
sorts of groat available in Shakespeare’s time, since the last issue of groats with anything other
than profile portraits were the debased issues in the name of Henry VIII, coins with a
three-quarter facing portrait, long since purged from currency. It is possible that Shakespeare
was utilizing a snippet of fossilised terminology, a differentiation between good and bad
See, for example, Vaughn 2003.
The only sustained treatment of money in The Troublesome Raigne is a knockabout scene of raiding abbey treasure and
friar-bashing that Shakespeare avoids.
50
For an interesting discussion of the character, see Van de Water 1960.
51
See below, p. 156.
52
See, for example, Coriolanus 3.2.8–14, quoted on p. 151 above. In an early play by Robert Wilson, The Three Ladies of
London (1581), a character condemns alehouse gamblers for ‘Hauing greater delight to spend a shilling that way, than a groat at
home to sustaine their needie children and wiues’.
53
Morton 1610, 41.
48
49
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groats perhaps, that emerged in the mid-Tudor period of debasement and monetary crisis, just
as testers survived in the language long after they left the currency.
The term ‘half-faced’ was one with widely-used double meanings and there was rarely a
double meaning that Shakespeare resisted. ‘Half-faced’ meant straightforwardly in profile, but
it also meant double-dealing, deceitful and hypocritical. A pamphlet of the Civil War period
by Daniel Featley (1626) conflates the two usages in exactly the way that we can assume
Shakespeare was doing. The pamphleteer is describing people who will not come off the fence,
who shift between both sides of the conflict, trying to keep in with each – perfectly reasonably
in most people’s minds, one might think, if not to a committed protagonist. They offer ‘fourpenny friendship’. ‘Let these half-fac’d groats be for ever reckoned amonst clipt silver, and
never goe for currant coyne that are so light in the balance’ – a very Shakespearean-style riff
with monetary metaphor. In the 1620s, a religious pamphleteer scorns a rival’s thesis as ‘a
halfe faced groat of the Semipelagian alloy’, a formulation that also seems to bring into play
the long shadow of the Great Debasement.54
The Bastard goes on to make similar verbal play derived from the physical appearance of
silver coins, in his complicated (and, in the modern theatre, utterly baffling) joke about himself risking being taken for a three-farthing piece if he put a rose behind his ear (1.1.144). The
rose comes from the design of the coinage, the placement of a rose behind the queen’s head on
alternating silver denominations to make differentiation easier.55 The Bastard has selected one
out of the four available denominations for which this joke worked and, in what was presumably a knowing piece of self-deprecation; he has chosen the lowest value of them all: indeed
the lowest-value coin available for much of Elizabeth’s reign. Although the halfpenny was
restored to currency in the early 1580s, the three-farthings seems to have embedded itself in
the literature of the time and in the minds of the authors active in the 1590s (who presumably
grew up with it) as a shorthand for low-value coin, appearing in such a role in, for example,
Marlowe’s Dr Faustus (written before 1594)56 and Jonson’s Every Man in His Humour of 1598
(‘He values me, at a crackt three-farthings, for ought I see’).57
Shakespeare certainly used the three-farthings to stand for very low-value coin in other
contexts,58 but in this case there is the added factor that the obverse design of the tiny lateElizabethan halfpenny (a portcullis, without either a royal portrait or a rose behind it) would
not have allowed this joke to be made:59 Shakespeare picked the lowest-value coin for which
the joke worked. There is an odd gender-blindness in these jokes: the Bastard compares both
himself and his brother to portraits of female monarchs, since the groats in currency in the
1590s (so far as hoard evidence suggests) were of the female rulers, Mary and Elizabeth.
The Bastard quickly comes to surrender his inheritance to his brother, to take his chance as
a member, if illegitimate, of the royal family, recognised by his grandmother Queen Elinor and
uncle, King John:
54
Featley 1626, [p. 6]. ‘Semipelagian’ was a term that emerged in the late sixteenth century to describe an attempt to compromise between the theologies of Pelagius and St Augustine and was used by Reformed Protestant theologians to attack anyone
deemed to deviate from Augustine’s ideas, which to them included Arminians and Catholics. The idea of Semipelagianisn being
neither one thing or the other, a sort of half and half, made it an appropriate way of referencing counterfeits.
55
There was a rose on the three-farthings, not on the penny; on the three-halfpence, not on the half-groat and so on up to
sixpence, with rose, and shilling, without rose.
56
Christopher Marlowe, Dr Faustus: ‘Now, sir, I thinking that a little would serve his turn, bad him take as much as he would
for three farthings: so he presently gave me my money and fell to eating; and, as I am a cursen man, he never left eating till he had
eat up all my load of hay.’
57
Similar usage of the three-farthings can be found in Thomas Lodge’s A fig for Momus and Anthony Copley’s Wits, fittes
and fancies, both published in 1595; in the translation of Tomaso Garzoni’s The hospitall of incurable fooles of 1600 and in John
Weever’s The mirror of martyrs of 1601. It then fades away fairly quickly in the seventeenth century, perhaps echoing a declining
currency role as halfpennies and, after 1613, the new copper farthing tokens took over the role of low-value coin. In 1613
Beaumont and Fletcher’s The Scornful Lady provides evidence of a monetary fraud, turning three-farthings into pennies: ‘he had
a bastard, his own toward issue, whipt, and then cropt for washing out the roses, in three farthings to make ‘em pence’ .
58
See above, p. 156.
59
The halfpenny references in the plays usually either indicate low cost, as the cheapest available versions of things, made to
match the smallest available coin (halfpenny loaves in Henry VI Part 2 (4.2.49) and halfpenny purses in The Merry Wives of
Windsor (3.5.99) and Love’s Labour’s Lost (5.1.51)) or allow jokes about their minute size and interchangeable appearance, as in
Much Ado About Nothing and As You Like It.
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Brother, take you my land, I’ll take my chance.
Your face hath got five hundred pounds a year,
But sell your face for five pence and ‘tis dear.

We are back where we started with jokes about the face as a fourpenny groat.
In The Face of Mammon, David Landreth devotes a chapter to ‘monetary policy in King
John and Measure for Measure’ and engages with the Bastard’s monetary language, detecting
a pattern of shifting value as the character moves between denominations in his verbal play,
between groat, three-farthings and angel. However, these coins and the sums they represent do
not offer an obvious trajectory of value along the extensive denominational range of the
Elizabethan coinage and they are not related to each other in the play. Each reference emerges
from a particular context and a different, less systematic, interpretation is perhaps more plausible. Shakespeare is rather drawing on the physical appearance of specific coins to mediate
between, and associate, the quick-witted Bastard and the watching audience, whose purses
would be holding these very coins.
The Bastard is not the only character in King John to utilise monetary language. He is
joined in this by several others, although they steer clear of the workaday currency. As so
often, the angel gets more than its fair share of attention.
Cousin, away for England! Haste before;
And, ere our coming, see thou shake the bags
Of hoarding abbots, imprisoned angels
Set at liberty.
(3.2.17–20)60

King John himself tells the Bastard, sending him to England to raise funds. Prince Lewis of
France is not to be outdone and bribes dissatisfied English nobles to his side with what might
seem fairly threadbare noble/angel joking:
Come, come, for thou shalt thrust thy hand as deep
Into the purse of rich prosperity
As Lewis himself. So, nobles, shall you all
That knit your sinews to the strength of mine,
And even there, methinks, an angel spake.
(5.2.60–64)

More emphatically, Constance of Brittany rebukes the king of France for abandoning her
cause, striking a well-aimed verbal blow at a king, who by virtue of his office is supposed to
be responsible for maintaining good money:
You have beguiled me with a counterfeit
Resembling majesty, which, being touch’d and tried,
Proves valueless.
(3.1.25–27)

The language of touching and trying was embedded deeply in the early modern mind and
recurs several times in Shakespeare. These were the available methods of testing the fineness
of gold, either visually, judging the look of a smear of gold on a touchstone or needles, or
‘trying’ by assay. In Henry IV Part 1, the rebel armies ‘Must bide the touch’ on the battlefield
at Shrewsbury (4.4.11); Timon of Athens’s false friends ‘have all been touch’d and found base
metal’ (3.3.7), and gold itself in that play is ‘thou touch of hearts’ (4.3.392), the test of humanity, a test that, in Timon, humanity largely fails. The touchstone itself occurs so frequently in
sixteenth-century literature (above all in religious writings) that it almost seems to have broken free from its origin as an actual object, yet phrases such as the one in Pericles (‘gold that’s

60
This is virtually the only place in King John where one of Shakespeare’s monetary allusions seems to echo the text of The
Troublesome Raigne, in which the king says ‘And toward the main charges of my wars/ I’ll seize the lazy abbey-lubbers’ lands/ Into
my hands, to pay my men of war./ The Pope and Popelings shall not grease themselves/ With gold and groats that are the soldiers’
due.’
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by the touchstone tried’, describing an armorial device, 2.2.48)61 occur often enough to ground
it again in reality. There is of course a Shakespearean character named Touchstone, a jester in
As You Like It who tests the wit of those around him. The actor who probably first played the
part, Robert Armin, was originally a goldsmith, so there was perhaps an in-joke as well.
Money and Merry Wives
Although King John is a monetarily rich work, even it pales beside the Falstaff plays, Henry
IV Parts1 and 2 and The Merry Wives of Windsor, with an epilogue in Henry V. Falstaff is a
unique character in Shakespeare’s work by virtue of being the only one who appears in completely different types or genres of plays (histories and a farcical comedy), and his propensity
to use monetary language moves with him.62 Acquiring money by fraud and outright theft is
part of Sir John Falstaff and his crew’s modus operandi, and he is perennially in debt as well
(the harassed Mistress Quickly his main victim). ‘Pay her the debt you owe her, unpay the
villainy you have done with her; the one you may do with sterling money, and the other with
current repentance’, the Chief Justice admonishes him (Henry IV Part 2, 2.1.84–86). But
Falstaff’s own language is a vigorous stream of monetary puns and allusions. He will not walk
anywhere for all the coin in the king’s exchequer (Henry IV Part 1, 2.2.24–25); money-hunting
from the Merry Wives, he reports Mistress Ford’s control of her husband’s purse: ‘he hath a
legion of angels’ (1.3.36–37). Can he trust his cronies, or will they be ‘gilt twopences’ – halfgroats gilded to look like half-crowns (Henry IV Part 2, 4.1.396).63 He will not pay his bill, but
tells his creditors to coin the ruddy-faced Bardolph’s nose and cheeks: ‘How! poor? look upon
his face; what call you rich?/ let them coin his nose, let them coin his cheeks:/ I’ll not pay a
denier’ (Henry IV Part 1, 3.3.54–55).
But these money jokes are often part of his defensive strategy, of deflecting accusations and
blame through his wit, as with the joke of coining Bardolf’s nose. At the end of the great
play-acting scene in Henry IV Part 1, in which Prince Hal plays the part of the king and
Falstaff the part of Hal defending Falstaff, a dark foreshadowing of what will come (‘Banish
plump Jack and banish the world!’), Falstaff persists almost desperately in his defence, shouting over the hubbub of the sheriff’s arrival, ‘Dost thou hear, Hal? Never call a true piece of
gold a counterfeit. Thou are essentially mad, without seeming so’ (2.4.260–261).64 He is a true
piece of gold. In a similar vein, he deflects the Chief Justice’s accusation that he is the Prince’s
‘ill angel’:
‘Not so, my lord. Your ill angel is light, but I hope that he that looks upon me will take me without
weighing.’
(Henry IV Part 2, 1.2.119–120)

Whatever Falstaff is, he is not underweight.
Falstaff dies offstage in Henry V and money-jokes seem to die with him. In this play coins are
transactional: In the immediate aftermath of Falstaff’s death, Ancient Pistol buys reconciliation
with Corporal Nym.
Pistol. A noble shalt thou have, and present pay;
And liquor likewise will I give to thee,
And friendship shall combine, and brotherhood:
I’ll live by Nym, and Nym shall live by me;
Is not this just? for I shall sutler be
Unto the camp, and profits will accrue.
Give me thy hand.

61
Shakespeare had expertise in the area of emblems and was paid 44 shillings in gold to create one for the earl of Rutland
for a tournament in 1613 (the 44s. in gold reflects a revaluation of the gold coinage in 1611: the old pound sovereign or unite was
now 22s., and the other denominations increased accordingly). The emblem in Pericles is not a Shakespearean invention, however,
but reflects his accurate knowledge of the field: see Young 1985.
62
For just one discussion of the character, see Moulton 2006.
63
There is an example of such a coin in the British Museum collection: 1935,0401.2324.
64
See Lea 1948; Black 1973.
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Nym. I shall have my noble?
Pistol. In cash most justly paid.
(2.1.80–88)

Pistol owes Nym a betting debt of eight shillings. The accounting noble was 80 pence, well
under eight shillings, but presumably it is the whole package of money and other benefits on
offer that satisfied Nym, who seems happy enough. Towards the end of the play, Pistol is given
a groat by Fluellen to make up for a buffet to the head, this being taken less well: ‘I’ll take thy
groat in earnest of revenge’ (5.1.46). It is up to King Henry V himself to make more elevated
use of coinage language, rebuking the traitors plotting against him for French bribes:
But, O,
What shall I say to thee, Lord Scroop? Thou cruel,
Ingrateful, savage and inhuman creature!
Thou that didst bear the key of all my counsels,
That knew the very bottom of my soul,
That almost mightst have coined me into gold,
Wouldst thou have practised on me for thy use,
May it be possible, that for foreign hire,
Could out of thee extract one spark of evil
That might annoy my finger?
(2.2.94–103)

These plays even give us the contents of pockets and purses; ‘What money is in my purse?’
Falstaff asks his page in Henry IV Part 2, to get the discouraging answer ‘Seven groats and
twopence’; ‘I can get no remedy against this consumption of the purse’, Falstaff wearily
retorts (1.2.161–163). One might assume this was intended to reflect actual coins, although
there does seem to have been a habit of expressing sums through coin names, without this
necessarily meaning actual coins. In particular there seems to have been a practice of using the
groat in this way, reckoning in multiples of fourpence. Ten groats – 40 pence or a quarter-mark
– seems to have been a common usage.65 In The Merry Wives of Windsor, the half-witted
Slender identifies the contents of his stolen purse.
Falstaff: Pistol, did you pick Master Slender’s purse?
Slender: Aye, by these gloves, did he, or I would I might never come in mine own great chamber again
else, of seven groats in mill-sixpences, and two Edward shovelboards that cost me two shillings and
two pence apiece of Yead Miller, by these gloves.
(1.1.106–110)

There’s a slight puzzle here that Allen and Dunstan pointed out.66 Seven groats is 28 pennies,
not divisible by six, so it seems Slender is valuing his milled sixpences at other than their
notional value. One would imagine the value was higher than usual, because of their particularly good quality, since his two ‘Edward shovelboards’ – fine shillings of Edward VI converted into gaming pieces – are also over-valued (indeed hugely so). Examples of such coins
with added silver rims have survived, presumably to assist in the game or just set them apart,
and may in help account for this value-rise. Sets of Elizabethan milled sixpences also survive
as high-quality reckoning counters,67 so perhaps the contents of Slender’s purse were not ready
money, but his gaming kit. Allen and Dunstan noted another case where the milled sixpences
seemed to command a premium, but also quoted from Davenant’s News from Plymouth: ‘A
few mill’d sixpences with which/ My purser casts accompt is all I’ve left.’ They understood
from this that milled sixpences as counters were thus of little value, but this is not a necessary
inference from Davenant’s line and would not in itself be likely.68 The surviving high-quality
65
In All’s Well That Ends Well, Lavatch jokes about an attorney’s fee of this sum (‘as fit as ten groats is for the hand of an
attorney’ (2.2.14).
66
Allen and Dunstan 1941, 291.
67
There is a set of 205 milled sixpences in a silver triple-cylinder container in the collections of the British Museum, housed
in the Department of Britain, Europe and Prehistory, registration number OA.2475.
68
Allen and Dunstan 1941, 291. In any case, William Davenant’s career was as a Caroline playwright, first active in the 1630s
(News for Plymouth was licensed in 1635), so his perspective might not be the same as that of an Elizabethan writing forty years
before. Allen and Dunstan’s (accurate) comment on the poor quality of the odd milled sixpence that stayed in currency and has
survived in seventeenth-century hoards would not appear to be strictly relevant.
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sets of such sixpence-counters would argue against it. A reference in Thomas Nashe’s The
apologie of Pierce Pennilesse of 1592 seems to confirm the implication of The Merry Wives,
that sets of milled sixpences were already in use as reckoning counters in Elizabeth’s reign (‘I
had likewise reckond up a ropemaker, that by tormenting of hempe, & going backward (which
the Deuill would nere doe) had turnd as many Mill sixpences ouer the thumbe, as kept three
of his sonnes at Cambridge a long time’).
Money in Elsinore
Hamlet is another play with significant money references. It opens with one more snippet of
folk-belief, as Horatio addresses the Ghost, checking off Elizabethan ghost-lore by running
through the list of possible spectral motives:
O, speak!
Or if thou hast uphoarded in thy life
Extorted treasure in the womb of earth
(For which, they say, you spirits oft walk in death).
(1.1.127–130)

A restless spirit hovering over its buried hoard: Christopher Marlowe in The Jew of Malta
invokes the same belief, as Barrabas stalks over his own hidden hoard.
Now I remember those old women’s words,
Who in my wealth would tell me winter’s tales,
And speak of spirits and ghosts that glide by night
About the place where treasure hath been hid

There is an undercurrent in Hamlet about the difference between real and apparent value in
several of the money allusions in the play, something that the subject lends itself to well. The
ever-sententious Polonius doubts whether Ophelia has correctly understood Hamlet’s attentions
to her:
Think yourself a baby
That you have ta’en these tenders for true pay,
Which are not sterling.
(1.3.109–111)

Hamlet greets the players and notes the growth-spurt of the boy who plays women’s parts and
hopes his voice hasn’t yet broken, using the language of good money, gold that will ring true,
not illicit or damaged:
By’r Lady, your ladyship is nearer to heaven than when I saw you last by the altitude of a chopine. Pray
God your voice, like a piece of uncurrent gold, be not crack’d within the ring
(2.2.375–378)69

A discussion of the current trends of English plays with Rosencrantz and Guildenstern shifts
into remarks on changes in fashion closer to home, with an obvious hint to the audience that
Hamlet knows his friends are now acting for the new king.
It is not very strange; for my uncle is King of Denmark, and those that would make mows at him while
my father lived give twenty, forty, fifty, a hundred ducats apiece for this picture in little. ‘Sblood, there
is something in this more than natural, if philosophy could find it out.
(2.2.324–327)

‘Beggar that I am, I am even poor in thanks, but I thank you. and sure, dear friends, my
thanks are too dear a halfpenny’, he has already told them (2.2.261–262).

69
For both of these usages, see Jacobs 1980. A chopine was a piece of fashionable Jacobean footwear, a woman’s shoe built
up to raise her height – precursors of platform shoes.
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Money and villains
In Measure for Measure Angelo, an angel in name and the trusted minister of the Duke who
turn out not to be trustworthy at all, is another utilizer of monetary metaphor. When the Duke
announces his impending departure, leaving Angelo in charge of Vienna (though planning to
remain disguised as a friar and secretly observe), Angelo responds, using the terminology of
coin-making – he is having authority (and power) stamped on him as the representative of the
absent Duke, just as a blank does in the coining process:
Now, good my lord,
Let there be some more test made of my metal
Before so noble and so great a figure
Be stamped upon it.
(1.1.50–53)

Of course, such a testing is precisely what is going on, although Angelo does not realise it.70
His metal/mettle is really going to be tested, his standards checked and weighed, ‘the corrupt
deputy scaled’ (3.1.238). This process of weighing and checking is implicit in the very title of
the play itself, Measure for Measure.
Imposing the death sentence on the young man, Claudio, who has fathered a child out of
wedlock, Angelo is petitioned by Claudio’s sister, Isabella, who offers to bribe him ‘not with
fond sicles [shekels] of the tested gold’ (2.2.175), but with true prayers to heaven. Angelo will
try to seduce and blackmail Isabella into sex, but still threatens to proceed with Claudio’s
execution, using strangulated monetary analogies.
Ha! Fie these filthy vices! It were as good
To pardon him that hath from nature stolen
A man already made, as to remit
Their saucy sweetness that do coin Heaven’s image
In stamps that are forbid. ‘Tis all as easy
Falsely to take away a life true made
As to put metal in restrained means
To make a false one.
(2.4.42–49)

His argument is that siring a bastard is equivalent both to counterfeiting coin and to murder
– making a ‘false’ life is the same as taking away a life ‘true made’. In this sophistic and dubious argument death is the appropriate fate of all of these offenders: fornicator, counterfeiter
and murderer. ‘’Tis set down so in heaven, but not in earth’, Isabella stoutly – and accurately
– retorts (2.4.50): coin-forgery and murder were undoubted capital crimes, but no-one ever
went to Tyburn for simple fornication, as Shakespeare’s audience knew full well. Other similar
quasi-monetary wordplay runs through the play, of trying, assaying and especially weighing:
Thus can the demigod Authority
Make us pay down for our offence by weight
The words of heaven; on whom it will, it will;
On whom it will not, so; yet still ‘tis just.
(1.3.5–8)

Paying by weight rather than by tale, by count, is to require absolutely the full payment. The
Duke responds to Isabella’s claims against Angelo (which he knows to be true) by feigning
disbelief:
if he had so offended,
He would have weigh’d thy brother by himself
And not have cut him off,
(5.1.126–128)

70
For a brief discussion of the coining imagery in Measure for Measure, see Fisch 1990, 594. There is a lengthier treatment
in Landreth 2012, chapter 2.
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The habit of giving monetary language to a villain perhaps reaches its climax in Othello.
Iago enters the scene, railing against his rival Michael Cassio as ‘a great arithmetician’ and
‘counter-caster’ (1.1.19 and 31), and later as someone with ‘an eye that can stamp and counter
feit advantages’ (2.1.241). He rouses Brabantio, Desdemona’s father, with threats to his house,
his daughter and his bags – his money-bags (1.1.83).71 And then there is his cynical bambooz
ling and manipulation of Rodrigo into continuing his pursuit of Desdemona, with its repeated
and almost meaningless refrain: ‘put money in thy purse’, ‘put but money in thy purse’, ‘fill thy
purse with money’, ‘make all the money thou can’st’, ‘therefore make money’ (1.3.343–366).72
The result is that Rodrigo loses all his money and then his life to Iago and the insidious commodification of Desdemona concludes with Othello calling her a whore and treating Emilia
as her bawd:
We have done our course; there’s money for your pains:
I pray you, turn the key and keep our counsel.
(4.2.103–104)

In Cymbeline, throwaway monetary remarks are used to categorise the villains – the evil
queen, the heroine Imogen’s step-mother, ‘a mother hourly coining plots’ (2.1.45) and her
stupid and violent son Cloten, ‘This Cloten was a fool, an empty purse;/ there was not money
in’t’, his killer recalls (4.2.147–148). But the hero gets the most extensive monetary language.
He is Postumus Leonatus, a low-born man who has married the king’s daughter Imogen.
After he is tricked into believing she has been unfaithful, he draws in a negative way on the
idea of humanity as coinage, giving it a misogynistic twist.73
Is there no way for men to be but women
Must be half-workers? We are all bastards,
And that most venerable man which I
Did call my father was I know not where
When I was stamped. Some coiner with his tools
Made me a counterfeit.
(2.4.194–199)

Coming to know the truth, with Imogen in peril, in his great prison speech he prays to the
gods for her salvation at his own expense.
I know you are more clement than vile men,
Who of their broken debtors take a third,
A sixth, a tenth, letting them thrive again
On their abatement: that’s not my desire:
For Imogen’s dear life take mine, and though
‘Tis not so dear, yet it’s a life. You coined it.
‘Tween man and man they weigh not every stamp,
Though light, take pieces for the figure’s sake.
You rather mine, being your; and so, great powers,
If you will take this audit, take this life,
And cancel these cold bonds. O Imogen!
I’ll speak to thee in silence.
(5.3.121–132)

Here humanity is explicitly the coinage of the gods; Imogen is a more valuable life than his, both
high-born and virtuous, but he asks the gods to count by tale, by number, and take his life as
equal to hers, lighter and of less worth though it is. There follows the speech of a philosophical
gaoler.
A heavy reckoning for you, sir. But the comfort is you shall be called to no more payments, fear no
more tavern-bills; which are often the sadness of parting, as the procuring of mirth; you come in flint
for want of meat, depart reeling with too much drink; sorry that you have paid too much and sorry
that you are paid too much; purse and brain both empty; the brain the heavier for being too light, the
71
72
73

See Arnold 1957, 53.
See Heilman 1953.
For a similar treatment that also draws on Cymbeline, see Neill 1996.
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purse too light, being drawn of heaviness. Of this contradiction you shall now be quit. O, the charity
of a penny cord! It sums up thousands in a trice. You have no true debtor and creditor but it; of what’s
past, is, and to come, the discharge. Your neck, sir, is pen, book and counters; so the acquittance
follows.
(5.3.257–266)

This is a good place to conclude, with Shakespeare in one of his later plays summing up the
human condition in the language of money and accounting, the ultimate calling to account,
life’s ledger.74 Here he was a man of his time. In Renaissance England money and its use was
thoroughly interwoven with questions of morality and conduct across the whole public realm,
the commonwealth, and its use in any sort of discourse was in itself unremarkable. It is money’s
job to be ubiquitous, current in all spheres of life. But perhaps things are not so different in
the modern world. Debates about the future are always expressed in terms of the relationship
of economic and social policy, where people and money meet. Shakespeare would have understood, though his speeches would have been better.
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THE TOWER MINT SHILLINGS OF CHARLES I (1625–49)
DAVID HOLT, JOHN HULETT AND BOB LYALL

Michael Sharp published an article on ‘The Tower shillings of Charles I and their influence
on the Aberystwyth issues’ in volume 47 (1977) of this Journal.1 In this article he set out a
categorisation of all the known obverses and reverses of shillings struck at the Tower Mint.
He intended to publish a full update of new discoveries but sadly passed away in 2012. He had
collected notes which he kindly handed over to the authors before his death. This article is
written in Michael Sharp’s memory, and it is based upon his notes and coins known to the
authors.
A number of factors have to be taken into consideration in tackling this subject. The
Aberystwyth mint’s connection with the Tower Mint has been fully documented by Sharp and
we have no further observations to enhance his work on this subject. A number of new discoveries have been published by Sharp as short notes since 1977, and it has been thought appropriate to include these coins in this article.2 A section expanding Sharp’s discussion of the
‘Fine Work’ issues is included and also a section covering the Briot milled and hammered
issues. The Sharp categories of obverse and reverse type have been retained in this article, and
a new variety has been indicated by adding the suffix ‘a’ to the description (for example,
D4a/1).
TABLE 1. Classification of the Tower Mint shillings of Charles I
Sharp
A1/1
A2/1
A2/2
A2/3
B1/1

Mint marks

Sharp

lis
E1/1
lis, cross calvary, lightweight lis and cross calvary E1/1a
lis
E1/2
lis, cross calvary
E2/1
cross calvary, lightweight cross calvary,
E2/2
negro’s head, castle
B2/1
cross calvary, negro’s head, castle
E3/2
B1/2
cross calvary, lightweight cross calvary,
E4/2
negro’s head, castle
B2/2
cross calvary, negro’s head, castle, anchor
E5/2
B3/2
anchor
E6/2
B3a/2 anchor
E1/3
B4/2
anchor, heart (over anchor)
E2/3
B5/2
anchor, heart, plumes
E2a/3
B5/2a plumes
F1/1
B2/3
negro’s head
F2/1
			
B5/C5 plumes
F3/1
C1/1
plumes (over heart on obverse)
F3/2
C2/1
plumes, rose
F4/1
C2/2
plumes, rose (over plumes)
F5/1
C2/3
rose (short lis), rose (tall lis)
F5/2
C2a/3 plumes
F6/1
C1/4
plumes (over heart)
F6/2
C2/4
plumes, rose
F7/2

Mint marks
bell, crown
bell, crown (over bell)
crown, tun
bell, crown
bell, crown, tun
tun
tun
tun
tun
bell, crown
bell, crown, tun
crown
tun (small and large XII), anchor (large XII)
tun (small and large XII), anchor (over tun,
large XII)
tun, anchor, triangle
triangle
anchor
anchor, triangle
triangle
triangle
triangle
triangle in circle
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Sharp 1977.
2
Sharp 1980; 1984; 1989; 1990, 1992, 1995.
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TABLE 1. Continued.
Sharp

Mint marks

Sharp

C2/5
plumes, rose
G1/1
C2/6
Rose
G1/2
			
C3/5
plumes (Fine Work only)
G2/2
D1/1
harp, portcullis
G3/2
D2/1
harp
H1/1
D3/1
harp, portcullis
H2/1
D4/1
harp, portcullis
H2/2
D5/1
portcullis, portcullis with no inner circles on rev. H3/2
D6/1
portcullis
D1/2
harp
D3/2
harp

Mint marks
triangle
triangle, star, triangle in circle, (P), (R), (R)
on side, eye (over R)
eye, sun
sun
sun, sceptre
sceptre
sceptre (small and large XII)
sceptre (small and large XII)

Group A
The only new discovery in this group is a coin that seems to be a lightweight shilling of type
A2/1 weighing 78.9 grains (5.11 g) with the mintmark lis (see Fig. 1). It is possible that an old
pair of dies with the lis mintmark was brought into use during the short period in which the
lightweight coins (of 80 grains rather than 92.75 grains) were minted during August and
September 1626.3

Fig. 1.

Lightweight shilling, type A2/1. (Private collection.)

Group B
A B1/2 mintmark cross/cross (over lis) lightweight shilling weighing 79.6 grains (5.16 g) is in
the publication of the John G. Brooker collection.4 A B2/3 mintmark negro’s head coin has
been found with the reverse mintmark at the beginning of the legend and to the right of the
cross at 12 o’clock (see Fig. 2). Of the four specimens of B2/3 recorded, two have the mark to
the left of the cross, and the fourth example has not been seen by the authors. At least two
reverse dies were therefore prepared with this design.

Fig. 2.
3
4

Sharp Group B, reverse 3, mintmark negro’s head to right of plumes. (Private collection.)

Sharp 1977, 103.
North and Preston-Morley with Boon and Kent 1984, no. 401.
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A B3 obverse with mintmark anchor has the caul on the bust breaking through the inner
circle at 7 o’clock between MAG and BR, giving the appearance of a B5 coin (see Fig. 3). We
record this as obverse B3a.

Fig. 3.

Sharp Group B, obverse 3a, mintmark anchor. (Private collection.)

Noted in the Fine Work section (pp. 174–6 below) is a B5 obverse with mintmark anchor.5
This obverse has not been seen as a currency issue. The transition between Group B and C
features a number of overlaps. At the end of this series comes a reverse with a narrow based
plume with spreading top which was to become the norm for Group C (see Fig. 4). We record
this as reverse 2a. Two examples of a B5 obverse muled with a C group reverse 5, both with
mintmark plumes, have been noted.6

Fig. 4.

Sharp Group B, reverse 2a, mintmark plumes. (Private collection.)

Group C
A C2 mintmark plumes shilling similar to that of the Class III unites of Group C was recorded
in the sale catalogue of the Martin Hughes collection.7 This coin was unusual for several reasons (see Fig. 5). The bust breaches the beaded inner circle from 4 to 7 o’clock, the inner circle
is contained within two wire line circles, and the reverse garniture at the base of the shield is a
turned-over rose petal. Reverse 3 had not previously been found with mintmark plumes. This
is recorded as C2a/3.

Fig. 5.

5
6
7

Sharp Group C, obverse and reverse 2a, mintmark plumes. (Private collection.)

Sharp 1989.
Sharp 1992, pl. 22, 2.
Spink Auction 139, 16 November 1999, lot 92.
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A coin of C2/2 mintmark with plumes is recorded. Previously reverse 2 had only been
known with mintmark rose (see Fig. 6). Close inspection of the rose reverse reveals that the
original die was cut with the plumes mark, which had subsequently been over-punched with a
rose mark.

Fig. 6.

Sharp Group C2/2, obverse and reverse mintmark plumes. (Private collection.)

Group D
Two examples of a D1/1 shilling struck from the same pair of dies with portcullis marks on
both sides have come to light (Fig. 7). The portcullis mintmark was introduced with the D3
obverse, so this would suggest that a D1 mintmark harp die had been over-punched. From
examination of the two coins, the evidence of an over-punch on the obverse is not conclusive,
although the reverse marks do appear to have a harp underneath the later mark.

Fig. 7.

Sharp Group D1/1, obverse and reverse mintmark portcullis. (Private collection.)

Eight examples of D series shillings with reverse 2 mintmark harp are now recorded, following the discovery of two coins in the Prestbury Hoard.8 Six of these coins are coupled with
obverse D1 and two with D3. Busts D3 and D4 are known with both the harp and portcullis
marks: the latter mark occasionally taking a small form probably from a punch used for half
groats. There are quite marked differences in appearance between coins with the two marks
but it is very difficult to describe what they are. In the case of D3 portcullis mintmark coins,
which are quite rare, the bust is much broader that those of the harp mark coins. The D4 shillings again differ in that the top of the crown generally found on the harp mintmark coins
(Brooker 479) has more of a curve and is narrower in appearance, and also the hair has curls
at the ear level whereas on the portcullis mintmark coins the hair is much straighter (Brooker
483).9 We record these as busts D4a and D4b. D5 and D6 shillings with mintmark portcullis
have been found with the reverse mark punched over a harp.
Group E
Bust E1 with mintmark bell and crown is now known with all three reverse types.10 On occasion, the crown mark is found punched over a bell.11 E1 with mintmark tun has only been
8
9
10
11

Sugden and Jones 2012, 141, nos 1085–6; Dix Noonan Webb Sale no. 68, 12 December 2005, lots 109–10.
North and Preston-Morley with Boon and Kent 1984, nos 479, 483.
Sharp 1984; Sharp 1990, 138, pl. 26, 1–3; Sharp 1995, pl. 19, 1–4.
Sharp 1990, 138.
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noted with reverse 2. Bust E2 mintmark bell also occurs with reverse 1.12 There is a bust that
displays features of both E2 and E3 which is found with mintmark crown and with reverse 3.
This has been catalogued as Bust E2a (Fig. 8). It is only known at present from one pair of
dies, with the Welsh plumes reverse. The king’s tunic matches that on bust 2 but the head and
crown appear both taller and broader.

Fig. 8.

Sharp Group E2a/3, obverse and reverse mintmark crown. (Private collection.)

A recent discovery warrants recording. This is a shilling with a large Aberystwyth style bust
punch similar to F2 but with no inner circles, a large mark of value, and the mintmark tun (see
Fig. 9). The reverse is the standard reverse 2 for the E series with round shield. This is allocated the description E6/2 and provides further evidence of the experimentation taking place
at the Tower prior to the establishment of the Welsh mint.

Fig. 9.

Sharp Group E6 obverse, mintmark tun. (Private collection.)

Group F
Bust F1 mintmark tun mainly occurs with a small mark of value but it is found more rarely
with either a medium-size or large XII. The same bust type has also been recorded with the
anchor mintmark and with the reverse mark punched over a tun.13 Bust F2 occurs with both
tun mintmark and rarely with anchor struck over tun, and a coin of Bust F5/1 has come to
light with a vertical anchor on the reverse and also a vertical anchor over a tun mark.14 The
vertical anchor mark was used extensively on F3 shillings but had not been previously noted
on an F5 shilling. This might be accounted for by the use of an old reverse die. However, an
F5/2 shilling with mintmark triangle which warrants recording has the obverse mark punched
over a vertical anchor. This suggests that a die was prepared with the mark although no example
of a coin has yet come to light with an unaltered mark.
Group G
Reverse 1 in Group G has been discovered with the triangle mint mark punched over a tun
altered from an anchor (Fig. 10). G1/2 mint mark eye over (R) is recorded with the altered
mark on both or either side of the coin. There was a suggestion in the catalogue of the Willis
Sale that a G2 obverse exists with this altered mark. Unfortunately, the coin is not illustrated

12
13
14

Sharp 1989.
Sharp 1990, pl. 26, 2.
Sharp 1980.
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in the catalogue.15 An example of a G2/2 eye over (R) shilling has now been found but the
authors have not seen a G2 obverse with an unaltered (R) mintmark.

Fig. 10.
Sharp.)

Sharp Group G, triangle mark over tun, altered from anchor. (From the unpublished notes of Michael

G3/2 mintmark sun was a remarkable new bust discovery recorded by Sharp in 1995.16 Since
publication eight further examples have come to light, one with a very clear bust (see Fig. 11).
At least three obverse dies appear to have been cut. All of the ten coins discovered to date are
of good weight but struck on small misshapen flans. Although designated as G series coins the
bust characteristics are more aligned with the H1 shillings. Perhaps there was experimentation
at the mint to reduce the flan size, which was adopted for the H2 and H3 coins.

Fig. 11.

Sharp Group G3, obverse and reverse mintmark sun. (Private collection.)

Group H
Several H2/1 mintmark sceptre shillings have come to light.17 These have been found on both
larger and smaller sized flans, giving some support to the suggestion of experimentation with
flan size in the previous paragraph. H2/2 shillings are less common with a smaller mark of
value.
Odd and curious coins
A characteristic feature of the coinage of Charles I is the frequency with which spelling errors
occur. Some even seem to be copied from one die to another. In this article we will however
restrict ourselves to some of the more unusual errors which happened during the cutting of
the shilling dies. A Group A obverse die, from which a few coins are known, exists with an
inverted mark of value (IIX). This error is also found on E4 mintmark tun (Fig. 12) and G1
mintmark (P) and (R) shillings (Fig. 13). Several coins are also known in Group E where the
XII is struck over an erroneous IIX: E2/2 mintmarks bell and crown, and E4 mintmark tun.
This suggests that normally the XII was made up from a single iron but occasionally the spacing or level of the numerals is irregular, so perhaps individual letter punches were used when
a XII punch broke. There is a D6/1 shilling with XI behind the king’s head with no trace of
15
16
17

Frederick Willis sale, part 1, Glendining, 5 June 1991, lot 231.
Sharp 1995, pl. 19, 2–3.
Sharp 1989.
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Fig. 12.

Sharp Group E4, obverse mintmark tun, IIX. (Private collection.)

Fig. 13.

Sharp Group G1/2, obverse and reverse mintmark (R), IIX. (Private collection.)
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the second I, which might provide further evidence for the use of individual letter punches,
although it is also possible that the end had broken off an XII punch.
A B2/1 reverse occurs with an inverted mintmark castle.18 A Group C2/3 reverse mintmark
rose has the letters C:R at either side of the shield as well as the normal positioning of C:R
above the shield (see Fig. 14). Was this a mistake by mint workers used to preparing dies for
gold unites or a trial in the design process for Group D reverses?

Fig. 14.

Sharp Group C2/3, C:R above and beside the shield. (Private collection.)

An E2 reverse with mintmark crown has the two groups of English lions inverted and on
another E2 reverse the lions are above each other on the two inner quarters and the lis are
above each other on the outer quarters. A coin with the triangle in circle mintmark is found
on which the Scottish lion in the second quarter of the shield is inverted (see Fig. 15).

Fig. 15. Sharp Group G1/2, mintmark triangle in circle, inverted Scottish lion in second quarter. (Private collection.)
North and Preston-Morley with Boon and Kent 1984, no. 414.

18

172

HOLT, HULETT AND LYALL

There is an F Group reverse 1 which is known coupled with both F3 and F5 obverses which
has ‘comma’ stops in place of pellets in the legend (see Fig. 16).

Fig. 16.

Sharp Group F5/1, mintmark anchor, comma stops. (Private collection.)

In Sharp’s original BNJ article he noted a G1 obverse mintmark (P) paired with a reverse
of a contemporary halfcrown.19 He subsequently noted another similar hybrid, which is a D4
obverse mintmark portcullis shilling with the reverse from a contemporary halfcrown die.20
Rather more remarkable is a gold unite with mintmark plume struck from a C2 shilling obverse
die carrying the XII mark of value.21 There is also a coin struck on a sixpence flan from sixpence obverse and unite reverse dies,22 so perhaps the gold and silver sections of the mint were
not distinctly separate.
A G1/2 shilling has been noted on which the reverse mintmark seems to be (R) punched
over a triangle in circle rather than the previous mintmark, (P) (see Fig. 17). The obverse mintmark is not clear but is presumed to be (R).

Fig. 17.

Sharp Group G1/2, reverse mintmark (R) over triangle in circle. (Private collection.)

The coinage of Nicholas Briot
As a few new varieties and die combinations have come to light since Sharp’s 1977 publication
it was considered appropriate to include the Briot shillings in this update.
An accompanying table (Table 2) sets out all of the known die combinations.
Milled shillings: first issue
There are three obverse dies and four reverse dies. All coins with obverse A are very rare and
those coupled with reverse two particularly so.23
Milled shillings: second issue
There are five obverse dies and five reverse dies. With one exception all combinations are represented in the Brooker Sylloge.24 The exception (E6 on Table 2) is unusual in that the obverse
19
20
21
22
23
24

Sharp 1977, 110. pl. IX, 72.
Sharp 1990, pl. 26, 1.
Sharp 1995, pl. 19, 1.
Spink Auction no. 76, 24 May 1990, lot 84.
Sharp 1989.
North and Preston-Morley with Boon and Kent 1984.
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mintmark is an anchor facing right with a vertical letter B below (see Fig. 18). The whole bust
is also contained within the inner circle. The reverse mark is a plain anchor facing right. These
coins appear to be less commonly found than the others from this issue.

Fig. 18.

Briot milled shilling, E6, mintmark anchor and B (vertical)/anchor. (Private collection.)

Hammered shillings
No new bust or reverse types have been found. All the coins with the anchor mintmark are
excessively rare. A number of new die combinations have been discovered since 1977 and these
are listed in Table 2. One new feature that has come to light is the occurrence of a plain triangle mintmark on shillings struck from both obverse and reverse dies of Briot.25 These are
much rarer than the triangle over anchor coins.
TABLE 2. The shillings of Nicholas Briot
Issue

Obv.		

Rev.		

Milled:
first issue

A
mm. B
1
mm. B at the end of the legend
				
which commences at 6 o’clock
				on reverse.
A
mm. B
2	mm. B at the end of the legend
which commences at 12 o’clock
on reverse; top left hand corner
of shield touches inner circle
B
mm. B and flower; bust
3
mm. B at end of legend; shield
		
breaks inner circle at		
corners touch inner circle
		
4–7 o’clock
C
mm. B and flower; bust
4
mm. B at end of legend; shield
		
breaks inner circle at A		
corners do not touch inner circle
		
of BRITTAN
Milled:
second issue
D
mm. anchor and B
5
mm. anchor and B (Horizontal)
		
(horizontal); bust breaks 			
		
inner circle at A of MAG
		
and F of FR; orb points to A
E
mm. anchor and B (vertical); 6
mm. anchor; bottom fleur breaks
		
bust contained within inner		
inner circle and points to S
		circle
F
mm. anchor; front arch of
7
mm. anchor
		
crown breaks inner circle at			
		
RIT;F of BRIT;FR
G
mm. anchor; crown
9
mm. anchor; bottom fleur breaks
		
contained within inner		
inner circle and points between
		
circle; bust breaks inner circle		
S and P
		
at RIT;F of BRIT;FR
25

Sharp 1984, Fig. 4; Sharp 1989.

Remarks

Brooker
715A
Unpublished
notes of
Michael
Sharp
Brooker
716
Brooker
717

Brooker
725–6
See Fig.
18
Brooker
728A
Brooker
727
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TABLE 2. Continued.
Issue

Obv.		

Rev.		

H
mm. anchor; crown
8
mm. anchor; bottom fleur
		
contained within inner circle; 		
contained in inner circle and
		
bust breaks inner circle at		
points to S
		
RIT of BRIT
Hammered:
first issue
A
mm. anchor; contraction
1
mm. anchor; pellet stops
		stops 			
F5
mm. triangle (over anchor);
2
mm. triangle (over Anchor?);
Tower contraction stops		
pellet stops
Hammered:
second issue
B
mm. anchor; lozenge stops
3
mm. anchor; lozenge stops
					
F5
mm. triangle; contraction
4
mm. triangle (over anchor?);
Tower stops		
lozenge stops
C
mm. triangle (over anchor);
4
mm. triangle (over anchor);
		
lozenge stops		
lozenge stops
C
mm. triangle (over anchor);
5
mm. triangle; lozenge stops
		
lozenge stops
C
mm. triangle (over anchor);
G1
mm. triangle; pellet stops
		
lozenge stops
Tower		
D
mm. triangle; lozenge stops
5
mm. triangle; lozenge stops
G1
mm. triangle; contraction
4
mm. triangle (over anchor);
Tower stops		
lozenge stops
G1
mm triangle (over anchor);
5
mm. triangle; lozenge stops
Tower contraction stops			

Remarks
Brooker
728

Brooker
736
Brooker
530/1
Brooker
737
Brooker
738
Brooker
739–40
Brooker
540/1
Brooker
542

Pieces of Fine Work
These coins were defined in Sharp’s 1977 article as the product of superior workmanship,
being neater and often with fuller legends than other coins, and on very regular flans which
were possibly machine made. Many of the coins have a proof-like quality. It should be noted
here that shillings do exist of superior workmanship that are not struck on polished machinemade flans. Equally there are shillings struck on polished machine-made flans that do not exhibit
superior workmanship in the preparation of their dies. An appropriate note has been made
against entries in the accompanying updated table of coins (Table 3) where, in the opinion of the
authors, special care has been taken in preparing the dies or flans to produce coins worthy of
being considered as of Fine Work.
The reason for producing these coins remains a mystery. Are they presentation pieces or
trials for the regular coinage? They occurred quite frequently when a major design change
took place (see Fig. 19) but not always. For example, to our knowledge C1 and G1 shillings do
not exist in Fine Work. There are a number of unresolved questions about these coins. Why
was only one Fine Work halfcrown produced and a limited number of sixpences? Who produced the machine-made flans on which many of the coins were struck? Nicholas Briot was
producing his first milled coinage of 1631–2 contemporaneously with the Tower Mint C2
currency coins, but were his flans used? Some of the Fine Work coins were produced in volume, for example C2/4 and D2/1 shillings. Several dies were produced for these coins with
small design changes featuring the inclusion of pellets or sometimes the absence of stops
altogether. Some die designs of the Fine Work coins were not adopted for the regular coinage,
for example, B5 mintmark anchor and C3 mintmark plume shillings. Issues such as these last
two shillings and also F5 shillings occur with no apparent logic.
Shillings of exceptional workmanship were also struck on well prepared hammered flans
during the Civil War when Parliament took control of the Tower Mint (see Figs. 20–22). Again
this is something of a mystery, and another one to add to the various unanswered questions
regarding these coins that have come under the umbrella of ‘Fine Work’.
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TABLE 3. Pieces of Fine Work
Sharp

Mint mark

Source

A1/1

lis

A2/1
A2/3
B1/1

lis
lis
cross calvary

B2/1
B2/2
B5/2
B5/2
B5/2

castle
castle
anchor
heart
plume

C2/4
C2/5
C3/5
C2/5
D1/1
D2/1
E2/2
E2/2
E2/2
E3/2
E2/3
F1/1
F5/1
G2/2
G2/2
H1/1
H2/2

plume
plume
plume
rose
harp
harp
bell
crown
tun
tun
bell
tun
anchor
eye
(P)
sceptre
sceptre

Fitzwilliam Museum	Possibly not a machine-made
flan
British Museum
Brooker 392
British Museum	Possibly not a machine-made
flan
private collection
Dix Noonan Webb Sale 75, 26 September 2007, lot 39
private collection
Brooker 436
Brooker 443	Possibly not a machine-made
flan
Brooker 454–5
Dr E. Burstall sale, Glendining, 15 May 1968, lot 298
Brooker 467
Dix Noonan Webb Sale 75, 26 September 2007, lot 49
Brooker 471
Brooker 473
Brooker 489–90
Sharp 1977
Sharp 1977
British Museum
Brooker 491A
Brooker 514A
Brooker 529
Spink Sale 163, 15 May 2003, lot 48; Brooker 557
Not a machine-made flan
Fitzwilliam Museum; British Museum
Not a machine-made flan
Brooker 566A
Not a machine-made flan
private collection	Polished flan but not of
exceptional workmanship

Remarks

Fig. 19.

Sharp Group A1/1, obverse and reverse mintmark lis, Fine Work. (Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.)

Fig. 20.

Sharp Group G1/2, obverse and reverse mintmark (P), Fine Work. (Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.)
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Fig. 21.

Sharp Group G2/2, obverse and reverse mintmark eye, Fine Work. (Private collection.)

Fig. 22.

Sharp Group H1/1, obverse and reverse mintmark sceptre, Fine Work. (Private collection.)
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HOWARD LINECAR LECTURE 2013
ECONOMICAL REFORM AND THE MINT, 1780–1816
JULIAN HOPPIT

Reforming major well-established governmental institutions is rarely easy. By definition,
their importance involves them in complex networks of interests whose natural instinct is to
view prospective changes with suspicion. Moreover, changing one part threatens to unsettle
the whole, while changing the whole is bound to be complicated, lengthy, and costly. Further
hurdles to change are set by the frequent need for such institutions to continue doing vital
work as they are being reformed. Reform, in short, is invariably difficult and divisive. Indeed,
in analysing the causes of the French Revolution of 1789, de Tocqueville stressed how much
damage had been done not by inaction at Versailles, but by its controversial efforts at reform.1
Especially where governments depend upon a high degree of consensus, major reform can be
very dangerous.
From the late eighteenth century there were sustained and wide-ranging efforts at political
reform in Britain, most famously leading to parliamentary reform in 1832. Although these
efforts were often aimed as much at preservation as innovation, they were invariably fraught
and fractious, feeding into and upon moments of real revolutionary potential. Yet the storm
was weathered and the Hanoverian order left behind. A good specific case of this was the
reform of the Mint and this paper explores the political means by which that happened. In
doing so, light is also shed on the character of British political economy in practice at a time
of extraordinary turmoil associated with the American, French, and industrial revolutions.
As is well known, the Mint was established in the Tower of London by 1279. It remained
there for over five hundred years, evolving organically and with little external oversight. But
in the late eighteenth century that changed when it came under intense scrutiny, initially under
a wider umbrella of opposition efforts to reform key central government institutions, but then
by the upper echelons of executive government itself. These efforts spread well beyond the
initial hope of reducing a few costs there and increasing a bit of accountability there. The very
purpose of the Mint came to be debated, with the value of coins and how and where they
should be produced. Moreover, efforts at reform involved leading businessmen, engineers and
scientists as well as, of course, politicians of the first rank. In these efforts, new wealth clashed
with old, invention with tradition, custom with reason, profit with pride, and the capital with
its provinces, all at a time when enormous challenges confronted the nation and its monetary
order. Such battles may mainly have taken place beyond the glare of publicity and at a politically rarefied level, but they were real, substantial, and meaningful. Vast amounts of higher
quality coins were produced, the Mint was moved to Tower Hill, new technology was embraced,
and bimetallism formally abandoned in favour of the gold standard. The Mint in 1816 was a
very different place to what it had been in 1780.
I am certainly not the first historian to explore either economical reform or the development of the Mint, but hitherto these two approaches have been kept somewhat apart.2 I will
bring them together, paying particular attention to the underestimated and closely linked
Acknowledgements This is a revised version of the Linecar Lecture for 2013. I am very grateful to the Society for the invitation and the discussion after the lecture. In undertaking the research I was helped by many, but I particularly thank the staff at
the Sutro Library, San Francisco, for their extraordinary help while I was working there on the papers of Sir Joseph Banks. Chris
Barker of the Royal Mint Museum has also been very helpful with the provision of illustrations.
1
Tocqueville 2004; Pincus 2007; Hoppit 2012.
2
On economical reform: Reitan 1985; Breihan 1977; Harling 1996. In these accounts the Mint warrants at most only a
passing reference. For reform of the Mint and the coinage: Craig 1953, 237–76; Dyer and Gaspar 1992; Dykes 2011, chapters 1–3.
Julian Hoppit, ‘Howard Linecar Lecture 2013. Economical reform and the Mint, 1780–1816’, British Numismatic Journal 84
(2014), 177–90. ISSN 0143–8956. © British Numismatic Society.
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efforts of three key figures: Birmingham businessman Samuel Garbett, the politician Charles
Jenkinson (Baron Hawkesbury from 1786 and the Earl of Liverpool from 1796), and finally
Sir Joseph Banks, President of the Royal Society from 1778 to 1820.3 Between them, they
developed much of the new thinking about coinage and the Mint, so that exploring how
they interacted one with another and with the Mint opens up a fresh perspective on a major
transitional moment in the monetary history of Britain.
My paper is in five parts. In the first I briefly set out what was meant by economical reform,
whose precise definition was critical in the Mint’s case. The next three parts set out the contributions of my three central figures. Finally I will consider some of the broader implications
for how we might think about the evolution of the Mint under the misnamed ‘unreformed
constitution’.
‘Economical reform’ was a term coined by Edmund Burke in 1780. If because of his
Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790) Burke is now often remembered as the ‘father of
modern conservatism’, in his day he was one of the most intelligent and persistent critics of
the misuse of British political power, at home and abroad. As the term suggests, one of his
targets was the reduction of wasteful expenditure by central government, not least because
Britain had been at war for five years in what would prove to be a vain attempt to prevent
American independence. The nation was becoming increasingly loaded with taxes and debt,
the latter to an extraordinary degree. But Burke’s sights were mainly set on righting a wrong
that he and many others believed had developed in the balance of Britain’s constitution. He
sought to rein in the growing ‘influence of the crown’, especially the executive’s increasing
buying of support to influence parliamentary elections.4 In Burke’s analysis, the state had
evolved in ways that compromised its very principles. Its corruptions required amputation.
Burke’s was a potent voice, but not a lone one. Indeed, in part he was inspired by the efforts
of the Reverend Christopher Wyvill and the Yorkshire Association.5 Many in Britain were
unhappy with the war with America, both on principle and because of its costs. To them it
showed up widespread flaws in Britain’s political processes that needed correcting. This was
the beginning of the ‘age of reform’ and although the Mint was never a major target for the
reformers, it was fair game to them because as an office of the crown it was subject more
to prerogative than parliament.6 In fact, in 1780 Burke was explicit that it was beset with
problems. As he put it, it was
a great expence to the nation, chiefly for the sake of members of parliament. It has its officers of parade and
dignity . . . and formerly was a body of great importance . . . as the bank [of England] is at this day. It was the great
centre of money transactions and remittances . . . until king Charles the first, among other arbitrary projects . . .
made him withhold the money that lay there for remittance. [From] that blow . . . the mint never recovered. Now
it is no bank; no remittance-shop. The mint, Sir, is a manufacture, and it is nothing else; and it ought to be undertaken upon the principles of a manufacture; that is, for the best and cheapest execution, by a contract, upon
proper securities, and under proper regulations.7

This was a subtle attack, criticizing the misuse of prerogative power over a hundred years
before and stressing how limited the role of the Mint now was and how its work should be
undertaken on purely commercial terms. By emphasizing the need for such a contract Burke was
indirectly saying that there was no room for tradition, patronage, or sinecures. In the bill that
he developed on economic reform, he proposed abolishing the Mint altogether and handing
control over the issuing of coinage contracts to the Bank of England.
It is not surprising that this call, and most others that Burke made for economical reform in
1780, was rejected. After all, Britain, trying desperately to defeat America and its powerful
allies, had much more important and pressing priorities. Yet defeat at Yorktown in October
3
The very good accounts of Mint reform by Craig and by Dyer and Gaspar (see n.2) rest heavily on Mint and Treasury
papers. By contrast, I depend heavily on the extensive but scattered papers of the key individuals. For sake of simplicity, I refer
to Jenkinson only by his birth name throughout.
4
Christie 1956. An excellent summary of the nature of ‘oligarchical politics’ is in Brewer 1976, chapter 1.
5
Black 1963, chapter 2.
6
A good introduction to the literature on and scope of the ‘age of reform’ is Burns and Innes 2003.
7
Burke 1996, 516–17.
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1781, by making plain that the war would be lost, opened the door for renewed efforts at
reform. Early in 1782 the Treasury began to collect information about how much coinage had
been issued over the past half century and, importantly, at what cost. The House of Commons
too began to investigate matters, leading to the appointment of select committees in February
and April 1782, with the costs of coinage being criticized. In the following month there was a
precipitous move to suppress two major offices at the Mint.8 Those last efforts failed, but their
seeming author, the Earl of Shelburne (Fig. 1), an ally of Burke, was soon given another
chance to act when in July 1782 he became Prime Minister.

Fig. 1. William Petty, 2nd Earl of Shelburne, 1st Marques of Landsowne (1737–1805) by Jean Laurent Mosnier,
1791. (© Sotheby’s.)

Shelburne was one of the most extraordinary politicians of his time, less because of his
enormous Anglo-Irish wealth or modest political accomplishments than because he assiduously sought out the company of those he judged to be at society’s cutting edge. For example,
around the time he succeeded his father in 1761 he travelled from Edinburgh to London in the
company of Adam Smith, which proved to be a sort of road to Damascus for him.9 He imbibed
and supported the liberal ideas of the time and gathered around him or corresponded with
many key thinkers in Britain and France. He plainly had a sense that the times were changing,
not just through enlightened ideas and the American Revolution, but also because of the early

8
TNA: PRO, MINT 1/13, ff. 74, 75, 77–8, 98, 102; Journals of the House of Commons, 38 (1780–2), 662, 672, 943, 956,
1,141. Charles Stanhope, Lord Mahon, who had strong reforming credentials, was a key figure in the Commons’ investigations.
9
Stewart 1980, 347; Rae 1895, 153–4.
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stirrings of the first industrial revolution in Britain. He thought that all these changes required
the nation’s political and administrative institutions to be reformed.10
In the context of the history of the Mint, a journey Shelburne made to Birmingham in 1766
was critical. The town was then in a major phase of expansion as the pre-eminent centre of
hardware production in Britain and was beginning to express itself politically.11 There Shelburne
saw ‘so much enterprise and sharpness’ and met with its leading businessmen, Matthew Boulton
and Samuel Garbett (Fig. 2).12 Both were at different times to have important roles to play with
the Mint, but it was Garbett who in 1782 led the way and with whom Shelburne remained in
frequent contact until Garbett died in 1803.

Fig. 2.

Samuel Garbett (1717–1803), halfpenny token (D&H Warwickshire 127). (© Royal Mint.)

A month after becoming Prime Minister, Shelburne asked Garbett and his son, Francis, to
investigate the Mint and to report on how it might be reformed. This was an intriguing choice,
for Garbett père was a complete outsider with no known prior interest in the Mint. If this was
likely to ensure that he viewed the Mint with fresh eyes, they were the eyes of a highly experienced businessman, who in his sixty-five years had run a hardware business in his home town
of Birmingham and in Scotland a highly innovative sulphuric acid works and a major ironworks.13 In Scotland he made a great impression, being described as ‘of singular worth and very
uncommon ability’ and ‘of great acuteness of genius and extent of understanding’.14 But those
merits could not save him from difficulties, which became acute when a financial crisis hit
Scotland in 1772. Garbett’s complex and capital intensive business arrangements resulted in his
affairs being, as he put it, ‘in a very unpleasant Train’, including not only heavy debts, but legal
battles with his son-in-law. The perplexity proved impossible to unravel quickly and fully.15
When Garbett’s report into the Mint was commissioned he had only just exited from (wellpublicized) bankruptcy proceedings. Doubtless the Mint would have been nervous of the prying eyes of any outsider, but for those eyes to have belonged to a recent bankrupt can only have
heightened their doubts. But Garbett lacked neither resolve nor confidence and, of course, had
the Prime Minister’s backing – the Mint was ordered by the Treasury to co-operate with the
investigation.16 In August and September 1782 he fired off requests for information, especially
regarding costs and accounts, he visited the Mint on several occasions, encountering ‘very
anxious faces’, and he poured over records at the Treasury. The small amount of resistance he
encountered was soon quashed. As his investigation progressed he wrote to Shelburne on
developments, submitting his final report in November. It was naturally carefully worded, but
in a private letter to Shelburne he summarized his findings in blunt economical reform terms:
‘That there appears considerable unnecessary perquisites and profits, & many offices which

Norris 1963; Aston 2011.
Hopkins 1998.
12
Fitzmaurice 1912, I, 274–6. Shelburne had already been in correspondence with Garbett: BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss,
88906/1/11, f. 1.
13
Campbell 2013.
14
Carlyle 1990, 382–3.
15
BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss, 88906/1/11, ff. 21, 23, 25. Garbett’s bankruptcy involved proceedings in both England and
Scotland and became common knowledge because lists of bankrupts were published in many papers: Norris 1958, 136–45.
16
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have been made mere sinecures, and, that the checks anciently established to protect the
standard of gold coin have not in former reigns been sufficient for that purpose.’17
In Garbett’s opinion, the main villain of the piece was the Master of the Mint, Lord
Cadogan, who he calculated had received £70,000 since his appointment in 1769. Much of
that was because of the opportunities for private profit afforded by the major gold recoinage
of the previous decade, for which Garbett also concluded that the Bank of England had
wrongly been paid £5,000, and the lack of purity of old gold coins had cost a further £17,000.
Finally, he thought that if sinecures at the Mint were abolished then annual expenses there
could be reduced by 40 per cent to £7,000 per annum.18
Garbett’s report was well based, clearly argued, and to the point. But it had four main flaws.
First, some of his criticisms related to past not current practice – albeit practice that was liable
to recur. Second, the handful of sinecures he condemned cost less than £5,000 per annum,
certainly not a trivial sum, but a drop in the ocean of public finances as a whole. Third,
Garbett condemned only parts of the Mint – perhaps because he appreciated the considerable
merits of some of its officers – but also tarred the Bank of England, thereby compromising
Burke’s chosen line of attack. Thus in 1805 the Master of the Mint even claimed that Garbett’s
report cast no aspersions on its ‘admirable constitution’.19 Finally, it was untimely. True, the
king in his speech to parliament in December 1782 indirectly noted Garbett’s efforts and
implied that action was need.20 True also that Shelburne did not ignore it – he sent it out for
independent appraisal – but he was consumed with the gargantuan problem of making the
peace to end the American war.21 That was a difficult enough task for any Prime Minister, even
more so for one who was widely disliked and distrusted. Enormous strains in his ministry
soon surfaced, with it collapsing just nine months old in April 1783. Shelburne never held high
office again, turning to a life of elegant, patronizing, retirement – not, as we will see, that
Garbett allowed him to forget about the Mint.
With Shelburne gone, Garbett’s report lacked a clear political owner willing to act on it. If
in the following years the Mint was sometimes asked to justify its costs and improve its
accounting practices, no concerted measure of reform was directed at it for sixteen years.22 Yet
neither Garbett nor his report simply faded into the background. Far from it. That this was so
was partly due to Garbett’s evolving and tireless interest in the Mint, but mainly for practical
reasons. With the end of the American war in 1783 Britain’s economy surged ahead, including
rapid urbanization in the midlands and the north. This dramatically exposed the inadequacies
of the nation’s coinage, especially the lack of small copper coinage and the related explosion of
counterfeiting and clipping. Loud calls began to be heard from across the nation for something
to be done.
Pitt the Younger’s ministry, in place from 1783, could not ignore those calls and, moving to
my second main figure, it fell to Charles Jenkinson (Fig. 3) to respond. He quickly produced
a report in 1784 in which a key concern was the export of coins by smugglers. He raised the
prospect of reforming the office of Master of the Mint by expanding its remit to consider
broader issue of money supply, bullion export, and exchanges.23 This report appears to have
fallen on deaf ears, but Jenkinson did not give up and became markedly more influential in
Mint matters when appointed President of the newly reconstituted Board of Trade in 1786.24
17
William L. Clements Library, Ann Arbor, Shelburne Papers [hereafter Shelburne Papers], vol. 131, ff. 1–46. The quotes
are at ff. 6r and 27r. Garbett’s requests to the Mint for information are at TNA, PRO: MINT 1/13, ff. 113–14, 124–6, 131, 133.
18
Shelburne Papers, vol. 131, f. 58.
19
TNA, PRO: BT 6/119, Earl of Bathurst, Master of the Mint, to the Privy Council committee on coins.
20
Cobbett and Wright 1806–20, XXXIII, col. 209. Two years later Garbett wrote to Shelburne that he often referred to this
speech ‘& with exultation consider it your Lordship[‘]s creed.’ BL, Bowood papers, Add Mss 88906/1/11, f. 121r.
21
Shelburne Papers, vol. 131, ff. 59–63 are reflections, some positive, some not, on Garbett’s report by William Chamberlayne,
Solicitor to the Treasury but formerly Solicitor to the Mint, dated 7 January 1783. Presumably Shelburne asked for this report.
Later Shelburne commended the Garbetts’ proposed ‘capital reform’: Fitzmaurice 1912, I, 228.
22
In 1785 the Public Accounts Commissioners queried some of the Mint’s expenditure; in 1788 they disallowed a customary
charge; and the Mint’s accounts for 1791 were returned as ‘imperfect’. TNA, PRO: MINT 1/13, f. 224; MINT 1/14, ff. 42, 220.
23
TNA, PRO: MINT 2/13.
24
Ironically, Burke had managed to suppress the old Board of Trade in 1782. Klinge 1979.
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Fig. 3. Charles Jenkinson, 1st Earl of Liverpool (1729–1808) by George Romney, 1786–8. (© National Portrait
Gallery.)

Throughout, he saw the problem not simply as one of ensuring the provision of more high
quality coins, but also of reforming the Mint.
Jenkinson hailed from the Oxfordshire gentry rather than peerage, and cut his political
teeth on foreign affairs before gaining experience in the Treasury and War Office. Unlike
Shelburne, he willingly toiled on tiresome administration and the accumulation of information and, critically, remained firmly close to and supportive of George III, even as the king
was criticized for behaving unconstitutionally.25 That is to say, a key plank of the economical
reform movement, reducing the influence of the crown, was no part of Jenkinson’s ambition.
Yet he was a reformer of sorts, seeing it as necessary to the preservation of what was best in
the political order as well as to encourage national prosperity. He was then comfortable with
the appointment of Pitt the Younger in 1783 and was now close to the heart of government.
It was about then that Jenkinson began to be deeply interested in coinage and the Mint, an
interest which he pursued actively and positively to near the end of his life. In the main, that
effort was conducted out of the public gaze and mainly through correspondence, small meetings, and the Privy Council. His one main public pronouncement on the matter was to publish
in old age what he called a letter to the king.26 But this was a personal if public epistle to a
monarch nearing his final and lengthy mental incapacity. As Jenkinson put it, ‘I wish to leave

25
Cannon 2013. Jenkinson 1784 is a three-volume edition of international treaties, nicely suggesting something of the man:
his historical awareness, powers of application, and commitment to the authority of solid information.
26
Jenkinson 1805.
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something behind me which should show my attachment to my royal master in the last
moments of my life.’27
Jenkinson’s approach to the Mint was, then, very different to Garbett’s. Critically he was a
political insider, not an outsider, with a much surer grasp of what was achievable. He was
calmer and more contemplative. Consequently, where Garbett, initially at least, instinctively
sought simplicities, Jenkinson instinctively sought complexities. To Jenkinson the topic of the
Mint and coinage was so delicate, complicated, and abstruse that no one, including himself,
fully understood it.28 But he made more effort than anyone else at the time to improve that
understanding. There were five major elements to this.29
First, Jenkinson placed the Mint in an historical context. Around a hundred pages of his
extensive papers relating to coinage concerned the Mint’s affairs before 1782. This included,
for example, a copy of a report from 1777 into the mints of Paris, Rouen, Lille and Brussels
undertaken by Stanesby Alchorne, Assay Master at the Mint.30 Secondly, therefore, Jenkinson
sought to evaluate the Mint in comparative perspective, which alerted him to the significance
of seigniorage and the internationally unusual method of paying for the Mint. Third, he
sought to assess the performance of the Mint not only in terms of its productivity and wastefulness, but also by the basic standard of whether it was providing the nation with sufficient
good coins at a reasonable cost. Hence he became very worried about the provision of copper
coins. This made him appreciate, fourthly, the importance of Burke’s assertion that the Mint
was now a manufacture, no more, no less. If that meant, finally, that the manufacture should
be done as well as possible, it also led inexorably to questions of the virtues of the gold standard against bimetallism, including thereby international comparisons of the value of gold and
silver and the economic incentives to export coin. To Jenkinson, changing the Mint was about
much more than just profits and sinecures, it was also about machinery, exchange rates, public
order, and economic growth.
In developing this complex vision, Jenkinson did a good deal of work himself, reading
through statutes, proclamations, rolls of parliament, and much else.31 But he also actively
sought help from three main sources: Samuel Garbett, Matthew Boulton, and Sir Joseph
Banks. Boulton’s role here was almost exclusively as a manufacturer who believed he had the
expertise and technology to produce higher quality coins more quickly and cheaply than the
Mint. This is a fascinating story which others have told very vividly before, so I will largely
leave it to one side.32 I do, though, want to consider the roles of Garbett and Banks in efforts
to reform the Mint.
At first glance, Garbett’s continuing, indeed growing, interest in the Mint after he had produced his report was surprising given his lack of interest before 1782, the fact that his report
fell on stony ground, and his very active role as the head of the Birmingham business community at a time full of challenges – of revising trade regulations with America, France, and
Ireland, and maintaining civil order in the revolutionary fervour of the 1790s.33 Yet through
the rest of the 1780s and the 1790s, well into his eighties, he continued to ponder the Mint and
the nation’s coinage. Especially important was that in 1786–7 he met and corresponded with
both Jenkinson and Pitt, though all the time writing to the retired Shelburne to keep him
abreast of developments and passing pithy judgements on one and all. There were other flurries of activity, though hardly a year went by without him writing to Jenkinson on the Mint.
At this stage he judged Jenkinson to be ‘an excellent instrument’, if not ‘masterly’, but Pitt’s
undoubted cleverness struck him as too lawyerly, making him bereft of ‘extensive ideas’ and
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,424, f. 288v.
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,424, f. 287v.
29
This is based upon a synthesis of his papers on coinage in BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,421–4, but also scattered
correspondence by Jenkinson to Sir Joseph Banks in the Sutro Library, San Francisco, Banks Collection [hereafter Banks
Collection], CO1-6.
30
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,421, ff. 73–104.
31
Banks Collection, CO5:56.
32
Selgin 2008; Doty 1998.
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‘system’.34 If Garbett could tiresomely repeat to them old laments about sinecures and private
profit taking at the Mint, he also considered new factors, especially regarding the explosion of
counterfeiting at Birmingham, issues surrounding bimetallism, developments in metalware
manufacturing, and the benefits of the French method of paying for new coinage.35 He read
around the topic too, including Locke and Smith from this side of the Channel and
Montesquieu, Necker, and Calonne from the other side.36
Garbett and Jenkinson exchanged ideas and information in developing their understanding
of coinage and the Mint.37 Each could bring something different to this relationship, which
was necessarily asymmetrical. Garbett was a provincial figure, clear in what was happening in
one of the nation’s mushroom towns, both in terms of the problems caused by the inadequacies of the current coinage and the potential offered by new technology. As a businessman, he
also had ideas about how a new copper coinage could be produced, not least so that it would
not hinder reform of the Mint, briefly harbouring the hope that he would be awarded the
contract.38 But Jenkinson could elicit information from a wider range of sources – as for
example sending out a circular letter in 1787 to sixteen towns and cities across England about
the state of the copper coinage.39 In the end, of course, Jenkinson had political power and
heavily influenced decisions that were made.
If Garbett helped Jenkinson to develop his thinking about the Mint, his status as an outsider was confirmed by the fact that he was not appointed to the committee of the Privy
Council to consider the coinage, formed in 1787 and re-established in 1798. While he had
contacts with Jenkinson and Pitt, it appears that he spent more time and effort in expounding
both old and new views to the now completely politically inactive Shelburne. And if Garbett
certainly helped Jenkinson develop his thinking about monetary matters it is telling that by
one anonymous account in Jenkinson’s papers, Garbett was a ‘doating old man’ who ‘writes
very long & tiresome letters’; Jenkinson told the king that Garbett was honest, ingenious,
energetic, and punctilious, but ‘apt to be troublesome’.40 Certainly, he had little sense of the
enormous pressures under which Jenkinson and Pitt worked, at times threatening to bury
them with his views. And the fact was that by 1787 the pressing problem was judged to be the
lack of sufficient copper coinage, not the constitution of the Mint. Pretty quickly it was
Matthew Boulton who was now the Birmingham businessman who mattered most in Whitehall,
as Garbett rather painfully recognized.41 Perhaps it was to be expected, then, that a year before
Garbett died he complained bitterly to Shelburne that Jenkinson, whose investigation of Mint
he now judged a ‘frivolous parade’, had used him shabbily.42
The committee of the Privy Council established in 1787 put a good deal of effort into how
to improve the nation’s coinage, but progress was halting. In part that was because it wanted to
embrace new technology to produce silver and copper coins and had to assess tenders to do so
from Boulton and the Mint, as well as criticisms of the rivals against one another. (The tenders
were set out very differently, making comparisons tricky.) However, in 1789 the Council had
embraced Burke’s fundamental point that the Mint was to be judged mainly as a manufacturer.
As Jenkinson wrote to Boulton then, ‘I am as sensible as you can be that it is highly important
to proceed in the Reformation of the coin of this realm’.43 But progress was slowed by the magnitude of other problems confronting Pitt’s ministry, including the enormous impact of the
BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss, 88,906/1/11, ff. 219–20.
BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss, 88,906/1/12, ff. 54–6; 88,906/1/14, ff. 7–8, 14–15.
BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss, 88,906/1/14, ff. 139–40.
37
In 1790, for example, Garbett sent Liverpool notes on works by Calonne and Locke regarding coinage. BL, Liverpool
Papers, Add Mss, 38,422, f. 83.
38
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,421, ff. 127, 131.
39
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,421, ff. 146–52. A number of the replies thought that a new copper coinage would be
a ‘reform’.
40
BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss, 38,422, f. 317r; Selgin 2008, 111.
41
BL, Bowood Papers, Add Mss 88,906/1/12, ff. 130–1. Garbett harboured doubts about Boulton’s plans. BL, Liverpool
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French Revolution of 1789, the outbreak of war against France in 1793, and the disastrous
harvest of 1795. Bound up with these were two financial crises. The first in 1793 lead to runs on
many country banks, a serious lack of liquidity, and a surge in bankruptcies. But the second
early in 1797 threatened worse and could only be contained by the Privy Council suspending
the cash payments of the Bank of England, effectively establishing its notes as currency.44 This
was a pivotal moment, allowing new possibilities now to be seized. Boulton’s Soho Mint in
Birmingham was awarded the first of its contracts. This was, by Burke’s definition, a triumph
of economical reform, undertaken by a ministry that was, paradoxically, increasingly being
viewed as reactionary and repressive.
Though there were good historical precedents for contracting out the production of copper
coins, the Mint understandably felt threatened by Boulton’s rising star.45 Sir George Yonge,
Master of the Mint from 1794 to 1799, a Privy Counsellor since 1782, and a Fellow of the
Royal Society, chided the failure to consult him and bemoaned developments, writing in one
letter that ‘I dont [sic] agree with the Privy Council at all, in the business of copper coin – and
for all you think you are following Sir Isaac Newton, you will soon find yourselves, as well as
the Treasury, in a scrape, several ways, for want of proper precautions.’46 The reference here to
the great scientist Newton, Master of the Mint from 1700 to 1727 and President of the Royal
Society for nearly as long, was very pointed, for Yonge was writing to Sir Joseph Banks (Fig. 4),
who had been President of the Royal Society since 1778 and had just been made a Privy
Counsellor. Banks, Yonge was saying, was no Newton. Of course that was true, but with
Jenkinson now feeling his age, Banks was becoming a key figure in the next stage of the reform
of the Mint, whether Yonge liked it or not.
Sir Joseph Banks hailed from a substantial landowning family whose main estate was in
Lincolnshire. His achievements are well known, especially as a botanist on Cook’s first great
voyage of exploration into the Pacific. He was only twenty-three when he was elected a Fellow
of the Royal Society, becoming its President twelve years later, a position he held until his
death in 1820. Like Jenkinson, he admired the king, helping him in his agricultural pursuits,
but he was also committed to improving central government’s decision-making in many fields,
from weights and measures to the tea trade.47 His interest in the nation’s coinage was a part of
this, but had two other roots. The first was his sister Sarah Sophia’s justly celebrated numismatic endeavours – she (and her collections) lived with Joseph and his wife. The second was
that as a major Lincolnshire landowner he had first-hand experience of the growing monetary
problems besetting the economy, playing a pivotal role in supporting country banks there in
the financial crises of 1793 and 1797.48
In 1797 Banks wrote to Jenkinson about issuing new silver coins, noting that ‘I agree fully
with your lordship in thinking that it cannot be undertaken till the Mint is reformed & this I
fear will be a dificult [sic] & a tedious task.’49 As this suggests, in many respects the scientist
and the politician had similar approaches. Jenkinson was clearly determined to bring Banks
quickly up to speed on the Mint, sending him various papers, including some of those produced by Garbett.50 But Banks’ seemingly inexhaustible mental energy and scientific sensibility required him to go into some matters more fully. He put even greater store than Jenkinson
had on understanding the evolving practice of the Mint since the early seventeenth century,
especially in the great recoinage of 1696. He also cast his net more widely amongst recent and
Hoppit 1986; Shin 2009.
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Sir Joseph Banks (1743–1820) by Thomas Phillips, 1810. (© National Portrait Gallery.)

contemporary literature, both within and without the Mint. Thus, for example, he knew of a
telling critical analysis of the constitution of the Mint written half a century earlier by Joseph
Harris, the king’s Assay Master.51 Banks, however, could also bring quite other skills and connections to rethinking the Mint, most notably through his involvement with the developing
field of engineering.52 Longstanding efforts to drain the Lincolnshire fens meant that Banks
had had some awareness of this profession for years, and in 1793 he had been made an
Honorary Member of the Society of Civil Engineers, of which Boulton was also a member.
Through these links the great engineer John Rennie, who had worked for Boulton and Watt,
was brought in to report on the Mint in 1798 and subsequently.53
With the very aged Garbett now marginalized and Jenkinson in serious ill health, Banks
was by 1798 the most dynamic figure taking forward reform of the Mint. One aspect of this
involved marginalizing Yonge. In 1787 the Master of the Mint had been a member of the
committee of the Privy Council on coinage; but when it was re-established in 1798 he pointedly was not, despite Yonge being a Privy Counsellor.54 Tellingly, the committee moved quickly
to rein in the Master’s remuneration, an act of 1799 limiting it to a salary alone.55 Yonge’s term
as Master ended and his successor was Jenkinson’s son and heir, Robert, the future Prime
Banks Collection, CO 6:2. I found no copy of this in Jenkinson’s papers.
It was possibly also through Banks that Jenkinson asked the Oxford mathematician Professor Abraham Robertson (FRS,
1795) to check calculations made by Garbett – they were found to be somewhat inaccurate. BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss,
38,424, ff. 123–4, 136–7; Banks Collection, CO 4:69.
53
Craig 1953, 128; Chrimes 2013; Goucher 1963, 128.
54
TNA, PRO: BT 6/126, 2 November 1787; BT 6/127, 10 February 1798.
55
39 George III, c. 94. A draft of the report which led to this, as well as the commitment for the Mint to use new machinery
is at BL, Liverpool Papers, Add Mss 38,423, ff. 240–83.
51
52

HOWARD LINECAR LECTURE 2013

187

Minister from 1812 to 1827. Already weakened by Boulton’s copper coin contract, the Master
of the Mint was further undermined by statute on the one hand and by nepotism on the other.
By subjecting the Mint to the gaze of a great scientist the overt politics of Mint reform,
which in any case had been compromised by Jenkinson’s cast of mind, were put aside and
attention focussed on technical and practical considerations. Professional judgement was difficult for the Mint to gainsay and its utilization of the latest machinery became essential if it
was to avoid losing everything to external contractors. This in turn threw up the simple but
devastating conclusion that the Mint physically could not accommodate the new machinery
in the Tower: for the Mint to move with the times, it would have to move premises. This was
easier said than done given the huge costs of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars that
raged with little respite from 1793 to 1815. But in 1804 Pitt, after a five minute meeting with
Rennie and others, decided on moving the Mint to Tower Hill. This was a relief to Pitt – ‘he
had been freed from a weight’ – and to Boulton, who ‘thought the Tower but a gloomy place,
which repressed genius, and retarded practice’.56
The new Mint was a major break with the past. Whereas in the Tower it had been strung out
inside the walls, it was now much more logically ordered, with spaces better tailored to a
major manufacturer’s needs, and fitted out with machines encompassing ‘all the modern
improvements’.57 It is interesting that instead of abolishing the Mint, as Burke had proposed,
the solution had been to invest in it and strengthen it, at least in terms of its physical capacity.
At this stage there was no further great effort put into reforming the Mint’s constitution.
Indeed, in 1805 the Master of the Mint vigorously defended its constitution and in the following year officers at the Mint felt confident enough to complain that inflation and taxes were
seriously eroding their livelihoods. Perhaps this was evidence that there was still scope for
reform. Banks certainly seemed to think so.58
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The Mint, by Thomas Rowlandson and A.C. Pugin, 1810. (© Royal Mint.)
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By 1810 the profits of the highest office at the Mint had been removed, new technology had
been introduced, and the Mint had nearly completed its move to its new premises (Fig. 5). In
this way, much of the agenda of economical reform had been completed. Consequently, when
calls for economical reform were revived from 1806, these were not directed at the Mint.59
Indeed, in monetary matters, the reformers’ sights were now set not on the Mint, but on the
Bank of England, on the grounds that following the suspension of cash payments in 1797 it
had over-issued notes, generating intense inflationary pressures, especially for gold. This
reached a head when in 1810 Francis Horner, MP, an enthusiast for the ideas of Adam Smith,
managed to establish a House of Commons select committee to investigate the high price of
bullion.60 This was part of a wider intense debate – the ‘bullion controversy’ – about the relationship between paper money and gold, in which the role of the Mint was largely irrelevant.61
That said, it is telling that after a lengthy debate of the bullion committee’s report the first
resolution agreed by the Commons was to confirm ‘That the right of establishing and regulating the legal money of this kingdom hath at all times been a royal prerogative, vested in the
sovereigns thereof.’62 Politically, this was entirely consistent with how Mint reform had been
handled over the previous thirty years.
Wartime exigencies and domestic political dispositions meant that Horner and his allies –
including Huskisson and Ricardo – failed to get their way in 1811. Reform pressures had been
contained and brought firmly within the scope of executive government. Not that reform of
the Mint was at an end then. But additional substantive change only came when William
Wellesley Pole was made Master of the Mint in 1814, the same year his brother became the
duke of Wellington, taking forward reforms during nine years in office, including a proposal
to abolish the office of Warden.63 To Banks, usually sparing with praise, Wellesley Pole was
‘the most efficient Master I have ever heard or read of’ – that is, superior even to Newton.64
With the defeat of Napoleon at Waterloo in 1815, there was a palpable sense that the Mint and
the nation’s coinage were entering a new age, including the formal establishment of the gold
standard.65
Reform of the Mint did not end in 1815. But Garbett and Jenkinson were now dead and
Banks was withdrawing from public life and died in 1820. Critically, however, the process I
have uncovered, of significant evolutionary change, had become embedded, even somewhat
embedded within the Mint’s own new walls. Aspects of the old order remained, notably of the
role of the Moniers, but major changes had been achieved since Burke had launched his attack
in 1780. His fundamental charge that the Mint was to be judged as a manufacturer alone had
been answered. This left the Mint much better able to react to the developing challenges of
providing the coins for the first industrial nation, but it also suggests to us something more
broadly of the political regime of the times. It is with a few reflections on that score that I will
close.
The movement for economical reform began in the shires and in the House of Commons.
But Mint reform was very largely undertaken out of their gaze within the highest levels of
executive government. Jenkinson’s deference to George III and his prerogative powers, including those over coinage, was crucial to this. But Jenkinson was no dyed in the wool conservative, sure that things had once been so much better and could only get worse. He knew both
that reform was necessary and that it had to be taken forward by thinking and researching
around the subject widely, critically, and imaginatively. His willingness to consult frequently
with Garbett was a crucial part of this. Their relationship, which has previously been under
appreciated, was tremendously productive, helping Jenkinson to grasp fully the importance to
On the revival see Harling 1996, chapter 4.
For a summary of the committee’s proceedings and the resolutions which followed see Feavearyear 1931, 182–7.
61
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the Mint of new technology, foreign exchanges, and seigniorage. In this they invested heavily
in comparative perspectives, of both practice and ideas. Theirs was decidedly neither a little
England view nor an untheoretical one; indeed in a few respects their analysis prefigured fundamental principles of political economy at issue in the bullion controversy. Banks too had
expansive views and a determination to research deeply and systematize. He had literally seen
the world and his scientific contacts ranged far and wide, allowing him to build upon what
Jenkinson and Garbett had developed, notably by bringing in professionals and scientific
standards. In doing so, like Jenkinson he took fractious politics out of deliberations of the
Mint. Together, they helped reform the Mint, but they also preserved it.
Reform of the Mint speaks more generally to the nature of political change in Britain in the
era of the American and French revolutions. In this case, there may have been delays, but there
was no shirking and major changes were undertaken. Certainly this was done to improve the
standing of the crown and his ministers without surrendering power to parliament or popular
pressure – the Mint was reformed, but the crown’s prerogative power over the nation’s money
supply was confirmed. But it was also done because from Pitt down, all appreciated the fundamental importance of coins to society, for exchange in a burgeoning economy beset by inflation, but also as tokens that physically linked society, from great to small and from near to far.
What else did government do at the time which everyone could feel and use? Coins were unquestionably one of the major manifestations of the government at the time, and of the quality of
that government. By that measure, government made significant strides in the generation after
1780.
The attack on the Mint began with Burke at one stage of his political thinking. But this
paper can end by noting that reform of the Mint conformed to one of his precepts uttered in
reaction to the French Revolution: ‘A state without the means of some change is without the
means of its conservation’.66 In the case of the Mint, what Burke aimed at was only partially
achieved. As a manufacturer it was dramatically improved and the scope for private profit was
significantly curtailed. Yet there was no surrendering of the power of the crown. Parliament’s
efforts to encroach upon that power, both with respect to the Mint and to the advent of paper
money, were seen off. Efficiency and transparency had been increased, without altering the
balance of the constitution. This was achieved through hard work, careful research, vigorous
thinking, and firm practicality. In this, the willingness of Shelburne and Jenkinson to consult
with outside expertise was crucial. Plainly this was no ancien régime, but a form of cautious
and conservative reform that skilfully avoided generating the contradictions and conflicts that
de Tocqueville identified as major causes of the French Revolution.
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FURTHER MERCHANT COUNTERMARK
RECORDS OF THE THISTLE BANK:
A REASSESSMENT OF THE ISSUES
ERIC C. HODGE

Introduction
Any contemporary records concerning businesses that issued merchant countermarked dollars
are to be valued as an extremely useful and rare tool in helping to unlock the secrets surrounding this ‘trading coinage of a remarkable character’.1 The first publication of such records was
in 1980 and the second in 2002.2 Further records of the Thistle Bank relating to countermarked
dollars have been discovered in the archives of the University of Glasgow (UGAS) and the
Lloyds Banking Group (LBGA Edinburgh).3
Brief history of the Thistle Bank
The Thistle Bank was founded in Glasgow in 1761 by six wealthy, local merchants. One of
these merchants, John Glassford (1715–83), was perhaps the greatest of the Tobacco Lords,
who by fortunate purchases at the beginning of the troubles with America not only escaped
the ruin which befell most of his colleagues in the tobacco trade, but actually increased his
wealth.4 The enterprising policy of the Thistle Bank was illustrated by the circulation of its
notes all over Scotland. The frequent occurrence of these notes, in districts remote from
Glasgow, facilitated the task of the forger as mentioned in source 1 below.5
The Thistle Bank was absorbed by the Glasgow Union Bank in 1836, which was merged
into the Bank of Scotland in 1954.6 In more recent times this bank became the Halifax Bank
of Scotland and then part of the Lloyds Group. One side effect of the amalgamation with the
Glasgow Union Bank is described in Robert Rait’s history of the Union Bank, which recounts
how during some building reconstruction work,
occurring as it did in a period which included the financial panic of 1878, placed heavy burdens upon the Staff,
and the historian of the Union Bank may be pardoned for regretting in one respect the thoroughness with
which they carried out their duties. The books of the Banks which had been absorbed were stored in the building on the east side which was destroyed to lengthen the Ingram Street frontage. A scroll list of these records
was made, and those which were regarded as unworthy of retention were sold by the ton to a paper merchant.
Mr. Francis Kerr, who retired from the Staff in 1914 after fifty-seven years’ service, has described how he
watched the “guillotining” of the old books, which, after being mutilated beyond recognition, were shipped to
the Continent for sale.7
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The Thistle Bank countermarked issues currently known through extant examples are as
follows:
a)
b)
c)
d)

4/9 no reverse thistle – twelve photographed examples plus one other.
4/9 with reverse thistle – fifty-one photographed examples plus two others.
5/ with reverse thistle – nine photographed examples.
6/ with reverse thistle – one photographed example.

New documents
1. LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/21
The earliest record is dated 2 February 1799 and is a letter from Archibald Grahame, cashier
and partner at the Thistle Bank, Glasgow,8 to James Gammell, managing partner of the
Greenock Banking Company.9 The letter is written on the subject of ‘the small notes Act’, and
goes on to discuss the possibility that the law allowing notes of less value than 20s. is not likely
to be renewed. Grahame writes:
It is founded on the supposition that there is no scarcity of Silver Coin in the Country, and of course that small
notes are no longer necessary. This supposition appears to me to be a mistake, for I had experienced a scarcity
of Silver Coin before the Bank of England suspended their cash payments, and even now, with all these 5/–
Notes in the circle, the Silver Coin in the Country appears to be barley [sic] sufficient for the still smaller payments. I am afraid therefore that discontinuing the permission to issue 5/– Notes will be found very harrassing
to Banks and Bankers, and extremely inconvenient to manufacturers and all others who have wages to pay and
other small payments to make.

5s. notes had been in circulation since early 1797,10 and had been forged, as a Bank notice
headed ‘NOTES CALLED IN’ and dated 17 November 1798 indicates.11 Later in the letter
Grahame goes on to say:
In the meantime, if a new Coinage of Silver take place to a sufficient amount, we may be releived [sic]. If not,
and the permission to issue small notes be not again granted, I think we should agree to take and pay Spanish
Dollars at 4/6d, which I beleive [sic] may be had, and which when passing at that rate will remain in the Country
till the price of Silver rise considerably above its present rate.

It is this mention of the rate for Spanish Dollars of 4s. 6d. which is of interest, and sets a
bench mark for any merchant issues round this date of 2 February 1799. Comparing this with
Manville,12 where he indicates from Castaing’s and Lloyd’s lists a market rate for a Spanish
Dollar of 4s. 4½d. on 1 February 1799, gives a mark up of 2.86 per cent. It is also reasonable
to assume from the letter that the Thistle Bank had not been countermarking dollars up to
this date. As will be seen in source 2 below, the first Thistle Bank countermarks were made
around mid 1803, and there seems to have been prior discussion about whether they should be
issued at 4s. 6d. or 4s. 9d.
2 LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/7 (invoice for £5 19s. 0d. receipted 12 November 1804)
This record contains probably the most interesting and illuminating information to date. It is
an invoice from Wilsone & Liddel, who were smiths and ironmongers,13 and covers the thirteenmonth period 27 September 1803 to 2 November 1804. The relevant entries are:
1 Octr. 1803.

8
9
10
11
12
13

Dressing a punch for Stamping Dollars.

Rait 1930, 124.
Munn 1981, 47.
Munn 1981, 55; Callaway 2012, 75–6; Manville 2001, 89.
Manville 2001, 278.
Manville 2001, 243.
National Library of Scotland (NLS) for year 1810.

£0–0–6.
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Then as separate entries, out of date sequence, at the bottom of the invoice (Fig. 1):
4 Novr. 1803.
31 August 1804.

A Machine for Stamping Dollars.
A Punch made to make the Stamp 5/. but never used.
Stamping 19.736 Dollars in all @ 2/6 per thousand.

£1–11–6.
£0–3–6.
£2–9–4.

Fig. 1. Part of the invoice for ‘A Machine for Stamping Dollars’ (LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/7). (© Lloyds
Banking Group plc.)

‘4 Novr. 1803. A Punch made to make the Stamp 5/. but never used’ is an intriguing piece
of information. Why was the punch made, and for how long was it ‘never used’? From a
source found by McFarlan and also quoted in Manville another smith, Robert Gray & Son,
also charged for a 5/: steel punch on 4 January 1804.14 Of the nine photographed examples of
the 5/: countermark available for study, two have clear forked tails at the bottom end of the 5
(Fig. 2), and the remainder do not (Fig. 3), so perhaps both of these punches were eventually
used. Certainly each of the punches incorporates the name and value as a single item.

Fig. 2. 5/: countermark (forked tail). (© The
Trustees of the British Museum, ref. 1997–4-1-11.)

Fig. 3. 5/: countermark (no forked tail). (Private
collection.)

The first record we have of dollars being countermarked 5/:, again quoted in McFarlan and
Manville, is an invoice dated 3 May 1810.15 The Castaing’s and Lloyd’s lists of silver bullion
prices per ounce, converted to the price per coin (Spanish dollar) to the nearest farthing,
reproduced in Manville show us that in 1801 the price per dollar was at 5s. for some considerable time, whereas from mid-1802 to 1 November 1803 the price fluctuated between 4s. 6½d. and
4s. 7¾d. 16 We begin to see a rise in January 1804 to 4s. 8¾d., peaking at 4s. 9½d. in April 1804.
This upward trend must have put the bank directors on their guard and preparations for a 5s.
punch were put in place. From the manufacture of the first 5/: punch in November 1803 until
early in 1811 the price per dollar never reached 5s., only going over 4s. 9d. a few times for short
periods during that seven-year time span, touching 4s. 10d. in December 1805 and 4s. 10¼d. in
March 1809, this rise initiating the first recorded cancellation of 4/9 countermarked dollars on
6 February 1809 (see source 5 below). From February 1811 until mid-1815 the price never fell
below 5s., except for about six months following Napoleon’s abdication in April 1814. The
directors were pro-active in late 1803/early 1804 with 5/: punches, but never needed to use
14
15
16

LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26; McFarlan 1980, 93; Manville 2001, 259.
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26; McFarlan 1980, 93; Manville 2001, 91.
Manville 2001, 243–7.
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Fig. 4. 4/9 countermark used without thistle punch
(11 mm diam.). (Private collection.)

Fig. 5. 4/9 countermark used with thistle punch
(12 mm diam.). (Private collection.)

them until forced to do so by May 1810.17 They would then have become redundant by
February 1811, when the price of dollars rose above 5s.
Prior to the 5/: punch, 4/9 punches were in use. There are two types known. The one believed
to be the earlier was used without the reverse thistle punch (Fig. 4).18 The assumed second was
used with the reverse thistle punch (Fig. 5). The next entry on the invoice is exceedingly important in trying to verify this supposition and to give accurate dates for the change. This second
and most exciting find in this invoice is the entry on 4 November 1803 for ‘A Machine for
Stamping Dollars’. What was this machine and why was it needed to countermark dollars?
It is known from McFarlan that 6,000 dollars were stamped 4/9, at 2s.6d. per thousand, by
2 September 1803, two months before the making of the machine.19 One can, therefore, safely
assume that no machine was needed to stamp these dollars. They would have been marked in
the normal way by arranging them somewhere steady, placing the 4/9 die on the coin obverse,
and applying pressure (there are twelve photographed examples for study, see Fig. 4). It would
seem that countermarked dollars were needed at this time due to the renewal of hostilities
with the French, creating uncertainty and further hoarding of silver, and the refusal of the
government to renew permission for 5s. notes (see source 1 above). 20
The next lot of dollars to be stamped, also shown on this invoice (interestingly charged at
the same 2s. 6d. per thousand) as ‘Stamping 19.736 Dollars in all’ by 31 August 1804, are reasonably believed to have been stamped using the machine. It is possible but unlikely that dollars were stamped during the month of October 1803, before the machine was made. The
words ‘in all’ in the stamping description would indicate that these dollars were probably
stamped over the ten-month period from 4 November 1803 (the date of making the machine)
to 31 August 1804 (the date of the entry on the invoice), an average of about 500 coins a week.
If we believe that these 4/9 dollars also had the reverse thistle applied (Figs. 5, 6, 7 and 9) then
we find a use for the machine. The 4/9 reverse thistles are always sideways, with the flower head
to nine o’clock (there are fifty-one photographed examples for study) so the machine would
most probably have been used to hold the thistle die at the set nine o’clock position, whilst the
4/9 die was placed on the coin obverse, monarch’s head upright, and pressure applied. As the
rate charged (2s. 6d. per thousand) was not increased it seems more than likely that the obverse
and reverse countermarking was done in one operation. It is of course possible that the
machine was a little more sophisticated than this and with some sort of gearing allowed more
pressure to be applied to both dies with little extra effort. Cooper provides an illustration which
gives some idea of the type of simple machine that could have been made though he does say
that the construction in this example is such that it would have been relatively difficult to get
the opposing impressions opposite one another on the blank.21
The fact that the costs of constructing the machine were charged to the Thistle Bank indicate that they were, therefore, owners of the machine. Thus it is possible that the original

17
18
19
20
21

Manville 2001, 259; LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26.
Manville 2001, 89.
McFarlan 1980, 93; LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26.
Munn 1981, 55.
Cooper 1988, 73–4.
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machine plans and specifications ended up in the Bank’s archives and it can only be hoped
that any drawings or more detailed descriptions come to light in further archival searches.
A study was made of the relative positions of the obverse and reverse countermarks of each
coin for this article. After taking into account poor photographs, damaged coins and damaged
edging round the countermarks, it is clear that the obverse and reverse countermarks were not
only applied at the same time, but that both dies, obverse and reverse, would have been fixed in
place at the time of striking (Figs. 6a and 6b). There is some minor room for play, but in essence
all the coins studied followed the pattern that the obverse and reverse countermarks were
opposite one another on the host coin.

Fig. 6a. Charles III 8 reales 1782 MI Lima mint, obverse countermark 14.5cm from left edge and 6.5 cm from
top, rev. countermark 14.5 cm from right and 6.5 cm from top. (© Museum on the Mound, ref. EDNMM2004/874.)

Fig. 6b. Charles IIII 8 reales 1797 FM Mexico City mint, obv. countermark 14 cm from left edge and 14.5 cm
from top, rev. countermark 14 cm from right and 14.5 cm from top. (© Spink & Son, sale 9026, October 2009,
lot 121.)

The important point, however, is that the machine would have been used to place, fairly
precisely, the thistle in the nine o’clock position for the 4/9 countermarks. There is slight variation of the direction of the thistle in the fifty-one photographic examples studied, but only
one is past the 10 o’clock position (Fig. 7). These countermarks, therefore, can be shown to
have been produced from 4 November 1803 when the machine was made.

Fig. 7. Charles IIII 8 reales 1796 FM Mexico City mint, rev. countermark thistle head points past 10 o’clock
position. (© The Hunterian, University of Glasgow, ref. GLAHM23597.)
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To summarize the arguments above, the dates of issue for the countermarked dollars would
be as follows:
–	4/9 dollars without reverse thistle (Fig. 4) from mid-1803 to 3 November 1803 (the day
before the machine was made). 22
–	4/9 dollars with reverse thistle (Fig. 5) from 4 November 1803 (the date of making the
machine) until 6 February 1809 (the first recorded cancellation of 4/9 countermarked
dollars; see source 5 below).
Why was the ‘without reverse thistle’ issue period (approximately five months) so short?
This certainly has to do with contemporary counterfeiting. This issue would have been the
Bank’s first foray into the world of the countermarked dollar, and lessons would be being
learned. Very quickly forgeries were appearing and nine examples are known today. The Bank
presumably decided to have some form of privy mark and as mentioned above placed a sideways thistle on the reverse.23 They, however, went further and coupled this with a new and
revised obverse die too (Fig. 5). This may have been because the original 4/9 dies had been
altered from 4/6 (Fig. 4).24 However, very soon, forgeries with the reverse thistle appeared too
and thirteen definite examples are recorded.25 Notices in the press warning of this ‘Counterfeit
Money’ appeared, one dated 20 April 1804 being quoted in Manville.26
One further point that should be noted is that the use of a machine to countermark the
dollars was an important factor for the Thistle Bank to consider, before the transfer of any
work to another smith. Even though the machine was owned by the Thistle Bank, as discussed
above, the operation and maintenance would require some sort of skill and training. This
certainly seems borne out when the details shown in Table 3 below are studied. The first smith
used, shown as A in Table 3, was Robert Gray. He was a goldsmith and jeweller on his own,
and in partnership with Todd was also an engraver. There were in fact three businesses working out of 34, 129 and 135 Trongate.27 So although Gray was still in business in 1805, and
probably later, the Thistle Bank had made a decision in 1803 to transfer the work to Wilsone
& Liddel, which eventually became just James Liddel. Apart from some engraving work done
by Cha[rle]s Dearie on 24 June 1815 (L in Table 3 below) the countermarking work appears to
have remained with the same smiths until the end of the countermarking period.28
3. LBGA Edinburgh, THI/8/1.
The next dated record is for 31 March 1804 and is a handwritten account of monies held in
‘Mid Chest’, presumably a specified strong box or room. The total of cash and paper therein
is £55,069 0s. 2d. The entry of interest states: ‘Dollars on floor 14,000 @ 4/9 = £3325–0s–0d.’
It seems more than probable that this number of dollars was a mixture of unmarked dollars
together with the 4/9 reverse thistle type. We have records of 6,000 dollars being countermarked 4/9 without the reverse thistle by 2 September 1803 (A in Table 3) and I believe they
were withdrawn by 3 November 1803. 29 It seems quite likely that any withdrawn dollars would
have been sent to the melting pot. Of course it is possible that although withdrawn these ‘without reverse thistle countermarked dollars’ could have remained in stock until a good offer
from the bullion market was received, but a five-months delay would seem excessive. We then
have 19,736 dollars countermarked with the reverse thistle between 4 November 1803 and 31
August 1804 (B in Table 3) at about 500 dollars per week, so that by 31 March 1804 we would
22
McFarlan 1980, 93. LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26 where stamping 6,000 dollars is dated 2 September 1803. This is the
earliest invoice available for study. Assuming 500 coins countermarked per week this would take us back to the start of June 1803.
No minute books are available for dates of authorisation.
23
Hodge 2009, 242.
24
McFarlan 1980, 93; LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26. See also see p. 204 below, under sub-heading Comments on McFarlan’s
1980 article.
25
See pp. 206 below, under sub-heading Counterfeit Issues, for further analysis.
26
Manville 2001, 278.
27
NLS, years 1801, 1803, 1804 and 1805.
28
Robert Gray does not appear, solely or with Todd, as an engraver in the 1815 Post Office directories.
29
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26.
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have had about 10,000 dollars countermarked.30 If any of the 14,000 dollars in the Mid Chest
were countermarked they would presumably be part of those recorded as stamped in source 2
above, and more likely to be of the reverse thistle variety.
The document is not easy to decipher, but it would appear that the total value is made up
of £48,184 15s. 0d. in notes, £2,556 15s. 0d. in gold and £4,327 10s. 2d. in silver. Over 76 per
cent of the total silver holdings are in dollars. This gives us a value for ‘Dollars’ (presumed
Spanish) of 4s. 9d. at 31 March 1804. Manville indicates a coin value of 4s. 9½d. on 3 April
1804, supporting the Bank’s conservative stock valuation, if that is what it is, if the Dollars
were not stamped. If they were stamped then it would have been sensible for the Bank to continue to hold them until silver values fell, as they did from June 1804, and then re-issue them.
4. LBGA Edinburgh, THI/12/4.
The fourth record is dated 3 October 1807, being a ‘Notarial Copy Of Minutes and Schedule
Respecting John Dempster.’ This very lengthy document sets out to record the cash held under
the control of John Dempster and the start is self-explanatory:
Met John Alston Cashier of the Bank and Stephen Rowan and Robert Scot two of the Partners of the Bank–
and Messrs George Lobon, Alexander McKerlie, William Anderson and Robert Hill Cautioners for John
Dempster Clerk and Teller to the Bank, and Robert Grahame and Andrew Mitchell Notaries Public.
Mr. Alston laid before the Meeting a letter from Mr. Dempster dated yesterday, but which was received by Mr.
Alston this morning at ten o’ clock, of which the following is a copy. ‘‘Sir, I herewith send you the keys of the
Cash Drawer being sensible of a large deficiency in my Cash. I have no face to meet with you. Messrs R&G Hill
will account to you for the greatest part if not all and my private property I trust will be able to make good what
may remain –/ signed J. Dempster. Friday 2nd October.’’ With this letter the keys were left and Mr. Alston
instantly deposited the said keys with the said Andrew Mitchell. Mr. Mitchell now delivers these keys which are
three in number to the Meeting.

The count indicated a holding of £45,404 19s. 4d. The document does not appraise the
reader of any shortfall but lists in detail all the various types of cash and notes held. The one
entry of interest to us is number 44, where it states: ‘Stamped dollars @ 4/9 (79) £18–15s–3d.’,
this being at 3 October 1807. This is interesting because of the word ‘Stamped’, which would
indicate that the dollars had been countermarked, presumably by the Thistle Bank, at 4/9 with
reverse thistle. Manville indicates a coin value of 4s. 7¾d. on 2 October 1807; the countermarked
coins, therefore, showing a mark-up of 2.24 per cent. The number held is low, presumably
because it was worth issuing them with the prevailing silver rate being advantageous.
5. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-4.
The next document (E in Table 3) is another invoice from Wilsone & Liddel. The invoice
covers the ten-month period from 2 September 1808 to 24 June 1809, to a value of £2 5s. 8d.,
finally being paid on 21 November 1809. There is an entry dated 6 February 1809 which reads:
‘to Disfiguring the 4/9 stamp on 2000 Dollars @ 5/– ea = £0–10s–0d.’ Interestingly, this charge
of 5s. per thousand to cancel the countermarked dollars is double that charged in August 1804
(four and a half years earlier) to countermark the same dollars. Is it possible that this charge
also includes the cost of making a new die to deface the countermark as seen in Fig. 12? In
source 7 below we do see an invoiced charge for this operation of ‘altering the head of a punch
. . . for defacing dollars’ at 2s. 9d., but not until 12 September 1817.
According to Manville the dollar value on 3 March 1809 was 4s. 10¼d. and although there
were short periods where dollar values fell below this, generally the trend was now upwards
until mid-1815. The Bank must have realised the trend of silver values was upward and so
decided to cancel dollars and return them to the bullion market rather than risk an issue which
would not satisfy them or their customers. This action brings to mind the risks that entrepreneurs took with the countermarking of dollars, due to the fluctuating silver bullion prices.
With the ever-present possibility of falling prices it would be worth purchasing and punching
small quantities of dollars at any given time.
30

LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/7.

198

HODGE

This ‘Disfiguring’ or cancelling of the dollar valuation (Fig. 12a) is the first reference found
to this practice.31 The method of cancelling the dollars was by applying a die with a grille
pattern, solely over the obverse Thistle Bank 4/9 mark. There is one photographed example
for study of the 4/9 issue without reverse thistle and two for the 4/9 with reverse thistle issue
(Fig. 12a).
6. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-8 (paper watermark reads RADWAY
1812). Paid on 19 September 1815.
This document is an invoice (L in Table 3) from Chas. Dearie dated 24 June 1815, and reads:
‘For Engraving Thistle Bank 6/– with a thistle on two steel punches £–··12··6’. Charles Dearie
was an engraver, based at 124, Trongate, Glasgow.32 He died in 1819.33
This is the second document discovered that refers to the value of 6s., the first being published by McFarlan and Manville (K in Table 3).34 The relevant entries on this earlier document, from James Liddel & Coy, read:
13 Oct 1814
23 June 1815
24 June 1815
16 Sept 1815

Stamping 6/. on 1160 Dollars and Dressing the punch.
a New Under Stamp for Stamping Dollars and Dressing the upper one
and fitting Both.
Restamping 800 Dollars from 5/ to 6/
Stamping 6/ on 1000 Dollars

9. –
7. 6
7. 6
7. 6

The Dearie invoice and one of the Liddel entries are both dated 24 June 1815, so the punches
must have been delivered from Chas. Dearie at 124, Trongate to James Liddel at 154–6
Stockwell Street,35 (easily done as they were neighbours),36 as soon as they were completed.
Stamping started immediately, presumably because there was demand for the finished product
and pressure being exerted by the Thistle Bank (Fig. 8).

Fig. 8 Charles III 8 reales 1786 FM Mexico City mint, Thistle Bank 6/, rev. thistle head to 12 o’clock position.
(Manville 2001, Pl. 19, 1.)

In an earlier article the writer raised the question as to why the reverse thistle on the 5/: and
the 6/. marks both pointed to twelve o’clock.37 The above Liddel entry for 24 June 1815 probably gives us the answer. Some of the 5/: marks were ‘Restamped’ so it would have been quite
difficult to re-orientate the position of the reverse thistle. It still leaves the question whether
the reverse thistle was again stamped in a similar position, or if it was left slightly flattened
from the new obverse countermarking as is seen on a cancelled 4/9 dollar (Fig. 12), where it
31
McFarlan 1980, 93, where it is noted ‘There is no note in the accounts of payment for cancelling dollars as opposed to
altering the value.’
32
NLS, years 1814 & 1817.
33
www.scotlandspeople.gov.uk, refs. SC36/48/15, 20, April 1819 and CC9/7/83, 18 September 1819. Accessed 11 January
2013.
34
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26; McFarlan 1980, 93; Manville 2001, 260.
35
NLS, years 1805, 1814 & 1817.
36
Manville 2001, 73 and 72 for map. I believe Manville, page 91, was incorrect in showing Dempster Street as the address
for the James Liddel who made the countermarking dies.
37
Hodge 2009, 242.
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appears perfectly legible. The only known 6/. countermarked Thistle Bank coin is not believed
to be over a previous mark (Fig. 8, obverse) so it would appear that all 6/. countermarks
retained the reverse upright thistle, presumably using the machine discovered in source 2
above. It is clear, however, that the reverse thistle on the 6/. value is of a completely different
design (Fig. 8) from that on the 4/9 and 5/: values (Figs. 9 and 10), and this is discussed further,
under ‘Comments on McFarlan’s 1980 article’, in section (b) below.38 The above discussion
leads to a further observation, that this could be the reason no over stampings are known
between 4/9 (Fig. 9) and 5/: (Fig. 10) values. The different positions of the reverse thistle
would have caused difficulties.

Fig. 9. Charles IV 8 reales 1791 FM Mexico City mint, obv. 4/9, rev. thistle to 9 o’clock position. (Private collection.)

Fig. 10. Charles III 8 reales 1784 FM Mexico City mint, obv. 5/:, rev. thistle to 12 o’clock position. (Private
collection.)39

The stamping of 1,160 dollars with 6/. on 13 October 1814, the making of a 6/. die and the
re-stamping of coins, both on 24 June 1815, one week after the battle of Waterloo on 18 June
1815, and the stamping of a further 1,000 dollars with 6/. on 16 September 1815, highlight the
difficulties and confusion surrounding the events leading up to, and the aftermath of, the fall
of Napoleon.
Table 1. The market price of Spanish Dollars between 1 April 1814 and 3 November 181540
Date

Price per coin

1814		
1 Apr.
5s. 11¼d.
3 June
5s. 7d.
1 July
5s. 1d.
2 Aug.
4s. 7d.
4 Oct.
4s. 8¾d.

38
39
40

Date

Price per coin

1815		
3 Jan
4s. 9½d.
3 Mar.
5s. 0d.
4 Apr.
5s. 9½d.
2 May
5s. 8¾d.
2 June
5s. 6d.

See p. 205.
These thistle countermark designs are very different from that on the 6/. value (Fig. 8)
Manville 2001, 245.

Date

Price per coin

1815
4 July
1 Aug.
1 Sept.
3 Oct.
3 Nov.

5s. 1d.
4s. 9½d.
4s. 9½d.
4s. 7d.
4s. 6½d.

200

HODGE

The market price of silver fell steadily from April 1815 (Table 1) and, because of the allied
victory at Waterloo, never again went over 4s. 9d. per Spanish dollar from September 1815
until the end of the period of countermarking in 1828.41 It would appear that the bank directors made a bad call in stamping 6/. dollars when they did and, realising this, perhaps made
the decision to restrict their issue. Maybe this is the reason why the 6/. dollars are so rare, with
only one now being known (Fig. 8). This, coupled with the fact that the 4/9 with reverse thistle
is the third most common countermarked dollar, with approximately 50 confirmed known
(plus two coins with cancelled countermarks and one over-countermarked by another issuer),
after the Lanark Mills 5/ with about 91 known and the Cromford 4/9 with about 56 known,
raises the question of why so many have been preserved in an uncancelled state. The author’s
records show thirteen examples with photographic proof and having a provenance before
1938, the oldest being that held in the British Museum from the Sarah Sophia Banks collection from 1818, in whose catalogue it is recorded under English coins rather than Scottish
tokens.42 No date of acquisition is recorded in her journals but it appears to have been a gift
from Lord Dundas, who died in 1811.43 It seems that she did not have precise information
about where and when this countermark was issued.44 However, of the thirteen examples
mentioned above ten of the host coins are dated in the latter half of the series from 1794 to
1803, the latest dated example known (see Table 2).45
Table 2. The fifty-one known uncancelled host coin dates for the 4/9 with reverse thistle type
Year
Quantity
Year
Quantity

1761
1
1793
1

1780
1
1794
1

1782
1
1795
1

1784
1
1796
8

1785
2
1797
6

1788
1
1798
2

1789
1
1799
3

1790
3
1800
2

1791
7
1801
5

1792
3
1803
1

In the discussion of source 2 (above, pp. 192–6) it was estimated that the period of issue of
the 4/9 with reverse thistle type was between 4 November 1803 and 6 February 1809, with the
latest known countermarking of this type being the 19,736 coins completed by 31 August
1804 (see B in Table 3 below). It can be deduced from Table 2 that a stock of dollars were
purchased during or just after 1803. It can also be deduced that if 4/9 dollars were re-issued
after 1815 when the price of dollars began to fall (see Table 1, p. 199 above) then they were
more likely to have been those stamped by 31 August 1804, as the latest dated host coin for
this type is 1803, yet the latest dated host for the 5/: variety (issued 1810 see F in Table 3) is
1807. It therefore seems more than likely that the fifty-one remaining coins are from those
countermarked by 1809 at the latest and should have seen many years of circulation. They are
very unlikely to have been later strikings that were never issued by the bank. Perhaps the bank
retained a pool from the original strikings for re-issue in an emergency and they were locked
away and forgotten: one can only speculate.
7. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-9.
This invoice (O in Table 3) is from James Liddel & Co, Smiths, covering the seven-month
period from 8 April 1817 to 7 November 1817, for £9 11s. 10d. The invoice, which is difficult
to read, contains the following relevant entries:
12 September 1817 to altering the head of a punch and making a new (pressure?)
[Fig. 11] on the face of Ditto for defacing dollars
17 September 1817 to Defacing 100 Dollars
19 September 1817 to ‘Ditto’ 1000 Dollars
19 September 1817 to dressing and altering the face of punch filing up and hardning [sic]

0–2–9
0–0–9
0–7–6
0–1–0

Except for one blip in February 1819: Manville 2001, 245.
SSB21-127-2. The host is a 1790 Mexico City FM 8 reales of Charles IV, showing the head of Charles III.
43
Eaglen 2008, 211. This date falls neatly within the assumed dates of issue.
44
Personal communication with Dr Catherine Eagleton of the British Museum drawing on her research for her forthcoming
book on Sarah Sophia Banks and her numismatic collections.
45
Lyman Low New York, 3 February 1885, lot 619.
41
42
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24 September 1817 to dressing the face of punch filing up and hardning [sic]
24 September 1817 to defacing 1600 Dollars @ 9d per 100

0–1–0
0–12–0

It was in the previous year that the Royal Mint had, at last, begun the issue of a new regal
silver coinage with an intrinsic value below their face value, the first official token coinage.46
This invoice does not indicate the countermarked valuations that are being cancelled but, as
Manville indicates, the market value of dollars during this period was 4s. 5¼d.; it was beneficial to the bank to cancel all values of 4s. 9d., 5s. and 6s. before selling the dollars back into
the bullion market. The entry for 12 September 1817 is intriguing, but it is difficult to make
out the last word in line one: ‘altering the head of a punch and making a new [pressure?] on the
face of Ditto for defacing dollars’. Does it somehow refer to the ‘Machine for Stamping Dollars’
that was in use from 4 November 1803? Fig. 12 shows a ‘defaced’ or ‘disfigured’ dollar.

Fig. 11. Extract of invoice on 12 September 1817. (© University of Glasgow Archive Services, Banking Collection,
GB 0248 UGD 94-2-9.)

Fig. 12.

‘Disfigured dollar’ (countermark 12 mm diam.). (Private collection.)

8. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-9.
This is another James Liddel & Co Smiths’ invoice (P in Table 3) covering the nine-month
period from 7 November 1817 to 14 August 1818, for £11 3s. 7d. Two entries are of interest:
14 August 1818 to defacing 80 Dollars
26 January 1818 to defacing 100 Dollars

0–0–9
0–0–9

9. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-10.
A further James Liddel & Co Smiths’ invoice (Q in Table 3) covering the nine-month period
from 18 August 1818 to 10 May 1819, with one item of interest:
16 November 1818 to Defacing 71 Dollars

0–1–0

10. LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/9. Receipt for £28–7–0 dated 29 September 1821: UGAS,
Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-12.
This invoice (S in Table 3) is from James Liddell [sic]47 & Co, assumed to be the same family,
if not the same person as above, all living in Stockwell, Glasgow, but now described as ‘smiths
46
47

Skingley 2012, 407.
Where receipts are attached to these invoices they are all signed James Liddel (one l).
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and bellhangers’.48 It covers the twelve months from 25 September 1820 to 20 September 1821.
Two entries are of interest:
11 November 1820 to Defacing 63 Dollars
11 July 1821 to Defacing 67 Dollars

0–0–6
0–1–0

11. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-12.
This is a further invoice (T in Table 3) from James Liddell & Co, of Stockwell, Glasgow. It covers
the eleven months from 17 October 1821 to 19 September 1822.49 One entry is of interest:
16 January 1822 to Defacing 36 Dollars

0–0–6

It certainly appears from the majority of the above documents that dollar cancellation was
in full swing from 1817.
Summary of the documentary sources
The following list in Table 3 summarizes all the relevant suppliers’ invoices discovered, and the
periods that they cover, showing the countermarking work done. The entries discussed above
are shown with their designation from Table 3 and their source number in brackets: B (2), E
(5), L (6), O (7), P (8), Q (9), S (10) and T (11). Entries A, F and K were published by McFarlan
in 1980.50
TABLE 3. Suppliers’ invoices, in date order, highlighting countermarking work
Supplier
Dates of invoice
		

Period
in months

A) Robert Gray
2/9/1803–4/1/1804
4
			
B) Wilsone & Liddel
27/9/1803–2/11/1804
13
			
			
			
C) Wilsone & Liddel
18/4/1806–11/11/1806
7
D) Wilsone & Liddel
11/6/1807–30/5/1808
12
E) Wilsone & Liddel
2/9/1808–24/6/1809
10
F) James Liddel
7/1/1810–15/10/1810
9
			
			
			
			
G) James Liddel
28/11/1810–20/9/1811
10
H) James Liddel
16/11/1811–19/12/1811
1
I) James Liddel
31/12/1811–1/12/1812
11
J) James Liddel
31/12/1812–5/7/1814
18

Countermarking work
Engraving punches 4/6, 4/9, 5/:
To 2/9/1803 stamping 6,000 dollars (4/9).
Dressing a punch.
Engraving punch 5/: (not used).
Making machine to stamp dollars.
To 31/8/1804 stamping 19,736 dollars.
No countermarking work.51
No countermarking work.52
To 6/2/1809 cancelling 2,000 4/9 dollars.
Engraving thistle.
5/5/1810 stamping 1,000 dollars 5/:
6/6/1810 stamping 600 dollars 5/:
19/6/1810 stamping 1,000 dollars 5/:
2/8/1810 stamping 300 dollars 5/:
No countermarking work.53
No countermarking work.54
No countermarking work.55
No countermarking work.56

NLS, year 1817.
An invoice from Alexander Wood for the period 29 September 1823 to 18 September 1824 is headed ‘Alexander Wood
(Late James Liddel & Co), Smiths, Beam Maker & Bell-hanger. 157, Stockwell Street, Glasgow’. £16–10–11. Receipted 25 September
1824. No countermarking work included. UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-14.
50
McFarlan 1980. All LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26.
51
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-4, £5–18–11½ receipted 18 April 1807.
52
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-4, £2–0–8½ receipted 25 July 1808.
53
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/9, £47–5–10.
54
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/9, £51–11–2 receipted 24 December 1812.
55
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/9, £2–19–0 receipted 30 January 1813.
56
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-7, £6–6–8 receipted 11 August 1814.
48
49
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TABLE 3. Continued.
Supplier
Dates of invoice
		

Period
in months

K) James Liddel
4/8/1814–21/10/1815
14
			
			
			
L) Chas. Dearie
24/6/1815		
57
M) James Liddle
5/12/1815–20/8/1816
9
N) James Liddel
29/8/1816–4/2/1817
5
O) James Liddel
8/4/1817–7/11/1817
7
			
			
			
P) James Liddel
7/11/1817–14/8/1818
9
			
Q) James Liddel.
18/8/1818–10/5/1819
9
R) James Liddel
30/6/1819–18/7/1820
13
S) James Liddell
25/9/1820–20/9/1821
12
			
T) James Liddell
17/10/1821–19/9/1822
11
U) James Liddell
1/10/1822–29/9/1823
12

Countermarking work
23/6/1815 a new under stamp + fitting.
13/10/1814 stamping 1,160 dollars 6/.
24/6/1815 stamping 800 dollars 5/: to 6/.
16/9/1815 stamping 1,000 dollars 6/.
Engraving 6/. and thistle.
No countermarking work.58
No countermarking work.59
Altering punch.
17/9/1817 cancelling 100 dollars.
19/9/1817 cancelling 1,000 dollars.
24/9/1817 cancelling 1,600 dollars.
24/1/1818 cancelling 100 dollars
14/8/1818 cancelling 80 dollars.
16/9/1818 cancelling 71 dollars.
No countermarking work.60
11/11/1820 cancelling 63 dollars.
11/7/1821 cancelling 67 dollars.
16/1/1822 cancelling 36 dollars.
No countermarking work.61

In broad terms, for the twenty-year period September 1803 to September 1823, details are
missing only for December 1804 to March 1806 (16 months) and assumed to be one or two
invoices. The period from December 1806 to May 1807 (6 months) cannot be ignored even
though the invoices either side of these dates included no countermarking work.
A summary of the countermarking work listed in the invoices in Table 3 is:
6,000 4/9 no thistle, 19,736 4/9 with thistle, 2,900 5/ with thistle and 2,960 6/ with thistle, giving a total of 31,596
dollars countermarked with a value of £7,725 6s. 0d. Most of these countermarked coins would have circulated
for more than ten years. 5,117 countermarks were cancelled.

Hopefully further archival research may elicit invoices to cover the missing periods mentioned above. However, though we have invoices covering over 90 per cent of the twenty-year
period, we still only have records of 5,117 cancelled countermarked dollars, being about 16
per cent of those recorded as being countermarked. What could have happened to the remainder? Normally this would be an unrealistic question to ask, but the Thistle Bank appears to
have kept good control, and records, of dollars returned to them, passing them on to the
smiths for cancellation, even to the extent of having special dies made for effecting cancellation. One obvious cause of disappearing 4/9 and perhaps 5/ countermarked dollars is that as
the price of silver continued to increase customers, and other recipients, would find it advantageous to sell the countermarked hosts back into the bullion market and receive more than
the 4/9 countermarked value.
In the case of the majority of countermarked dollar issuers, such as the cotton mills62 and
grocery stores,63 a large proportion of those dollars would remain in a specific geographic area
surrounding the location of the issuers. The Thistle Bank customers would have likely resided
over a much larger area and so the dollars would have circulated over a similarly greater area.
57
58

94-2-8.
59
60
61
62
63

Receipted James Liddel & Co.
LBGA Edinburgh, THI/13/9. Receipt for £2–2–0 dated 20 August 1816 under UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-9, £15–15–4 receipted 21 March 1817.
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-11, £10–12–1 receipted 10 August 1820.
UGAS, Banking Collection, GB 0248 UGD 94-2-13, £9–5–0 receipted 4 October 1823.
Manville 2001, 17, 22, 30, 40, 56, 66, 132, 142, 176, 201, 203, 209, 223.
Manville 2001, 27, 48, 85, 87, 110, 111, 113, 127, 153, 157, 159, 168, 169, 171.
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One example of another use to which uncancelled dollars were put was their utilisation by
other businesses, in this case the Catrine Cotton Works, at an increased countermarked value
of 5/6 (Fig. 13). It can be seen in Fig. 13, reverse, that the top leaf of the thistle points to 9 o’
clock, confirming the original obverse issue value at 4/9. This example appears to be either a
trial or a reject, due to part of the original countermark being visible, as it does not contain
the Catrine Cotton Works’ normal individual issue number,64 which is left blank on the obverse.
The coin is also holed leading one to speculate it was retained for display as an example for
future over-countermarking.

Fig. 13. Charles III 8 reales 1782 FF Mexico City mint, obv. countermark Catrine Cotton Works 5/6 over
(Th)istle (Bank).65 (© The Trustees of the British Museum, ref. 2001–8-16-01.)

Comments on McFarlan’s 1980 article66
a) A point of interest that has arisen from re-reading McFarlan’s article relates to item A in
Table 3 above. The invoice details are as follows:
2 September 1803

4 January 1804

Cash paid for steel punch
Engraving Thistle Bank 4/6 on Do.
Engraving Thistle Bank 4/9 on Do.
Stamping 6000 Dollars @ 2/6 per 1000
Engraving Thistle Bank 5/ on a Steel punch

0–2–6
0–3–6
0–3–6
0–15–0
0–3–6

McFarlan comments: ‘The 1803 account confirms the existence of a 4/6 punch though no
dollar with this mark is now known. It is odd that only one punch is mentioned as being
bought whereas at least two values were engraved on it. It is not easy to see how more than one
value could be engraved on one punch unless it was multi-sided.’ Is it possible that the punch
was engraved with 4/6, but was then re-engraved with 4/9? The two engravings are recorded on
the invoice under the same date, 2 September 1803, but only one punch charged for. Manville
indicates that the price of dollars on this date was 4s. 6½d. and never fell below this price until
3 August 1804. The strange thing is that dollars had not been priced below this value since
1799, (see source 1 above) so it would seem quite likely that an error was made when the value
punch was requested and only corrected when the punch was made. It is, therefore, unlikely
that Thistle Bank 4/6 dollars were issued. Manville comments: ‘There are slight indications on
at least one specimen that the denomination on this punch may have been altered from one
reading 4/6.’ 67 He then goes on to say that ‘it is possible that a punch with the 4/6 was engraved,
and almost immediately altered to 4/9.’68 It would seem more likely, with the evidence we have,
that the punch was altered before punching took place, rather than dollars were re-punched.
Fig. 4 shows the early 4/9 punch (without reverse thistle) that is believed altered from 4/6. Fig. 5

Hodge 2009, 40, 44.
The value of 4/9 for the Thistle Bank can be read from the top of the thistle leaf visible on the reverse pointing to the
9 o’clock position. The coin is holed.
66
McFarlan 1980.
67
Manville 2001, 89.
68
Manville 2001, 90.
64
65
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shows what is believed to be the later 4/9 punch (with reverse thistle) unaltered. The 9 in Fig. 4
certainly seems to indicate that additional work has been done on the earlier punch.
b) With reference to item K in Table 3 above, some of the information therein can now be read
in a different light. The relevant invoice details are as follows: ‘1815 June 23 a New Under
Stamp for Stamping Dollars and Dressing the upper one and fitting Both 0.7.6’. 69 This
description certainly seems to indicate the use of the ‘Machine for Stamping Dollars’ discussed in source 2 above. The ‘Under Stamp’ is presumably the thistle which would have been
placed in the relevant set position for the value of the obverse countermark. ‘Dressing the
upper one’ would therefore refer to the obverse Thistle Bank value die. The reference to ‘fitting
Both’ would certainly indicate that both dies were installed into the ‘Machine’.
c) On a general point, McFarlan’s survey covered the period 1803–15, and he considered it
‘somewhat surprising to note that the latest date of any of the dollars detailed above is 1807.’
Now over thirty years later this still holds true, the latest dated Thistle Bank issue host coin is
still a 5/: dated 1807. However, there is an argument for a later dated coin. A ‘Thistle Bank ·’
around ‘4/9’ with no thistle design on the reverse is known on/under the obverse of a Brazilian
960 reis 1814, mint mark B (Bahia) (Fig. 14, obverse). The mark is seen as genuine and matches
all the other twelve or so known examples, where it can be seen to have the altered value 9
discussed in a) above. This coin was first published in 1992,70 (though it is listed in Manville as
‘Last located in Brazil, 1972.’),71 when it was described as being merchant countermarked
before the 960 reis was made. However, Levy describes the merchant mark as ‘placed on the
960 reis, and not on the host coin.’ 72 Further discussion of this confusion is made by Dickinson,
who questions Manville’s interpretation.73 Having only seen the coin photograph in Manville
this writer too believes the Thistle Bank mark is over the 960 reis (Fig. 14, obverse). 74 If this
is the case, then the Scottish mark was made in or after 1814. Manville describes this issue to
have been ‘certainly issued in or shortly after 1803’75 the latest host being dated 1799, and this
survey (see source 2 above) confirms that supposition. It, therefore, appears likely that this
Scottish countermark was applied to an unusual host coin many years after the supposed
dates of issue, and could have been made as a keepsake prior to the destruction of the dies
which, obviously, must have been retained until at least this date of 1814 or later.76

Fig. 14. Brazilian 960 reis, 1814, countermarked ‘Thistle Bank’ showing the countermark enlarged (actual size
11 mm diam.). (© Spink NCirc, February 1992.)

LBGA Edinburgh, THI/14/26.
Manville 1992, 5, 7. (In this article Manville refers to Cromford ‘colliery’ pp. 5, 7. The Cromford mark was from
Arkwright’s ‘cotton mills’.
71
Manville 2001, 93.
72
Levy 2002, 156.
73
Dickinson 2003.
74
Manville 2001, plate 19 no. 6.
75
Manville 2001, 90.
76
Hodge 2012, 184.
69
70
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Counterfeit issues
All examples discussed below, and listed in Table 4, are believed contemporary with the official issues, the punches differing only slightly from those used on genuine coins.77 All are on
base metal, believed brass78 but described as copper in the Glasgow Herald and Advertiser on
20 April 1804 in its warning to the general public not to accept them.79 Some have residual
silvering. No counterfeit issues are known for the 5/: or 6/. values.
The profit on these issues, for the manufacturers, would have been based purely on the
set-up costs compared to the selling value, which would have been below the 4/9 countermarked value to give some margin to the user of the counterfeit. The value of true silver 8
reales would not enter into the calculations.
Table 4. Known counterfeit issues for the Thistle Bank
Manville
Coins
Type
Known
		

Coins with
Coin
Silvered
obv. and rev.
dates
coins
photographs			

X045 (4/9 no reverse
9
4
1792
2
thistle)
X046a (4/9 with
13
12
1794
3
reverse thistle)					
X046b (4/9 with
1
1
1792
0
reverse thistle, cast copy)

Countermark position (o’clock):
Obv. top of stroke between 4 and 9 /
Rev. towards thistle head
12/none, 12/none, 12/none, 1/none
11/9, 12/9, 10/11, 11/10, 11/9, 11/10,
12/9, 11/11, 1/8, 11,9, 11/9, 12/9
12/10

Type X045
Five examples are in one private collection from which photographs cannot be obtained.
However, it has been confirmed that all the examples are dated 1792,80 which is interesting as
it would tend to indicate they were all made from a batch of counterfeit coins from
Birmingham.81 The countermarks shown in Figs. 15a, 15b and 15c appear to be from the same
die and certainly not from the official die as seen in Fig. 4 with its prominent point between
the 4 and the altered 9. Figs. 15b and 15c both show residual signs of silvering and the scuff
marks on Fig. 15c may have been an attempt to investigate the coin metal. The crack in Fig.
15a was possibly an attempt at defacement as recommended in the above mentioned warning
to the general public from the Glasgow Herald and Advertiser: 82 ‘It should be known, that
every shopkeeper to whom bad money is offered has a right to clip it in two or otherwise
deface it before returning it to the offerer.’

Figs. 15a–15c. Contemporary counterfeit 8 reales, and countermark (11 mm), of Thistle Bank 4/9 without reverse
thistle, all dated 1792 on Charles IV FM Mexico City mint. (a: © The American Numismatic Society. b: Private
collection. c: © the Powerhouse Museum, Sydney.)83
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

Manville 2001, 92.
Manville 2001, 89.
Manville 2001, 278.
Hodge 2007, 75.
Bordeaux 1915, 562.
Manville 2001, 278.
Photographer Ryan Hernandez. Donated by Dr. J. Macleod, 1951.
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Type X046a
All the thirteen known examples of the host coin are dated 1794 and are likely to have been
produced, to order, in Birmingham.84 As shown in Table 4 three examples have residual silvering (Figs. 18a and 18b). The final column of Table 4 shows the positioning of the obverse and
reverse countermarks for the twelve examples for which photographic evidence is available.
This information shows that some knowledge and control existed to ensure convergence with
the official Thistle Bank issues. The photographs also indicate that, in general, the obverse
and reverse countermarks were opposite each other on the host coin. This could indicate that
some sort of ‘machine’ as discovered in source 2 above was being used, or that extreme care
was taken when countermarking the coins. Couple this with the silvering and overall we have
a fairly sophisticated counterfeiting operation (Fig. 16).

Figs. 16. Contemporary counterfeit 8 reales, and countermark, of Thistle Bank 4/9 with reverse thistle, dated
1794 on Charles IV FM Mexico City mint, obv. countermark 11.5 mm diam., rev. countermark c.12 mm diam.
(Private collection)

The difference, however, that is very clear when comparing these counterfeit issues with the
official issues is that even though the obverse countermark is sunk into the host, the reverse
countermark of the thistle is flat on the host. This would seem to indicate:
a) Less pressure being applied to the reverse die.
b)	The reverse die was applied first then the obverse die was applied pushing the reverse
impression outward. This operation would make it more difficult to align the reverse
and obverse countermarks.
c) The reverse die was not cut as deeply as the obverse die.
The result of this weak reverse striking is that it is very difficult to measure the exact diameter
of the reverse thistle mark.

Fig. 17. Silvered contemporary counterfeit 8 reales, and countermark, of Thistle Bank 4/9 with reverse thistle,
dated 1794 on Charles III FM Mexico City Mint, obv. countermark 11.5 mm diam., rev countermark c. 12 mm
diam. (Private collection.)

84

Bordeaux 1915.
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Type X046b
There is only one known example of a cast copy (Fig. 17). There is no record of the original
countermarked coin from which the cast would have been taken, but there is no doubt that it
was taken from a genuine example. Does the 1792 date of the host indicate another
‘Birmingham’ operation?

Fig. 18. Cast copy 8 reales, with countermark, of Thistle Bank 4/9 with reverse thistle, dated 1792 on Charles IV
FM Mexico City mint. (Private collection.)

Conclusions
Based upon the records and information that we now have at our disposal a summary of the
issue dates and quantities known of all the Thistle Bank types are shown in Table 5.
Table 5. Summary of Thistle Bank countermarked issues
Manville
Value
Issue period
type			
043
044
045
X045
046
X046a
X046b

6/
5/
4/9
4/9
4/9
4/9
4/9

13 Oct. 1814–16 Sept. 1815
May 1810–Feb. 1811
mid-1803–3 Nov. 1803
as for type 045
4 Nov. 1803–6 Feb. 1809
as for type 046
as for type 046

Photographed
examples

Other
examples

Latest host date

1
9
12
4
51
12
1

0
0
1
5
2
1
0

1786
1807
1799
1792 (all)
1803
1794 (all)
1792

These Thistle Bank document discoveries have added to our knowledge of when the countermarks were applied and the systems utilised in countermark operation and application. They
have allowed us to shine a faint spotlight onto a period in our numismatic history deserving
of much more research.
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BALANCING SECURITY AND AESTHETICS:
THE EVOLUTION OF MODERN BANKNOTE DESIGN
CHRIS SALMON AND GEORGE BALDWIN

The Bank of England has one overriding objective in banknote matters: to maintain public
confidence in the currency.1 This means that the public must be able to access its banknotes on
demand; no trivial task given that today it has over three billion notes in circulation with a
total value of around £58 billion. And the public must have confidence in the integrity of their
banknotes; that they are genuine. This means that the Bank’s banknotes must be instantly
recognisable and yet hard to copy. And their integrity depends in turn significantly on their
design.
The Bank of England’s contemporary banknotes follow a well-developed design blueprint;
a common approach to the use of raised lettering; a picture of Her Majesty the Queen on the
front; a promise to pay signed by the Chief Cashier; and on the back of each note there is an
image of a historical figure. Together, these aesthetic elements provide consistent recognisability for Bank of England notes and will be retained when the Bank moves the £5 to polymer in
2016 and the £10 around a year later. Each denomination then has its own unique features: its
own standard size and predominant colour, and with each new version of a particular denomination, say a £50 note, a new historical figure, or figures, to help distinguish the new-style note
from its predecessors. Finally, underpinning this outward appearance is a detailed research and
development process to integrate new security features, such as micro-lettering and successive
generations of holograms, into the overall design to make the note hard to counterfeit.
One consequence of this approach is that the Bank’s notes today share a distinctive aesthetic quality. Indeed one could view our notes as having become everyday pieces of art, which
perhaps are seen first‑hand by more people than any other in the country, and which have
become a quiet part of our shared identity.
This blueprint is relatively modern and would fail to varying degrees to describe accurately
the characteristics of the notes that the Bank issued in the nearly 300 years before the 1970s.
In fact, the design, aesthetics and security features of the Bank’s notes have changed markedly
over that period. In large part these changes have been the natural result of technological
progress. But they also reflect how the use of banknotes has evolved, from their beginnings
as a novel financial instrument to an everyday tool which we collectively use to fund around
20 billion purchases per year.2 And in part they simply reflect changes in the Bank’s attitudes
towards design. Collectively, then, they provide a historical record of how the Bank has
responded to the economic requirements and technological possibilities in the eras of their
issuance.
The architect of the Bank’s contemporary approach to banknote design was Harry
Eccleston, who sadly passed away in April 2010. As lead designer Harry was responsible for
the development of the D series, introducing the blueprint that the Bank still follows and usher
ing in a more unified approach to banknote design. To set Harry’s contribution in context we
will set out first how the design of the Bank’s banknotes has developed over time, and second

Acknowledgments The authors would like to thank Jennifer Adam, Andrew Bailey, Victoria Cleland, John Keyworth,
Hannah Reynolds and Kevin Wills for their comments and contributions.
1
This article is adapted from a speech given by Chris Salmon, then Executive Director of Banking Services and Chief
Cashier, at the British Numismatic Society, Warburg Institute, London, on 25 October 2011, with revisions. Chris was appointed
Executive Director – Markets with effect from 1 June 2014 and Victoria Cleland, previously Head of Notes Division, was
appointed Chief Cashier, also with effect from 1 June 2014.
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Payments Council 2013, 74.
Chris Salmon and George Baldwin, ‘Balancing security and aesthetics: the evolution of modern banknote design’, British
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how it has taken forward this heritage with the latest £50. I will then touch on the Bank’s
ongoing work for its forthcoming new £5 and £10.
Banknote evolution
The Bank has been issuing banknotes, or ‘running cash notes’, as they were first known, since
it was founded in 1694. These first notes were effectively receipts for deposited coin and were
generally the preserve of wealthier individuals: in 1696, the value of notes in circulation was
just over £2 million. There were no fixed denominations and a note could be ‘written down’,
or part-paid out, if a portion of the note’s full value was withdrawn. A note was valued and
dated by hand by one of three cashiers who also signed the note.
The Bank has faced the challenge of designing and producing banknotes which are secure
against counterfeiting since its inception. In 1694 the question was whether the notes should
be mainly handwritten or at least partly standardised through printing. In considering this
question, the Bank went as far as commissioning printing plates (Fig. 1) which, with the bene
fit of hindsight, we can see anticipated the future design of its printed notes, notably by including a vignette of Britannia which the newly-formed Bank had incorporated into its corporate
seal. But the Bank almost certainly never used these plates, preferring predominantly handwritten notes. Why? Although part-printing offered clear production benefits, the Bank seems
to have taken the view that predominantly handwritten notes would be more secure. Although
that may seem a strange judgement from today’s perspective, we should remember that while
the printing technology of the time was far behind today’s, the artistic quality of the calligraphy of the early cashiers was high, so the judgement may well have been correct. Indeed, when
the Bank did produce eight denominations of pritnted notes a year later, the forgeries of Daniel
Perrismore forced it to return to predominantly hand-written notes within months.3

Fig. 1.

Original printing plate, 1694. (© Bank of England.)

One week after the return to handwritten notes the Bank decided that a ‘mould be made for
making Ten reames of paper’ and a special committee was set up to ‘consider of the forme of
the Mould.’4 This was the genesis of the watermark in Bank of England notes, a security feature which survives today. Prior to this, watermarks had only been used by printers to indicate
3
4

Byatt 1994, 13.
Mackenzie (1953), 8.
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the size of paper, and the inclusion of, by the standards of the day, a unique and sophisticated
watermark greatly strengthened the security of the Bank’s notes. Because of this, in July 1697
the Bank was sufficiently confident to return to part-printing its notes, using a new design,
enabling it better to reconcile production and security considerations than it had previously
been able to (Fig. 2).

Fig. 2.

Part-printed £150 note, 1700. (© Bank of England.)

In these founding years the Bank also confronted the need to complement secure design with
effective deterrence. In 1697, after lobbying by the Bank, Parliament made forgery of the Bank’s
notes a felonious act, which eventually became punishable by death.5 Deterrence, albeit with
more modern sentencing standards, remains an important part of today’s anti-counterfeiting
strategy.
In 1725, standardized denominations were introduced, with the £20 and £50 denominations
appearing for the first time. To try to stop forgers changing a banknote’s value, the ‘sum
block’– an elaborate value-based design feature – was introduced in 1743 (Fig. 3). Coupled
with an improved vignette of Britannia, this helped to raise the technological barrier against
counterfeiters and in addition helped to make both the issuer and the denomination more
recognisable.
Around the turn of the nineteenth century, things became more complicated. To counter
the rapid depletion of the Bank’s gold reserves caused by fear of an invasion, the Bank was
instructed by Parliament to cease paying out gold on presentation of its notes.6 This was the
so-called Restriction Period, and it lasted from 1797 to 1821.
To compensate for the absence of sufficient coin, lower denomination notes were issued,
increasing the Bank’s note circulation from just under £10 million in 1797 to over £16 million
in 1801.7 This led to hastily-prepared notes reaching the hands of people who were often illiterate and unfamiliar with genuine banknotes – an opportunity that counterfeiters seized
upon. This prompted a concerted legal response. In a period of around 20 years, some 300
5
6
7

Byatt 1994, 18, 26.
Byatt 1994, 35.
Clapham 1944, 5.
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The sum block. (© Bank of England.)

people were capitally convicted on forgery-related charges, compared to just three over the
preceding decade or so.8 But it was also clear that the Bank had to strengthen the security of
its notes, and to that end the Bank invited the public to submit forgery-resilient note designs.9
Almost 400 suggestions were received over roughly 20 years: some were workable, some infeasible (such as the suggestion of banknotes ‘wrought in silk’) and some were ahead of their
time, like the suggestion that ‘a Portrait of the King, engraved in the line way, by the best
Engraver, should be printed on all Bank Notes’.10 And there were design submissions, such as
that of Perkins, Fairman & Heath, in which complex artistic scenes and geometric patterns
were combined to yield a strikingly graphical modern design (albeit less integrated than
Eccleston’s designs some years later).11 But the Bank in that period preferred simplicity: a
waved line watermark was added in 1801 as a result of the suggestions received, and printed
serial numbers and dates followed in 1809. These more simple innovations did prove effective
and were hard to forge, which coupled with the decision to cease issuing £1 and £2 notes, led
to a decline in counterfeiting at the start of the nineteenth century.
In 1838 the Bank went as far as commissioning a pictorial note specimen. Judging again
that it was harder to counterfeit a well-designed, simple banknote than a complex one, it
rejected the note design for looking like ‘a picture with a note in the middle.’12 Instead, the
Bank stuck with the basic design of its white notes, incrementally adding new security features
during the century including a shaded watermark and a new Britannia vignette in 1855. As a
result, to the casual observer, a note from the 1690s would not look entirely dissimilar to those
whose legal tender status was ultimately withdrawn in 1961 (Fig. 4).13
In making these judgements the Bank seems to have factored in the ability of the public to
recognise a genuine note, and to have been concerned that counterfeiters would find it easier
to pass off forgeries of complex designs than simple ones. Although we might reach a different judgement today, the Bank continues to consider the ease with which its notes can be
authenticated when developing new designs.
8
9
10
11
12
13

Byatt 1994, 43.
Hewitt 1987, 47.
Hewitt 1987, 47–8.
See Hewitt 1987, 49, for an example.
Hewitt 1987, 110.
Much of this summary where not specifically referenced is condensed from Byatt 1994 and Hewitt 1987.
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a

Fig. 4.

b
Comparison of £5 notes: (a) 1793 and (b) 1947. (© Bank of England.)

From 1928, with the advent of Series A (Fig. 5), the Bank’s notes took the first significant
step towards contemporary note design with the inclusion of colour printing and printing on
both sides of a note, albeit only in denominations of up to £1.
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a

Fig. 5.

b
A Series notes: (a) £1 and (b) 10 shillings. (© Bank of England.)

With the onset of World War II the pace of change was again forced by external factors: the
production of high-quality counterfeits of the higher value white notes by Germany.14 Although
the German plot was not successful and relatively few of the counterfeits entered circulation, the
Bank responded by retiring the remaining white notes: those above £5 were withdrawn in 1943.
The white £5 note was updated with a thread in 1945 and those without it were withdrawn in
14

Byatt 1994, 146.
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1946. One official at the Bank described the episode as ‘the most dangerous ever seen’ and it had
a clear impact on its approach to note design. Finally, the B series £5 note (Fig. 6), designed by
Stephen Gooden, enabled the last of the white notes to be withdrawn in 1961.

Fig. 6.

B series £5 note. (© Bank of England.)

During the early 1960s, Series C (Fig. 7), designed by Robert Austin (10/-, £1) and Reynolds
Stone (£5, £10),15 brought the reigning monarch’s portrait to the front of the Bank’s banknotes, as had been suggested over a century earlier, and where it has remained ever since.
When looking back at series A to C it is clear that an increasing number of the features we see
in modern banknotes had begun appearing. But it was the D series of notes, designed by
Harry Eccleston and first issued between 1970 and 1981, that truly heralded the arrival of the
Bank of England’s modern approach to aesthetics.
Harry Eccleston’s contribution
Harry Eccleston had been a lecturer in illustration and printmaking and had served in the
Royal Navy during the Second World War. Employed by the Bank from 1958, he started as an
assistant to Austin and became the Bank’s first full-time banknote designer and the first to
design an entire series. This was a significant change for the Bank. Before Harry joined the
Bank, each note was designed on contract by an artist following a competition. This meant
that no one individual had overall responsibility for the production of the note: the artist submitted a design which, if accepted by the Bank, would be turned over to the printing works to
industrialise. Moreover, different artists could be responsible for particular denominations, as
with the C series. Harry, by contrast, was a full-time employee of the Bank, responsible for a
whole series, and reportedly described his work as industrial design to defeat forgery.16
Harry brought great technical expertise to the task. He once said that the designs for the D
series (Fig. 8) were ‘a blending together of several different designs into a single piece of
15
Introduced in 1961, 1960, 1963 and 1964 respectively. The Bank’s Old Lady magazine, Spring 1979, 197, records that
Harry initially worked on the 10/- note’s detailed design when he joined the Bank under Austin, who had previously been
Eccleston’s professor at the Royal College of Art.
16
Goodacre 1982. Readers may wish to know that a note dated 26 May 1981 from G.L. Wheatley to then-Chief Cashier David
Somerset, currently in the Bank’s archive, confirms that Harry was heavily involved in this extensive article prior to publication.
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Fig. 7.

c
C series notes: (a) £5, (b) £1, and (c) 10 shillings. (© Bank of England.)
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a

Fig. 8.

b
D series notes: (a) £50 and (b) £5. (© Bank of England.)

artwork so that you can hardly tell, for example, where the geometric lathe work ends and the
hand-engraving begins’.17 The back of the £50D is the result of such an approach, where a
geometrically-lathed sky, augmented with astronomical symbols, was blended harmoniously
with a hand-engraved image of a cityscape, dominated by St Paul’s Cathedral. He also demonstrated exceptional attention to detail. Harry estimated that he undertook some three months
of research and three months of drawing for portraits and scenes that were used on each of
the notes (Fig. 9).18
17
18

Kranister 1989, 25.
Kranister 1989, 25–6.
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Preliminary drawings and notes for ‘Wellington’ £5D note. (© Bank of England.)

The overall result was that, at a time when commercially available printing equipment was
becoming more sophisticated, Harry’s highly-detailed designs and use of colour ensured that
all but the most refined counterfeits could be recognised as imitations, even before checking
for the watermark or other features.19 Looking back, we think it is clear that his detailed and
aesthetically balanced design succeeded in supporting the security of the note.
Harry’s responsibility for the whole series also resulted in the Bank’s first aestheticallyconsistent family of banknotes, establishing the common elements of the blueprint that we
described earlier. The D series was the first of the modern series to contain the nowcommonplace £20 denomination and the £50.20 His approach meant that one could know
what to expect from the composition of a D series £5 note having seen a £50 of the same series
19
Security and aesthetics evolved in tandem in the £50D: it was the first Bank of England banknote to use multicolour intaglio printing and the first to incorporate a laser-cut, contoured thread (Bank of England press release, 19 March 1981). The latter
was updated again in 1988 to a windowed thread. See also http://bankofengland.co.uk/banknotes/Pages/denom_guide/nonflash/50series.aspx.
20
Issued in 1970 and 1981 respectively.
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– something that was not the case previously. If the Bank deserves credit for giving Harry
Eccleston the remit to produce an entire series of banknotes, it was his artistic style and
technological understanding that enabled him to introduce such a step change in the design of
its notes.
Recent developments in banknote design
Naturally, there has been further evolution since Harry’s time. In one particularly notable
change, the portrait of the Queen was standardized in the E series and enlarged across the
denominations,21 based on photographs taken by Harry’s successor as artist designer, Roger
Withington, who had worked with Harry on the D series and ably took forward his legacy. But
more profoundly, advances in technology have revolutionized the mechanics of the design
processes. The era of pen and ink design is increasingly being replaced by computer-based
processes.22 And, nowadays, such is the rate of technological innovation that the Bank’s specialist research team constantly has to investigate the merits of new banknote security features
and examine the opportunities that new technologies afford to counterfeiters. To give one
relatively recent example of the latter, in preparation for the launch of the E series £5 in 1990,
the team developed a palette of twenty-three colours to negate the risks associated with the
greatest threat then imaginable – a computerized colour laser photocopier from Japan: a
copying tool requiring no expertise.23
Despite these developments, the approach that Harry Eccleston established still exerts a
strong influence over the Bank’s approach to design today. In particular, the basic blueprint
for the layout remains unchanged, and the Bank strives to match the commitment he showed
to including a detailed depiction of the historical figures. Indeed, the most recent F series
notes, the ‘Adam Smith’ £20 launched in 2007 and the ’Boulton and Watt’ £50 issued on
2 November 2011 (Fig. 11), share some detailed design similarities with Harry’s 1978 £1
‘Newton’ note (Fig. 10) – the bold use of colour and of white space and the placement of the
Britannia vignette.
Perhaps Harry’s own words best sum up the many interrelated design and security features
which had to be harmoniously woven into his notes – comments which are just as true for the
£50F:
‘The “canvas” is ridiculously tiny, and there is no normal “frame” to your picture [. . .] Add to that all the words
you are obliged to include for statutory purposes, and then the restrictions that printing from an engraved plate
impose on the monarch’s portrait, which we have also to include [. . .] I haven’t even mentioned the various features one includes to try and make the forger’s job more difficult, things like microlettering, machine engraving
and hand engraving, close register backgrounds, “white line” and “black line”, vignettes [. . .] On top of all that,
the design has to be capable of mass reproduction on high-speed presses so that notes printed years apart look
identical when placed side by side.’24

This is a good point at which to discuss the design and security features of the £50F which
seek to follow the philosophy outlined above while embracing the latest technology.
The £50F and its features
Just as the £20F was the first Bank of England note to feature a holographic strip, the £50F
(Fig. 11) also brings several firsts. Perhaps most striking is that it is the Bank’s first note to
have twin portraits on the back, Matthew Boulton and James Watt. Ever since Eccleston’s D
series, the Bank has given close consideration to those individuals it has portrayed on its notes.
This is an excellent opportunity to commemorate those who have made great achievements.
Issued first on the E series £5 in 1990 and thereafter on all series and denominations.
For example, banknotes bearing Chris Salmon’s name were manufactured using new printing technology, which involves the
manufacture of printing plates directly from computer-generated graphical information, known as ‘Computer to Plate’ technology.
This circumvents the chemical processes previously used to accomplish this transference.
23
Bower 1990, 28.
24
Kranister 1989, 25.
21
22
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D series £1 note. (© Bank of England.)

Public interest in the individuals chosen for the Bank’s banknotes has always been strong and
in December 2013 the Bank announced a more formalized process for choosing historical
characters. The process increases transparency and public engagement while underscoring the
principles which have long guided the Bank’s decisions in this area: choosing individuals who
have made a lasting contribution to a wide range of skills and fields: a contribution which is
widely recognised and has had enduring benefits; recognising contributions from individuals
from a wide range of backgrounds; and avoiding characters who would be unduly divisive.25
Set against those criteria, Boulton and Watt individually deserve consideration; Boulton’s
work in revolutionizing the production of coin brought security in the form of uniformity to
Britain’s coinage, something which the Bank had yet to achieve for its notes in the eighteenth
century. And the contribution of Watt was immortalized by the decision to name the unit of
power after him. However, the banknote focuses on their collaboration, starting in 1775 and
lasting for a quarter of a century, to develop and market steam engines, initially for the mining
and textile trades but eventually for a multitude of industries in the UK and abroad. When
25
More information on both the principles and the process announced in December 2013 can be found at http://bankofengland.
co.uk/banknotes/Pages/current/security_50.aspx.
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F series £50 note. (© Bank of England.)

considering the contribution of their steam engine technology to the Industrial Revolution,
we are in no doubt as to their worthiness for portrayal. Moreover, it is hoped that the design
the Bank has chosen, depicting both the steam engine and the Soho manufactory where it was
assembled, matches up to Harry’s exacting standards for aesthetics and historical accuracy.
As well as a first for the Bank’s banknote art, and being the first to bear the signature of the
new Chief Cashier, the £50F delivers a significant update in security features, carrying eight
features for cash users compared to the five of its predecessor. Perhaps the most notable among
these features is a technology which is new for the Bank, called motion thread. Woven directly
into the paper, the motion thread is a green lenticular feature with five windows along its length
which contain images of the £ symbol and the number 50. When a note is tilted from side to
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Public consultation polymer £5 and £10 note designs. (© Bank of England.)

side, the images move up and down.26 And when the note is tilted up and down, the images
move from side to side and the number 50 and £ symbol switch. The thread, in combination
with the other security features, reflects the Bank’s intention to design a secure note.
The Bank’s decision to print on polymer
As mentioned above, the next changes to the Bank’s issuance will be at the other end of the
denominational spectrum: the £5s and £10s we use every day and which are primarily trans
actional notes and those with the shortest average life. The move to polymer, which is a more
durable substrate than paper, should result in the new notes lasting at least two and a half
times longer than cotton paper notes. As well as being more cost-effective over their life,
polymer notes also deliver security and environmental benefits.27
The Bank did not enter into the decision to print on polymer lightly. Having investigated
the potential benefits of polymer, a two-month public consultation was announced in
September 2013 to gauge the public’s reaction to polymer: notes are a part of people’s daily
lives and it is important that they feel comfortable with the change. This consultation included
providing members of the public the opportunity to handle mock up notes of the current
design £5 and £10 on polymer, with clear windows where the watermark would usually be. The
feedback was overwhelmingly positive: 87 per cent of the 13,000 respondents were in favour,
6 per cent were opposed and 7 per cent were neutral. And encouragingly, those that had seen
the example notes in person were 20 per cent more likely to be in favour of polymer than those
responding online.
Much work remains to launch the new £5 in 2016 and the £10 around a year later. While
they will retain the traditional look of the Bank’s notes, with Her Majesty the Queen on the
For more information see http://bankofengland.co.uk/banknotes/Pages/current/security_50.aspx
These benefits are enhanced by reducing the size of the £5 and £10. They will be more in line with the size of those in other
countries and the larger denomination notes will be easier to fit into wallets and purses. There are also advantages in storage and
transport. The existing format of tiered sizing will be maintained, i.e. the higher the denomination, the longer the height and the
length of note. Information on the recent polymer announcement can be found at http://bankofengland.co.uk/banknotes/polymer/
Pages/default.aspx.
26
27
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front and historic characters on the bank, they will also open a number of aesthetic options
to the Bank which were not previously feasible on cotton paper, such as clear windows and
different security features. Managing the aesthetics of these elements into a single, harmonious design will be as important as the extensive work the Bank will undertake with the cash
industry to prepare for the launch and circulation of these notes.
Conclusions
For over 300 years the Bank has been issuing banknotes and has confronted the challenge of
securing their integrity. Unsurprisingly, over such a long period the design of the Bank’s notes
has evolved considerably, from the original black and white designs introduced in the 1690s, to
the contemporary notes which owe many of their characteristics to the designs and concepts
introduced by Harry Eccleston. Banknote design is complemented by a broader strategy to support integrity which has also evolved considerably, particularly in recent years as technological
change has revolutionised the way in which cash is handled.
There are many lessons from the Bank’s issuance history, including the need for the Bank to
be continually alive to emerging threats to the security of its notes. So, while the £50F represents a significant advance in the aesthetic design and security features in the Bank’s notes, it
is already preparing to issue the new £5 and £10 on an entirely new substrate for the first time
in over 300 years. But like all the changes the Bank makes this advance will enable it to better
deliver its unchanging objective in the years ahead: maintaining confidence in the currency.
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A ROMAN COIN HOARD FROM BARWAY,
SOUTH OF ELY, CAMBRIDGESHIRE
DAVID BARROWCLOUGH

Introduction
The discovery of twelve denarii found individually between 1985 and 1991 at New Fordey
Farm, Soham in Cambridgeshire (TL 543752) complements finds of aurei and denarii at the
same location reported in 1958, 1979, 1981 and 1984. The presence of associated pottery
sherds, and progressively decreasing wear from oldest to youngest coin, identify this as a disturbed hoard of at least 451 coins (the total found to date) with a closing date of ad 180 in the
reign of Commodus (ad 180–92). This paper describes the most recent finds and places them
in the context of the earlier reports and what is known of Roman activity in the immediate
vicinity, before considering possible reasons for their deposition.
Discovery
In the summer of 2011 a collection of twelve denarii (listed in the Appendix and illustrated in
Figure 1) were reported to me by Mr Philip Randall. The coins had come into his possession
following the death of his father Mr Stanley Randall. The Randalls had for several generations farmed arable land to the east of the River Great Ouse at New Fordey Farm, Barway, in
the parish of Soham in Cambridgeshire, which lies three miles south of Ely. In June 1958 a
disturbed hoard of 369 coins, four aurei and 364 silver coins, was found following cultivation
of a field that had not been ploughed for many years. Associated with the hoard was a substantial scatter of Romano-British pottery suggesting that the coins had originally been buried in a ceramic vessel, and that this had been broken and scattered, along with its contents,
by the plough.1 Thereafter Stanley Randall monitored the field each year for the appearance
of additional coins. In due course twenty-one denarii were found in 1977, two further groups
in 1979 and 1981 (one aureus of Sabina and twenty-four denarii), and in 1984 a further twentyfour denarii. The range of the coins of these groups covered the same span as the original find,
and suggests that they represent a more widely dispersed portion of the same hoard.2 Stanley
Randall continued to watch the field, and between 1985 and 1991, when the farm was sold, a
further twelve denarii were found individually, but in the same location and covering the same
time span as the original hoard.
The finds and their context
The most recent find is of twelve silver denarii ranging from Domitian to a Marcus Aurelius
memorial coin of Antoninus Pius (see Fig. 1 and the Appendix). The coins show progressively
less wear from earliest to latest issues: the inscriptions on the oldest coin, an issue of Domitian
Acknowledgments I would like to thank Phillip Randall for his generosity in explaining the circumstances of the finds and for
allowing me access to the coins, and Kate Morrison Ayres, formerly curator of Ely Museum, who first identified the significance
of the finds and brought them to my attention. My gratitude also goes to Dr Adrian Popescu and Dr Martin Allen of the
Department of Coins and Medals, Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge for their help and advice. I would also like to thank Steven
Stanley Jugg for photographing the coins.
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2
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dated after ad 81, being indecipherable, for example (Fig. 1.1). The range of the coins in this
group covers the same span as the previous finds, and fits with them being part of the same
dispersed hoard (see Table 1 and Fig. 2).

Fig. 1.

Parcel of twelve denarii from Barway, 1985–91.
Table 1. The contents of the hoard according to date recovered

Issuer
Mark Antony (44–30 bc)
Nero (ad 54–68)
Galba (ad 68–69)
Otho (ad 69)
Vitellius (ad 69)
Vespasian (ad 69–79)
Titus (ad 79–81)
Domitian (ad 81–96)
Nerva (ad 96–98)
Trajan (ad 98–117)
Hadrian (117–38)
Sabina (128–37)
Ælius Caesar (136–38)
Antonius Pius (138–61)
Faustina I (138–61)
Marcus (161–80)
Faustina II (147–75)
Lucius Verus (161–69)
Lucilla (164–69)
Commodus (180–92)
Crispina (178–87)
Total

1958

1977

1979 and 1981

1984

1985–91

Total

2					
2
6 (2)					 6 (2)
2					
2
3					
3
1
1		
1		
3
24
2
1
2		
29
5					
5
14		
1
1
1
17
16
1				17
78
6
7
4
4
99
55
4
1
6
4
70
4		
1 (1)			5 (1)
1					
1
62 (1)
3
4
3
1
73 (1)
36		
3
3		
42
33 (1)
3
2
1
2
41 (1)
12		
2
1		
15
8			
1		
9
4			
1		
5
2
1
3			
6
1					
1
369 (4)
21
25 (1)
24
12
451 (5)

Note: Numbers of gold coins are in bold.
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Analysis of the Barway hoard.

Taking all of the finds together, there are few pre-ad 64 coins, which is quite normal for
hoards of this kind, because that was the year in which the weight of the denarius decreased
from 84 to 96 to the Roman pound, and the silver purity from 98 to 93 per cent. These changes
encouraging their removal from circulation and use as a source of silver.3
A closing date of soon after ad 180 can be assigned to the hoard, the latest coins being those
of Commodus and his wife Crispina. Commodus ruled as co-emperor with his father Marcus
Aurelius from ad 177 until his father’s death in 180, and then as emperor from 180 to 192,
when he was assassinated. He married Crispina in 177. Unfortunately, the couple were not
well suited and she was implicated in a plot to kill him in 182. She was subsequently exiled to
Capri and murdered soon after.
The hoard location at New Fordey Farm falls within an area of a substantial Roman settlement on the River Cam at Barway, a former fen island to the south of Ely. Within the farm are
the remains of fields and enclosures, the former aligned and connected by two droves at a
T-junction, the remainder of the settlement lying to the north.4 Pottery dating from the late first
century to the fourth has been recovered from this area, as have Hodd Hill, Colchester and
Dolphin type brooches, dating to the first century ad,5 suggesting several phases of occupation
throughout the Romano-British period.
Discussion
There were points in the history of Roman Britain when large numbers of coins were hoarded
in different places at about the same time, possibly attesting a widespread insecurity and lack
of confidence caused by the threat of incursions or economic decline.6 The later second century ad is one such period. There is a peak number (c.100) of mostly smallish hoards (c.100
coins or fewer) in Britain, closing with Commodus’s father, Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80). In
Cambridgeshire there are several hoards dating to the later second century. A hoard at

3
4
5
6

Abdy 2002, 26.
Wilkes and Elrington 1978, 49.
Philip Randall, pers. comm., 2011.
Wilkes and Elrington 1978, 63.
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Doddington (TL 410900 contained coins from Vespasian to Antonius Pius.7 In a hoard from
Flaggrass, March (TL 434985) the last certain coin dates to AD 166–7.8 At Horseheath silver
coins found in a pot ranged in date from Nero to L. Verus and Marcus Aurelius.9 As we have
seen, the latest coin found at New Fordey Farm, Soham (TL 543752), is a first issue of
Commodus of ad 180.10 At Knapwell sixty-nine denarii dated from Vespasian to Lucius Verus
are recorded.11 Rather later is a hoard of twenty-three bronze coins from Domitian to
Septimius Severus also found in the Knapwell area.12
Interpretation of these hoards is difficult. They may have been a response to a protracted
barbarian disturbance, flaring up two or three times throughout Marcus’s reign and continued
into that of Commodus, into which the Barway hoard falls. Alternatively, other factors,
including economic, inflationary, votive or even personal circumstances, are just as likely to
have incited hoarding.
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Emperor

Obverse

Reverse

RIC ref.

Date (AD)

after c. 161

139 (first
issue)
Dec. 161–
Dec. 162

late
125–early
128
125–28

119–22

118

114–17

114–17

103–11

98–99

81–82

Note: RIC references are to: I.A. Carradice and T.V. Buttrey, The Roman Imperial Coinage. Vol. II, Part I. From AD 69–96: Vespasian to Domitian, second ed. (London,
2007); H. Mattingly and E. Sydenham, Roman Imperial Coinage. Vol. III (London, 1930). All coins are from the mint of Rome.

1
Domitian
Inscription?
Inscription?
II, part I
		
Type?
Minerva stg l. with Victory and sceptre,
			
shield at feet
2
Trajan
IMPCAESNERVATRAIANAVGGERM
PMTRPCOSIIPP
II, 245, no. 10
		
laur. head r.
Victory std l. holding patera and palm
3
Trajan
IMPTRAIANOAVGGERDACPMTRP
COSVPPSPQROPTIMOPRINC
II, 252, no. 119
		
laur. head r, dr.
Æquitas seated l. holding scales and cornucopiae
4
Trajan
IMPCAESNERTRAIANOPTIMAVG
PMTRPCOSVIPPSPQR
II, 268, no. 345
		
GERDACPARTHICO
Felicitas std l.
		
laur. head r, dr.
5
Trajan
IMPCAESNERTRAIANOPTIMAVGGERDAC
PMTRPCOSVIPPSPQR
II, 268, no. 347
		
laur. head r.
Genius std l. holding patera and ears of corn
6
Hadrian
IMPCAESARTRAIANHADRIANVSAVG
CONCORD in ex.
II, 345, no. 39b
		
laur. head r, dr.
Concordia seated l. holding patera: under her chair,
			
a cornucopiæ, under her elbow a statue of spes l.
7
Hadrian
IMPCAESARTRAIANHADRIANVSAVG
CLEM in ex.
II, 354, no. 116b
		
laur. head r.
Clementia std l. sacrificing out of patera over altar
			
and holding sceptre
8
Hadrian
HADRIANVSAVGVSTVS
COS III
II, 359, no. 161c
		
laur. head r.
Roma std l. holding Victory and spear
(class B type c)
					
9
Hadrian
HADRIANVSAVGVSTVS
COSIII
II, 361, no. 178d
		
laur. head, drapery on l. shoulder, r.
Pudicitia, veiled, std l.
10
Antonius Pius
IMPTAELCAESHADRANTONINVS
AVGPIVSPMTRP COSII
III, 28, no. 25
		
Head, bare, r.
Victory advancing r. holding wreath and palm		
11
Marcus Aurelius
IMPMAVRELANTONINVSAVG
CONCORDAVGTRPXVICOSIII
III, 216, no. 36
		
Head r. bare; bust (seen from back) cuir.
Concordia std l. holding patera and resting l. arm on 		
			
statue of Spes; cornucopiæ under seat
12
Marcus Aurelius,
DIVVSANTONINVS
CONSECRATIO
III, 247, no. 429
memorial coin of
Head of Antoninus Pius, r. bare
Eagle std r. head l.
Antoninus Pius

No.

Contents of the 1985–91 parcel from the Barway hoard
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A NEW TYPE FOR ÆTHELBERHT II OF EAST ANGLIA
RORY NAISMITH

The ‘wolf and twins’ pennies of Æthelberht II, king of the East Angles (executed by order of
Offa, king of the Mercians (757–96), in 794),1 are among the classic rarities of Anglo-Saxon
coinage. Only three specimens survive, two of which (now in the British Museum and the
Hunterian Museum) have been known since the eighteenth century, while the last (now in the
National Museum of Wales) was found at Tivoli near Rome early in the twentieth century
(Fig. 1a).2 These have often been called on by historians as one of the few contemporary
sources for Æthelberht’s reign, and for his relations with Offa.3

a
b
Fig. 1. ‘Wolf and twins’ pennies of Æthelberht and Offa. (a. British Museum: Chick 186c; b. Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge, Chick 171a.)

A fourth coin of Æthelberht has now been brought to light by a metal-detector user in East
Sussex, in the Pevensey area (Fig. 2). This new specimen presents a completely new non-portrait
design. In several respects, however, it is closely related to the three ‘wolf and twins’ pennies. All
cite the same moneyer: Lul.4 The king’s name and the moneyer’s name are spelt in exactly the
same way on the new coin as on the ‘wolf and twins’ specimens. An identical form of ð is found
in Æthelberht’s name on both types, as is the same HT ligature (otherwise only seen in the time
of Offa on episcopal coinages).5 A minor difference which sets the inscription on the new coin
apart from most others of the same period is its use of curved L, once in the king’s name and
twice in the moneyer’s name. This contrasts with the runic or angular letters on Lul’s other pennies for Æthelberht and Offa, and the similarly angular form normally used under later rulers.6
However, a curved form of L can be found in non-numismatic sources of similar date, such as in
the display script on the famous incipit page of Matthew in the Lindisfarne Gospels.7

Fig. 2. Penny of Æthelberht II of East Anglia. (Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.)
Obv. EðILBERª RE+ around a pelleted inner circle containing a cross of four petals with pellet at centre and trefoils
of small pellets in each angle.
Rev. + / L / u / L in angles of a cross fourchée superimposed on a lozenge containing an inner circle and a saltire
of petals, with a pellet in the centre, and numerous trefoils of small pellets interspersed in angles.
Dix, Noonan and Webb auction 11 June 2014, lot 309, and at the time of publication on loan to the Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge. 1.31 g, 280º. Found in the Pevensey area, East Sussex, March 2014 (EMC 2014.0071).
What little is known of him is effectively summarised in Todd 2004.
Chick 186a–c. One of the two eighteenth-century finds probably relates to a note in the minutes of the Society of
Antiquaries of London for 31 March 1748, which records that a ‘wolf and twins’ penny of Æthelberht II was exhibited by Cotton
Symonds (c. 1704–61), a landowner from Ormesby St Margaret, Norfolk. He is not otherwise known for having an interest in
Anglo-Saxon coins, for which reason the coin may have been a local find.
3
Naismith 2012, 118–20; Keynes 2005, 10; Kirby 2000, 147–8; Yorke 1990, 64; Stenton 1971, 210, 236.
4
His long and eventful career is summarized in Naismith 2012b, 151–2.
5
For example, Chick 78–9 (Eadberht, bishop of London) and 150–1 (Iænberht, archbishop of Canterbury).
6
Chick 171–3 and 186; Naismith 2011, E3 and E10.1–2.
7
London, British Library, Cotton Nero D.IV, f. 27r (s. viiiin); the page has been illustrated many times, for instance in
Brown 2003, pl. 11, and is also readily accessible on the internet.
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The design of the new coin has general affinities with other early broad pennies of the late
eighth century, but is not exactly matched by any of them. In particular, the simple yet elegant
obverse finds no precise parallel which places the king’s name around an inner circle containing a small cross.8 This design is reminiscent of the early Kentish issues which arrange the
king’s name around an inner circle containing r (for rex),9 but non-portrait designs placing
the king’s name in circumscription around a more elaborate cross are commonplace in the
coinage of Offa. The elaborate cruciform motif on the reverse is broadly comparable to
numerous coin-types of Offa from both East Anglia and the south-eastern mints;10 again,
however, no exact match can be found.
This important new discovery significantly modifies interpretation of Æthelberht’s coinage.
It shows that multiple designs were used, with the corollary that Æthelberht’s output was not
necessarily quite as small or homogeneous as was previously believed. Neither was all of his
coinage as symbolically charged in its design as the ‘wolf and twins’ pennies. Æthelberht’s
coins could have been issued over a number of years, either during a spell when some or all of
East Anglia asserted independence from Offa, or by some sort of arrangement to share minting rights with the Mercian ruler – assuming that the conflict with Offa only arose shortly
before Æthelberht’s death.11 The coins leave both possibilities open. All of Æthelberht’s pennies were the work of a single moneyer named Lul. He may either have been based in a separate mint, or delegated to Æthelberht among a larger complement of moneyers at a centre
under Offa’s control (just as one or two moneyers in contemporary Canterbury were assigned
to the archbishop).12 The new coin, with its unusual forms of lettering (which could be the
result of the work of a distinct die-cutter), perhaps suggests the former is more probable,
though Lul later became more closely tied stylistically to the moneyers of Offa, Eadwald and
Coenwulf.13
In terms of chronology, there is no single feature of the non-portrait Æthelberht penny
which definitively shows whether it precedes or post-dates the ‘wolf and twins’ pennies. Both
types are generally associated with the Light coinage of Offa (issued down to 792/3, at least in
Canterbury) by their weight and typology. Portrait and non-portrait designs (sometimes sharing the same reverse types or dies) were regularly produced side by side at this time. However,
one detail suggests that Æthelberht’s non-portrait penny may belong slightly later than the ‘wolf
and twins’ type. The latter is unusual in that the moneyer’s name is placed on the obverse, as a
prefix to the king’s name, which has the effect of forcing the word REX onto the reverse, where
one would normally expect the moneyer’s name – and where indeed the moneyer’s name is
found on a penny of Offa by Lul utilising the same ‘wolf and twins’ reverse design (Figure 1b).14
This faux pas breaks with the pattern seen on virtually every other coin of the late eighth century: hence it is most likely to have occurred at a point when the individual(s) charged with
laying out coin-types were still finding their feet. Even if placement of REX on the reverse was
a conscious decision taken to lay greater emphasis on the royal title, the practice may have been
inspired by the rare pennies of Offa which place the moneyer’s name alongside the portrait,
and which also belong very early in the course of the Light coinage.15
For these reasons, it can be proposed that the structure of Lul’s coinage in the Light phase
of Offa began with the ‘wolf and twins’ pennies of Æthelberht II. Next probably came his
non-portrait coin for the same ruler, followed by the ‘wolf and twins’ pennies of Offa and then
by other types for the Mercian king. This progression took place during a period of uncertain
length. The substantive Light coinage in East Anglia probably began at approximately the
same time as at Offa’s other major mint-places in the southeast, or perhaps slightly later, as
The closest is Chick 242, though this was probably minted after Æthelberht’s death.
Chick 84–8.
The closest is Chick 174 (an East Anglian issue); see also Chick 117, 122–3, 126–34 and 167.
11
Early issues from Kent (in the name of Heaberht and Egbert II as well as Offa) present similar uncertainties, involving
either a complex sharing agreement, or a quick succession of kings: Naismith 2012a, 326–8.
12
Naismith 2010, 79.
13
Naismith 2011, I, 35.
14
Chick 171. Cf. Naismith 2012b, 119–20.
15
Naismith 2010, 92.
8
9
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some East Anglian types were modelled on south-eastern issues, and there were no East
Anglian specimens in the Aiskew hoard.16 Sometime in the mid- to late 780s is most likely. The
cessation of Æthelberht’s coinage presumably coincided at the latest with his execution in 794.
If his coins were still being struck so late, the Light coinage in East Anglia may have continued
slightly longer than at Canterbury and London. Room must still be made for Heavy pennies
of Offa which were issued by East Anglian moneyers, but they are rare, and could again have
appeared later than at the south-eastern mint-places (i.e. after 792/3). The chronology becomes
less tight if Æthelberht’s coinage, and the assertion of independence that it implies, had come
somewhat before his execution, or if the possibility of Lul working for both kings simultaneously is entertained.17 Much still remains to be determined about the earliest decades of the
broad silver penny, and when even one new find can prompt such reappraisal of an obscure
king’s reign and coinage, it is fully to be expected that further discoveries might change our
perspective in new and unexpected ways.
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A NEW ROUND HALFPENNY OF ÆTHELSTAN (924–939)
HUGH PAGAN AND STEWART LYON

Entry 92 in BNJ Coin Register 2013 records a metal detector find made at Thornborough,
Buckinghamshire, in May 2012 (EMC 2012.0167), described as follows :
Æthelstan II/Guthrum (880–90), Two-Line type, North –
Obv. +EDLa[N?]a[R?]E+, pincer cross with lozenge centre containing four small wedges.
Rev. [ ]EEE[6, G or L?] / RI MO
Weight: 0.45 g. Die axis 270o.

An accompanying note records that this is a ‘new type for the coinage of Æthelstan II/
Guthrum’. Dr Peter Northover undertook a metallurgical (EPMA) analysis of the coin for
the finder which is understood to have been consistent with this attribution, but no results of
this analysis are available at present.1
16
17
1

Chick 2010, 8–9; Checklist no. 46a.
For further discussion of East Anglian chronology at this time see Chick 2010, 94–5.
Dr Peter Northover, pers. comm.
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Halfpenny of Æthelstan (twice actual size). (Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.)

Figure 1 shows an enlarged illustration of the coin in question.2 The readings of the inscriptions both on the obverse and on the reverse of the coin present difficulties, but it seems clear
that the obverse inscription is intended to provide the name Æthelstan followed by the title
REX, and there is no necessary reason to dissent from the readings provided in the Coin
Register for those letters which are not printed within square brackets.
Our knowledge of the coinage of Æthelstan II/Guthrum is primarily based on the presence
of some thirty coins of Æthelstan II as a small component part of the great Cuerdale,
Lancashire, hoard, deposited no earlier than c.905,3 with useful confirmatory evidence supplied
by the Ashdon, Essex, hoard, for which the late Dr Mark Blackburn suggested a deposit date
of c.895.4
All coins of Æthelstan II of Two-line type reported prior to the discovery of the present
coin are of a uniform design, identical to that on contemporary coins of Ælfred of Wessex.
The obverse type is a cross set within an inner circle and surrounded by an inscription giving
the king’s name and title, while the reverse type is a moneyer’s name set out in two lines, normally divided by a pellet. On all but one of the coins of Æthelstan II of this type so far
recorded the obverse inscription is divided into four separate blocks of letters, customarily
reading +ED EL TA (or TAN) and RE, echoing the arrangement of the obverse inscription on
coins of Ælfred of the same type and date. On coins of this type by just one of Æthelstan II’s
moneyers, Elda, the moneyer’s name on the reverse is followed by the letters ME FEC, i.e. me
fec(it), whereas on coins of all other moneyers for the type the name of the moneyer is given
on its own without any subsequent letters.
The obverse inscription on the present coin resembles that on coins of Æthelstan II in that
there is a gap between the letters ED and the cruder letters read as LA, and another gap between
the letters LA and the remainder of the inscription, and it is not unreasonable that an attribution to Æthelstan II should have suggested itself for this coin on that basis. Since, however, the
present coin’s obverse inscription is at the most divided into three blocks, not four, and the
coin differs from all coins of Æthelstan II’s Two-line type so far recorded in that it is of a
different obverse design and in that on its reverse the name of its moneyer is set out in two
lines divided by three crosses, rather than by a pellet, and is followed by the letters MO, the
attribution to Æthelstan II cannot be taken for granted.
What indeed is clear from Mark Blackburn’s illustrated corpus of the coinage of Æthelstan
II/Guthrum, attached to the text of his excellent Presidential Address to the British Numismatic
Society in 2004, and now available in his volume of collected papers,5 is that Æthelstan II’s
coins of Two-line type were surprisingly uniform in style as well as in design, and that even the
coins of the moneyer Elda, differing as they do in minor respects from some of those of his
Our thanks are due to Dr Martin Allen for the provision of these images.
The most recent discussion of the coins in the Cuerdale hoard is Williams and Archibald 2011 (see pp. 64–7 for a discussion
of the hoard’s date of deposit).
4
Blackburn 1989, 13–38, where Blackburn suggests a date of deposit for the hoard of between 890 and 895, a dating which
he subsequently modified to c.895 (see, e.g., Blackburn 2011, 4).
5
Blackburn 2011, 21–5. It is proper to note here that Blackburn’s corpus also includes the only certain coin of Æthelstan
II of Temple type, by a moneyer Dunno, as well as another nine coins of Temple type with blundered obverse inscriptions, of
which some are more likely than others to include elements of Æthelstan II’s name.
2
3
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moneyer colleagues, are not sufficiently distinct in character or in epigraphy to be associable
with a separate mint. A coin such as the present one, bearing no obvious stylistic or epigraphic
resemblance to those known to Blackburn, could only be realistically attributable to this reign
if it had been struck at a different point in time or at a different location to those coins of
Æthelstan II of this type already known, and the evidence of the Ashdon hoard, not likely to
have been deposited any earlier than the year of Æthelstan II’s death and probably deposited
towards the mid 890s, tells against a potential scenario in which this coin might have been
struck later in Æthelstan II’s reign than the other coins of the type that survive. The evidence
of the subsequent Cuerdale hoard, in which no coins of this type of Æthelstan II of differing
style were present, points in the same direction.
An alternative attribution of the present coin to the reign of the tenth-century West Saxon
king Æthelstan (924–939) offers no comparable difficulties. The case for doing so can be
argued on a number of grounds, set out in what follows.
First, the way in which the reverse design is arranged, with the moneyer’s name set out in
two lines divided by a line of three crosses, is characteristic of coins of Horizontal type struck
in the reigns of rulers from Eadweard the Elder to Eadgar, and is only rarely found on these
coins’ precursors struck in the reign of Ælfred. Among several hundred coins of Ælfred of
this general character listed in BMC, the only coins on which the moneyer’s name on the
reverse is divided by a line of three crosses are a single coin of the moneyer Dudig of BMC
type XIV (BMC 265);6 coins of BMC type XVI of the moneyers Ælfstan, Æthered, Athelulf,
Beornmær and Samson (BMC 441–452), with one coin of the same design that has defied
interpretation (BMC 453); and coins of the moneyer Bernwald, all of BMC type XVIII, the
‘Ohsnaforda’ or ‘Orsnaforda’ type encompassing both regular coins of Ælfred struck at
Oxford and their imitative Danelaw-struck counterparts (BMC 118–123, 125–151, 153),
except for a single coin of BMC type XIV (BMC 210). What most, if not all, of these coins
have in common is that they date from the 890s, i.e. from after the death of Æthelstan II, and
it must be very unlikely that any of them would have served as a prototype for the reverse
design of the coin under discussion.
Second, the reverse inscription, meaningless in the context of an attribution to Æthelstan
II, is interpretable in an early tenth century context as a blundered rendering of the name of
a moneyer Engelri or Ingelri. The letters RI at the end of the moneyer’s name on the present
coin are clear, and although the intention of the first letter of the inscription is obscure, a
reading [ ]EEELRI, in which the second letter E might readily be interpretable as a version of a
letter G, and the first letter E might, by a leap of faith, be interpretable as an attempt at a letter
N, brings this particular moneyer to mind. The moneyer is known, as Engelri, from a single
coin of Horizontal type for Eadweard the Elder, in the British Museum ex Vatican hoard, and,
as Ingelri, from two coins of the Horizontal Cross Trefoil variety of the Horizontal type in the
name of the West Saxon king Æthelstan, SCBI 50, 218, and SCBI 29,453. On the first of these,
struck from more crudely engraved dies than the second, the moneyer’s name is rendered as
INEELRI, with the first of the letters engraved as E certainly on this occasion representing a letter
G, providing a parallel to the inscription on the present coin.
In the same king’s Circumscription Cross type Ingelri, identified as an Oxford moneyer by
the mint signature OX VRBI after his name, is known from coins struck from a pair of dies of
good and literate style (SCBI 34, 91 and SCBI 7, 326); from coins struck from the same
reverse die but from a blundered obverse die (SCBI 7, 327, and Dix Noonan Webb sale 4–5
December 2013, lot 2389); and, lastly, from a coin struck from the same blundered obverse die
paired with a blundered reverse die (Rome, ex Forum hoard). Noticing this, Christopher Blunt
remarked that Ingelri’s coins of Circumscription Cross type ‘present interesting problems’, and
pointed to other evidence that might suggest that ‘something unusual may have occurred at
Oxford’ at this period.7 What is in any event clear is that the stock of dies available to Ingelri
both in the Horizontal type and in the Circumscription Cross type included dies engraved less
6
7

Coins of this moneyer and type for Ælfred customarily have the inscription on their reverse divided by cross, pellet, cross.
Blunt 1974, 67.
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expertly than was the norm at the time, giving a context for the poor standard of epigraphy on
the present coin.
Third, the weight of the coin, only 0.45 g, coupled with its small dimensions, strongly suggests that it is a round halfpenny. Although a round halfpenny of Cross and Lozenge type by
a moneyer Eanr(ed?) has recently been recorded for the reign of Ceolwulf II of Mercia,8 and
both round halfpennies and a larger number of imitative Danelaw-struck round halfpennies
have long been known for the reign of Ælfred, the denomination has not so far been recorded
for the coinage of Æthelstan II, and the present coin is of very different character to those of
Ælfred with which it ought to be roughly contemporary if it dated from the 880s. On any view,
it belongs more naturally with round halfpence of the early tenth century, the evidence for
which was ably summarised by Blackburn in 1993,9 although further specimens have turned
up since.
Fourth, the coin’s obverse type, described in the Coin Register entry as being ‘a pincer cross
with lozenge centre containing four wedges’, seems unlikely to owe its inspiration to potential
pre-890 coin prototypes, for these are very much more formally set out and indeed mostly date
from the early or mid ninth century rather than from any date close to that of the coinage of
Æthelstan II. The obverse type is more readily explicable as one distantly influenced by coins
of ‘floral’ design struck in the reign of Eadweard the Elder, such as a penny of a moneyer
Athulf (SCBI 20, 760), which carries on the reverse a design of ‘sprays and buds on steps’.10
An irregular ‘floral’ type halfpenny of Eadweard the Elder is indeed already known.11
Finally, the coin’s find spot, at Thornborough Bridge, Buckinghamshire, two miles east of
the town of Buckingham itself and not far at all from the historic county boundary between
Oxfordshire and Buckinghamshire, is more readily compatible with the coin having been
struck in the 920s or 930s by the Oxford moneyer Ingelri rather than it having been struck by
a moneyer based somewhere within the territory in East Anglia and the East Midlands ruled
over in the 880s by Æthelstan II.
Although the coin in question should therefore not be regarded as a coin of Æthelstan II of
East Anglia, but as a round halfpenny of Æthelstan of Wessex, round halfpence dating from
the reign of the tenth-century Æthelstan are of the greatest rarity and just two others have
been recorded. Both are of Two-line type, and the moneyers are respectively Clip12 and
Rihard.13 The addition to these of the present coin by the Oxford moneyer Ingelri is on any
view a significant addition to our knowledge of the tenth-century halfpenny series.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Blackburn, M., 1989. ‘The Ashdon (Essex) hoard and the currency of the Southern Danelaw in the late ninth
century’, BNJ 59, 13–38.
Blackburn, M., 1993. ‘Two new halfpennies of Edward the Elder and Æthelstan’, BNJ 63, 123–4.
Blackburn, M., 2011. Viking Coinage and Currency in the British Isles, BNS Special Publication 7 (London).
Blunt, C.E., 1974. ‘The coinage of Athelstan, 924–939, a survey’, BNJ 42.
Blunt, C.E., Stewart, B.H.I.H., and Lyon, C.S.S., 1989. Coinage in Tenth-century England from Edward the Elder to
Edgar’s Reform (Oxford).
Williams, G. and Archibald, M.M., 2011. ‘The Cuerdale coins’, in J. Graham-Campbell (ed.), The Cuerdale Hoard
and Related Viking-Age Silver and Gold from Britain and Ireland in the British Museum (London), 39–71.

EMC 2004.0009; PAS BUC-08EE42; found Pitstone, Bucks, 2003. The coin is now in the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge.
Blackburn 1993, 123–4.
The coin, and its die-duplicate BMC 98, are assigned to a West Midlands moneyer by Blunt, Stewart and Lyon 1989, 78.
11
Blackburn 1993, 124. The coin is in the possession of one of the present authors (CSSL).
12
Blackburn 1993, 124 (a coin of the Horizontal Pellet variety of Two-line type, and of a die-cutting style associable with
Canterbury). The coin was found near Stowting, Kent, in 1990, and has since been acquired for the Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge.
13
Coin Register 2003, no. 167 (a coin of the Horizontal Trefoil variety of Two-line type, of Southern English style, but as yet
not associable with any particular mint or die-cutting centre). The coin was found in the Towcester area of Northamptonshire.
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A NEW PICTORIAL TYPE FOR EADRED
RORY NAISMITH

New types for tenth-century English rulers are highly unusual, for which reason much interest
must attach to a new specimen, found c. 1999 with a metal-detector at Thaxted, Essex, but
only now brought to scholarly attention (Fig. 1). This silver penny is minted in the name of
King Eadred (946–55) by the moneyer Burhelm (OE Burhhelm); like most coins of the midtenth century, it does not carry a mint-name. The obverse of this coin has, as the central
design enclosed by a beaded inner circle and the royal name and title, an attractive floral motif
consisting of two plant sprays facing each other, both of which terminate in a small bunch of
three berries or grapes. This elegant little design might be compared with (for example) the
floreate decoration in the border of the famous illustration showing King Æthelstan (924/5–39)
donating a book to St Cuthbert.1 The reverse design of the coin is much more conventional:
the moneyer’s name is displayed in two lines, placing this into the tradition of ‘Horizontal’ or
‘Two-Line’ types widely used in the tenth century. However, this penny differs from most others
in having no ornamentation above or below the moneyer’s name, while in the middle the three
crosses normally found on coins of this type in eastern and southern England are adapted
slightly to produce a cross flanked by two dagger-like devices. In two places on the reverse
there are possible traces of a removed mounting of some sort.

Fig. 1. New penny of Eadred. (© Spink & Son Ltd.)
Obv. +EADRED REX, around a beaded inner circle containing two confronted vines, each terminating with a bunch
of grapes.
Rev. BVRH / ELM MO, in two lines, separated by a cross and two dagger-like ornaments. There are traces of mounting(?) at two points above and below the inscription.
1.53 g. Spink auction 25 June 2014, lot 528. Found c.1999 at Thaxted, Essex (EMC 2014.0007, PAS ESS-897E67.

This intriguing new find forms part of a small group spanning at least two kings’ reigns in
the mid-tenth century. The 1950 Chester hoard,2 deposited around the middle of Edgar’s
reign, included a pair of die-duplicate pennies which carry an extremely similar design on
both the obverse and reverse (Figs 2a–b). These are, however, in the name of Eadwig (955–9)
and by the moneyer Æthelsige.3 A fourth specimen survives in the form of several fragments
found at Ockley, Surrey, which was shown at the British Museum in May 2003 (Fig. 2c).4 It is
tentatively attributed to Eadred, though the partial obverse legend leaves open the possibility
of it belonging to Edmund (but probably not Eadwig). Fortunately the reverse legend is
complete enough to show that the moneyer’s name was Wigelm (OE Wighelm).
Not one example of this small group of associated coins bears a mint-name. Between them,
they furnish the names of at least two kings and three moneyers. Burhelm may be the same
Acknowledgements I am grateful to Stewart Lyon and Hugh Pagan for comments and advice concerning this coin. William
MacKay also kindly provided high-quality images (Fig. 1) in advance of the sale of this coin by Spink.
1
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 183 (after 934), f. 1v. It is illustrated in many publications, such as Backhouse,
Turner and Webster 1984, 26 (no. 5).
2
Checklist, no. 144. See also now SCBI 64, pp. 17–26.
3
CTCE, Eadred, Exceptional types, no. 154. The two specimens are now in the British Museum (SCBI 34, no. 856) and the
Grosvenor Museum, Chester (SCBI 64, no. 445).
4
EMC 2004.0221; Coin Register 2003, no. 174. I am grateful to Anna Gannon for passing on notes concerning this coin
gathered at the time of its discovery.
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a

b

c
Figs 2a–c. Pennies of the ‘floral’ group of Eadred and Eadwig. (a: British Museum (SCBI 34, 856); b: Grosvenor
Museum, Chester (SCBI 64, 445); c: Ockley find (EMC 2004.0221).)

moneyer as one by that name who first appears under Edward the Elder using dies of a style
associated with London, and is noted in CTCE as continuing through the reign of Æthelstan
and into that of Edmund; but another moneyer of the same name was active at Winchester in
the pre-reform coinage of Edgar.5 Æthelsige also poses a problem. A moneyer of this name
was active at Canterbury under Æthelstan and may have continued under Edmund; in Edgar’s
pre-reform coinage men named Æthelsige placed their name on coins at Bath and London,
and also in the east midlands and the southwest, while in the reformed coinage of Edgar an
Æthelsige issued pennies at Shrewsbury.6 Finally, Wigelm is known from coins in the name of
Edmund and Eadred, but did not work in a period when mint-names were commonly used.
An origin somewhere in southern England is suggested by some of the possible attributions
of Burhelm and Æthelsige, and also, more persuasively, by the southern find-spots of the two
known single-finds (while the large Chester hoard included elements from all over the kingdom, and so should not be seen as evidence for a Mercian origin). Important unpublished
research by Hugh Pagan suggests a more specific attribution, in that Æthelsige, Burhelm and
Wigelm can all be tied to a loose stylistic group of ‘Horizontal’/‘Two-Line’ pennies of Æthelstan
and Edmund marked by placement of single pellets, crosses or annulets (instead of the usual
three pellets) above and below the reverse legend.7 Several other moneyers within this group
were named at mint-places in Kent and Sussex under Æthelstan, implying that the group as a
whole belongs to the southeast.
This mint-attribution is compatible with all other aspects of the new coin and its three
counterparts. They should probably be interpreted as a small typological variant used occasionally in the 950s by moneyers at one or more mint-places in the southeast of England. The
surviving specimens are few enough that the original issue cannot have been a large one relative to others of the day. It was, however, a comparatively homogeneous one that shows close
stylistic similarities between the coins, perhaps most strikingly in the form of the lettering and
central obverse and reverse ornaments, and in the use of a beaded inner and (probably) outer
circle. Why a die-cutter in the southeast created this distinct type is not clear, though it continues a local tradition of slightly adapting the basic ‘Horizontal’/‘Two-Line’ design. If nothing
else, it strengthens the impression that tenth-century England – including the quite poorly
understood south – possessed a vibrant monetary system, evolving in response to local and
national needs, and which was in touch with other cultural and iconographic developments of
the period.

5
6
7

CTCE, 289; Biddle 2012, no. 35D.
CTCE, 284.
I am grateful to Hugh Pagan for sharing drafts of this work.
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THE PACX TYPE OF EDWARD THE CONFESSOR:
A SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE
HUGH PAGAN

This note puts on record a number of additions and corrections to the paper on this type
published in volume 81 of this Journal.1 I am particularly grateful to Dr J.R. Hulett, who very
kindly drew my attention to the fact that I had failed to notice his note of 2004 on a second
Cambridge moneyer for the type.2 This omission on my part was the more galling since I had
specifically commented on the fact that only one Cambridge moneyer for the type was known.3
I am also grateful to Dr Hulett, to Dr A.J.P. Campbell and to Robert Grayburn for providing me
with information on other coins of this type in their possession. Additionally, Prof. Kenneth
Jonsson has with his customary kindness provided me with images of an important new coin
of the Oxford mint from the 2012 Ovide hoard (Eskelhem parish, Gottland, Sweden). The
publication by Dr A.S. Belyakov of the Anglo-Saxon and Norman coins in the State Pushkin
Museum, Moscow, in 1996 was, more understandably, also unknown to me, and this provides
illustrations and weights for the two coins of PACX type in that collection.4
The result of these additions and corrections is to add three new moneyers for the type,
Godwine at Cambridge, a presumably different Godwine at Oxford, and Styrkollr at York,
and to add Brunræd at Southwark and Styrkollr at York to those moneyers who are known
from reverse dies of the variety Hildebrand Da.
The list of additions and corrections that follows is keyed to the numbering adopted in my
2011 paper. Numbers followed by a lower case letter represent new dies or new die combinations not known to me in 2011. New specimens struck from known die combinations are
identified as such. Weights in grams are appended where known.
Cambridge, Godwine (new moneyer)
24a
Dies Aa
[
]PERD/REX AN (Bust Ai)
+GO:/DPI:/NE ON/GRA AC+P
(1) Private collection, UK, purchased Nov. 2002 (published and ill. Hulett 2004)

1.12

Canterbury, Ketill
31a
Dies Bb
		
		

+EDPAR/D REC+ (?) (Bust Ai)
+CYT/ELL./ON C/EN[ ] AC+P
(1) Timeline Auctions, 1 Dec. 2012, lot 686

wnr (broken)

Chester, Bruninc
40
Dies Ab
(new
specimen)

(3) Private collection, UK, purchased from Baldwin 1977, ex Montagu
(1896) 135, lot purchased by Lincoln (cited by Pagan 2011, 47, but
excluded from corpus as dies not known).

Hertford, Deorsige
99
Dies Dc
(1) Now in private collection, UK
			
1
2
3
4

Pagan 2011.
Hulett 2004, 237.
Pagan 2011, 13.
Belyakov 1996.

1.14

1.00 (badly
cracked)
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Ipswich, Leofing
123a
Dies Da
		
		
		
		
Lincoln, Godric
152
Dies Ef
(new
specimen)
158
Dies Fk
Lincoln, Leofwine
169
Dies Ef
(new
specimen)
Lincoln, Thurgrim
182a
Dies Ab
		
Lincoln, Ulfr
183
Dies Aa
(new
specimen)

+EDPAR:./D RE+
(Bust Ai)
Same reverse die as 120
(1) Seen in Baldwin stock 1993; ex Lockett (1958) 2809, purchased by
Lockett from Baldwin (Sadler 2012, 98, fig. 620) (cited by Pagan 2011,
56, but excluded from corpus as dies not known)
(2) Found Barton Mills, Suffolk, Jan. 2011 (EMC 2011.0129;
PAS SF-E97DG1)

0.92

(4) Now in private collection, UK

1.03

(2) Timeline Auctions, 30 Nov. 2011, 204 (as Norwich)

0.91

Same obverse die as 182
+DV./RGR/IM O[ ]/N LIN
AC+P
(5) In stock of York Coins, Mar. 2012

0.93

(2) Found near Lincoln, Lincolnshire, 28 Apr. 2013 (EMC 2013.0138)

wnr

London, Æthelwine (or Ælfwine)
211
Dies Dd
(1) This has recently passed through the sale room, Dix Noonan
		
Webb 4 Dec. 2013, 2059 (ex James T. Joyner collection).
		
(2) Heritage Auctions, New York, 2–3 Jan. 2012, 24285 (new specimen)
London, Duding
231
Dies Cb
		
		

(2) Now in private collection, UK. The owner of this coin informs me
that the inscription on this reverse die ends LVNDEN and that the coin
is a trimmed fragment, not a cut halfpenny.

London, Eadric
252a
Dies Ll
		
		

+EDPER/D REX (No information on bust style)
+ED:/R:IC:/ON LV/NDE:
(1) Private collection, UK, purchased 1990

Norwich, Leofwig
356
Dies Aa
(new
specimen)

(5) State Pushkin Museum, Moscow (Belyakov 1996, no. 143, ill.)
(probably these dies; cited by Pagan 2011, 81, but excluded from corpus
as no details then available)

Oxford, Brihtwold
379
Dies Ab
379a
Dies Ac
		
		

Reverse die is of variety Hild Da.
Same obverse die as 378, 379
+BRIHTPOLD ONN OC+C: AC+P
Hild Da
(1) Private collection, UK, purchased 2002

Oxford, Godwine (new moneyer)
379b
Dies Aa
EDPARD/REC+:
(Bust Ai)
		
+GO/DPIN/E ON:/OCXA
C+PA
		
(1) Ovide hoard, 2012
		
A coin of this moneyer at Stockholm, ex Sigsarve hoard (SCBI 54, 53),
		
with reverse inscription +GO/DPII/NE O/C+E, attributed to Exeter
		
both there and in Pagan 2011, 83, has in the past been attributed to
		
Oxford, and that attribution may now need to be revisited.
Shrewsbury, Wulfgeat
391
Dies Ba

wnr

1.20
wnr (chipped)
0.53
(fragment)

0.80
1.16

1.25

1.15

(1) Now in private collection, UK

1.12

Shrewsbury, Wulfmær
394
Dies Aa
(1) Now in private collection, UK

1.14
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Southwark, Brunræd
398
Dies Aa
		
		
		
		

+EDPER/D RE+: (Bust Ai)
+BRVNRED ONN SVDG
AC+P
Hild Da
(1) State Pushkin Museum, Moscow (Belyakov 1996, no. 144, ill.)
(listed under this number in Pagan 2011, 86, but no details then
available)

Stamford, Ælfheah
406
Dies Ee
		

(1) This has recently passed through the sale room, Spink, 24 Sept.
2013, 161 (ex Keith Smalley collection)

Wallingford, Æthelwig
466
Dies Aa
(3) Found Ilchester, Somerset, 28 Oct. 2010 (EMC 2010.0353 ;
(new
PAS SOM-47D056)
specimen)
York, Styrkollr (new moneyer)
536a
Dies Aa
[ ]EDPER/D R[ ]
(Bust Ai)
		
+SIIRC[ ]N EOFER C+PA
Hild Da
		
(1) Found Clothall, Herts, Sept. 2007 (PAS BH-32E027)
			
York, Sveinn
537
Dies Aa
		

(5) This has recently passed through the sale room, Dix Noonan
Webb, 4 Dec. 2013, 2060 (ex James T. Joyner collection).

0.97

1.08

0.48 (cut
halfpenny)

0.75
(fragment)
1.11

Uncertain mint, [. . .]mær
553a
Dies Jj
+EDPAR/[
] (Bust not classified)
		
[
]/MAER/ONN[ ]/[
] [ ]C+[ ]
		
(1) In stock of York Coins, Mar. 2012
0.52 (cut
			
halfpenny)
		
This may be a coin of Winchester, moneyer Leodmær, as there is a
		
ligate letter which may be P after the second N in the reverse inscription,
		
but the coin is struck from different dies to 497 and 498, the two pairs
		
of dies so far recorded in this type for this Winchester moneyer.
Uncertain mint, [. . .]an
553
Dies Kk
		
		
		
		
		
		
		

+E[
]E+ (Bust not classified, second E round-backed)
[ ]/AN:/[ ]/[ ]
[ ]A[ ][ ]
(1) Found near East Dean, East Sussex (EMC 2012.0182)
The visible letters AN in the reverse inscription allow the possibility
that this is a coin of the Stamford mint, with mint signature STAN,
but no Stamford reverse die so far recorded ends with a colon after
STAN. It seems more probable that the letters AN are the final letters
of the name of a moneyer.

0.25 (cut
farthing)
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AN UNPUBLISHED PARCEL FROM THE DURHAM
(NEVILLE’S CROSS) HOARD, 1889
DAVID SYMONS

The parcel of coins discussed here was purchased from a member of the public in the summer
of 2007 by Format of Birmingham. After the sale was completed, the vendor happened to
mention that family tradition said that the coins came from a hoard found in Durham in the
1880s or 1890s by the vendor’s late wife’s grandfather, who had supposedly been allowed to
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keep some of the coins as his reward for finding them. Garry Charman of Format made the
coins available to the writer so that the supposed provenance could be investigated and the
coins properly recorded if they did prove to be of significance. Format also kindly supplied
the photographs published here. As Mr Charman reported that the vendor appeared to be in
his eighties, the proposed chronology seemed reasonable. Further, the fact that the alleged
provenance was only mentioned after the transaction was complete (and had not been used in
an attempt to boost the possible value of the coins) suggested that it might well be correct.
Investigation soon revealed that only one hoard seemed to correspond to the account given,
the Durham (Neville’s Cross) hoard, deposited in c.1375–80 and found in the spring of 1889.
The first, and fullest, account of this hoard was given by John Evans soon after the discovery,
but the find has subsequently featured in the lists of hoards compiled by Thompson and
Allen.1 Evans records that the hoard was found by a young man named Markey2 while
bird-nesting in a wood near Neville’s Cross. The coins were contained in a (broken) pottery
jug. The finder took some of the coins to a silversmith in Durham, where he discovered what
the coins were, and then sold the remainder to two Durham antiquarians, Matthew Fowler
and George Neasham. Evans was subsequently given access to these coins and to the sherds
of the jug to prepare his note. He believed that he had seen ‘nearly all that has been preserved
of the hoard’,3 but it is clear that this parcel escaped him since his list contains no halfpennies
and only one continental sterling, a coin of John the Blind, Count of Luxemburg. However,
it is also certain that we still do not have the whole hoard as Evans commented that ‘Mr
Neasham, in an account furnished to the local newspapers, has mentioned one specimen [sc.
of an Edward III groat] with a crown mint mark on the reverse. This I have not seen.’4 No such
coin appears in the new parcel either.
The coins are listed in the Catalogue below and illustrated (Plates 5–6). The three pennies
of Edward I are in good condition and of high weight for coins that would have been about
65–95 years old when the hoard was deposited. Evans notes the pennies of Edward I as being
‘for the most part considerably worn’ and records an average weight of 17¼ grains (1.12 g) for
the specimens he examined.5 This might raise the suspicion that coins have been added to the
current parcel from another source. Against this, there was no indication given when they
were sold to Format that any other source was known to the family. Further, it is likely that
the coins retained by the finder (whether officially or not) would have been selected precisely
because they were in better than average condition. This may also be the case for the groats of
Edward III. Evans noted a weight range for these of 60 to 71½ grains (3.89–4.63 g), with an
average of 64¼ grains (4.17 g).6 With one exception at 4.36 g, the specimens in the current
parcel all fall close to or above Evans’s top weight, five specimens weighing 4.56 g, 4.58 g,
4.62 g, 4.63 g and 4.68 g. The Scottish coins also give a general impression of being selected
coins of good weight.
It is worth noting here that there are a number of inaccuracies in the Inventory entry that
need to be corrected.7 Firstly, and most seriously, Thompson misread the totals given by Evans
and under-recorded the Durham pennies by thirty-seven coins, seriously affecting the total he
gave for the coins in the hoard.8 He also erred in three points of detail about the coins seen by
Evans. First, he records there being ten London groats of Edward III, including one with a
crown i.m. on the reverse. In fact Evans clearly says that he examined ten such groats and that
he was aware of the report of another specimen, that he did not see (see the passage quoted
1
Evans 1889; Thompson 1956, 55–6 (no. 148); Allen 2002, 66 (no. 194); Allen 2003, 130 (no. 147/E); Allen 2012, 495
(no. 394).
2
Presumably to be identified with the vendor’s wife’s grandfather.
3
Evans 1889, 312.
4
Evans 1889, 315.
5
Evans 1889, 315.
6
Evans 1889, 315.
7
Thompson 1956, 55–6 (no. 148).
8
Thompson took the figure of thirty-one as representing the total number of Durham mint pennies in the coins seen by
Evans. However, as is clear from Evans’s list, thirty-one represents the number of ‘uncertain’ Durham pence and there are another
thirty-seven coins listed in greater detail, making a total of sixty-eight Durham pennies in all.
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above), with crown i.m.9 Similarly, Thompson records the existence of four London pennies
of Edward III, including a ‘transitional’ one, whereas Evans clearly describes four London
pennies ‘of the usual type’, plus a fifth ‘transitional’ specimen.10 For some reason Thompson
also simply gives the wrong figure, four, for Edinburgh half-groats of Robert II. The correct
number in Evans’s list is three.11 (Allen avoids Thompson’s errors and generally gives the same
totals as Evans.).12 Finally, Thompson incorrectly notes that Evans was able to examine the
whole hoard. As we have already seen, Evans makes it quite clear that he did not.13
Table 1 summarizes the actual figures given by Evans in the top line. The erroneous figures
given by Thompson are given in italics in the second line, while the contents of the new parcel
are in the third line. The revised totals for the hoard appear in the final line.
TABLE 1. Contents of the Durham (Neville’s Cross) hoard, 1889

Evans
Thompson
New parel

Revised totals

4d.

English
2d.

1d.

½d.

4d.

10
10
6

10
10
1

165
127
4

–
–
2

62
62
3

16

11

169

2

65

Scottish
2d.
7
8
4

11

1d.
1
1
3

4

Continental
sterlimgs

Total

1
1
1

2

256
219
24

280

CATALOGUE
England
Edward I (1277–1307)
1. Penny, London. Class 3d (North 1019). 1.26 g.
2. Penny, London. Class 8b (North 1034/2). 1.18 g.
3. Penny, Canterbury. Class 10cf5 (North 1043/1). 1.36 g.
Edward II (1307–27)
4. Halfpenny, London. Withers (2005a) Type 13c. 0.56 g.
Edward III (1327–77)
5–6. Groats, London. Pre-Treaty Series C (North 1147). 4.62 g, 4.36 g.
7–9. Groats, London. Pre-Treaty Series E (North 1163). 4.68 g, 4.63 g, 4.58 g.
10. Groat, London. Pre-Treaty Series Gbc/Gef mule (North 1194–5/1197–8). 4.56 g.
11. Halfgroat, London. Pre-Treaty Series Ga (North 1201). 2.33g.
12. Penny, Durham. Crozier before CIVI. Mint signature [DVR] EME. Pre-Treaty F or G or Treaty B. 1.07 g (clipped).
13. Halfpenny, London. Third (Florin) Coinage. Withers (2005b) type 10 (North 1131). 0.53 g.
Scotland
Alexander III (1249–86)
14. Penny, Second Coinage. Stewart and North Class E2 (Spink 5056), mullets and stars of 26 points. 1.20 g.
David II (1329–71)
15. Groat, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust A, cross stops, mullet after SCOTORVM, plain tressure. Stewart A7
(Spink 5091). 4.16 g.
16. Groat, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust A, saltire stops, pellets in spandrels of tressure. Stewart A4 (Spink
5094). 4.55 g.
17–18. Halfgroats, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust A, saltire stops, plain tressure. Stewart A5 (Spink 5105).
These two coins appear to be struck from the same pair of dies. 2.36 g, 2.31 g.
19. Halfgroat, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust A, cross stops, plain tressure. Stewart A6 (Spink 5105). 2.30 g.
9
10
11
12
13

Evans 1889, 315
Evans 1889, 314–15.
Evans 1889, 314.
Allen 2002, 66 (no. 194); Allen 2003, 130 (no. 147/E).
Evans 1889, 312.
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20. Halfgroat, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust B, saltire stops, pellets by tips of central and right-hand fleurs of
crown, ‘spikes’ project into field from the first and second right-hand cusps of the tressure. Stewart B1 (Spink
5106). 2.34 g.
21. Penny. First Coinage, Second Issue, Group II. Stewart 42 (Spink 5088). 1.02 g.
22. Penny, Edinburgh. Second Coinage, Bust A, saltire stops. Stewart A (Spink 5114). 1.27 g.
Robert II (1371–90)
23. Groat, Perth. Six arcs to tressure, trefoils in spandrels, Spink 5136. 3.39 g.
Continental
Renaud, Count of Gelderland (1272–1326)
24. Sterling of Arnhem. Mayhew 180, heavy wedge serifs on reverse. 1.11 g.
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SOME NUMISMATIC EVIDENCE FROM
FIFTEENTH-CENTURY IRELAND
DAVID SYMONS

The reign of Edward IV is one of the most interesting periods in Irish numismatics, with a
series of coins issued with very varied designs and at differing weight standards. A number of
questions still remain to be resolved, however, as a glance at Dowle and Finn 1969, Dolley
1972 and Spink 2002 (still the main reference works) will demonstrate. Even the precise order
of issues is still debated. It therefore seems worthwhile to bring to numismatic attention some
evidence that may contribute towards the study of this period.
The details are recorded in two documents, both dated 26 July 1469 and originally produced by the registry of Archbishop John Bole of Armagh (1457–71). Archbishop Bole’s
records became scattered and in the seventeenth century were bound up in various volumes of
Armagh papers. These two documents were bound into the Register of Archbishop Octavian
(1478–1513).1

Acknowledgements I would like to thank Mr Anthony Lynch of Dublin for bringing these documents to my attention, providing transcripts and for much useful advice during the preparation of this note. As will become readily apparent, I also owe a
great deal to Dr David Dykes, who kindly read an initial draft of this paper and generously shared the results of his own research
with me.
1
Archbishop Octavian’s Register fo. 241r. and 242v. The documents are published as nos 361–2 in Sughi 1999, 84–5, 410–12.
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The first document is an application by Archbishop Bole for a papal dispensation on behalf
of Henry O’Neill, ‘principal captain of his nation’,2 to marry an (unnamed) woman who is
within the forbidden degrees of consanguinity and affinity. As an aside, the archbishop
explains how the marriage customs of the native Gaelic nobility make it very difficult to find
spouses who are outside the forbidden degrees.3 O’Neill is not driven by lust, since he is over
seventy, but it is hoped that the marriage will bring an end to violence between the two clans.
It is the second document that is of numismatic interest (see the Appendix for a full text).
This is an indenture between Archbishop Bole and Patrick O’Murgan, chaplain to O’Neill. It
records that Patrick has deposited with the archbishop twenty-five gold nobles, twenty shillings
‘of old and large money’, and a jewel worth six marks4 in exchange for Bole’s recommendation
to the Pope that he grant a dispensation for the marriage of O’Neill and Joan MacMahon.5
Various conditions are outlined. The archbishop is to send the valuables with his proctor to a
banker, but this is to be at O’Neill’s risk if the proctor is made captive by pirates, or drowned,
or robbed, or killed by bandits, or ‘destroyed’ by any other means. If the pope will not grant the
dispensation, the proctor’s expenses and the costs of exchange are to be deducted and the balance returned to O’Neill,6 according to the rates current in Ireland at the time the document is
agreed, that is to say for a gold noble 10s. and for twenty groats of large silver money 8s. 4d. in
the new money current in the land.7 The remaining clauses are less interesting numismatically.
They stipulate that, if either O’Neill or Joan die before the marriage can be celebrated, the
archbishop is to meet the proctor’s expenses and keep the balance; if the expenses are greater
than the sum deposited then O’Neill will pay the extra.
In the earlier years of the fifteenth century, Ireland’s coin needs had theoretically been met
by the supply of English coins, although that supply had always been very inadequate.
However, in February 1460, a Parliament held at Drogheda ordered that a coinage should be
produced specifically for Ireland with groats of a distinctive design and a weight three-quarters
that of their English counterparts.8 These measures were specifically designed to prevent the
flow of Irish coin to England. The Parliament also decreed that unclipped English groats
should be worth more in Irish pence than their English face value, and that the other principal
English gold and silver coins should also have their Irish values increased pro rata.
The valuation of twenty ‘old and large’ groats at 8s. 4d. in ‘the new money current in the
land’ i.e. 100d. Irish, puts the value of each of these groats at 5d. Irish. It is hard to believe that
these groats can be anything other than English coins struck before the crisis of 1464, when
the weight of the English groat was reduced from 60 to 48 grains.9 (As we shall see shortly, this
identification is strongly supported by an examination of the metrology of the possible issues
that might be involved here.)
Assuming that the groats are heavy English coins predating 1464 does, however, present us
with something of a problem. The document under discussion dates to July 1469. According
2
‘.  . . dominus Henricus Oneyle sue nacionis capitaneus principalis .  . .’. Henry O’Neill succeeded his father Owen as The
O’Neill (variously also The Great O’Neill, the King of Ulster or the King of Tyrone) in 1455. He resigned the position in 1483 in
favour of his son, Conn Mor, and died in 1489 (Nicholls 1972, 130–31; Otway-Ruthven 1980, 379–80).
3
For further information on Irish marriage customs – and the problems that they posed the church – see Nicholls 1972,
73–7.
4
‘.  . . in auro xxv nobilia in argento de antiqua et larga moneta xx s. et unum iocale pro vi marcis .  . .’. Valuing the nobles at
10s. each (see below), the total value comes to £17 10s.
5
‘Johanna yny Mcmahown’. ‘Yny’ is ‘inghean’, ‘daughter of’. In modern Irish this is ‘íníon’, which is shortened to ‘ní’. The
MacMahons were based in Oriel, just south of the O’Neill centre of power in Tyrone (Nicholls 1972, 139–40). Joan would have
been Henry’s third wife. His first was Sile Burke, who he had married by 1441. His second wife was Gormfhlaith, daughter of
Donnchadh MacMurrough Kavanagh, so-called King of Leinster. She had died in 1465, four years before the dispensation was
sought for the third marriage. There seems to be no firm evidence that Henry and Johanna were ever actually married. As Mr
Lynch has pointed out to me, changing political realities may have led O’Neill to abandon the match, or the couple could simply
have lived together informally.
6
‘.  . . deductis procuratoriis et cambii expensis .  . . restituentur .  . .’.
7
‘.  . . secundum ratam monete Hibernie tempore confectionis presencium currentis videlicet, pro nobile auri x solidos, et
pro viginti grossis de larga moneta argenti viii s. et iiii d. noue monete in patria currentis.’ Note that the sum initially deposited
by O’Neill’s chaplain included 20s. in silver, while the figure mentioned here is 20 groats. Presumably the parties were allowing for
the fact that some of the money would inevitably have been expended by the archbishop’s proctor on his journey.
8
Lindsay 1839, 31; Smith 1840, 4; Dolley 1972, 20–2.
9
Challis 1992, 190–1.
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to the current orthodox interpretation, at that date ‘the new money current in the land’ should
be the Bust/Rose on Sun issue introduced in 1467 and only revalued prior to withdrawal in
1470.10 However, this coinage was notable for a drastic devaluation of the Irish currency, seeing the issue of double groats worth 8d. Irish at a notional weight of just under 45 grains, the
weight of the Irish groats issued earlier in the 1460s. The Bust/Rose on Sun groat weighed just
21–22 grains, meaning that 5d. Irish would weigh in the order of 27 grains, while the pre-1464
English groats, our favoured candidates for the ‘old and large’ groats, weighed a notional 60
grains. This disparity would clearly make a nonsense of the terms outlined in the agreement.
On the other hand, a ‘traditional’ Irish groat of about 45 grains would make 5d. Irish about
56 grains, a much more convincing equivalence to a pre-1464 English groat.
A number of possible solutions to this conundrum present themselves –
1. The date on the document is wrong and it actually dates to 1470+, after the Bust/Rose on
Sun double groats were officially revalued as groats. This is unlikely since it would require the
accidental misdating of not one but two documents.
2. The revaluation of the Bust/Rose on Sun double groats actually took place earlier than
1470. This position seems untenable since the evidence of the 1470 parliament is quite clear.
3. In areas outside the direct control of the government (as the O’Neill lands certainly were),
the Bust/Rose on Sun double groats were treated as groats and circulated at the normal value
of 5d. Again this seems improbable; it would have been a recipe for enormous confusion.
4. The ‘new money current in the land’ does not refer to the Bust/Rose on Sun coins, but to
another issue altogether. The chronology of the coinage of the 1460s still seems to need work.
Dolley’s text is rather opaque, but his caption to the coins illustrated on p. 25 of his Medieval
Irish Coins – all coins with English-style reverses, struck at Waterford, Drogheda and Trim –
describes them as ‘all apparently struck between c. 1468 and c. 1472’, which seems to imply that
he thought that types other than the Bust/Rose on Sun issue might have been in circulation by
the summer of 1469.11
Dr David Dykes worked with Dolley on the coins of Edward IV and is now preparing a
book on the Anglo-Irish series. He has kindly shared his thoughts on this problem with me
and what follows is closely based on his comments. While prima facie the ‘new money current
in the land’ should be the 1467 Bust/Rose on Sun coins, in 1465 the Irish parliament had
authorised an issue of ‘English-type’ coins, with groats to be struck at a notional 42.1 grains.12
Although these coins carried the Irish lordship title and Irish mint names, they were otherwise
identical in type to their English counterparts while weighing some six grains less. Quite predictably, they found their way to England in large numbers, and it was to staunch this outflow
of silver that the 1467 Irish parliament introduced the drastically devalued Bust/Rose on Sun
issue.13 However, these coins rapidly became increasingly unpopular and it seems a strong
possibility that early in 1469 a new issue of the English-style coins authorised in 1465 was
produced. The new document discussed here would seem to provide strong support for this
view, and would successfully reconcile the documentary and numismatic evidence. The metrological argument advanced above would still hold good, with 5d. Irish based on a 42.1 grain
groat weighing a notional 52½ grains, still a reasonable approximation to a pre-1464 English
groat, albeit with something of a bias in favour of the Irish currency. This issue would then be
followed in 1470 by the devaluation and withdrawal of the Bust/Rose on Sun issue and the
introduction of yet another English-type issue, but this time with the English royal title. The
latter quickly reverted to the use of the Irish lordship titulature, however. How one would
distinguish the issues of 1465, 1469 and 1470 from one another is a problem for another day.

10
11
12
13

Dolley 1972, 25.
Dolley 1972, 25.
Dolley 1972, 23–4. For some reason this issue was omitted from Spink 2002.
Dolley 1972, 24.
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APPENDIX
Archbishop Octavian’s Register, folio 241 verso (Sughi 1999, 411–12):

Super Iocalibus traditis custodie sub condicione.
Hec indentura facta, xxvi die mensis Iulii anno Domini millesimo cccclxix, inter reverendissimum in Christo patrem et dominum Iohannem, Dei et apostolice sedis gracia archiepiscopum
Armachanum Hibernie primatem, ex una parte, et dominum Patricium Omurgan capellanum
Henrici Oneyle, sue nacionis capitanei principalis, vice et nomine eiusdem Henrici Oneyle
parte ex altera: testatur quod idem dominus Patricius, capellanus predictus, deliberavit dicto
domino primate, die preallegato, in auro xxv nobilia in argento de antiqua et larga moneta xx
s. et unum iocale pro vi marcis, ad impetrandum dispensacionem, sive mandatum de dispensando a sede apostolica, super quibusdam impedimentis existentibus inter prefatum Henricum
Oneyle et Iohannam yny Mcmahown, cum condicionibus sequentibus videlicet: quod dictus
dominus primas summo pontifici favorabiliter pro dicta dispensacione obtinenda scribet, et
supradicta bona, cum suo procuratore, mittet ad bancarios in aventura et periculo dictorum
Henrici Oneyl et Iohannam yny Mcmawn ac domini Patricii, capellani predicti, ita tamen
quod si predictus procurator captivatus fuerit per pirates, aut submersus in mare, sive per
latrones spoliatus sive interfectus vel ex aliquo casu fortuito destructus, quod absit, sive peremptus, in nullo teneatur supradictus dominus primas pro dictis pecuniis prenominatis
Henrico Oneyle nec Iohanne yny Mcmahown aut domino Patricio capellano predicto quovismodo respondere aut solvere. Et si papa propter premissam suggestionem antedicti domini
primatis concedere dispensacionem predictam penitus denegaverit, procuratori eiusdem
domini primatis ad proprias partes sine aliquo predictorum impedimentorum a curia incolume reverse, quod tunc predicta bona per prefatum dominum primatem recepta, deductis
procuratoriis et cambii expensis, predicto Henrico Oneyle restituerentur secundum ratam
monete Hibernie tempore confectionis presencium currentis videlicet, pro nobile auri x solidos, et pro viginti grossis de larga moneta argenti viii s. iiii d. noue monete in patria currentis.
Et si predicta dispensacio fuerit obtenta et ad eiusdem dispensacionis execucionem predictum
Henricum Oneyle sive Iohannam yny Mcmahown, mulierem predictam, aut illorum aliquem,
ante matrimonium vigore prefate dispensacionis contractum sive celebratum de hac luce
migrare contigerit, ad nullam restitucionem in parte nec in toto predicte summe prefatus dominus primas teneatur, eo quod predicte pecunie pro expedicione dispensacionis predicte per
suum procuratorem expense fuerunt et consumpte. Et si dictus primas fuerit certificatus per
suum procuratorem quod oportebit ipsum magis solvere quam bona supradicta se extendunt,
quod tunc dictus Henricus Oneyle dicto domino primate, vel suo procuratori aut suis assignatis uni vel pluribus, de residuo solvet aut satisfaciet, in cuius rei testimonium partes predicte
partibus presentium indenturarum sua sigilla alternatim apposuerunt.
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A TOOLED SCOTTISH COIN FOUND IN FRANCE
HENDRIK VAN CAELENBERGHE

Some while ago a coin described as a gros tournois was offered for sale on eBay with obverse
legend ‘Iacobus Scoto(rum)’. This coin was clearly of Scottish origin, rather than French as
the seller assumed, and on acquiring the coin I was able to confirm that it was a Light Issue
Edinburgh groat of James III (1460–88), dating from the period 1467–75 (Stewart 1967, type I),
but with a deliberately altered reverse (Fig. 1). Coins of this issue bear six-pointed mullets and
groups of three pellets enclosing an annulet in alternate angles of the reverse cross, but on this
coin the reverse has been tooled to show three pellets in each angle, with the mullets and annulets
obliterated.

Fig. 1.

Tooled Light Issue Edinburgh groat of James III.

It is clear that the reverse of this coin must have been altered to make it resemble an English
groat, and the reason for this is not hard to deduce. At the time when this issue of James III
was minted a heavy English groat issued before Edward IV’s reduction of the English weight
standard in 1464 was valued at 16d. in Scotland, and a light groat of Edward IV was tariffed
at 12d.1 This coin had apparently been found in Normandy, but it seems probable that the alterations were carried out originally in order to facilitate the passing of the coin in circulation in
Scotland at three or four times its true value.
Enquiries have revealed that there is no example of this sort of tooling on a groat in the
collection of the National Museum of Scotland, and that no example has yet been recorded
as a find from Scottish soil. The practice itself is known from Scottish finds, however, amongst
which have been one or two specimens of Short Cross pennies engraved with a long cross on
the reverse, presumably to allow them to circulate after the official demonetisation of the
Short Cross coinage.2 A full description of the tooled coin is as follows:
James III silver groat, Light Coinage, Stewart type Ib (1467–75); obv. die as Burns 1887, II, Fig. 567.
Diameter 24 mm; weight 1.75 g; die axis 60°.
Obv: +I0cOB[
]R0ûReXûScOTO; crowned bust facing within eight-arc tressure.
Rev: +DnSûP / Te[
] / [ ]SûZûLI / BeR0Tû // +VIL / L0ûe / DInû / BVRG; long cross with three pellets punched
over six-pointed mullets in first and third angles; three pellets in second and fourth, with enclosed annulets
obliterated.
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Act of Parliament, 12 Oct. 1467: Cochran-Patrick 1876, I, 32–3; Burns 1887, II, 105–7.
N. Holmes, pers. comm.

COIN HOARDS FROM THE BRITISH ISLES 2014
EDITED BY RICHARD ABDY, MARTIN ALLEN, IAN LEINS AND JOHN NAYLOR

Between 1975 and 1985 the Royal Numismatic Society published summaries of coin hoards
from the British Isles and elsewhere in its serial publication Coin Hoards, and in 1994 this was
revived as a separate section in the Numismatic Chronicle. In recent years the listing of finds
from England, Wales and Northern Ireland in Coin Hoards was principally derived from
reports originally prepared for publication in the Treasure Annual Report, but the last hoards
published in this form were those reported under the 1996 Treasure Act in 2008. In 2012 it was
decided to publish summaries of hoards from England, Wales, Scotland, the Isle of Man,
Northern Ireland, the Republic of Ireland and the Channel Islands in the British Numismatic
Journal on an annual basis.
The hoards are listed in two sections, with the first section consisting of summaries of Iron
Age and Roman hoards, and the second section providing more concise summaries of medieval
and post-medieval hoards. In both sections the summaries include the place of finding, the
date(s) of discovery, the suggested date(s) of deposition, and the number allocated to the hoard
when it was reported under the terms of the Treasure Act (in England and Wales) or the laws
of Treasure Trove (in Scotland). For reasons of space names of finders are omitted from the
summary of medieval and post-medieval hoards. Reports on most of the English and Welsh
hoards listed are available online from the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) website: select
the ‘Search our database’ bar under finds.org.uk/database, and type in the treasure case number
without spaces (e.g. 2013T680).
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Iron Age and Roman hoards
1. Climping, W. Sussex, probably Aug. 2000 (2013 T389,
addendum to 2000 find, 2004 T114 and 2006 T107)
Dep.: 20 bc or later.
Contents: 1 Iron Age Southern ‘Climping’ type gold
stater (ABC 524, 5.69 g).
Note: The only recorded examples of this type of coin
were discovered during a metal detector rally in the parish of Climping, West Sussex, in August 2000. It was
widely reported at the time that a number of coins were
removed from the site without being reported. Several
of these have surfaced in the trade during the fourteen
years since the discovery. The present example surfaced
in the numismatic trade in 2013. It was purchased by a
dealer, who submitted it for consideration as treasure
on learning that it was likely to have been part of the
initial hoard find.
Finder(s): Unknown.
Disposition: The British Museum hopes to acquire.
I.L.
2. Wighton (area), Norfolk, Apr. 2013 (2013 T250)
Dep.: 20 bc or later.
Contents: 2 Iron Age East Anglian uninscribed gold
staters (ABC 1399, 5.14 g and 5.27 g).
Finder: Mr David Fox, with a metal detector.
Disposition: To be determined.
A.M.
3. Donhead St Andrew, Wilts., Feb. 2013 (2013 T132,
addendum to 2012 T240 or 2012 T378)
Dep.: ad 10 or later.
Contents: A fragmentary Iron Age South Western uninscribed silver stater (ABC 2163, 1.09 g).
Note: The treasure cases 2012 T240 and T378 (see BNJ
83, 2013, 264, nos. 8–9) represented two separate deposits found in close proximity to one another. There was,
however, some confusion as to which coins belonged to
which deposit. This find is clearly an addendum to one
of the Donhead St Andrew deposits.
Finder: Mr Paul Swannack, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Acquired by Salisbury and South Wiltshire
Museum.
C.H.T./I.L.
4. Winterbourne Stickland, Dorset, Aug. 2013 (2013
T537)
Dep.: ad 10 or later.
Contents: 75 Iron Age South Western silver staters
(ABC 2157): Deposit 1: 3.77 g, 3.33 g, 4.55 g, 3.54 g,
3.80 g, 4.01 g, 3.70 g, 4.14 g, 4.26 g, 4.33 g, 4.36 g, 4.35g
and 4.48 g. Deposit 2: 4.80 g, 5.05 g, 4.75 g, 5.01 g, 4.40 g,
4.61 g, 4.55 g, 4.85 g, 4.45 g, 3.77 g, 5.18 g, 4.19 g, 4.38 g,
5.06 g, 4.84 g, 4.91 g, 4.43 g, 3.78 g, 4.87 g, 4.90 g, 3.75 g,
4.94 g, 4.23 g, 4.76 g, 5.09 g, 4.46 g, 4.63 g, 4.77 g, 5.10 g,
4.87 g, 4.63 g, 4.53 g, 3.79 g, 4.95 g, 4.28 g, 4.99 g, 4.38 g,
4.91 g, 4.57 g, 4.73 g, 4.69 g, 4.95 g, 4.84 g, 4.74 g, 4.86 g,
4.69 g, 3.96 g, 5.02 g, 4.99 g, 5.04 g, 4.95 g, 4.77 g, 4.39 g,
4.85 g, 4.05 g, 4.82 g, 4.53 g, 4.77 g, 4.03 g, 4.16 g, 4.71 g
and 4.91 g.
Note: Found in two adjacent deposits consisting of 13
and 62 staters respectively.
Finders: Messrs David Green and Anthony Hunt, with
metal detectors.
Disposition: To be determined.
A.W./J.S.
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5. Tamworth, Staffs, Mar. 2013 (2013 T157)
Dep.: ad 20 or later.
Contents: 33 Iron Age North Eastern uninscribed gold
staters: 7 ‘South Ferriby’ staters (ABC 1743, 4.57 g, 5.18 g,
5.21 g, 5.51 g, 5.41 g, 5.44 g and 5.25 g), 19 ‘Domino’
staters (ABC 1758, 5.22 g, 5.21 g, 4.82 g, 4.78 g, 4.82 g,
5.26 g, 5.39 g, 5.28 g, 5.21 g, 5.27 g, 4.83 g, 5.45 g, 5.15 g,
5.21 g, 5.22 g, 5.30 g, 4.95 g, 5.01 g and 5.20 g) and 7
‘kite’ staters (ABC 1761, 5.42 g, 5.44 g, 5.24 g, 5.17 g,
5.33 g, 5.22 g and 5.27 g).
Finders: Messrs J. Rowe, M. Blaydes and G. Starkey,
with metal detectors.
Disposition: The Potteries Museum and Art Gallery has
expressed an interest in acquiring the hoard.
I.L.
6. Mildenhall, Suffolk, Oct. 2010 (2011 T364)
Dep.: ad 50 or later.
Contents: 4 Iron Age East Anglian silver units and 1
silver half unit: 1 uninscribed ‘Boar/Horse’ silver unit
(ABC 1582, 0.73 g), 1 uninscribed ‘Early Pattern/Horse’
silver unit (ABC 1588, 0.97 g), 1 uninscribed ‘Early
Pattern/Horse’ silver half unit (ABC 1627, 0.35 g) and 2
ANTED silver units (ABC 1645, 1.06 g and 0.96 g).
Finders: Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service,
during controlled excavation.
Disposition: To be determined.
A.B./I.L.
7. Orford (near), Suffolk, Nov. 2012 and Apr. 2013 (2013
T63 and 2013 T303, addenda to 2005 T367, 2006 T112
and 2012 T224)
Dep.: ad 50 or later.
Contents: 2 Iron Age East Anglian silver units: 1
ANTED unit (2013 T63, ABC 1645, 0.88 g) and 1 uninscribed ‘Early Pattern/Horse A’ silver unit (2013 T303,
ABC 1588, 1.17 g).
Finder: Mr Alan Calver, with a metal detector.
Disposition: To be determined.
A.B./E.G./I.L.
8. Hotham, E. Yorks, Oct. 2012 and Sep. 2013 (2012
T772 and 2013 T935)
Dep.: ad 50 or later.
Contents: 11 Iron Age North Eastern silver units, 1 silver
half-unit and 2 copper-alloy pennanular brooches: 3
DVMNOC TIGIR SENO silver units (ABC 1974, 1.16
g, 0.79 g and 0.38 g), 8 VOLISIOS DVMNOCOVEROS
silver units (ABC 1983, 1.20 g, 1.16 g, 1.07 g, 0.80 g,
1.14 g, 1.19 g, 1.15 g and 0.5 g) and 1 VOLISIOS
DVMNOCOVEROS silver half unit (ABC 1986, 0.60 g).
Note: The 2013 addenda included four of the VOLISIOS
DVMNOCOVEROS units – the last four weights listed.
The initial find included part of an apparently deliberately damaged brooch; the addenda a smaller fragment
of brooch.
Finders: Messrs Roy Doughty and Christopher Hannard,
with metal detectors.
Disposition: The British Museum has expressed an
interest in acquiring the first coin; ABC 1974 (1.16 g).
I.L.
9. Dovedale, Derbyshire, Mar. and Oct. 2013 (2013
T237)
Dep.: ad 50 or later.
Contents: 3 Roman Republican and 20 Iron Age North
Eastern coins. Roman Republican: 1 plated copy of
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L. Pomponius (118 BC, cf. RRC 282/4, 2.49 g), 1 denarius of C. Coelius Caldus (104 BC, RRC 318/1a, 3.42 g)
and 1 denarius of Mn. Cordius Rufus (46 BC, RRC
463/1, 3.74 g). Iron Age: 1 VEP CORF gold stater (ABC
1854, 5.52 g), 2 IISVPRASV gold staters (ABC 1917,
5.23 g and 5.50 g), 3 IISVPRASV debased gold/
copper-alloy staters (ABC 1917, 4.58 g, 4.68 g and fragment), 5 AVN COST silver units (ABC 1938, 1.13 g,
1.22 g, 1.35 g, 1.13 g and 1.11 g), 1 VEPO CORF silver
unit (ABC 1875, 1.19 g), 4 VEP CORF silver units
(ABC 1881, 1.33 g, 1.30 g, 1.29 g and 1.35 g), 1 VEP
CORF silver half unit (cf. ABC 1887, 0.48 g), 2 VEP
CORF silver half units (cf. ABC 1902, 0.49 g and 0.47
g) and 1 IISVPRASV silver unit (ABC 1920, 1.04 g).
Note: The coins listed above formed a convincing hoard
group, perhaps together with a broadly contemporary
Roman ‘Aesica’ type brooch. A Roman radiate of
Tetricus I (Normanby 1489, 2.43 g), an Urbs Roma/
Wolf and Twins issue of Trier (LRBC 58, 2.52 g) and a
counterfeit copper-alloy long-cross penny, based on
Henry III, cf. Class V, 1250s/60s. (1.23 g), were all presumably lost or deposited at later dates. A small number
of post-medieval objects were recovered during the
excavation, but can clearly be disassociated with the
Iron Age-Roman finds. This coin hoard is thought to be
the first of Iron Age date to come from a cave context in
Britain. The findspot is also significant as it lies well
beyond the western margins of the apparent circulation
area of North Eastern coinage.
Finder(s): Anonymous, chance find whilst walking on
National Trust land; subsequent excavation by University
of Leicester Archaeological Service with Operation
Nightingale.
Disposition: Buxton Museum is expected to acquire the
hoard and other finds.
I.L.
10. Caister (area), Lincs, Apr. 2013 (2013 T262)
Dep.: ad 50 or later.
Contents: 2 Iron Age North Eastern coins: 1 AVN
COST silver unit (ABC 1935, 0.93 g) and 1 IISVPRASV
silver unit (ABC 1920, 0.82 g).
Finder: Mr Graham Vickers, with a metal detector.
Disposition: The Collection, Lincoln has expressed an
interest in acquiring the find.
A.D./I.L.
11. Sweffling, Suffolk, Oct. 2013 (2013 T680)
Dep.: ad 14–37 or later.
Contents: 20 AR denarii: Republican (to 44 bc), 8; Julius
Caesar (44 bc), 1; Mark Antony (32–31 bc), 2; Octavian
(40 bc), 1; Augustus (31 bc–ad 14), 4; Tiberius (ad
14–37), 3; uncertain (Republican or Imperial), 1.
Finders: Mike Evans, Chris Matthews, Adrian Quinn
and Stephen Wright, with metal detectors.
Disposition: Colchester and Ipswich Museum Service
have expressed interest.
R.A.
12. Leintwardine, Herefordshire, Mar.–Aug. 2013 (2013
T863, addenda to 2012 T436)
Dep.: ad 58–59 or later.
Contents: Five AR denarii: Republican, 3; Augustus
(31 bc–ad 14), 1; Tiberius (ad 14–37), 1.
Note: The original find of 18 AR denarii included an
early issue of Nero.

Finder: Kim Claxon, with a metal detector.
Disposition: As with original find, kindly donated to
Hereford Museum.
S.M./E.M.
13. South Warks, June-July 2013 (2013 T529, addenda
to 2008 T410 and 2012 T661)
Dep.: ad 64 or later (ad 71 or later?).
Contents: Three AR denarii: Republic (Q·THERM·MF,
103 bc), 1; Caligula (ad 37–41), 1; Vespasian (ad 69–79), 1.
Note: This follows an original find of 1,145 coins and
addenda of six denarii. The latest coin (found July 2013)
in the present addenda is dated by RIC II (new edition)
to ad 71 (although it should be noted that this coin was
found unstratified and is of different patination to the
other two denarii). Previous tpq for this hoard was ad
64. For all but this final coin see S. Ireland, The SouthWarwickshire Hoard of Roman Denarii: A Catalogue,
BAR British Series 585 (Oxford, 2013).
Finders: Keith Bennett, Jamie Lamb and Andi
Nethercoat, during an archaeological investigation by
Warmington Historical Group.
Disposition: Warwickshire Museum
S.I./R.A.
14. Kington, Herefordshire, July 2013 (2013 T500)
Dep.: ad 121 or later
Contents: 11 AR denarii: Mark Antony (32–31 bc), 1;
Vespasian (ad 69–79), 4; Domitian (ad 81–96), 1; Trajan
(ad 98–117), 1; Hadrian (ad 117–38), 4.
Note: The latest coin is a type of Hadrian-Fortuna
referring to the departure of the emperor on his great
expedition, ad 121–25; RIC assigns a date range of ad
119–122.
Finders: Alun Critcheon and Ian Cole, with metal
detectors.
Disposition: The British Museum has expressed an
interest in one coin.
R.A.
15. Barton Bendish, Norfolk, July 2013 (2013 T790,
addendum to 2004 T92 and 2005 T368)
Dep.: c.ad 125.
Contents: Æ as or dupondius of Domitian (ad 81–96), 1.
Note: This addendum is in addition to the 45 Æ coins
from this hoard found in 2004 and 2005.
Finder: Stephen Brown, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Norwich Castle Museum has expressed an
interest.
A.M.
16. Springhead, Kent, 2003 (2003 T268)
Dep.: c.ad 155.
Contents: 16 Æ coins – all copper asses unless marked as
brass sest. (sestertius) or dp (dupondius): Claudius (ad
41–54), 1; Vespasian (ad 69–79), 1; Vespasian or Titus (ad
69–81), 1 (dp or as); Domitian (ad 81–96), 3 (incl. 1 dp);
Nerva (ad 96–8), 2 (1 sest. and 1 dp); Trajan (ad 98–117),
6 (incl. 2 dp); Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1; Emperor
uncertain, 1 (dp or as).
Finders: Wessex Archaeology during an archaeological
investigation in advance of the construction of the HS1
rail line.
Note: In addition to this purse hoard from context
2125, many other Iron Age and Roman site coins were
recovered. The final coin in the hoard was a Britannia
as of Pius (ad 154/5).
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Disposition: To be determined.
R.A.
17. Spetisbury, Dorset, 2003–10 (2012 T765)
Dep.: ad 138–61.
Contents: 45 Æ dupondii/asses: Hadrian (ad 117–38), 3;
Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 4; uncertain Antonine
emperor, 4; uncertain Antonine empress, 3; illegible, 31.
Finder: John Hinchcliffe, with a metal detector.
Note: Five stray later third/fourth-century coins were
also found at the same time.
Disposition: Disclaimed and returned to the finder.
R.A.
18. Gillingham, Dorset, 2013 (2013 T145)
Dep.: ad 138–61.
Contents: Eleven AR denarii: Domitian (ad 81–96), 2;
Nerva (ad 96–98), 1; Trajan (ad 98–117), 1; Hadrian
(ad 117–38), 4; Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 2; Pius for
Diva Faustina I, 1
Finder: John White, with a metal detector.
Disposition: To be determined
C.H.T./E.G.
19. Low Side Quarter, Cumbria, July 2013 (2013 T480)
Dep.: ad 138–61.
Contents: 28 AR denarii: Nero (ad 54–68), 1; Otho (ad
69), 1; Vespasian (ad 69–79), 5; Vespasian for Domitian
Caesar, 1; Domitian (ad 81–96), 2; Nerva (ad 96–98), 2;
Trajan (ad 98–117), 8; Hadrian (ad 117–38), 3;
Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 3; Pius for Faustina I, 1;
Illegible fragment, 1
Finders: Justin Bell and Daniel Boakes, with metal
detectors.
Disposition: Senhouse Roman Museum, Maryport has
expressed an interest.
S.N.
20. Glenlochar, Kirkcudbrightshire, Dec. 2013 (TTDB
2014/028)
Dep.: ad 147–58 or later.
Contents: 12 AR denarii: Roman Republic (Philippus,
56 bc), 1; Trajan (ad 98–117), 6; ?Trajan, 1; Hadrian (ad
117–38), 1; Antoninus Pius (ad 138-61), 2; uncertain
emperor (late first or second century ad), 1 fragment.
Note: This hoard was found just outside the area of the
Roman fort at Glenlochar, at which Antonine occupation has been demonstrated. The internal distribution
would be consistent with that to be expected from a site
assemblage in an Antonine fort, although the presence
of the Republican denarius is slightly unexpected.
Note: Metal-detector find.
Disposition: To be determined.
N.H.
21. Newton Farm, Wemyss, Fife, 2013 (TTDB 2013/293)
Dep.: AD 161 or later.
Contents: 4 AR denarii: Hadrian (ad 117–38), 1;
Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1; Pius for Diva Faustina
I, 1; Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80), 1 (struck ad 161).
Note: Metal-detector find 2013.
Disposition: To be determined.
N.H.
22. Churchstow, Devon, 2013 (2013 T96)
Dep.: ad 176 or later.
Contents: 16 AE sestertii and fractions: Trajan (ad
98–117), 1 (dp/as); Hadrian (ad 117–38), 2 (1 sest., 1 dp/
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as); Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 3 (1 sest., 2 dp); Pius
for Faustina I, 1 (dp/as), Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80)
for Faustina II, 1 (dp/as); uncertain Antonine empress,
1; illegible, 7.
Finder: Lee Booth, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Plymouth City Museum and Art Gallery
has expressed an interest.
R.A.
23. Ollerton, Notts, Nov. 2012 (2013 T160, addenda to
Ollerton hoard 1910)
Dep.: c.ad 180 (whole hoard).
Contents: 8 AR denarii: Vitellius (ad 69), 1; Vespasian
(ad 69–79), 3; Trajan (ad 98–117), 2; Hadrian (ad 117–38),
1; Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1
Note: The original Ollerton find was made in 1910 (367
coins), with addenda of 50 coins in 1988; previously
reported in CHRB XI, pp. 46–9 (also RBCH 314).
Finders: Ivan Falconbridge, Tony Knight, Stephen
Smith and Paul Wigginton, with metal detectors.
Disposition: Newark Museum has expressed an interest.
R.A.
24. Synton, Ashkirk, Roxburghshire, 4 May 2011 (TT
25/12)
Dep.: ad 180 or later
Contents: 228 denarii: Vitellius (ad 69), 1; Vespasian (ad
69–79), Titus, 1; Titus (ad 79–81), 1; Domitian (ad
81–96), 13; Nerva (ad 96–98), 4; Trajan (ad 98–117), 37;
Hadrian (ad 117–38), 37; Sabina, 5; Antoninus Pius (ad
138–61), 50; Faustina I, 1; Diva Faustina I, 16; Marcus
Aurelius, 18; Faustina II, 3; Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80),
19; Lucius Verus, 7; Divus Antoninus Pius, 2; Faustina
II, 11; Lucilla 1; Commodus (ad 180–93), Crispina, 1.
Note: A full catalogue of this hoard, and of the denarius hoard from Kippilaw, Roxburghshire (NC 171
(2011), 412, hoard 24), along with discussion of their
significance in the context of events in Roman Scotland,
will be included in a paper to be submitted for publication in Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of
Scotland.
Note: Metal-detector find.
Disposition: Claimed as Treasure Trove and allocated to
Scottish Borders Museum Service.
N.H.
25. Knutsford, Cheshire, addenda, Jan.–May 2012 (2012
T406)
Dep.: c.ad 191.
Contents: 45 silver denarii: Mark Antony (coins dated
32–31 bc), 1; Vespasian (ad 69–79), 4; Titus under
Vespasian, 1; Uncertain Flavian (Titus or Domitian), 1;
Titus (ad 79–81), 1; Domitian under Titus, 1; Nerva (ad
96–98), 1; Trajan (ad 98–117), 4; Hadrian (ad 117–38),
5; Sabina, 1; Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 4; Diva
Faustina I, 3; Aurelius Caesar under Pius, 3; Marcus
Aurelius (ad 161–80), 2; Divus Verus, 1; Lucilla, 2,
Faustina II, 2; Commodus (ad 180–92), 3; Divus
Marcus Aurelius, 1; Crispina, 1; irregular, 3.
Note: Addenda to 35 coins brought to the National
Museums Liverpool in January 2013 and a further 10
coins found between February and May 2013, received
in May 2013. The total for hoard stands at 101 AR
denarii and 2 Æ sestertii to ad 190–91, together with
two silver-gilt trumpet brooches and two silver fingerrings and associated fragments.
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Finder: Alan Bates, with a metal detector.
Disposition: National Museums Liverpool has expressed
an interest.
E.G.

Note: Total weight: 8.9 g.
Finder: Phil Haist, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
R.G.

26. Honiton, Devon, 2013 (2013 T171)
Dep.: c.ad 195.
Contents: 15 Æ sestertii: Trajan (ad 98–117), 1;
Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1; Marcus Aurelius (ad
161–80), 1, Commodus (ad 180–92), 1; uncertain
Antonine, 4; Clodius Albinus Caesar (ad 193–95), 1;
uncertain emperor, 6.
Note: The sestertii were in very worn condition. Three
copper alloy objects were also found at the same time
but were unlikely to be Roman.
Finder: Julian Hewitt, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
R.A./P.W.

31. Cheselbourne, Dorset, Sept. 2013 (2013 T821)
Dep.: ad 241 or later.
Contents: 19 Æ sestertii and fractions: Trajan or
Hadrian (ad 98–138), 2; Hadrian (ad 117–38), 1 + 1
(dp); Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 2; Pius for Faustina I,
1 (dp/as); Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80), 2; Marcus for
Faustina II, 1 + 2 (dp/as); Commodus (ad 180–92), 2;
Gordian III (ad 238–44), 2 (dp/as); emperor illegible, 2
+ 1 (dp/as).
Note: The latest coins were of Gordian III: one of
either TR P IIII or V (i.e. up to ad 242), and the other,
undated, of a Hercules type probably slightly earlier.
Nine stray base metal radiates and nummi were also
recovered at the same time.
Finder: Thomas Jones, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
R.A.

27. Hatcliffe, Lincs, May 2013 (2013 T454)
Dep.: ad 193 or later.
Contents: 2 base silver denarii: Septimius Severus (ad
193–211), 2.
Note: Both coins are from the ‘Wars of the Succession’,
ad 193–97.
Finder: Stan Little, with a metal detector.
Disposition: North East Lincolnshire Museum Service
has expressed an interest.
P.W./M.F.
28. Arborfield, Berks., Sept. 2013 (2013 T616, addenda
to Arborfield hoard 1998)
Dep.: c.ad 204.
Contents: 5 AR denarii: Hadrian (ad 117–38), 1;
Hadrian for Sabina, 1; Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61) for
Diva Faustina I, 1; Pius for Aurelius Caesar, 1; Marcus
Aurelius (ad 161–80), 1.
Note: These denarii form addenda to the original
Severan denarius hoard of 35 coins from July 1998,
found by Mr T. Smith and published in CHRB XI,
pp. 135–7.
Finder: Andrew Thompson, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
R.A.
29. Wighton, Norfolk, April 2013 (2013 T463)
Dep.: ad 227 or later.
Contents: 17 Æ sestertii and fractions: Domitian (ad
81–96), 1 (dp/as); Trajan (ad 98–117), 1 (as); Hadrian
(ad 117–38), 1 (sest.); Hadrian for Aelius Caesar, 1 (dp/
as); Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1 (dp); Pius for Marcus
Caesar, 1 (dp/as); Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80), 4
(sest.); Lucius Verus (ad 161–9), 1 (sest.), Marcus for
Divus Pius, 1 (sest.); Marcus for Faustina II, 2 (sest.),
Marcus for Commodus Caesar, 2 (sest.); Severus
Alexander (ad 222–35), 1 (sest.).
Note: The latest datable coin is of Severus Alexander
(TR P VI = ad 227). Some pottery fragments were seen
at the time of discovery but were not submitted for this
report.
Finder: David Fox, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Norwich Castle Museum has expressed an
interest.
E.D./R.A.
30. Bempton, E. Yorks, Oct. 2013 (2013 T907)
Dep.: up to c.ad 240.
Contents: Two illegible burnt and fused silver denarii.

32. Swaffham, Norfolk, Feb. 2013 (2013 T120)
Dep.: c.ad 260.
Contents: 4 fused base silver radiates: Philip I or II (ad
244–49), 1; Saloninus Caesar (ad 258–60), 1; uncertain,
2 (one is fragmentary)
Finders: Stephen Brown, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Norwich Castle Museum has expressed an
interest.
R.A.
33. Yeovil, Somerset, Mar. 2013 (2013 T179)
Dep.: c.ad 271.
Contents: 4 AE sestertii, 165 AR denarii and 3170 radiates. Sestertii: Marcus Aurelius (ad 161–80) for
Faustina II, 1; Aurelius for Lucilla, 2, Commodus (ad
180-92), 1. Denarii: Antoninus Pius (ad 138–61), 1;
Septimius Severus (ad 193–211), 15; Caracalla (ad
198–217), 14; Severus for Julia Domna, 4; Severus for
Geta Caesar, 1; Macrinus (ad 217–18), 1; Elagabalus
(ad 218–22), 39; Elagabalus for Julia Soemias, 6;
Elagabalus for Julia Maesa, 10; Elagabalus for Aquilia
Severa, 2; Severus Alexander (ad 222–35), 49; Severus
Alexander for Julia Mamaea, 11; Severus Alexander
for Orbiana, 1; Maximinus I (ad 235–38), 7; Maximinus
for Maximus, 2; Gordian III (ad 238–44), 2. Radiates:
Caracalla (ad 198–217) for Julia Domna, 2; Elagabalus
(ad 218–22), 8; Pupienus (ad 238), 1; Gordian III (ad
238–44), 466; Philip I (ad 244–49), 284; Philip for
Otacilia Severa, 66; Philip I for Philip Caesar, 48, Philip
II Augustus (ad 247–49), 24; Decius (ad 249–51), 93;
Decius for Herennia Etruscilla, 52; Decius for Herennius
Etruscus, 25; Decius for Hostilian Caesar, 7; Decius for
the Divi, 8; Trebonianus Gallus (ad 251–53), 129;
Volusian Augustus (ad 251–53), 77; Aemilian (ad 253),
5, Valerian I (ad 253–60), 255; Gallienus (joint reign,
ad 253–60), 418; Valerian for Salonina, 177; Valerian I
for Valerian II, 90; Valerian I for Divus Valerian II, 54;
Valerian for Saloninus Caesar, 95; Valerian for
Saloninus Augustus, 1; Valerian for Diva Mariniana, 3;
Gallienus (sole reign, ad 260–68), 2; Gallienus for
Salonina, 2; Postumus (ad 260–69), 766; Victorinus
(ad 269–71), 6; irregular radiates, 7; illegible radiates,
18.
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Note: The final total is provisional as catalogue is ongoing. Many illegible coins were encrusted in the mineralised remains of organic material.
Finders: Colin Parnell, Mark Copsey and Reubin Lines,
with metal detectors.
Disposition: Somerset Heritage Service has expressed an
interest.
E.J./R.A.
34. Beverley, E. Yorks., Sept. 2013 (2013 T543)
Dep.: ad 276–82.
Contents: 642 radiates: Gallienus and Salon
ina (ad
260–68), 77; Claudius II (ad 269–70), 50; Divus Claudius,
10; Quintillus (ad 270), 5; Aurelian (ad 270–75), 1;
Tacitus (ad 275–76), 8; Probus (ad 276–82), 12; Postumus
(ad 260–69), 3; Victorinus (ad 269–71), 109; Tetricus I
and II (ad 271–74), 298; uncertain Gallic emperor, 48;
irregular, 1; uncertain, 20.
Note: A clipped Elizabeth I silver penny (rose mintmark)
was discovered in the same area at the time. This has been
recorded on the PAS database under the same finds number.
Finder: Andy Stewart, with a metal detector.
Disposition: The British Museum has expressed an interest in one coin (of Probus); the rest of the coins to be
returned to the finder.
R.A.
35. Marlborough, Wilts., 2013 (2013 T438)
Dep.: c.ad 289.
Contents: 465 radiates: Valerian (ad 253–60), 1; Valerian
for Salonina, 1; Gallienus, sole reign (ad 260–68), 43;
Gallienus for Salonina, 4, Claudius II (ad 268–70), 47;
Divus Claudius, 9; Quintillus (ad 270), 3; Postumus (ad
260–69), 6; Victorinus (ad 269–71), 75; Tetricus I (ad
271–74), 101; Tetricus I for Tetricus II, 49; uncertain
Gallic emperor, 40; Carausius (ad 286–93), 6; illegible
radiates, 53; irregular radiates, 29.
Note: All of the Carausius coins were unmintmarked
(c.ad 286–89). 16 fourth century nummi were found at the
same time but were probably stray coins.
Finder: Michael Rae, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Wiltshire Heritage Museum has expressed
an interest.
R.A.
36. Malmesbury, Wilts., Sept. 2012 (2012 T652)
Dep.: c.ad 317.
Contents: 3 radiates and 1263 nummi. Radiates: Joint
reign of Diocletian and Maximian, 2 (Diocletian, 1;
Maximian, 1); Allectus (ad 293–95/96), 1. Nummi: ad
307–13, 1,104 (London, 585; Trier, 408; Lyon, 78;
Ticinum, 5; Rome, 3; Ostia, 4; Siscia, 2; uncertain, 19); ad
313–17, 157 (London, 94; Trier, 32; Lyon, 25; Arles, 3;
Ticinum, 1, uncertain, 2); illegible nummi, 2.
Note: Pottery fragments found with the coins awaiting
identification at Athelstan Museum
Finder: Tony Mims, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Athelstan Museum has expressed interest
with backup interest in type varieties by the British
Museum.
E.M.
37. Claverley, Salop, 2013 (2013 T849)
Dep.: c.ad 317.
Contents: 4 radiates and 17 nummi. Radiates: Victorinus
or Tetricus I (ad 269–74), 1; Carausius (ad 286–93), 1;
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Carausius for Diocletian, 1; uncertain, 1. Nummi: ad
294–313, 13 (London, 6; Trier, 3; uncertain, 4); ad
313–17, 4 (London, 1; Thessalonica, 1).
Finders: Christopher Rowley and Ronald Summers,
with metal detectors.
Disposition: Returned to finders.
R.A.
38. Plympton, Devon, 2012–13 (2012 T672, addenda to
2011 T579)
Dep.: c.ad 324.
Contents: 121 nummi: ad 318–24 (London, 50; Lyons, 5;
Trier, 28; Ticinum, 1; Aquileia, 2; Siscia, 2; uncertain,
33).
Note: With the original find in 2011 the total now stands
at 202 nummi to ad 324.
Finders: Graham and Mark Bryce, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Plymouth City Museum and Art Gallery
has expressed an interest.
E.G./R.A.
39. Frampton, Dorset, Apr. 2013 (2013 T236)
Dep.: c.ad 324.
Contents: 1 radiate and nummi. Radiate: Allectus (ad
293–95/6), 1. Nummi: ad 317–24, 14 (London, 2; Trier, 4;
Rome or Ticinum, 1, uncertain, 7); uncertain nummi, 5.
Note: The coins were mostly corroded and/or fragmentary.
Finders: Julia Spruntulis, Graham Harrison, John
Julier, Geoff Rawlings, Steve Thomas, Paul Urquhart,
Trevor Ward and Mark Weavers, with metal detectors.
Disposition: Returned to finders.
R.A.
40. Martock, Somerset, July 2012 (2012 T520)
Dep.: c.ad 328.
Contents: 425 AE nummi: ad 317–324, 367 (London,
192; Trier, 99; Lyon, 11; Rome, 2; Ticinum, 3; Siscia, 5;
Thessalonica, 1; uncertain, 54); ad 324–30, 24 (London,
8; Trier, 15; Arles, 1); illegible nummi, 34.
Note: Pottery sherds associated with the coins were
examined by Alice Forward (Headley Trust intern). The
main group of coins appears to have been buried in a
Black Burnished Ware jar with a dish of similar fabric
covering the top.
Finders: Three finders (names withheld), with metal
detector(s).
Disposition: The British Museum has expressed interest
in a few type varieties.
L.B.
41. Oxford, Oxon, 2012 (2012 T773)
Dep.: c.ad 329.
Contents: 26 Æ nummi: ad 317–24, 13 (London, 2;
Trier, 8; Arles, 1; Siscia, 1; uncertain, 1); ad 324–29, 13
(London, 3; Trier, 7; Arles, 1; Constantinople, 1, uncertain, 1).
Finders: Rob Wadley and David Wear, with metal
detectors.
Disposition: Returned to finders.
R.A.
42. West Dean, Wilts., Aug.–Nov. 2012 (2012 T884)
Dep.: c.ad 340
Contents: 3 radiates and 496 nummi. Radiates: Gallienus
(sole reign, ad 260–68), 2; Tetricus I (ad 271–74), 1.
Nummi: ad 294–313, 3 (London, 1; Trier, 1; uncertain, 1);
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ad 313–17, 5 (London, 2; Arles, 1; Rome, 2); ad 317–24,
50 (London, 2; Trier, 23; Lyon, 14; Rome, 1; other
mints, 9; uncertain, 1); ad 324–29, 36 (London, 1; Trier,
20; Lyon, 3; Arles, 8; other mints, 3, uncertain, 1); ad
330–35, 373 (Trier, 211; Lyon, 85; Arles, 38; Rome, 3;
other mints, 5, uncertain, 31); ad 335–40, 7 (Lyon, 1;
Arles, 1; uncertain, 5); irregular copies, 22.
Note: Two Roman lead tesserae were found alongside
the coins. No container was found with the coins but
traces of textile in the corrosion product of one coin
suggest they were in a sack or bag.
Finder: Gavin Warren, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Dean Heritage Centre, Gloucestershire has
expressed an interest, and the British Museum has
expressed interest in three of the coins and the two lead
tesserae.
R.A.

43. Somerton, Somerset, Feb. 2013 (2013 T73)
Dep.: c.ad 340
Contents: 138 nummi: ad 324–30, 1 (Trier); ad 330–35,
85 (Trier, 15; Lyon, 2; Arles, 5; other mints, 1; uncertain,
62); ad 335–40, 14 (Trier, 1; uncertain, 13); uncertain
reverses, 37; irregular, 1.
Note: Found during a rally. Many other finders discovered Roman coins (and other artefacts) in the same field
but they seem to have been a very mixed group of site
coins probably representing an unrelated build-up of
individual losses over centuries (from the second to the
end of the fourth centuries ad). These stray finds of
Roman artefacts have been passed over to the Portable
Antiquities Scheme for recording.
Finder: David Baker, with a metal detector.
Disposition: To be determined.
R.A.
44. Wilberfoss, E. Yorks., Oct. 2013 (2013 T618)
Dep.: c.ad 350.
Contents: 4 radiates and 9 nummi. Radiates: Tetricus I or
II (ad 271–74), 1; ?Allectus (ad 293–95/96), 1; uncertain,
2. Nummi: ad 310–13, 1 (uncertain mint); ad 317–24, 1
(uncertain mint); ad 324–29, 1 (London); ad 330–35, 3
(uncertain mint); ad 348-50, 3 (uncertain mint).
Finder: David Booth, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
R.A.
45. Exeter, Devon, 2008–10 (2012 T848)
Dep.: Uncertain but late third to mid-fourth century ad.
Contents: Fused lump of late Roman base metal coins
(debased radiates or Constantinian nummi). Weight =
80.05 g and max. length = 75 mm.
Note: The hoard is a fused lump which has been
squashed as if extruded through a narrow gap. Perhaps
the result of concealment in a building which has subsequently burnt down.
Finder: Colin Hart, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Disclaimed and returned to finder.
R.A.
46. Tickhill, S. Yorks., 2012–13 (2012 T896)
Dep.: c.ad 355.
Contents: 1 AR denarius, 1 Æ sestertius, 1 Æ radiate and
45 Æ nummi. Denarius: Commodus (ad 180–92) for
Crispina, 1; sestertius: uncertain Antonine empress, 1;
radiate: Victorinus (ad 269–71), 1; nummi: ad 330–35, 1

(Trier); ad 347–48, 2 (Trier and irregular); Magnentius
(ad 350–53), 13 (Amiens, 1; Trier, 1; uncertain mint, 10;
irregular, 1); ad 353–54, 26 (Lyon, 1).
Note: A first to second-century ad copper alloy brooch
fragment and grey ware pottery sherds were found
alongside the coins but are probably unrelated. It is also
unlikely that the Antonine period coins are associated
with the later bronzes.
Finder: Peter Leech, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Disclaimed and returned to finder.
R.A.
47. Droxford, Hants, Dec. 2013 (2013 T900)
Dep.: c.ad 375.
Contents: 15 AE nummi: Magnentius (ad 350–53), 12
(Amiens, 1; Trier, 3; uncertain, 8); Magnentius for
Decentius, 1 (Trier); Gratian (ad 367–83), 1 (Arles),
irregular, 1.
Note: The coins were dispersed but found in a small
area, which also produced a body sherd of RomanoBritish greyware and a first-century ad Colchester type
brooch (5.85 g; 65 mm long), both probably unrelated
to the coin hoard.
Finders: Steve Broom, Kristan Jones, Anthony James
Dunn, Terry Wilding, Jeffrey James Cocker, Bob Judd,
Martin Gilchrist and Graham Webster, with metal
detectors.
Disposition: Winchester Museums Service has expressed
an interest.
R.W.
48. Kingston Deverill, Wilts., Aug. 2013 (2013 T885)
Dep.: c.ad 375.
Contents: 9 Æ radiates and 99 Æ nummi. Radiates:
Gallienus (ad 260–68), 1; Gallienus for Salonina (ad
260–68), 1; Victorinus (ad 269–71), 1; uncertain Gallic,
1; Carausius (ad 286–93), 1; emperor uncertain, 1;
irregular, 3. Nummi: Constantinian (318–29), 2;
Magnentian (ad 350–53), 42; post-Magnentian (ad
350s), 1; Valentinianic (ad 367–75), 1; illegible nummi,
43; irregular nummus, 1.
Note: The coins were very corroded and most were not
closely identifiable.
Finders: Alan Maidment, Andrea Thompson, Bryan
Read, and Val Macrae, with metal detectors.
Disposition: Returned to finders.
R.A.
49. Colchester district, Essex, 2012–13 (2012 T729)
Dep.: c.ad 400.
Contents: 9 siliquae and 9 nummi. Siliquae: ad 395–402,
9 (Milan, 8; irregular, 1); nummi: ad 330–41, 1 (uncertain mint); ad 346–47, 3 (Trier, 1; Arles, 1); ad 350, 3 (all
irregular); ad 364–78, 1 (uncertain mint); uncertain
nummus, 1.
Finders: Gregg Arnold, Pat Daranzo, Ron Guinazzo,
Barry Hart and Tim Rushing, with metal detectors.
Disposition: Colchester and Ipswich Museum Service
has expressed an interest.
R.A.
50. Steeple Bumpstead, Essex, Feb. 2013 (2013 T396,
addenda to 2011 T828 and 2008 T447)
Dep.: c.ad 400.
Contents: Two AR siliquae: Julian (ad 360–63), 1;
Valens (ad 364–78), 1.
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Note: The total now stands at six siliquae to ad 402.
Finder: Andrew Allen, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Returned to finder.
A.B.
51. Aston Clinton, Bucks, Oct. 2013 (2013 T603)
Dep.: c.ad 400.
Contents: 15 AE nummi: Constantinian copies (mid
fourth century ad), 2; Theodosian Æ4 (ad 388–402), 4;
illegible Æ4, 9.
Note: Three of the illegible Æ4 coins were apparently
defaced in antiquity.
Finder: Tom Clark, with a metal detector.
Disposition: Buckinghamshire County Museum has
expressed an interest.
R.A.
52. Harlton, Cambs, Nov. 2013 (2013 T830)
Dep.: c.ad 400?
Contents: At least four silver ?siliquae fused in illegible
mass (total weight = 9.21 g).
Note: The condition is possibly the result of burning;
leaving a distorted mass of what once had been four or
more coins. Traces of a Roman-style bust can be seen

on the top layer – possibly a late Roman effigy but this
remains subjective.
Finder: (Name withheld), with a metal detector.
Disposition: returned to finder.
R.A.
53. Irchester area, Northants, 2011 (2011 T540)
Dep.: c.ad 400.
Contents: 24 nummi to ad 402: Valentinian I (ad 364–75),
2 (Arles); Valens (ad 364–78), 2 (Lyon), Gratian (ad
367–83), 1 (Arles), House of Valentinian, 3 (Lyon, 2;
uncertain mint, 1); Valentinian II (ad 375–92), 2
(Rome, 1; Aquileia, 1), Arcadius (ad 383–408), 1 (mint
uncertain); House of Theodosius 9 (Aquileia, 1; uncertain mint, 8), illegible nummi, 3; illegible radiate or
nummus, 1.
Note: Part of a group (including a further 2 radiates
and 7 earlier nummi) which appeared to contain a small
late Roman hoard within it.
Finder: Coins seized by the police during an investigation into suspected illegal metal-detecting.
Disposition: Northampton Museum has expressed an
interest.
S.M.

Medieval and post-medieval hoards
No.

Find-spot and
County/Unitary Authority

Date(s) of
Discovery

54
Chelmsford district, Essex
1976
			
			
			
			
55
Blandford area, Dorset
3 Nov. 2013
			
56
Montgomery, Powys
January 2012
			
			
57
Bruern, Oxon
14 Apr. 2013
			
			
			
			
58
Dodderhill, Worcs
22–26 Sept.
		
2013
			
59
Holme Lacy area,
May 2013
Herefordshire		
60
Rugeley area, Staffs
April 2012
			
61
Wistanstow, Salop
before
		
11 Nov. 2013
62
Mains of Glasswell,
2012–14
Kirriemuir, Angus		
			
63
Deopham, Norfolk
July–Sept.
		
2013
			
64
Ballingry, Lochgelly, Fife
2013
			
			
			

Description

Dep.

Treasure no(s)

3 AR pennies and
2 AR fragments
(Danelaw imitations
of Alfred Two-Line
type)
2 AR pennies
(William I)
2 French deniers
(Vermandois and
Ponthieu)
11 AR Short Cross
pennies (2 fused groups
of 6 and 4 coins
respectively and
1 separate coin)
66 AR Long Cross coins
(pennies and cut
fractions)
3 AR pennies (Henry III,
English and Irish)
c.19 fused AR pennies
(Edward I–II)
c.9 fused AR coins
(Edward I–II)
69 AR pennies
(Edward I–II English
and Irish, John Baliol)
6 AR pennies
(Edward I–II and
Continental)
113 AR pennies
(Edward I–II English
and Irish, Alexander III
and Continental)

890s

2013 T936

early 1070s

2013 T776

after 1191

2012 W9

c.1232–50

2013 T260

1247–79

2013 T611

1251–79

2013 T467

1279–mid14th cent.
1279–mid14th cent.
1307–c.1310

2013 T421

c.1319–mid14th cent.

2013 T751

1320–c.1345

TT.164/13

2013 T851
–
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Find-spot and
County/Unitary Authority

Date(s) of
Discovery

65
Kiltarlity, Inverness-shire
2013
			
			
			
66
Twynholm,
2014
Kirkcudbrightshire 		
			
			
			
67
Stepping Stones, Castle
Autumn 2013
Douglas, Kirkcudbrightshire 		
			
68
Halesworth area, Suffolk
June 2013
			
			
			
			
69
Wenvoe, Vale of
1–2 Dec. 2012
Glamorgan 		
			
			
70
Dorchester, Dorset
13 Apr. 2013
			
			
71
Reigate, Surrey (Reigate
by 2013
hoard 1972 addenda?)		
			
72
Bronington, Wrexham
4 June 2012;
		
24 Nov. 2013
			
			
73
Brickenden, Herts
28 Oct.–
		
7 Nov. 2013
74
Aveton Gifford, Devon
31 Mar. 2013
			
75
Bolnhurst and Keysoe,
23 June 2013
Beds
76
Hurstbourne Tarrant,
2013
Hants 		
77
Churchstoke, Powys
24–29 Aug.
		
2012; 27 Sept.
		
2013
78
Wilden, Beds
19 May 2013
79
Alwington, Devon
13 Apr. 2013
			
80
Mold, Flintshire
4 Feb. 2013
			

Description

Dep.

Treasure no(s)

35 AR pennies
1344–c.1351
(Edward I–III, Alexander
III, John Baliol and
Continental)
315 AR pennies and
1344–c.1351
1 halfpenny (Edward I–III
English and Irish,
Alexander III, John
Baliol and Continental)
34 AR pennies (Edward
1351–c.1360
I–III English and Irish,
Continental)
18 AR coins (groats,
c.1360
halfgroats and pennies;
Edward I–III and
Continental) and 1 AR
fragment
5 AV coins (Edward III)
1360s
and 12 AR coins (groats
and pence; Edward I and
III)
7 AR pennies (Edward I– 1377–c.1400
Richard II and
Continental)
2 AV coins and 10 AR
mid-1450s?
groats, halfgroats and
pennies (Henry V–VI)
1 AV coin (Henry VI) and after 1465?
28 AR groats, halfgroats 		
and pence (Edward III–
Henry VI)
3 AR groats (Richard III c. mid-1490s
and Henry VII)
9 AR coins (Philip and
1592–c.1600
Mary and Elizabeth I)
17 AR coins (Elizabeth I) 1595–c.1600

TT.108/13

2 fused AR coins
1600–1690s
(Elizabeth I and uncertain)
27 AR coins (Edward
1607–1610s
VI–James I)		

2013 T784

2 AV coins (James I)
5 AR coins (Elizabeth
I–Charles I)
6 AR coins (Elizabeth I
and Charles I)

1624 or later
1632 or later

2013 T365
2013 T923

c.1645–46

2013 W2

–

TT.149/13
2013 T550

2012 W22

2013 T889
2013 T814
2012 W13;
2013 W23
2013 T729
2013 T216
2013 T490

2012 W20;
2013 W22
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Alford, near, Lincs, 68
Amersham, Bucks, 123
Arundel, near, W. Sussex, 95
Attleborough, Norfolk, 83
Baldock area, Herts, 25
Barking, Suffolk, 85
Barling, near, Essex, 40
Barnham Broom, Norfolk, 108
Battersea, London (River Thames), 79
Bedfordshire, 78
Bembridge, Isle of Wight, 3
Bere Regis, near, Dorset, 107
Birch, Essex, 114
Boston, near, Lincs, 53, 59
Bradfield, West Berks., 4
Brandon, Suffolk, 51
Bredgar. Kent, 1
Brentwood, near, Essex, 41
Bridlington, near, E. Yorks., 44
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Broughton area, Hants, 13
Burgh Le Marsh, Lincs, 129
Bury St Edmunds, near, Suffolk, 109
Buttercrambe, N. Yorks., 97
Cambridge, near, Cambs, 61
Carlisle area, Cumbria, 110
Chelmsford, Essex, 7
Cleish, Perth and Kinross, 124
Clothall, Herts, 19
Cobham and Downside, Surrey, 11
Codford, Wilts., 91
County Down, 113
Cranwich, Norfolk, 75
Craven Arms, Salop, 6, 16
Crishall, Essex, 12
Derby, near, Derbyshire, 104
East Dorset, 74
East Tanfield, N. Yorks., 67
East Walton, Norfolk, 60
East Yorkshire, 84
Elmbridge, Worcs, 21
Eye, near, Suffolk, 115
Ferrensby area, N. Yorks., 92
Fincham, Norfolk, 38, 72, 120
Fontwell, near, W. Sussex, 101
Frolesworth, Leics, 122
Great Chishill, Cambs, 70
Great Eversden, Cambs, 30, 102
Great Gidding, Cambs, 18
Grimston, Norfolk, 57
Hambledon, Bucks, 73
Hampshire, 54
Harlow, Essex, 39
Hatfield Heath, Essex, 86
Hayle, Cornwall, 119
Hilgay, Norfolk, 81
Horncastle, near, Lincs, 93, 103
Hutton Magna, Co. Durham, 48
Isle of Wight, 9, 23, 24, 26
Kent, 49, 99
Kilburn, E. Yorks., 64
Kilham, E. Yorks., 66
Laceby, near, Lincs, 77
Langtoft, E. Yorks., 15
Lapley, Stratton and Wheaton Aston, Staffs, 8
Larling, Norfolk, 100
Lincoln area, Lincs, 20
Little Chesterford, Essex, 5
Little Linford, Milton Keynes, 45
London (Thames), 89
Lopen, Somerset, 22
Louth, near, Lincs, 43
Malton, near, N. Yorks., 47
Maulden, Beds, 14
Medstead, Hants, 82
Meldreth, Cambs, 112
Mildenhall, Suffolk, 46
Monks Risborough, Bucks, 42
Newbury, near, W. Berks., 55
Newchurch, Isle of Wight, 2
Newmarket, near, Suffolk, 94
Nonington, Kent, 125
Nuneaton, Leics., 130
Ollerton parish, Notts, 105
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Pentney, Norfolk, 117
Pidley-cum-Fenton, Cambs, 17
Pontefract, Wakefield, 10
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32,
33, 34, 36, 37
Retford, Notts, 63
Rogate, W. Sussex, 88
Royston, near, Herts, 116
Rudstone, E. Yorks, 90
Saxilby, near, Lincs, 118
Shalfleet, Isle of Wight, 69
Sheriff Hutton, near, N. Yorks, 52
Skidbrooke, Lincs., 96
Sledmere, near, E. Yorks., 65
South Cambs., 80
Southend-on-Sea, near, Essex, 76
Stagshaw, Northumberland, 106
Stanford Dingley, West Berks., 87
Talconeston, Norfolk, 58
Therfield, Herefordshire, 71
Torksey, Lincs, 98
Warminster, Wilts., 62
West Wratting, Cambs, 56
Wester Balgedie, Perth and Kinross, 111
Wetheringsett-cum-Brockford, Suffolk, 35
Wheatfields Close, Hillington, Norfolk, 126
Whissonsett, Norfolk, 128
Wingham, near, Kent, 50
Wroxhall, Isle of Wight, 127
Yarmouth, Isle of Wight, 121
Iron Age coins
edited by Sam Moorhead
In 2013, 441 British and Continental Iron Age coins
were recorded on the Portable Antiquities database,
bringing the total number of coins to 43,031. In addition, a very well preserved coin die was recorded (see
no. 1, below).
1. Coin die: upper / reverse die for a late issue of a
Gallo-Belgic A gold stater, c.150–100 bc. For general
type, see ABC 4; for more precise type, Sills, Series 7
Rev. Stylised horse and charioteer r.
Weight: 91.22 g; height: 29.5 mm; diameter: 26 mm.
Bredgar, Kent. M/d find, 2013. Found by Mr Jonathan
Barrett.
The design is based upon a Greek gold stater struck
by Philip of Macedon (359–36 bc). The discovery of
this die in Kent raises the intriguing possibility that
some Gallo-Belgic A coins were in fact struck in Britain.
This unique object has been acquired by the British
Museum.
(PAS: KENT-2EEAF0)
I.L./E.M./J.J.
2. Uninscribed Gallo-Belgic Xb gold quarter stater,
attribution uncertain, c.200–100 bc, Sills 2003, p. 306,
Class 3 (no. 358)
Obv. Globular form; no design.
Rev. Rough depression with thin bar across centre.
Weight: 1.73 g; diameter: 7.5 mm; thickness: 4.25 mm.
Newchurch, Isle of Wight. M/d find, January–March
1996. Found by Mr Alan Rowe.
These coins have been variously attributed to the
Parisii, Senones, Suessiones, Carnutes, Cimbri and
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Teutoni (Sills, pp. 304–5). The coin was only recorded in
2013 and has been acquired by the Isle of Wight
Heritage Service.
(PAS: IOW-164485)
F.B./S.M.
3. Uninscribed Continental gold quarter stater, attributed to the Aulerci Cenomani, c.100–50 bc, Delestrée
and Tache 2156
Obv. Head r.
Rev. Human-headed horse, possibly winged, galloping
r.; to r., diagonal cross in square.
Weight: 1.73 g.
Bembridge, Isle of Wight. Chance find in rock pool,
May 2013. Found by Mrs Chris Borham.
(PAS: SUR-5D9925)
P.de J./D.W.
4. Uninscribed gold quarter stater of the Southern
Region / Regini, c.60–50 bc, ABC 623 (same dies as coin
illustrated), BMCIA 375
Obv. Pronounced vertical banding with a ring either
side.
Rev. Horse r., floral sun above and double-ring below;
rings in field.
Weight 1.15 g.
Bradfield, West Berks. M/d find, July 2013. Found by
Mrs Elaine Walder.
(PAS: SUR-11A824)
D.W./S.M.
5. Uninscribed ‘winged helmet type’ silver unit of the
Eastern Region / Trinovantes, c.60–20 bc, ABC 2472,
BMCIA 381
Obv. Male head r. with moustache, wearing winged
helmet.
Rev. Horse r. with bushy tail; pellet boss below; uncertain small animal above.
Weight: 1.28 g.
Little Chesterford, Essex. M/d find, before October
2013. Found by Mr Shaun Elliott.
(PAS: CAM-915DF2)
S.M./H.F.
6. Contemporary copy (gold-plated on copper-alloy
core) of a gold stater of the ruler Catti, of the Western
Region / Dobunni, c.20 bc–ad 40, cf. ABC 2057, cf.
BMCIA 3057–60
Obv. Tree symbol with pellet at base.
Rev. Triple-tailed horse r.; CATTI above; wheel below.
Weight: 1.96 g.
Craven Arms, Salop. M/d find, January 2013. Found by
Mr Mark Davies
ABC tentatively dates the reign of Catti to c.ad 1–20.
(PAS: HESH C2D524)
P.R./S.M.
7. Silver unit of Cunobelinus, Eastern Region /
Trinovantes and Catuvellauni, c. ad 10–40, ABC 2906,
BMCIA 1897
Obv. (CVNOB – IIINVS), plant within a plain circle.
Rev. Male figure standing r., holding thunderbolt and
club.
Weight: 1.23 g.
Chelmsford, Essex. M/d find, before January 2013.
Found by Mr David Chalkley.
(PAS: SUR-2C9836)
M.B./S.M.
Roman coins
edited by Philippa Walton
In 2013, 17,853 Roman coins were recorded by the
Portable Antiquities Scheme, bringing the total to 193,062.

8. Claudius (ad 41–54), sestertius, mint of Rome. RIC I,
p. 128, no. 99
Obv. […]IVS CAESAR AVG P M […], laur. head facing
r.; [PROB] countermark in rectangular panel to r.
Rev. [SPES AVGVSTA S C], Spes advancing l.
Weight: 15.6 g.
Lapley, Stratton and Wheaton Aston, Staffs. M/d find,
June 2013. Found by Dean Bartha.
(PAS: WMID-17D0D7)
T.G./S.M.
9. Galba (ad 68), denarius, Spanish Mint, RIC I, p. 234,
no. 49
Obv. SER GALBA IMPERATOR, laur. head r., with globe
at tip of bust.
Rev. [CONCORDIA] PROVINCIAR[VM], Concordia
standing l. holding branch and cornucopiae.
Weight: 3.5 g.
Isle of Wight. M/d find, January 2013. Found by Aidan
McHale.
This rare coin is not in the British Museum collection, although there is an example in the Ashmolean
Museum.
(PAS: SUSS-02E231)
S.S./S.M.
10. Hadrian or Antonine emperor (ad 117–180), dupondius or as, copy
Obv. […] AVG, dr. bust r.
Rev. […]ETVS[…] S C, standing male l., r. arm raised.
Weight: 6.94 g.
Pontefract, Wakefield. M/d find, January 2013. Found
by Graham Dale.
This coin is too crude in its execution to be a standard limesfalsum. It is likely to date to the late second or
early third century ad.
(PAS: SWYOR-155C31)
A.D./P.W.
11. Septimius Severus (ad 193–211), sestertius, Rome,
RIC IV, Pt I, p. 183, no. 670
Obv. [L SEPT SEV PERT AVG III], laur. head r.
Rev. MONET [AVG COS II P P S C], the three Monetae
standing, each holding scales and cornucopiae.
Weight: 10.83 g.
Cobham and Downside, Surrey. M/d find, December
2013. Found by Tony Burke.
(PAS: SUR-DE79C6)
M.B./S.M.
12. Caracalla as Caesar (ad 196–7), sestertius, Rome,
RIC IV, Pt I, p. 276, no. 399
Obv. […], bare-headed, dr. bust r.
Rev. [SECVRITAS PERPETVA S C], Minerva standing l.,
resting r. hand on shield and holding spear.
Weight: 6.03 g.
Crishall, Essex. M/d find, January 2013. Found by
Mark Caudle.
(PAS: BH-F61077)
J.W./P.W.
13. Macrinus (ad 217), as, Rome, RIC IVb, p. 18, no.
159
Obv. IMP CAES M OPEL SEV MACRINVS AVG, laur.,
dr. bust r.
Rev. PONTIF MAX TR P II COS II P P S C, Securitas
standing l, legs crossed, holding vertical sceptre and
leaning on column.
Weight: 11.15 g.
Broughton area, Hants. M/d find, August 2013. Found
by Mike Collyer.
(PAS: WILT-C95B51)
R.H.
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14. Severus Alexander, (ad 222–35), denarius, Rome?,
unpublished type
Obv. IMP SEV ALEXAND AVG, laur. head r.
Rev. SAECVLI FELICITAS, Felicitas standing l., holding
patera over altar and holding long caduceus.
Weight: 2.34 g.
Maulden, Beds. M/d find, September 2013. Found by
Chris Hemus.
A coin, listed as a hybrid in BMC (BMC VI, p. 219,
no. 1068) is the same except for the reverse legend,
which is spelt SECVLI FELICITAS. The British Museum
coin is more Eastern in style and is recorded as such in
RIC (RIC IV, pt 2, p. 93, no. 299). This coin appears to
be more the style of the Rome mint. It does appear to
be regular.
(PAS: LEIC-D4FA44)
S.M.
15. Orbiana (ad 225–7), denarius, Rome, RIC IV, Pt II,
p. 96, no. 319
Obv. […], diad., dr. bust r.
Rev. [CONCORDIA AV]G, Concordia seated l. holding
patera and cornucopiae.
Weight: 1 g.
Langtoft, E. Yorks. M/d find, June 2013. Found by
Walter Smith.
The coin has been deliberately cut to display only the
bust and it is possible that this modified coin formed a
decorative element of another object.
(PAS: YORYM-C2DCF2)
R.G./P.W.
16. Julia Mamaea (ad 222–35), as, Rome, RIC IV, Pt II,
p. 125, no. 677
Obv. […], bust r.
Rev: […] S C, Felicitas standing facing, head l., holding
caduceus and leaning on column.
Weight: 3.26 g.
Craven Arms, Salop. M/d find, July 2013. Found by
Mark Davies.
This coin has been modified to form a pendant. The
circumference of the coin has been clipped, creating a
small, circular suspension loop, which is now broken.
(PAS: HESH-C1A787)
P.R./P.W.
17. Valerian I (ad 253–60), radiate, Antioch, not in RIC
Obv. IMP C P VALERIANVS P F AVG, rad., dr. and cuir.
bust r.
Rev. PIETAS AVG, Emperor standing l., clasping hand
of Pietas; between them, an altar.
Weight: 1.9 g.
Pidley-cum-Fenton, Cambs. M/d find, June 2013.
Found by Bill Johnstone.
This appears to be an unpublished type. There are
two similar coins, which have a wreath above the two
figures, in the British Museum’s collection.
(PAS: FAPJW-9A9324)
P.W.
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Obv. IMP C LAELIANVS P F AVG, rad., dr. and cuir.
bust r.
Rev. VICT[ORIA AV]G, Victory advancing r., holding
wreath and palm.
Weight: 2.72 g.
Clothall, Herts. M/d find, January 2013. Found by
David Barker.
Coins of Laelian are rare finds in Britain. To date,
only eighteen other examples have been recorded on the
PAS database, the vast majority of these having
occurred in hoards.
(PAS: BH-439688)		
J.W.
20. Carausius (ad 286–93), denarius, London
Obv. IMP CARAVSIVS P I AVG, laur., dr. and cuir. bust r.
Rev. [VIRTVS] CARAVSI A[VG?], lion advancing l.
holding thunderbolt in jaws.
Weight: 3.87 g.
Lincoln area, Lincs. M/d find, November 2013. Found
by Mark Wilson.
This coin type is known with the legends VIRTVS
AVG and VIRTVS SAEC. This coins is the first recorded
example with the VIRTVS CARAVSI AVG reverse
legend.
(PAS: LANCUM-5CE838)
S.N./S.M.
21. Carausius (ad 286–93), denarius, London
Obv. IMP CARAVSIVS P F AV, rad., dr. and cuir. bust r.
Rev. RENOVA ROMAN, wolf with twins; nintmark: -//
RSR
Weight: 3.9 g.
Elmbridge, Worcs. M/d find, January 2013. Found by
Mark Wilson.
The Wolf and Twins reverse is one of the more common reverse types for silver denarii of Carausius, but
this is only the second example with the legend
RENOVA ROMAN that Sam Moorhead has seen; the
obverse legend differs, however, making this coin the
only known specimen of this precise type. This coin has
been included in the corpus for the new edition of RIC
on Carausius and Allectus.
(PAS: WAW-C77573)
A.B./S.M.
22. Carausius (ad 286–93), radiate, C Mint
Obv. IMP CARAVSIVS [P F AVG], rad., dr. bust r.
Rev. LEG [V?][II?] [CONS]//CAR AVG, bull advancing r.
Weight: 3.1 g.
Lopen, Somerset. M/d find, September 2013. Found by
Dave Shelley.
This is one of three examples known which together
enable us to reconstruct the obverse and reverse legends.
Purchased by the British Museum.
(PAS: BUC-2BEF34)
R.T./S.M.

18. Mariniana (ad 253–60), dupondius, Rome, RIC 5a,
p. 65, no. 11
Obv. [DIVA] MARINIANAE, diad., dr. bust r.
Rev. CONSECRATIO, peacock r.
Weight: 8 g.
Great Gidding, Cambs. M/d find, June 2013. Found by
Lee Booth.
(PAS: DUR-9A25A2)
L.P.

23. Constantine I (ad 306–37), nummus fraction, Trier
mint, ad 310
Obv. CONSTANTINVS AVG, laur., cuir. bust r.
Rev. MARTI CONSERV, Mars standing r. leaning on
reversed spear and resting shield on ground; nintmark:
-//PTR
Weight: 1.59 g.
Isle of Wight. M/d find, August 2013. Found by Peter
Jones.
(PAS: IOW-7004C7)
F.B./P.W.

19. Laelian (ad 269), radiate, Gallic Mint, RIC V, Pt II,
p. 373, no. 9, Cunetio p. 147, 2500.

24. Licinius II (ad 317–24), nummus, Antioch ad 317–20,
RIC VII, p. 680, no. 29
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Obv. D N VAL LICIN LICINIVS NOB C, laur. and dr.
bust l., holding globe and sceptre in r. hand and mappa
in l.
Rev. IOVI CONSERVATORI CAESS, Jupiter standing l.,
holding sceptre and Victory on globe; to l., a captive;
mintmark: -/H//SMANT
Weight: 2.5 g.
Isle of Wight. M/d find, October 2013. Found by Peter
Jones.
Coins of Licinius II are scarce in Britain as are coins
from the mint of Antioch.
(PAS: IOW-D5CE14)
F.B.
25. Constantine II (ad 337–40), solidus, Trier, RIC VIII,
p. 139, no. 1
Obv. FL CL CONSTA-NTINVS AVG, laur. and rosettediad., dr. and cuir. bust r.

Rev. SECVRITAS REI PVBLICAE, Securitas standing facing, looking r., l. elbow on column, r. hand on head;
mintmark: -//TR
Weight: 4.5 g.
Baldock area, Herts. M/d find. November 2013. Found
by Dave Mance.
(PAS: BH-0E7A6)		
J.W.
26. Arcadius, Honorius or Theodosius II, nummus,
Antioch?, ad 401–3 Cf. RIC X, p. 248, no. 97–100
Obv. [D][…], pearl-diad., dr. bust facing.
Rev. […], Constantinopolis enthroned, facing, head l.,
holding long sceptre and Victory on globe; beneath r.
foot, a prow; mintmark: -//[…][NT][…]
Weight: 1.88 g.
Isle of Wight. M/d find. November 2013. Found by
Tony Perez.
(PAS: IOW-634EB0)
F.B./P.W.

Coins of 410–1180
TABLE 1. Finds of coins of 410–1180 recorded by EMC and PAS in 2013
Period

EMC

			
Merovingian and Visigothic gold and silver
Anglo-Saxon gold shillings
Anglo-Saxon and continental sceattas
Northumbrian sceattas and stycas
Later Anglo-Saxon to Edgar’s reform
Anglo-Scandinavian
Post-Reform Anglo-Saxon
Post-Conquest English and Scottish to 1180
Carolingian and later continental to 1180
Byzantine
Islamic dirhams and fragments
Uncertain early medieval
Total

PAS
%		

16
3.9
7
1.7
119
28.7
6
1.4
70
16.9
8
1.9
66
15.9
112
27.0
8
1.9
3
0.7
0
0.0
0
0.0
415		

3
2
130
47
37
4
58
177
4
4
5
6
477

%
0.6
0.4
27.3
9.9
7.8
0.8
12.2
37.1
0.8
0.8
1.0
1.3

Source: M.A./J.N.

Byzantine coins
27. Maurice Tiberius (?) (ad 582–602), follis, uncertain
mint, cf. MIBE II, pl. 22, 65Bff.
Obv. Crowned and cuir. bust facing, holding globus
cruciger and shield.
Rev. Large M between ANNO l. and [ ] r.
Weight: 7.33 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0169)
S.M./F.M./M.A.
28. Phocas (ad 602–10), follis, Constantinople, MIBE
II, 61a, ad 606/7
Obv. Crowned bust facing, holding mappa and cross.
Rev. Large XXXX, ANNO above, 7 to l., CONà below.
Weight: 11.84 g,
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0170)
S.M./F.M./M.A.
29. Phocas (?) (ad 602–10), half follis, Constantinople
(?), cf. MIBE II, p. 34, 65b-c
Obv. Crowned bust facing, holding mappa and cross.
Rev. Large XX

Weight: 4.47 g.
Rendelsham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0197)
S.M./F.M./M.A.
Merovingian and Visigothic coins
30. Visigothic tremissis, Pseudo-Imperial in the name
of Justinian I (527–65), cf. MEC I, 200–1
Obv. D3IVST3IA3VS P AVC, diad. bust r.
Rev. VICT.AAVZT., in ex. CO3O, Victory walking r,
holding wreath and palm.
Weight: 1.29 g. Die axis: 170o.
Great Eversden, Cambs. M/d find, March 2013. Found
by Dominic Shelley.
(EMC 2013.0101)
M.A.
31. Merovingian tremissis, Campbon, Francio, Belfort
1346, Prou 547
Obv. FRANCIO, two standing figures, cross above.
Rev. CAMBIDONNO, cross in wreath.
Weight: 1.49 g. Die axis: 0o.
With attached ring mount.
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Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, March
2012. Found by Tony Marsh.
(EMC 2013.0342)
F.M./M.A.
32. Merovingan tremissis, Dorestad, Madelinus
Obv. DRESTATFIT, diad. bust r.
Rev. MADEL‹NVSN (retrograde), cross on step.
Weight: 1.08 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0185)
F.M./M.A.
33. Merovingan tremissis, Quentovic, Anglus
Obv. VVICVs FICIT, diad. bust r.
Rev. ANGLO MONET, cross on base with two annulets.
Weight: 1.16 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0193)
F.M./M.A.
34. Merovingan tremissis, Quentovic, Dutta
Obv. +VVICCO, diad. bust r.
Rev. DVTTA MONE, cross on steps.
Weight: 1.24 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0187)
F.M./M.A.
35. Merovingan tremissis, Quentovic, Dutta
Obv. +VVICCOFIT, diad. bust r.
Rev. DVTTA MO3E, cross on steps.
Weight: 1.26 g.
Wetheringsett-cum-Brockford, Suffolk. M/d find, by
2013. Found by Kim Mills.
(EMC 2013.0277; PAS SF-F3F683)
M.A.
36. Merovingan tremissis, Vrillé, Fridirico
Obv. VIRILIACO[FIT?], diad. bust r.
Rev. +FRIDIRICO MON, cross pattée.
Weight: 1.23 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 1 September
2011.
A cut quarter from another tremissis, slightly chipped,
is adhering to the centre of the obverse of the complete
coin. An element of the legend is visible on this attached
fragment (reading E+C), but this is insufficient to identify
the coin.
(EMC 2013.0198)
M.A.
37. Merovingan tremissis, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. +[ ][tIII?], diad. bust r.
Rev. Inscription, cross ancrée.
Weight: 1.32 g.
Rendlesham productive site, Suffolk. M/d find, 2011–12.
(EMC 2013.0186)
F.M./M.A.
38. Merovingan tremissis, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. +TEVDNOCAS, diad. bust r., shield on shoulder.
Rev. +TOE[D?]O[B?]E MO, cross on step.
Weight: 1.27 g.
Fincham, Norfolk. M/d find, April 2013. Found by Mr
S. Sproule.
(EMC 2013.0235; PAS NMS-9A2563)
A.M./M.A.
39. Merovingan tremissis, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. +ILSMdIII_[O?]ILO, diad. bust r.
Rev. +SA[ ][A?]V, cross in wreath.
Weight: 1.26 g.
Harlow, Essex. M/d find, 2013.
(EMC 2013.0287)
C.W./M.A.
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40. Merovingan tremissis, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. +RE3TOVR (R reversed), diad. bust l.
Rev. +HADDO3EC, cross.
Weight: 1.27 g.
Barling, near, Essex. M/d find, August 2013.
(EMC 2013.0302)
C.W./M.A.
41. Merovingan tremissis, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. Bust, pellets in field.
Rev. +DA[D?][E or F?][E or F?]NI (retrograde, A inverted),
cross on steps with cross below and four pellets around.
Weight: 1.3 g.
Brentwood, near, Essex. M/d find, 2013. Found by Alan
Smith.
(EMC 2013.0331)
M.A.
42. Plated imitation of Merovingian denier, Poitiers, cf.
Prou 2242, 2245–6, 2251–4
Obv. Rad. bust r.
Rev. Inscription, cross of five pellets.
Monks Risborough, Bucks. M/d find, by 2013.
(EMC 2013.0412)
R.P./M.A.
43. Merovingian denier, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. Diad. bust r.
Rev. EEE / OO
Weight: 0.80 g.
Louth, near, Lincs. M/d find, 9 May 2013. Found by
Graham Vickers.
(EMC 2013.0160; PAS LIN-S1F808)
M.A.
44. Merovingian denier, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. [ ]A[TL?][C or O?]O, diad. bust r.
Rev. Quadrilateral with annulet at each angle and central
pellet.
Weight: 0.65 g.
Bridlington, near, E. Yorks. M/d find, by 2013.
(EMC 2013.0371)
P.B./M.A.
45. Merovingian denier, uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. AR monogram.
Rev. A, I, I, V in field.
Weight not recorded.
Little Linford, Milton Keynes. M/d find, 27 October
2013. Found by Mark Schollar.
(EMC 2013.0380)
M.A.
Anglo-Saxon Shillings
46. Shilling (‘thrymsa’), Constantine type, Sutherland
II.ii, North 17
Obv. Diad. bust r., open hand and star before face.
Rev. Lyre-shaped object within double-dotted three
quarter circle.
Weight: 1.20 g. Die axis: 90o.
Mildenhall, Suffolk. M/d find, 2 February 2013. Found
by Paul Flack.
(EMC 2013.0256; PAS: SF-4AA4E3; 2013 T106)
M.A.
47. Shilling (‘thrymsa’), Cross-on-Steps type, Sutherland
II.iv, North Obv. Diad head l.
Rev. Inscription, orbis cruciger on three steps.
Weight: 1.36 g. Die axis: 90o.
Malton, near, N. Yorks. M/d find, 2013.
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Probably from the same dies as Sutherland 11 (Metcalf,
Thrymsas and Sceattas, no. 67). Specific Gravity analysis:
16.468 = c.79% gold.
(EMC 2013.0389)
A.G./M.A.
48. Shilling (‘thrymsa’), Two Emperors type, Sutherland
II.v, North 20
Obv. Inscription, diad. bust r.
Rev. Stylized figure of Victory, wings around two heads.
Weight not recorded (chipped). Die axis: 270o.
Hutton Magna, Co. Durham. M/d find, September 2013.
(EMC 2013.0321)
G.D./M.A.
49. Shilling (‘thrymsa’), Witmen type, Sutherland IV.ii,
North 25
Obv. Bust r.
Rev. Inscription, cross fourchée in beaded inner circle.
Weight: 1.26 g.
Kent. M/d find, by 2013.
From the same dies as Coin Register 2009, no. 56
(EMC 2013.0062)
J.P./M.A.
50. Shilling (‘thrymsa’), Vanimundus, Va B I, North 12/2
Obv. Inscription, helm. bust r. with staff on shoulder.
Rev. Inscription, cross pattée in wreath.
Weight not recorded.
Wingham, near, Kent. M/d find, 25 August 2013. Found
by Stuart McMillan.
(EMC 2013.0291)
M.A.
Pennies (‘Sceattas’)
51. Series C (imitation?)
Obv. Rad. bust l, pyramidal neck, runes l, chevronbarred ` behind.
Rev. Beaded standard, cross pommée below.
Weight: 1.06 g. Die axis: 0o.
Brandon, Suffolk. M/d find, by January 2014.
Left facing busts are unusual in Series C and this may
indicate that this is a contemporary imitation.
(EMC 2014.0060)
A.A.
52. Series E, North 45
Obv. ‘Porcupine’ with letters around (H, T, S, E and 7).
Rev. Letters (P, S, S, E, H and 6) around V and m.
Weight not recorded.
Sheriff Hutton, near, N. Yorks. M/d find, 26 May 2013,
Found by Peter Milligan.
The use of letters in the unusual types of this coin
may be influenced by the contemporary Merovingian
coinage.
(EMC 2013.0236)
M.A.
53. Series E, North 45
Obv. ‘Porcupine’, with two annulets and to bars below.
Rev. Beaded standard with cross pommée at each corner
and crescent in margin, central ‘floral’ element.
Weight: 1.00 g.
Boston, near, Lincs. M/d find, by January 2014.
A previously unrecorded variation in the vast coinage
of Series E from the Low Countries.
(EMC 2014.0055)
M.A.
54. Series K (Type 32a)
Obv. Diad. bust r., cup in hand, cross pommée above
cup.

Rev. Figure facing, standing in crescent boat, holding
long cross l, bird of prey and perch r.
Weight: 0.89 g. Die axis: 180o.
Hampshire. M/d find, by October 2013. Found by
M. Edwards.
The tabard on the reverse figure is usually crosshatched but here it is pelleted.
(EMC 2014.0059)
M.A.
55. Series K (Type 33), North 93
Obv. Diad. bust l., cross before face.
Rev. Wolf’s head l.
Weight not recorded.
Newbury, near, W. Berks. M/d find, 21 March 2013.
Found by Allan Ashford.
A variant of Series K (Type 33), with the bust facing
left rather than right, as is usual.
(EMC 2013.0084)
M.A.
56. Archer Group
Obv. Archer kneeling r, bow and arrow before, branch
behind.
Rev. Bird l., wing over back, long tail feathers, turning
to peck berries behind.
Weight: 0.93 g. Die axis: 270o.
West Wratting, Cambs. M/d find, by February 2013.
Found by S. Elden.
This type, despite its typically poor execution and
alloy, remains one of the rarities in the sceatta coinage.
Anna Gannon, The Iconography of Early Anglo-Saxon
Coinage, 105–6, discusses the religiously charged message of the obverse and reverse, when taken together.
The find-spot is consistent with the generally eastern
distribution of this type.
(EMC 2013.0049)
A.A.
57. Annulet-Cross group
Obv. Degenerate bust r., runic legend Xepa before, three
pellets behind, linear pyramid neck, slightly curved
exergual lines, two vertical rows of chevrons l.
Rev. Large annulet in each quarter of a cross.
Weight: 1.18g.
Grimston, Norfolk. M/d find, by May 2013. Found by
S. Elden.
Related to the typically poorly-executed AnnuletCross group, this specimen has stylistic differences on
both obverse and reverse to previous recorded varieties.
(EMC 2014.0058)
A.A.
58. Series QIE (Type 67b)
Obv. Bust r., cross before face.
Rev. Bird r, cross before.
Weight: 1.2 g.
Talconeston, Norfolk. M/d find, March 2013. Found by
Gary Knoke.
A new variant of Series QIE with the bird facing
right rather than left and a cross to the right.
(EMC 2013.0077)
M.A.
59. Series O/W
Obv. Monster l., head r. over back.
Rev. Cross-crosslet over saltire.
Weight: 1.11 g. Die axis: 0o.
Boston, near, Lincs. M/d find, by January 2014.
A previously unrecorded mule of Series O and W.
(EMC 2014.0056)
A.A/
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60. Saltire Standard type, moneyer Tiluwald
Obv. Tiluwald (runic) around annulet.
Rev. Saltire standard.
Weight: 0.98 g.
East Walton, Norfolk. M/d find, 11 February 2013.
Found by Steve Brown.
The second known specimen of this type; for the first
see Coin Register 2010, no. 130 (from similar but different
dies).
(EMC 2013.0046; PAS NMS-631257)
M.A.
61. Saltire Standard type related
Obv. Pellet saltire in beaded standard, row of three pellets
to each side.
Rev. Two conjoined Ts over pellet cross.
Weight: 1.08 g.
Cambridge, near, Cambs. M/d find, by March 2013.
This sceat is related to the anonymous ‘saltire standard’
group and is of a previously unrecorded reverse style,
which is elegant in its simplicity and very slight
asymmetry.
(EMC 2014.0051)
A.A.
62. Series X (Type 31), North 116/117
Obv. Facing ‘Wodan’ head with radiate hair, beard and
long moustache, cross pommée either side.
Rev. Bipedal monster r, looking back,
Weight: 0.90 g. Die axis: 180o.
Warminster, Wilts. M/d find, by January 2013.
An ususual portrayal of the ‘Wodan head’ with long
moustaches. The prominent crosses either side of the
head make it more likely that this is a facing bust of
Christ than Wodan, who perhaps may be expected to
have been shown with one eye.
(EMC 2014.0057)
A.A.
63. Aldfrith of Northumbria (685–704), North 176,
York
Obv. +`LdFRIdUs
Rev. Quadruped l.
Weight: 1.16 g. Die axis: 270o.
Retford, Notts. M/d find, by February 2013.
The reverse is similar to the normal type, but with an
erect ear and what appears to be a halter on the animal’s
neck.
(EMC 2014.0050)
A.A.
64. Eadberht of Northumbria (737–58), North 177,
York
Obv. EOTBERHTVS
Rev. Quadruped r., triquetra below.
Weight: 0.99 g. Die axis: 90o.
Kilburn, E. Yorks. M/d find, by August 2013.
(EMC 2014.0053)
A.A.
65. Eadberht of Northumbria (737–58), North 177,
York
Obv. EOTBERHTVs
Rev. Quadruped r., triquetra below.
Weight: 0.99 g. Die axis: 90o.
Sledmere, near, E. Yorks. M/d find, by September 2013.
Ron Bude comments: ‘The reverse of this coin is a
new die. The obverse match for this coin has a reverse
with long tongue, beaded tail, and only one mark, a triquetrum in the third position. The few known reverse
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dies with the mark arrangement of [this] coin, that is
dot, -, triq, - , do not have a tongue.’
(EMC 2014.0054)
A.A.
66. Eadberht of Northumbria (737–58), North 178,
York
Obv. EOTBEREhTVà
Rev. Quadruped l., pellets in field.
Weight: 1.14 g. Die axis: 270o.
Kilham, E. Yorks. M/d find, by June 2013.
(EMC 2014.0051)
A.A.
67. Alchred of Northumbria (765–74), North 179, York
Obv. [ ]ÊÎ
Rev. Quadruped r., cross pommée below.
Weight: 0.91 g (chipped).
East Tanfield, N. Yorks. M/d find, by April 2013.
(EMC 2014.0167; PAS YORYM-428AF6)
E.C.
Later Anglo-Saxon
68. Offa of Mercia (757–96), Light Coinage, London,
Sothing(?), cf. Chick 71a
Obv. +OFFaREX+, diad. and cuir. bust r.
Rev. +S / O5 / IN / g in angles of a floriate cross with
large annulet and five pellets in centre.
Weight: 1.19 g. Die axis: 270o.
Alford, near, Lincs. M/d find, by 2013.
This coin and Chick 71a (tentatively attributed to
Winoth) seem to name an otherwise unrecorded
moneyer, Sothing.
(EMC 2013.0367)
J.P./M.A.
69. Coenwulf of Mercia (796–821), Portrait type, East
Anglian mint, Lul, Naismith E10.2, North 363
Obv. [ ]CONVVLF[ ]
Rev. + L / V / L
Weight: 0.89 g (fragment). Die axis: 270o.
Shalfleet, Isle of Wight. M/d find, August 2013.
(EMC 2014.0168; PAS: IOW-B56471)
F.B./J.N.
70. Cuthred, King of Kent (798–807), Canterbury,
Werheard, Naismith C35.1, North 211
Obv. +CV5RED REX CaNT (bar of contraction over T).
Rev. +VERHEaRD MONETa
Weight: 1.27 g (chipped). Die axis: 180°.
Great Chishill, Cambs. M/d find, January 2013.
(EMC 2013.0009; PAS: BH-5B5B60)
J.W.
71. Ecgberht of Wessex (802–39), Portrait type, Rochester,
Edelmod, cf. Naismith R16.3, North 582
Obv. +E6g[ ]EX, diad. buts r.
Rev. +EDELM[ ] around large A over large V
Weight: 0.6 g (fragment). Die axis: 0o.
Therfield, Herefordshire. M/d find, 25 August 2013.
Found by Roger Paul.
A new type, with A over V on the reverse, previously
recorded as an obverse type on a coin of Beagmund
(Naismith R16.3, North 582).
(EMC 2013.0290)
M.A.
72. Æthelstan of East Anglia (c.825–45), Non-Portrait
type, East Anglian mint, Mon, cf. Naismith E45.2–E45.4,
North 446/3
Obv. aEDIL4Ta[ ], cross pattée with pellets in angles.
Rev. +[ ]ON MONET, cross pattée.
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Weight not recorded (bent). Die axis: 180o.
Fincham, Norfolk. M/d find, 31 October 2013. Found
by David Cockle.
A new variant of the coinage of Æthelstan of East
Anglia, cf. Naismith E45.2–E45.4, but with pellets in
the angles of the cross on the obverse only.
(EMC 2013.0379)
M.A.
73. Æthelwulf of Wessex (839–58), Non-Portrait type,
Rochester, Wilheah, Naismith R27, North 602
Obv. +aE5ELVVLF REX
Rev. +PILËaH MO¯Ta
Weight: 1.04 g (fragment). Die axis: 270°.
Hambledon, Bucks. M/d find 2003.
(EMC 2014.0169; PAS: SUR-426507)
D.W./J.N.
74. Æthelwulf of Wessex (839–58), Non-Portrait type,
Rochester, Manninc (?), North 604
Obv. +E5ELVVLFR[ ], cross pattée with wedges in
angles.
Rev. +Ma[ ]+N[ ]M, cross pattée with wedges in angles.
Weight not recorded (chipped). Die axis: 90o.
Wimborne, near Dorset. M/d find, 10 August 2013.
Found by Gary Smith.
The moneyer is probably Manninc, who is previously
unrecorded in the type.
(EMC 2013.0276; PAS PUBLIC-18D918)
M.A.
75. Æthelred of East Anglia (c.870), Temple type,
uncertain mint and moneyer, North 488
Obv. +[à]Iã[à-]IIX, temple facade.
Rev. +O[IN]IDIàOàE, cross pattée with pellets in angles.
Weight: 0.90 g (chipped). Die axis: 180o.
Cranwich, Norfolk. M/d find, 2013. Found by Jamie
Thompson.
From the same dies as Blackburn, BNJ 2005, p. 38,
An2 (BM. ex Cuerdale hoard).
(EMC 2013.0266; PAS: SF-8D7091)
M.A.
76. Alfred (871–99), halfpenny, London Monogram
type, London, North 645
Obv. ÆLFREDRE, diad. bust r.
Rev. Monogram of Londonia.
Weight: 0.79 g.
Southend-on-Sea, near, Essex. M/d find, by 2013.
(EMC 2013.0410)
P.B./M.A.
77. Viking imitation of Alfred Two-Line type, North
475/1
Obv. ELFREDEEX
Rev. .VVIE / EED. (retrograde)
Weight: 2.69 g. Die axis: 180o.
Laceby, near, Lincs. M/d find, c.1985. Found by Adrian
Oates.
A lead or lead alloy striking. Acquired by the
Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (CM.435-2013).
(EMC 2013.0253)
M.A.
78. Edward the Elder (899–924), Portrait type, uncertain
mint, Eadelm, North 651
Obv. +EADVVEARDREX, diad. bust l.
Rev. EADELM / MONETA
Weight not recorded. Die axis: 90o.
Bedfordshire. M/d find, 2013.
A new moneyer for Edward the Elder’s Portrait type,
from dies of Winchester style.
(EMC 2013.0216)
M.A.

79. Æthelstan of Wessex (924/5–39), Bust Crowned type,
NE II, uncertain mint, Bese, North 686
Obv. +E5ELSTA±EX, crowned bust r,
Rev. +BESE MONETã, cross crosslet.
Weight: 1.26 g.
Battersea. London (River Thames). M/d find, 1983.
A new moneyer for Æthelstan’s Bust Crowned (NE II)
type, with a name previously recorded in the reigns of
Eadmund and Eadred.
(EMC 2013.0358)
J.P./M.A.
80. Edmund (939–46), Two-Line HT2 type, cf. North
693, Burhwig
Obv. +EADMVNDREX
Rev. BVRH / PIGM-O
Weight: 0.86 g (chipped). Die axis: 240o.
South Cambs. M/d find, May 2012.
The reverse type (HT2) is as CTCE Plate 9, 113–15,
although in this case the obverse has a central small
cross, not an o, so it may be the first known example of
a straight HT2 coin of Edmund. The moneyer is probably Burhwig, although the apparent presence of an N
makes Burhwine a possibility. Blunt and Pagan (BNJ
45, p.22 no. 13) refer to a coin of a moneyer BVRNPIC
in the Murchison sale of 1866 (lot 272) as recorded with
an HT2 reverse; this could quite possibly be the same
moneyer as of the new coin. Although extraordinarily
light even given the loss of half its rim, the coin is of
exemplary southern die-cutting style. The reverse die
may originally have been cut as HT1 with the outside
crosses later removed and replaced with annulets. That
could account for an impression of several tiny pellets
close to the right-hand annulet, are probably not
intended.
(EMC 2013.0024; PAS: PUBLIC-7D93F6)
H.F./C.S.S.L.
81. Eadred (946–55), Bust Crowned type, North 713,
uncertain moneyer
Obv. +EADREDREX
Rev. +.LEVV6NDONOIII.
Weight not recorded. Die axis: 0o.
Hilgay, Norfolk. M/d find, May 2013.
The reverse inscription may be related the recorded
moneyer’s name LEVVIN6E.
(EMC 2013.0218)
M.A.
82. Eadwig (955–59), Two-Line type, HT1, North 714,
Winchester?, Frithemund
Obv. +EADVVIGREX
Rev. +FR5EM / VNDM-O
Weight not recorded.
Medstead, Hants. M/d find, 27 January 2013.
A new reverse type for the coinage of Eadwig. The
mint is probably Winchester as Frithemund has been
recorded at Winchester in the Circumscription Cross
coinage of Edgar.
(EMC 2013.0022)
D.L./M.A.
83. Eadgar (959–75), Reform Portrait type, North 752,
Norwich, Ercinbold
Obv. +EãDGãR REX ãNGLØ
Rev. +ERCINBOLD M~O N~O
Weight: 1.46 g. Die Axis: 0°.
Attleborough, Norfolk. M/d find, November 2012.
(EMC 2014.0170; PAS: NMS-6B70D1)
A.M.
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84. Edward the Martyr (975–78), North 763, York,
Thurstan
Obv. +EADPEARDREXAN
Rev. +5VRSTANM-OEFER
Weight not recorded. Die axis: 270o.
East Yorkshire. M/d find, 2013. Found by Gary Jessop.
A new York moneyer in the coinage of Edward the
Martyr.
(EMC 2013.0415)
M.A.
85. Æthelred II (978–1016), Last Small Cross type,
North 777, Ipswich, Leofsige
Obv. +Æ5[ ]D:RE[ ]GX
Rev. +LEO[ ]IGEM-OGIPç
Weight not recorded.
Barking, Suffolk. M/d find, 7 November 2013. Found
by John Goble.
A new mint for the bust right variety of Æthelred II’s
Last Small Cross type.
(EMC 2013.0387)
M.A.
86. Edward the Confessor (1042–66), Expanding Cross
type, heavy issue, North 823, Lincoln, Godric
Obv. +EDP[ ]DDREX
Rev. +GODRICOLIN6OL
Weight not recorded. Die axis: 270o.
Hatfield Heath, Essex. M/d find, October 2013. Found
by Jason Graham.
Gilt and with two mounts for use as a ‘coin brooch’.
(EMC 2013.0351)
M.A.
87. Edward the Confessor (1042–66), Expanding Cross
type, heavy issue, North 823, London, Dudinc
Obv. +EDPERDRE6X
Rev. +[ ]V[ ]NCONL[ ]EN
Weight not recorded.
Stanford Dingley, West Berks. M/d find, 28 November
2013. Found by Allan Ashford.
A ‘coin brooch’, gilt on the reverse and with four holes
for the mount.
(EMC 2013.0403; PAS BERK-E472F3; 2014 T21)
M.A.
Post-Conquest English and Medieval Scottish
88. William I (1066–87), Two Sceptres type, BMC iv,
North 844, Bath, Osmær.
Obv. +PILLEMREXANGLO
Rev. +OSMIERONBA5A
Weight: 1.2 g.
Rogate, W. Sussex. M/d find, 2013.
A previously unrecorded type for the Bath mint.
(EMC 2013.0375)
M.H./M.A.
89. William I (1066–87), Profile/Cross and Trefoils type,
BMC vii, North 847, London, Edwi
Obv. +PILLELMREX
Rev. +EDPIONLVNDIE
Weight: 1.67g. Die axis: 180o.
London (Thames). M/d find, 1982.
A lead alloy striking. Acquired by the Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge (CM.677-2013).
(EMC 2013.0369)
J.P./M.A.
90. William II (1087–1100), Cross in Quatrefoil type,
BMC ii, North 852, Durham, B(r)unwine
Obv. +PILLELMREX
Rev. +B[N or V]°INEONDVN
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Weight: 1.26 g. Die axis: 180o.
Rudston, E. Yorks. M/d find, February 2013.
A new type and moneyer for the Durham mint.
(EMC 2013.0099)
J.M./M.A.
91. William II (1087–1100), Cross in Quatrefoil type,
BMC ii, North 852, Gloucester?, Ongthern?
Obv. +PILLELMIX
Rev. +ONGDE[RNO?]ONG
Weight: 1.34 g.
Codford, Wilts. M/d find, by 2013.
A new moneyer’ name in the type, tentatively reconstructed as Ongthern. The attribution to Gloucester is
not certain.
(EMC 2013.0122)
J.P./M.A.
92. Henry I (1100–35), Profile/Cross Fleury type, BMC
ii, North 858, Leicester, uncertain moneyer
Obv. +HENRIR
Rev. +[H or N][II?]ERONLHERR (NL and HE ligated)
Weight not recorded (broken into three pieces). Die
axis: 270o.
Ferrensby area, N. Yorks. M/d find, 2013.
This coins seems to provide a new moneyer for
Leicester in the reign of Henry I.
(EMC 2013.0036)		
B.S./M.A.
93. Henry I (1100–35), Pax type, BMC iii, North 859,
Tamworth, Heminge
Obv. +HENRIREX
Rev. +HEMNGEONTIIIP (MN ligated)
Weight: 0.97g.
Horncastle, near, Lincs. M/d find, 2013. Found by Lisa
Staples.
A new mint and moneyer for Henry I type 3.
(EMC 2013.0047)
M.A.
94. Henry I (1100–35), Annulets and Piles type, BMC
iv, North 860, uncertain mint, [ ]nstan
Obv. +I[ ]E
Rev. [ ]3STA3ON[ ]
Weight: 0.68 g (cut halfpenny). Die axis: 330o.
Newmarket, near, Suffolk. M/d find, February 2013.
Found by John Barker.
A previously unrecorded moneyer in the type.
(EMC 2013.0033)
M.A.
95. Henry I (1100–35), Pointing Bust and Stars type,
BMC vi, North 862, Rye, [ ]rit
Obv. +hENRI6.RE[ ]
Rev. [ ]RIT:ON:RI[ ]
Weight: 0.62 g (cut halfpenny). Die axis: 180o.
Arundel, near, W. Sussex. M/d find, 5 June 2013. Found
by Stuart Mina.
A new mint in Henry I type 6 and a new moneyer for
the Rye mint.
(EMC 2013.0225)
M.A.
96. Henry I (1100–35), Quatrefoil with Piles type, BMC
vii, North 863, Hereford, Alfwine
Obv. +hENRIREX
Rev. +ALFPINE:ON:HER
Weight: 1.35 g.
Skidbrooke, Lincs. M/d find, 23 November 2013. Found
by Tom Redmayne.
A new moneyer for the Hereford mint in the reign of
Henry I. The Hereford mint has previously been
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recorded in type 7 from a type 9/7 mule of Wu(l)fric
only (Geldermalsen hoard, 2012).
(EMC 2013.0399)
M.A.

A previously unpublished moneyer in the reign of
Stephen.
(EMC 2013.0008)
M.A.

97. Henry I (1100–35), Full Face/Cross Fleury type,
BMC x, North 866, Sandwich, Wulfward
Obv. [ ]ENRI6VS.REX.AN
Rev. +PVL[ ]PARDO[ ][S?]A
Weight not recorded (chipped). Die axis: 270o.
Buttercrambe, N. Yorks. M/d find, 17 November 2013.
Found by Glenn Lister.
A previously unrecorded type for this moneyer.
(EMC 2013.0405)
M.A.

103. Stephen (1135–54), Lozenge Fleury and Annulets
type, BMC iv, North 897, Lincoln, uncertain moneyer
Obv. +STEENER
Rev. [ ]M:ON:LIN6O[ ]
Weight: 1.09 g.
Horncastle, near, Lincs. M/d find, July 2013. Found by
Adam Staples.
The moneyer’s name, which seems to end with an M,
is unrecorded for the Lincoln mint in the reign of
Stephen.
(EMC 2013.0260)
M.A.

98. Henry I (1100–35), Profile/Cross and Annulets type,
BMC xii, North 868, London?, Wulfgar?
Obv. [ ]ENRI6VS[ ]
Rev. [ ]FGAR:ON:L[ ]
Weight not recorded (cut halfpenny). Die axis: 30o.
Torksey, Lincs. M/d find, October 2013. Found by David
Linsner.
If this is a coin of the London moneyer Wulfgar it is
of a previously unpublished type for the moneyer.
(EMC 2013.0353)
M.A.
99. Henry I (1100–35), halfpenny, North 872, London,
Thodred?
Obv. [ ]ENRI6RE[ ]
Rev. [ ]ODREDONLV[ ]
Weight not recorded (chipped). Die axis: 0o.
Kent. M/d find, April 2013. Found by Martyn Bodkin.
A previously unrecorded mint and moneyer (probably
Thodred) for the round halfpence of Henry I.
(EMC 2013.0128)
M.A.
100. Stephen (1135–54), Cross Moline or Watford type,
BMC i, North 874, uncertain mint, R(e)inald
Obv. +STIEFNE
Rev. +R[I?][ ]A[L?]D:ONER
Weight not recorded.
Larling, Norfolk. M/d find, 5 September 2013. Found
by Steven Elden.
The mint is uncertain but this seems to be a new
moneyer and mint combination for the type.
(EMC 2013.0298)
M.A.
101. Stephen (1135–54), Cross Moline or Watford type,
BMC i, Erased dies, Lewes?, Willelm
Obv. [ ]ST[ ]E[ ]
Rev. +W[ ][L?][ ]M:ON:[ ]A:
Weight not recorded.
Fontwell, near, W. Sussex. M/d find, January 2013.
Found by James Henshaw.
The second recorded specimen of a new variant of
‘erased’ dies in Stephen type 1, with two crosses moline,
connected by a line, over the portrait (cf. EMC
2011.0097). The mint might be Lewes.
(EMC 2013.0004)
M.A.
102. Stephen (1135–54), Cross Moline or Watford type,
BMC i, irregular issue, Wareham?, Frit(h?)el
Obv. +STEFaREX:
Rev. +FRIT[ ]EL:ON:WRE
Weight: 1.17 g. Die axis: 290o.
Great Eversden, Cambs. M/d find, 6 January 2013.
Found by Dominic Shelley.

104. Stephen (1135–54), Midlands Group, Eagles type,
cf. North 905, Tutbury, Walcal(inus)
Obv. +[ ][H?]aNV[S?]
Rev. +WaLCaL[ ]STVT
Weight: 0.98 g.
Derby, near, Derbyshire. M/d find, 7 October 2013.
A new mint for the moneyer Walchelinus or
Walcal(inus), previously recorded in this type at Derby.
This coinage was probably issued for Robert de Ferrers,
earl of Derby, whose chief castle was at Tutbury.
(EMC 2013.0332)
M.A.
105. Stephen (1135–54), York Group, North -, York
Obv. [ ]TIEFNE[ ]
Rev. [ ]IgIRNRD[ ] (reading outwardly)
Weight: 0.65 g (cut halfpenny, chipped). Die axis: 180o.
Ollerton parish, Notts. M/d find, 2 March 2013. Found
by David Budding.
A new reverse type for the York coinage of the reign
of Stephen, with a cross pattée, having a fleur in each
angle and a pellet in the centre and at each end of the
cross (cf. Mack 169–73, attributed to Lincoln). Acquired
by the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge (CM.412-2013).
(EMC 2013.0074)
M.A.
106. Henry, Earl of Northumberland (1136–52), North
912, Corbridge, Erebald
Obv. +h[EN]R[IC]FRE
Rev. [ ]R[ ]LD:ONCOR
Weight: 1.6 g. Die axis: 210°.
Stagshaw, Northumberland. M/d find, 24 November
2013.
From the same obverse die as Mack, BNJ 1966,
no. 284.
(EMC 2014.0022; PAS: NCL-DF1BD2)
R.C./M.A.
107. Stephen (1135–54), in the name of ‘Henry’, North
940, uncertain mint, Urberik
Obv. h[ ]
Rev. +VRBERIK:O[ ]
Weight not recorded (cracked). Die axis: 0o.
Bere Regis, near, Dorset. M/d find, by 2013.
A previously unrecorded moneyer in the AngloNorman coinage.
(EMC 2013.0296)
S.H./M.A.
108. Stephen (1135–54), Profile/Cross and Piles type,
BMC vi, North 879, Ipswich, Ædgar
Obv. +STIEFNE:
Rev. +aED[ ]N:GIP:
Weight: 1.27 g.
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Barnham Broom, Norfolk. M/d find, July 2013. Found
by Ray Jenkins.
A new type for the moneyer.
(EMC 2013.0285)
M.A.

Rev. [ ]VHVH
Weight: 1.73 g (cut half). Die axis: 180o.
County Down. M/d find, 2013.
(EMC 2013.0227)

109. Stephen (1135–54), Awbridge type, BMC vii,
North 881, Norwich?, Hereman
Obv. +ST[IEFN]E.
Rev. +hEREMa[N:ON][ ][W?]
Weight: 1.25 g.
Bury St Edmunds, near, Suffolk. M/d find, 2013.
From the same dies as BMC 199 (attributed to
Dereman of London). Hereman is a previously
unrecorded moneyer in the type.
(EMC 2013.0251)
U.H./M.A.

114. Louis the Pious (814–40), Anglo-Saxon or Frisian
copper-alloy plated imitation of gold solidus, cf. MEC
1, 752–6
Obv. DIIIIãIIVOÎVNãVC
Rev. .IIIVIIVI.VIIIVII
Weight: 3.63 g. Die axis: 0o.
Lawford, Essex. M/d find, April 2013.
Acquired by the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(CM.595-2013).
(EMC 2013.0106; PAS ESS-8DB9E4)
C.M./M.A.

110. William I of Scotland (1165–1214), first coinage
(c.1165–74), uncertain mint and moneyer
Obv. [ ][E?]LM.MVS
Rev. [ ]e.B.L[ ], cross pattée with four pellets in each
angle.
Weight: 1.04 g.
Carlisle area, Cumbria. M/d find, 24 November 2013.
Found by Derek McEwan.
A variant of William I’s first coinage, cf. Stewart pl.
II, 17, but with bust r. and four pellets rather than five
in each angle of the reverse cross (see Coin Register
2013, nos 113–14).
(EMC 2013.0409)
M.A.

115. Charles the Bald (840–77), denier, Karolus Monogram
type, MG 1063; MEC 1, 923–33, Melle
Obv. +CARLVSREXFR
Rev. +METVLLLO
Weight: 1.22 g.
Eye, near, Suffolk. M/d find, by 2013. Found by Aaron
Pizzey.
(EMC 2013.0092; PAS: SF-BD9681)
M.A.

111. William I of Scotland (1165–1214), first coinage
(c.1165–74), Folpold, Roxburgh
Obv. [ ]LL[ ]
Rev. +[ ]RO[ ], cross pattée with lis in each angle.
Weight: 1.29 g (chipped).
Wester Balgedie, Perth and Kinross. M/d find, 2010
From the same dies as Burns fig. 25c. Claimed as
Treasure Trove and allocated to Perth Museum.
(EMC 2014.0172)
N.H.
Continental
112. Pepin (751–68), denier, Dorestad, cf. MG 26; MEC
1, 719
Obv. + / nPIPI
Rev. RP (with bar of contraction above)
Weight: 0.92 g (chipped). Die axis: 0o.
Meldreth, Cambs. M/d find, 18 April 2013. Found by
Jason Baker.
(EMC 2013.0126)
M.A.
113. Louis the Pious (814–40), Frisian imitation of gold
solidus, cf. MEC 1, 752–6
Obv. IIIHVVDO[ ]

C.W./M.A.

116. Charles the Bald (840–77), obol, GDR type (864–77),
MG 844; MEC 1, 898, St Denis
Obv. +GRATIAD-IREX
Rev. +SCIDIONVS[II]M
Weight: 0.65 g.
Royston, near, Herts. M/d find, 2013. Found by Colin
Stewart.
(EMC 2013.0153)
M.A.
117. Lucca, Enrico III–V (1039–1125), denaro, Montagno
107–9
Obv. I[M]PER[0]TOR
Rev. illegible
Weight: 0.73 g. Die axis: 0°.
Pentney, Norfolk. M/d find, September 2013.
(EMC 2014.0171; PAS: NMS-A68307)
A.M.
118. Norway, Olav Kyrre (1067–93), Phase II (c.1070–80)
Obv. Facing bust, cross or sceptre r., inscription illegible.
Rev. Illegible.
Weight: 0.75 g.
Saxilby, near, Lincs. M/d find, September 2013. Found
by Jason Ellison.
Cf. Kolbjørn Skaare, Norges Mynthistorie, vol. 2
(Oslo, 1995), p. 13, no. 34; C.I. Schive, Norges Mynter i
Middelalderen (Christiania, 1865), e.g., nos 25–26.
Acquired by the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge
(CM.676-2013).
(EMC 2013.0299)
M.A.
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Coins of 1180–c.1800
TABLE 2. Finds of coins of 1180–c.1800 recorded by PAS in 2013
Category
1180–1247
1247–79
1279–1351
1351–1485
1485–1547
1547–1649
1649–c.1800
Scotland 1195–1286
Scotland 1286–1488
Continental 1180–1500
Continental 1500–1800
Non-European 1500–1800
Uncertain 1180–1500
Uncertain 1500–1800
Total

Find

%

915
825
2,044
722
294
2,459
487
112
107
161
241
12
105
58
8,542

10.7
9.7
23.9
8.5
3.4
28.8
5.7
1.3
1.3
1.9
2.8
0.1
1.2
0.7

Remarks
5 Irish
25 Irish
33 Irish
18 Irish
293 English, 1 Irish
2,433 English + 26 Irish
476 English + 11 Irish

Source: J.N.

119. Henry III (1216–72), Short Cross class VIIIc,
London, Nichole, c.1244–7
Obv. heNRICVS ReX
Rev. +NIchOLe ON LVN
Weight: 1.1 g. Die axis: 180°.
Hayle, Cornwall. M/d find, June 2013.
(PAS: CORN-6C6113)
A.T.
120. Denmark, Erik Klipping (1259–86), denier,
Mansfield-Büllner 228, Ribe
Obv. illegible.
Rev. illegible.
Weight not recorded.
Fincham, Norfolk. M/d find, March 2013.
(PAS: NMS-372A12)
A.M.
121. Flanders, petit denier, Ghyssens 463–78, Ghent,
1259–1300
Obv. Helmeted head l.
Rev. Voided cross, limbs curved at each end; pellet in
centre.
Weight: 0.42 g.
Yarmouth, Isle of Wight. M/d find, May 2013.
(PAS: IOW-357BC4)
F.B./J.N.
122. England, Edward III (1327–77), half noble, PreTreaty Series B/A mule, North 1140, London, 1351
Obv. ñDW0RD¡D¡GR0¡RñX¡03GL¡Z¡FR0[ ]hy
Rev. +DOÓIneneÓFVROReTVO0RGV0SÓ
Weight: 3.09 g. Die axis: 330°.
Frolesworth, Leics. M/d find, by November 2013.
(PAS: LEIC-DE2111)
W.S./J.N.
123. Spain, Juan I of Castile and León (1379–90),
blanca del Agnus Dei, Clemente and Cayon 1474, Toledo
Obv. CÀTÀ[ ]nDI ÓIS[ ]Re
Rev. [ ]gnVS DeI Q[ ]OLIS
Weight: 0.86 g. Die axis: 270°.
Amersham, Bucks. M/d find, October 2012.
(PAS: BUC-2419B1)
R.T.
124. Netherlands, Guelders, Willem I (1379–1402), gold
Rijnse goudgulden, cf. Fritz-Rudolf Künker, Osnabrück,

Auction 121 (12–13 March 2007), The De Wit Collection
of Medieval Coins, Part I, lots 993–4
Obv. WILh.DVX.geLR.Ý.COH.0
Rev. +BeneDIcT&QVI&VenIT&In&nOHIne
Weight: 3.30 g. Die axis: 180º.
Cleish, Perth and Kinross. M/d find April 2014.
This issue was struck at the time of Willem’s accession
to the Dukedom of Jülich, Germany, in 1393.
N.H.
125. Anglo-Gallic, Henry IV (1399–1413), Henry V
(1413–22) or Henry VI (1422–61), hardi d’argent, La
Rochelle?, Elias 233
Obv. [ENR]Ic R aNGLIe
Rev. FR[acIe] DNS aQI>
Weight: 0.88 g. Die axis: 210o.
Nonington, Kent. Found during excavation of medieval manor house site by Dover Archaeological Group.
D.H.
126. Pommern-Greifswald, grosspfennig (?), 1424/5,
Dannenburg 210 var., W. Jesse, Der Wendische
Muenzverein, no. 493
Obv. +MONETa gRIPESWO, griffin.
Rev. +DaLaVDENDEO, shield on cross.
Weight: 0.79 g [18 mm].
Wheatfields Close, Hillington, Norfolk. Found by
Andrew Stride whilst gardening, Spring 2013.
Greifenberg was a member of the Hanseatic League
and Hillington is only around 10 km from Kings Lynn,
a port with strong Hanseatic links. It is not certain, however, that the coin was deposited where it was found in
the fifteenth century as it might be a secondary deposit,
perhaps brought in with post-construction topsoil.
M.J.C/M.P.
127. Ireland, Edward IV (1461–83), groat, heavy ‘Cross
and Pellets’ coinage, Spink S6303, Dublin, c.1470–3
Obv. ŒeDw0RDVSDeIgR0DnShyBeRnIe
Rev. +POSVI DeVÓ 0DIVTORe ÓeVÓ / cIVIT0S
DVBLInIe!
Weight: 2.52 g. Die axis: 270°.
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Wroxhall, Isle of Wight. M/d find, June 2013.
(PAS: IOW-E70212)

F.B.

128. England, Henry VIII (1509–47), 1st coinage
(1509–26), angel, p.m. Castle, North 1760
Obv. henRIc‹™VIII‹™DI‹™gRa‹™ReX™agL™Z™FR‹™
Rev. PeR™cRVce‹™TVa™SaLVa™nOS™XPe‹=ReDe‹
Weight: 15.12 g. Die axis: 270o.
Whissonsett, Norfolk. M/d find, 2013. Found by Bruce
Langbein.
M.A.
129. Scotland, Mary I (1542–67), bawbee, first period
(1542–58), Spink S5433, Edinburgh

271

Obv. MARIA D G R SCOTORVM
Rev. OPPIDVM EDINBVRGI
Weight: 1.94 g (pierced). Die axis: 0°.
Burgh Le Marsh, Lincs. M/d find, March 2013.
(PAS: LIN-D89533)
B.S./J.N.
130. Maryland, shilling, Lord Baltimore coinage,
London, 1659
Obv. CÆCILIVS:DNS:TERRÆMARIÆ:&CT
Rev. CRESCITE:ET:MVLTIPLICAMINI
Weight: 3.47 g (pierced). Die axis: 180°.
Nuneaton, Leics. M/d find, September 2013.
(PAS: LEIC-3F4322)
W.S./J.N.
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Coin Finds in Britain. A Collector’s Guide, by Michael
Cuddeford (Oxford: Shire, 2013), 64 pp. illus.
Cuddeford’s book is the latest in the revamped series
of Shire publications and marks the welcome return of
numismatic subject matter to the series. The old Shire
Archaeology series (before its acquisition by the military history publisher Osprey) had a pedigree of including numismatic titles in its stable with books on Greek
coins (Keith Rutter), Iron Age coins (Philip de Jersey),
Roman coins (John Casey) and Roman hoards (Richard
Abdy).1 In its new format the last volume to focus on a
numismatic theme was a publication on early AngloSaxon coins in 2008 (Gareth Williams).2 The volume
under review here marks a shift from a focus on a discrete historic period and rather looks at coins as finds
and collectables. The introduction tells the reader that
the book is a guide to the common coin types that are
found by metal detectorists. The book consists of seven
chapters which discuss the material chronologically
(from Iron Age to post-medieval) and thematically, with
one on ‘tokens, counters and medals’ and another giving
advice on ‘recording coins’. In the main each chapter
comprises two to three pages of text followed by
between four and ten pages of images.
The first chapter provides a general overview of the
methods by which ancient coins were lost and what accumulations of single finds are representative of. In just a
few pages the chapter covers the principal mechanics of
loss and the impact of modern farming techniques on
finds and their distribution. My only issue is a small
one and relates to the use of the term ‘immobilised’ in
describing coins that were kept out of circulation in
hoards before coming back into use relatively unworn
compared to coins that were changing hands continuously over the same period. For the numismatist immobilization, as Philip Grierson once wrote, is ‘the retention
of a coin design long after its details have ceased to be
appropriate’,3 such as the English Short Cross coinage,
which spanned the reign of four kings with little change
to the inscription or design.
The second chapter covers the Iron Age and rightly
warns the reader of the dangers (derived from classical
writers and misappropriated by some numismatists) of
attributing coins to British tribes, and rather follows the
regional groupings laid out as long ago as 1864 by Sir
John Evans and later used by Colin Haselgrove and in
Richard Hobbs’ British Museum Catalogue for Iron
Age coins.4 The text tracks the stylistic origins of the
Iron Age coinage from Macedon and the Mediterranean
through the Gallo-Belgic staters of Gaul and illustrates
how they became the prototypes for the British Iron
1
2
3
4

Rutter 1983; de Jersey 2001; Casey 1994; Abdy 2002.
Williams 2008.
Grierson 1975, 194.
Hobbs 1996.

Age coinage. It also tells us something of the ways in
which Iron Age coins were produced either by striking
or casting and the transition from uninscribed to
inscribed coinage – although this was by no means a
distinctly chronological change from one to another.5
The chapter on Roman coins is largely an overview of
the Roman currency system that was imported to
Britain after the Conquest of ad 43, which comprised
denominations in gold, silver and base metal. The text
then tracks how this system developed over the period
of Roman rule through the reforms of Caracalla and
Diocletian and the emergence of new gold and silver
denominations under Constantine. The problem of forgery, from the earliest asses of Claudius right through
to the fourth-century nummi, is introduced and is a
theme recurring in all the subsequent chapters.
The chapter on nearly 1,000 years of medieval coinage is covered in just three pages of text. This begins
with a discussion of the first English gold coins which
were inspired by Gaulish tremisses and leads on to the
emergence of the sceat as the gold became debased. The
introduction of the broad-flan penny is mentioned and
then we jump to the Normans and the number of mints
that were active at the time of the Conquest. When discussing Edward I’s reform Cuddeford states that just
four mints were active from 1279, but the truth is there
were more. In Edward I’s reign there were twelve mints:
most of these were in the major recoinage classes following the 1279 reform (classes 2 and 3) and the
1299/1300 partial recoinage (class 9). The new denominations in silver and gold which were introduced under
Edward III and later under Edward IV are outlined as is
the debased nature of the Scottish currency and the
many denominations that appeared in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. A section on imported coins tells us
of the trends which started with the Vikings and ran
throughout the medieval period at different scales.
There is no mention in the text of the large scale importation of Venetian soldini in the early 1400s (although it
is referenced in the following chapter) or the double
patards of the Burgundian Netherlands and Portuguese
chinfrões of the fifteenth century, which are relatively
common as single finds and in hoards of the period,
although both are illustrated. Finally this reviewer was
happy to see mention of folded coins as a phenomenon.
The post-medieval chapter covers everything from
the Tudors to the twentieth century. One of the major
developments in coin design of the period came with
the shift to realistic humanist portraiture inspired by
the Italian Renaissance. The bust of James III of
Scotland, although a realistic rendering, is mentioned as
part of this movement but it was an isolated instance and
not linked to developments in Italy.6 In the wake of these
artistic improvements came the development of a new
5
6

Hurst and Leins 2013.
Grierson 1991, 202.
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technology for coin production in the form of the screw
press which forever changed the look and feel of the
coinage. The chapter then gives a précis of the sorts of
coins, both native and imported (and their relative quantities) that are recovered as finds from the seventeenth
century to the reign of Victoria. Interestingly, Cuddeford
links the drop-off in coin finds with the enclosure acts
and alternative manuring regimes that followed.
A chapter on tokens, counters and medals is welcome
in a book covering coinage, as these objects, while common, receive less coverage in the literature than they
should. Tokens emerged in lead in the thirteenth century
and were at their most prolific in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. They clearly filled a gap in official
currency and thus are an important part of the story of
coinage. Finds of jettons, which are found in large numbers in the UK and were used as reckoning counters, are
dominated by those from France from the fourteenth
century, but as one approaches the sixteenth century
Nuremburg becomes the focal production centre. Their
role as unofficial small change is hinted at here and is
a subject which has yet to receive appropriate study;
however, metal detector and excavation finds certainly
support the idea that they played a role in the currency
at some level. A short paragraph mentions the presence
of medals, usually commemorative pieces, which are
occasionally recovered.
The final chapter lays out the best practice for how to
record and look after coin finds. It is rightly stated that
poor quality coins are as useful in any serious dataset as
mint condition ones, because each piece of evidence
adds to the overall picture of human activity at any site.
Anyone who has worked with PAS data in research will
vouch for this fact. The use of GPS equipment and
pointers to websites which provide recording and conservation advice are indicators of how far metal detector material has come as a research tool. A development
since the publication of this book is that British coin
hoard listings have moved from the Numismatic
Chronicle to the British Numismatic Journal.
This slim volume is beautifully illustrated throughout
with fine specimens from the trays of dealers and collectors. It is not an identification guide and is significantly
less detailed than previous Shire volumes which focus
on defined periods of history, but it does provide a good
introduction to what might turn up as finds on a site
and gives something of the context in which they were
lost. I would have liked to have seen separate early and
late medieval chapters, as the Anglo-Saxon coinage is
not covered in much detail. The fact that there are more
pages of images than of text indicates why the discussion is limited. That said, the author manages to summarize a mass of information into a readable volume
with a proportioned and thoughtful insight into use and
distribution. This very affordable book provides a useful general overview of the numismatic objects one
finds in Britain for detectorists, general collectors and
non-specialists.
RICHARD KELLEHER
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Britain’s First Coins, by Elizabeth Cottam and Chris
Rudd (Aylsham: Chris Rudd, 2013), 56 pp., illus.
Described as a ‘crisp and colourful introduction to a
fascinating series of ancient coins’, this little book
delivers exactly what it says. In many ways it is an introductory text to the very good Ancient British Coins
(ABC) published in 2010 and highlights many of the
facts, hypotheses and other interesting ideas included in
the parent volume.1 There are many unanswered questions in the field of Iron Age numismatics and the
authors give their own suggestions, often included as
interesting anecdotal captions to illustrations (e.g.
‘Gold stater of Vepo [ABC 1854], son of Cor and one
of the most powerful rulers of the Corieltavi, c.ad
15–40. Vepo may have acknowledged the supremacy of
Cunobelinus, high king of the Catuvellauni and
Trinovantes.’ (p. 41, Fig. 120)).
If you are looking for an introduction to Iron Age
coinages and ideas about who produced them and why
then this book is recommended. It is superbly illustrated in full colour throughout with large, clear photographs to help explain the narrative, which is delivered
in a non-academic, almost conversational, tone. This
helps it to be more accessible to those not familiar with
terms that specialists in the field often take for granted.
Although the design and style of presentation super
ficially appears simplistic the content is not, and it
explains a lot of the basic ideas relating to the coinages
that some other works either avoid or find difficult to
explain, perhaps fearing that they are venturing into
disputed territory – there is no such fear here.
As a guide, the book has around 300 enlarged coin
photographs to help identification of various denominations and some of the more common issues. It starts
off by clarifying why the coins are termed British rather
than Celtic, before suggesting how the coins were used,
who may have issued them, and when. The authors
demonstrate how the coins, including forgeries, were
made. This is followed by an interesting discussion on
the design of the coins and conjecture that some may
represent druidic symbolism. For those thinking about
collecting the coins (and the authors are Iron Age coin
dealers) there are some pointers for getting started. The
majority of the book is devoted to describing the main
coin issuing areas, associated tribes, denominations and
issuers, again all illustrated in full colour and with ABC
catalogue numbers. It ends with a section for those
wanting to know more, but this lacks a bibliography of
basic texts.
1

Cottam, de Jersey, Rudd and Sills 2010.
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Overall this is a good and colourful introduction for
those wishing to gain a basic overview and understanding of Iron Age coinages. Perhaps it is best read in conjunction with Celtic Coinage in Britain by Philip de
Jersey, which approaches many of the same themes but
from a more ‘traditional’ point of view.2
MARK CURTEIS
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A History of Roman Coinage in Britain, by Sam
Moorhead (Witham: Greenlight Publishing, 2013); 219
pp., illus.
Dr Moorhead’s latest book is in essence a compilation
of his series of popular articles on coinage in Roman
Britain that were published in the hobbyists periodical
Treasure Hunting Magazine between 2008 and 2011. As
the brief introduction explains the book is primarily
concerned with the evidence of single finds, which
Moorhead is excellently placed to comment upon, given
his position as the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS)
Finds Advisor for Iron Age and Roman coins.
The volume consists of a seemingly excessive twentyeight chapters, based on the individual magazine articles and six new chapters which introduce the reader to
various aspects of the Roman coinage. Chapter I reveals
the author’s passion for the proper recording of all
coins, no matter how scruffy they look or how unimportant their finders deem them to be, and outlines some of
the results which recent research into single find data
has produced. The number of late Roman base ‘grots’
that have been recorded with PAS since Moorhead
started telling detectorists of the need to record
everything is astonishing. The second chapter takes the
reader through the different currency systems that operated over the period of Roman coin use in Britain,
beginning with the Republican coinage (c.227–12 bc)
and moving through the reformed currency system of
Augustus, which endured for so long and encompassed
as many as eight denominations (c.27 bc–ad 260), the
debased radiates of the third century (c.238–96), and
finally the fourth century trimetallic system of solidi,
siliquae and nummi. The short chapter III briefly considers the numbers of coins known for each ruler on
PAS, thus providing an index of relative frequency for
finders.
Chapters IV and V are intended as a guide to help the
reader identify the various types and read the inscriptions on coins, and in many ways replicate the purpose
of the handy Reece and James volume published in
2000,1 but using photographs rather than line drawings.
Chapter IV lists and translates all but the rarest obverse
inscriptions, and illustrates the many varieties of bust

seen on the coinage, also giving helpful descriptions of
the terminology used for the various types of headgear,
armour and clothing. Chapter V takes a thematic
approach to reverse types grouping them under simple
headings such as ‘The Emperor and his family’,
‘Geographical types’ and ‘Architectural types’. A comprehensive listing of the many gods and personifications
is also included here. Chapter VI discusses the Roman
mints, instructing the reader on how to identify the
mintmark and officina, and includes a biographical
entry for each of the known mints of the empire from
London to Judaea. A table of frequency of PAS finds
shows that of the coins that circulated in Britain the
majority were from Rome and Trier (over 10,000
known), followed by Arles and Lyon (4,000), then
London and the Gallic mints (2–3,000), and a large
number of lesser mints ranging from the 712 coins from
Siscia to the single specimen from Viminacium.
Chapters VII to XXVIII are comprised of the magazine articles and they provide a chronological framework through which Moorhead presents the coinage.
Each chapter introduces the rulers for whom coins were
struck by providing a short history of the reign and
then looking at the impact they had on the currency (if
any) and any other interesting aspects of the reign. So
for Trajan we are told of his campaigns in Dacia and
Arabia and his building projects in Rome. Importantly
each chapter gives us an outline of the relative impact
of the coins in Britain. Distribution maps are used
throughout the volume to good effect to chart the
growth of coin use, and in comparing the findspots of
coins of Claudius (p. 61) with those of ad 348–64
(p. 193) the visible expansion of coin use is stark.
The book is illustrated with hundreds of good quality photographs, primarily recorded with the PAS but
also drawing on the British Museum collection for
those rare or very fine examples that are not common as
single finds. Several maps and site photographs help
provide the reader with context. One criticism of the
book concerns the scaling of the coin images. These are
produced at a set size so that the small, clipped 11 mm
diameter siliqua (p. 206) appears as the same size as the
30.5 mm sestertius of Domitian (p. 9). Although the
diameters are provided in the caption this is potentially
misleading to the reader.
This volume will be useful for a variety of users, most
notably those new to the subject of Roman coinage, and
it has already been recognised as such by the award of
the Royal Numismatic Society’s Lhotka Prize for the
best introductory numismatic book. It will also be vital
for metal detector users (the audience for which the articles were originally written), and the tables of relative
frequency of types, mints and rulers interspersed within
the text should be well received by finders wanting to
know more about their own finds. The prose is very
accessible and Moorhead’s enthusiasm for his subject
flies off the pages. At £25 the volume is very affordable
and I would certainly recommend it as an introduction
to the subject.
RICHARD KELLEHER
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Sceatta List: an Illustrated and Priced Catalogue of
Sceats for Collectors, with Stycas Simplified: an
Illustrated and Priced Catalogue of Sceats for Collectors,
by Tony Abramson (Wakefield: Charlesworth, 2012), iv
+ 277 + ii + 39 pp.
The famous series of illustrations of English coins
printed under the names of Robert Withy and John
Ryall in 1756 included, on one of the supplementary
plates, an array of small and enigmatic silver coins
which did not carry any inscription. Below them was
printed the caption ‘This plate of ancient and singular
coins, which were lately found near and in the Isle of
Thanet, is presented to the curious collectors of English
money . . . in hopes that it may be a means of discovering by whom, in what age, or part of Europe they were
minted.’1 In later times numismatists identified the coins
in question as early Anglo-Saxon silver pennies, the
so-called sceattas minted c.675–750, but the basic difficulties of exact attribution and chronology remain as
great as ever. Recently the challenges have proliferated,
thanks largely to the voluminous new discoveries made
by metal-detector users. Hoards – the bedrock of numis
matic analysis – remain few, however; almost all the new
coins represent isolated finds, or stem from a number of
‘productive sites’ known from numerous single-finds.
Quite simply, the sceattas are kaleidoscopic in their variation on every level: literally hundreds of designs are
known, with consideration of metrology, fineness and
find-distribution adding further layers of complexity.
Attempts to bring order to this coinage go back to
the catalogue of the British Museum collection made in
the 1880s by C.F. Keary and Henry Grueber. This was
little more than a numeration of the major varieties the
museum possessed, and included 54 types, divided into
‘Roman’, ‘Frankish’ and ‘Native’ segments on an iconographic basis.2 Philip Hill and Lord Stewartby supplemented the numbered list of types in 1953 and 1984
respectively, bringing the total up to 109.3 However, in
the meantime a second organisational scheme had been
put forth by Stuart Rigold.4 His arrangement relied on
lettered ‘series’, of which he identified 27 (some series
being referred to by a combination of two letters). The
value of Rigold’s series lay in their accommodation of
coins which were associated on the basis of more than
an individual design; it allowed for connections on the
grounds of fabric, style, weight and other criteria. Some
of the series’ letters were assigned on a mnemonic and/
or chronological basis: A, B and C were among the earliest, while K and L were distinguished by attribution to
Kent and London, and knotted and loose ties on the diademed bust. Notwithstanding the obvious problem that
adding in new series was impossible on the basis of the
Roman alphabet, Rigold’s series have stood the test of
time remarkably well, and there is general consensus that
his breakdown approximates many of the major divisions
of the coinage. There were however some coins (individual specimens and small groups) which did not fit comfortably into a series, and which by default continued to
1
Withy and Ryall 1756. The coins in question are said to
have been supplied by John White: a famous forger, though
there is no reason to doubt the group illustrated here.
2
BMC I, xviii.
3
Hill 1953; Stewart 1984.
4
Rigold 1977.

be referred to by their British Museum typology number or by a purely descriptive name. Misfits like these
have multiplied with the growth in finds and expansion
in study of the coins; indeed, some of the most diverse
types – the so-called ‘eclectic’ types – are the most
intriguing in numismatic art historical terms.5 These
have pushed the traditional systems of classification up
to and beyond breaking point. Only a small number of
scholars can claim real familiarity with the coinage as a
whole, or indeed to understand the full range of series,
British Museum types and other designations.
In short, the deficiencies of the existing numismatic
classification of the early Anglo-Saxon silver coinage
are clear, and a new and more rational system of organization is badly needed. This is the – very reasonable –
case made in the introduction to the volume under
review. Its author, Tony Abramson, will be well known
to all those with a serious interest in early Anglo-Saxon
coinage. He is the proud owner of a major collection of
these fascinating coins, the author of several books on
the subject, and the driving force behind the Symposia
in Early Medieval Coinage: a series of conferences held
in Cambridge and Leeds over the last decade, which
have sparked some of the most exciting research in the
field.6 Abramson possesses a profound knowledge of
the coins themselves, and is admirably up-to-date on the
number and range of new varieties (more than a few of
which make their way into his collection). He has also
been one of the leading advocates of revising the old
system of classification, and lays out its failings very
critically in the introduction to Sceatta List. The rest of
the volume presents a new organisational structure for
the coinage.
Before addressing the strengths and weaknesses of
Abramson’s proposed restructuring of the sceattas, it is
worth highlighting the technical execution of the book.
Although printed as a paperback, and so less durable
than one might have wished, it includes profuse enlarged
images printed (in black and white) to a very high
standard. It is a model for the quantity and quality of
illustration one should expect in numismatic publications. The text is printed in rather small type, especially
for a volume in A4 format. There are quite a number of
typographical errors, though not so many as to be distracting. One frustrating feature is the use in the volume’s subtitle of ‘sceats’ as the plural of sceat. The
normal Old English plural of sceat is sceattas (sceatta
represents the genitive plural, pressed into adjectival
service in modern literature). Readers should bear this
in mind, and use sceattas in preference to the idio
syncratic neologism ‘sceats’. Sceat (the sc being pronounced like modern English ‘sh-’) as applied to these
coins is in fact probably a misnomer. It describes a
fraction of a gold shilling (OE scilling), and is most
famously associated with the early-seventh-century lawcode of Æthelberht, king of Kent (d. 616), written long
before these silver coins had been produced. The best
available evidence suggests that already in the late seventh century the latter were known as pennies (OE
pæningas). But, rightly or wrongly, sceat has been
entrenched in the literature describing these coins since
the end of the eighteenth century, and is unlikely to be
5
6

Key studies include Metcalf 1993–4; Gannon 2003.
Abramson 2008; Abramson 2011; Abramson 2014.
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displaced now. If it is to be used, it should at least be
with full respect to the word’s proper Old English form.
What, then, of the new arrangement of the early silver
coinage which is the central contribution of Sceatta List?
Abramson lays out the criteria behind it in his introduction. The top level of the system is an iconographicallybased sorting of coins into what he terms ‘themes’. Nine
of these are identified specifically, together with a tenth
grab-bag theme of assorted minor varieties. These
themes are (in his order):
1. Radiate Bust/Votive Standard (3–14)
2. Profile Head (15–22)
3. Diademed Busts (23–44)
4. Bird and Branch (or ‘Pecking Bird’) (45–51)
5.	
Backward-Looking Beasts and Other Animals
(52–68)
6. Northumbrian Coinage (69–86)
7.	Continental Quilled Crescents (a.k.a. ‘Porcupines’)
(87–101)
8. Facing Bust (102–5)
9. Helmeted Bust (106–7)
10. ‘Orphans’ (108–14)
Abramson stresses that the themes exist for organisational purposes, and does not expect them to be used
for reference. Yet by governing the overall structure and
numeration they have a powerful effect on the catalogue. The two earliest groups of coins – the so-called
‘Pre-Primary’ phase which emerges from the final
debased gold issues of the 660s and 670s – are not
included in a theme, but stand alone at the head of the
whole catalogue.
Each of the main themes is divided into at least two
‘groups’ (the numbers of which are given after the
theme above), which correspond roughly to Rigold’s
series and the standalone British Museum types.
Groups in turn contain one or more ‘varieties’ (each of
which is illustrated with a specimen example). Over 600
varieties are identified in total. For the most part each
group is treated as a separate chapter, with a few exceptions. Groups 18–20, for example, represent the old
Series J, divided into British Museum types 85, 37 and
36: each of these three types becomes a group in
Abramson’s system, although all of them are treated
together. In such cases one wonders if it may have been
useful to allow for additional levels of sub-type within a
group, rather than having to treat each of the three segments as a somewhat confusing partially distinct group.
The same is true of about nine other associations of
groups. Including these, Abramson has identified 114
distinct, numbered groups, together with an assortment
of ungrouped individual types at the end of the catalogue. An elegant decision on his part was to number
varieties within each group in multiples of ten; this
leaves much scope for the insertion of new discoveries
(and the uneven numbering of new types will make new
material stand out immediately). The thematic groupings also present many advantages. It is possible, for
example, to collocate the clearly associated Series A, C
and R, which were left rather stranded from one another
under the old system. The former ‘eclectic’ types are
treated in a much more structured and helpful fashion
than in previous publications.
At the same time, there are limitations to what iconographic groupings can achieve, and this reviewer has

some misgivings about the themes used as the superstructure of the catalogue. Most obviously, arrangement on this basis implies some sort of numismatic
association between most or all of the coinages in a
theme. But in some cases the association is purely
iconographic. The busts/heads in profile (with and without diadem) in particular could have sprung from multiple sources and represent several different traditions.
There are also unresolved complexities in the assignment of types to themes and groups. Often these reflect
associations made using the older scheme, and wisely
kept in place by Abramson. But the result of this mixing of methodologies is that some of the coins listed
within a particular theme do not actually carry a design
which in any way relates to that theme. For example,
‘theme 2’ (profile heads/busts) includes among its eight
groups one (17) which corresponds to Series BZ of the
former system: this has a crude facing bust on the
obverse, but a bird and cross design on the reverse reminiscent of that on other specimens of Series B. There is
not a profile bust/head in sight. A related problem is the
definition of, and division between, themes. The characteristic features of Theme 3 (‘Diademed Busts’) does
not distinguish them fully from Theme 2, most of the
heads (and busts) of which also have diadems. In practice the difference is that the coins in Theme 3 correspond to the former Series K and L and associated
types, but anyone basing a search for a coin on the thematic headings might be misled. In other words, a certain amount of knowledge of the coinage and its former
numismatic classification is still required to get the most
out of the catalogue. To begin with, one must know
what part of the design (usually one face of the coin)
determines its placement in a particular theme and
group; the other face might or might not conform. The
‘saltire standard’ (group 13) is a case in point. Its name
is derived from the face conventionally taken to be the
reverse. Yet its position in the catalogue (in theme 2 –
profile heads/busts) is based on the obverse of a portion
of the types, whereas the inclusion of other varieties in
the same group depends on combination with the same
reverse. The same is true of some of the coins with the
inscription monitascorvm (group 24, theme 3). Among
these are some with no bust on the obverse, and an
annulet cross on the reverse, which one might have felt
inclined to place with the ‘annulet cross’ group (14,
theme 1). In principle these and several other types
could have been assigned to other places in the catalogue. Also, most of the themes end with a group of
‘mules’: this is not an entirely satisfactory arrangement,
for the line between a ‘mule’ and a small variety related to
other types remains fluid (cf. group 30, integrated into
the main run of theme 3, but identified by Abramson as
a ‘Celtic Cross/Series K mule’), and closer integration
into the mainstream ‘groups’ would have been welcome.
Abramson is aware of difficulties such as this, and overcomes them to some extent with cross references between
interrelated types (though these do not always go both
ways). But, in general, the arrangement into themes
creates as many contradictions as it resolves.
There are two underlying difficulties. One is that, in a
sense, Sceatta List does not go far enough. Tellingly,
with groups which one might have considered dividing
or arranging differently, the choice here usually reflects
the grouping familiar from older arrangements. In
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many cases this is for good numismatic reasons, and
presentation as a list precludes detailed comment on all
of Abramson’s decisions. Yet one would have appreciated more room for discussion, including of what
advantages there might have been in a different arrangement. In other words, Sceatta List is not a wholesale
restructuring of the sceattas, but in many ways a rationalization of the old typology. As such it is extremely
valuable, though one is unsure to what extent it will
therefore replace existing terminology; most likely it
will provide a helpfully consistent unifying reference to
be used alongside the more heterogeneous older scheme
(‘Series U, Type 23b (Abramson 45.10)’). The matter of
a more thoroughgoing re-evaluation of the structure of
the sceattas leads to the second major concern of the
volume: the uneven weight assigned to iconography.
Abramson is not afraid to break his own rules of iconographic division, as outlined above, to keep coins
together which are associated on other criteria. But in
so doing he highlights the central difficulty: that the
images on coins are only one component in their interpretation and arrangement, and not always the most
helpful. Adherence to an iconographic superstructure
can mislead and confuse at every level below. A fundamental reorganisation of the sceattas would need to
take account of iconographic permutations, and minutiae of style which mark out smaller divisions, but also
weight, metal standard, find-distribution and chronology. This last criterion remains problematic in detail,
but important overall. In Sceatta List, chronology is
handled quite loosely. The earliest coins are put first,
outside the thematic structure, but thereafter arrangement by approximate chronology is only within each
theme. A structure based on the broad primary/secondary division (or at least more prominent recognition of
it) might have been useful. The same goes for distribution and likely origin. Abramson provides comments on
this aspect of many groups, but it has little discernible
effect on the structure. A valuable point could have been
made by grouping the coins – notwithstanding difficulties of attribution – into those associated with the
southeast, East Anglia, the Thames valley, the midlands, Wessex and Northumbria, as well as Frisia. These
roads not taken would have offered problems of their
own, but perhaps circumvented some of those produced
by the uneasy compromise between iconographic and
numismatic arrangements used here.
All of this should in no way detract from what is
undoubtedly the most important book on early AngloSaxon coinage in many years, and an essential handbook for any serious scholar or collector. Yet Sceatta
List is more an opening salvo in reorganization of the
sceattas than a definitive conclusion. It will serve students of the coinage extremely well, for existing literature on the subject is scattered and not always as lucid
as it could be. Abramson’s presentation is clear, thorough and well informed. He has added fuel to the fire
which will eventually melt and reshape scholarly understanding of the early Anglo-Saxon silver coinage.
The covers of Sceatta List also enclose a second
(much shorter) volume, Stycas Simplified, with its own
colour front cover and separate pagination. This unorthodox arrangement may be a cause of confusion to
future readers, who will need to be directed with great
care to the second part of the volume. Again, Abramson

has brought clarity to a series notoriously marred by
complex organisation. The kingdom of Northumbria
maintained the small, thick format of coin from the seventh century until its demise in the 860s. In the middle
of the ninth century these coins became badly debased,
and also expanded significantly in number. Multiple
large hoards have been found, permitting detailed
research into the series, including debate on how far the
coinage might allow the historical chronology of the
period to be rewritten. Recent research has transformed
understanding of the stycas, and so Abramson begins
Stycas Simplified by summarising the scholarship of the
last fifty years, particularly the flawed scheme put forth
by Elizabeth Pirie. He draws extensively on unpublished
letters and reports written in connection with her project, which show the misgivings felt by the rest of the
numismatic community even during preparation of
Pirie’s key publications. Incidentally, calling these coins
stycas is again a modern rather than Anglo-Saxon custom, established by William Nicholson in the 1690s
(and indeed the plural form he used, derived from that
of the tenth-century gloss to Mark 12:42 in the
Lindisfarne Gospels, is anomalous). The first vowel is
soft (as in German ‘ü’) not hard (as in Modern English
‘by’), and the correct singular is not ‘styca’ but stycce
(cc pronounced like Modern English ‘ch’).
The rest of the volume is taken up by a rearrangement of the stycas in two series. The first runs through
kings, and moneyers alphabetically within each reign.
The second proceeds alphabetically through the moneyers as a whole, with multiple illustrations for each showing permutations of style and orthography. Reference in
the latter sequence is to the number of each coin in a
collection only (some of them unpublished), meaning
that it is not always possible to ascertain to which reign
a coin belongs. Nevertheless, Stycas Simplified is another
valuable tool to the numismatist: a systematisation of a
daunting-seeming coinage.
Both Sceatta List and Stycas Simplified conclude
with a well-informed guide to pricing, clearly showing
its author’s expertise in economics. It is also a valuable
reminder that Abramson has written this pair of books
with a broad audience in mind: his aim is to lay out a
rational, comprehensible framework for understanding
the coinage that reflects cutting-edge academic research,
but which is at the same time accessible to others,
among them new collectors and finders of coins. He has
succeeded admirably in this endeavour.
RORY NAISMITH
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Winchester Studies 8. The Winchester Mint and Coins
and Related Finds from the Excavations of 1961–71,
edited by Martin Biddle (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2012), xli + 725 pp. incl. 123 b/w plates.
This volume has taken a long time to come to print,
emerging over forty years after the original conception
for a study of the Winchester mint and the end of the
excavations it also covers. It has been worth the wait, as
it can be described as the most important work of reference for the study of Late Saxon coinage to have been
published in recent times. The time taken in its publication can in part be attributed to the diverse range of
authors, twenty by my count, but also to the incredible
level of detail the volume contains. At its heart is a
dazzlingly detailed corpus of coins struck in Winchester
between the reigns of Alfred and Henry III. This is as
near comprehensive as possible and includes die-links,
weights, diameters and provenance of over 5,000 coins,
in addition to images for virtually all die combinations.
It was compiled by the late Yvonne Harvey and the
scale of her efforts in its production is staggering, with
tens of thousands of comparisons needed to complete
the die study alone. Students of Late Saxon coinage
should be grateful to her for producing such a tremendous resource and it will be a fitting legacy that her
work is likely to act as the foundation and inspiration
for a whole new generation of scholars.
The book is the seventh in a series which has published results from, and related to, the excavations in
Winchester. Martin Biddle – the excavator and general
editor – has overseen the publication of these volumes,
which cover a range of topics in a broadly thematic
manner. For example, Winchester Studies 1 contains
historical data related to the town, including much that
is pertinent to the topography and administration of
the town’s medieval mint. This volume considers the
excavated numismatic material from the town, placing
it within the wider context of minting in Winchester
between the late-ninth and mid-thirteenth centuries.
The book is divided into two sections, with the first
focusing upon the production of coinage in Winchester.
The second is concerned with material found during the
course of the extensive excavations in Winchester
between 1961 and 1971. The volume is weighted towards
the first section, with over 600 pages devoted to analysis
of the scale of production, moneyers, exchanges and
etymology.

The first section is dominated by Harvey’s catalogue.
This is particularly strong for the years at the beginning
of the eleventh century, when Winchester was producing large volumes of coinage, much of which was ultimately buried in Scandinavian hoards. This is most
clearly illustrated by Æthelred II’s Crux type, struck for
a number of years during the 990s, with the catalogue
containing details of over 600 coins. This data is marshalled by a series of superb indices which allow it to be
approached by those interested in moneyers, hoards or
provenance.
The first section also includes contributions from a
number of other scholars. The late Margaret Gelling
and Veronica Smart discuss the form and types of
names of the mint and moneyers respectively. Smart’s
analysis focuses upon the arrival of foreign names,
Danish and Continental, in the mints of Anglo-Saxon
England and how that relates to our wider interpretation of immigration in the eleventh century. Both her
work and that of Gelling highlights the possibilities of
detailed numismatic study to those in related disciplines, a point which emerges time and again in this volume. Martin Allen considers the historical evidence for
minting in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries in his
contribution. This evidence is strong and it allows for
discussion of the Winchester mint’s relationships to the
crown and also the scale of coinage that it produced.
The latter theme is also picked up by Stewart Lyon, who
takes a statistical approach to the moneyers and dies
used at the mint. He is able to trace, and to a certain
extent quantify, peaks and troughs in production at
Winchester. The analysis highlights a number of issues,
with perhaps the most startling being the enormous
scale of production around the year 1000 and subsequent decline during the following century. This analysis is contextualised through comparison with the
published Lincoln material and unpublished data from
York. The combination of these three mints, amongst
the largest in England, means that patterns detected
across all three can, to a degree, be regarded as occurring across the whole of the country. This is very important, given the fact that much recent work in the field
has focused on the national picture provided by metaldetected evidence. This volume makes it abundantly
clear that only by combining the data of finds with the
ebb and flow of production can a better understanding
of the use of coinage be arrived at.
The second, and shorter, section has thirteen chapters, which each focus upon a different type of numismatic evidence. Most of these are brief, with a catalogue
detailing the material and a short section of analysis.
The types of material, reflecting the excavations, are
diverse and eclectic. Highlights from this section include
the listing of excavated coins and four chapters on
Byzantine material. The former lists over 160 coins
founds during the course of the excavations. This is a
substantial body of material and can be placed alongside York, Lincoln and London as important numismatic corpora from urban excavations. Much of the
focus of the discussion revolves around the issue of
residuality of coinage in urban contexts which has
proved a challenge in a number of urban excavations.
Raising the question of the extent to which coinage can
be taken as good dating evidence, the suggestion being
that often it cannot, is welcome. It suggests that numis-
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matic evidence should not only be used as a means of
dating archaeological sites but also mobilized to elucidate a range of other issues, including the economy,
social interaction and royal power. It is thus something
of a pity that there is not more of this type of analysis
in the book, although this does leave the field open for
readers to delve into the Winchester material and draw
their own conclusions.
There are very interesting contributions from a number of scholars in the other parts of the second section.
Many of these emphasize the exotic and international
connections of the town. There are several chapters
which discuss the finds of Byzantine coins, seals and an
intaglio. These finds from an urban excavation are not
surprising given the increasing number of similar finds
that have been unearthed through metal detecting, but
the fact that these examples are from sealed archae
ological contexts can conclusively put to bed the notion
that Byzantine material is always of modern import.
The authors are able to demonstrate that a connection
to the east was present in the early medieval period, an
important and often overlooked finding. The outwardlooking nature of the town is also attested by the finds
of papal bullae, jettons, an Islamic coin, a Jewish token
and imitative Islamic coin brooches. The day to day life
and administration of the town comes through in the
discussion of a lead seal and a small number of lead
tokens.
Everything within this volume is well documented,
clearly presented by expert authors, and illustrated to a
very high standard. It is an exemplary record of the
numismatic material from the excavations with a
detailed catalogue and discussion of how coins were
made in the town. While more could be said about how
the coins relate to other excavated evidence or the shifting topography of the town, the volume is very rich in
data, much of which is yet to be fully explored or analysed. As such, the book will continue to be important
and relevant as a foundation for much further work for
many years to come. Any collector or scholar of the
period should have a copy on their shelf.
ANDREW WOODS

The Brussels Hoard of 1908. The Long Cross Coinage of
Henry III, by Ron Churchill and Bob Thomas, BNS
Special Publication 9 (London, 2012), xx + 320 pp.,
illus.
September 2012 saw the long awaited publication of
this comprehensive study of the 1908 Brussels Hoard.
The prolonged gestation has lent this volume an almost
mythical status, although not quite to the same extent
as that surrounding the hoard itself. That this volume
was a long time coming is hardly surprising, bearing in
mind the sheer size of the hoard as well as the extra
ordinary diligence required of the authors, Bob Thomas
and Ron Churchill, to complete the task.
At the heart of this immense work lies the extremely
detailed listing of the contents of the hoard. The
authors have gone to a great deal of effort to identify
and include those coins which have been released to collectors over the years and those no longer present for
other reasons. Inevitably, some coins remain untrace
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able, but there is every reason to believe that this listing
is as definitive as it can be.
The authors have provided a clear and well presented
summary of the current classification scheme of the
Long Cross coinage, based on that originally proposed
by L.A. Lawrence and subsequently updated and
amended by Robin Davis. This classification has for a
long time provided a perfectly acceptable basis for students of the series; however, it has also long been felt
that there remained considerable scope for further
refinement and reorganisation of the current scheme.
This has now been taken forward with a new classification principally based upon the various combinations
of legends, both obverse and reverse, and the initial
marks. The initial marks appear in five basic forms
although, perhaps inevitably, there is considerable variety within each specific ‘type’. Whether these are actual
variations or due to the vagaries of the hand-striking
process is of course a matter for debate. These ‘initial’
or ‘mint’ marks had of course been noted from the outset, but no serious attempt seems to have been made to
make sense of them until now.
Thomas and Churchill offer a new ‘proposed’ classification, derived from their findings. This classification
remains based on the current familiar numerical designation, albeit with the introduction of some new subclasses and the reallocation of some coins to different
sub-classes. The authors readily accept that this new
classification is not without its problems, the chief of
which they see as being the fact that three of the classes
(2, 3 and 5) bridge over two distinct successive phases of
the coinage. In order to overcome this perceived weakness they have also formulated what they refer to as
their ‘Ideal’ classification. This confines each full class
number to its own phase on the basis of numismatic,
historical and chronological sequences of the issues.
This would of course require numerous changes to the
numbering system.
The authors acknowledge that it is unlikely that any
other scholars will ever again have access to such a large
study group. It seems odd therefore that they have drawn
back from putting forward their ‘Ideal’ classification as
the definitive arrangement. Whilst the ‘proposed’ classification is eminently acceptable, the decision not to go
with the more comprehensive reclassification might be
seen as something of a lost opportunity. The authors
readily accept that it was with a certain reluctance that
they allowed themselves to be ‘persuaded’ against the
‘Ideal’ classification. Why this was so is not altogether
clear. Certainly the opportunity for future scholars to
revisit their proposal remains, although it is hard to see
what event or future discovery might prompt such a farreaching reassessment. The fact that a number of collectors would be faced with a considerable re-labelling task
should not be seen as any sort of hindrance.
Of particular interest is the well considered discussion of the problems and challenges posed by the coins
of classes 5d and 5e, and their place within the series.
This group remains one of the most persistent problem
areas. The authors have provided a clear summary of
current thinking in this respect. It seems likely that the
uncertainty regarding this group will eventually be
resolved, but it is possible that the essential clues may
well come from documentary sources rather than the
coins themselves.
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Perhaps the least well known and least discussed
element of the Long Cross portion of the hoard are the
numerous Continental imitations. The authors have
gone to extraordinary lengths to list and describe the
nearly 4,000 coins in the hoard. This is an extremely
important element of the hoard and an unprecedented
and probably unique opportunity to study such a large
group of important issues within the same context. It is
therefore essential that, if at all possible, this group is
kept together for future study. The authors have provided us with an exhaustive list of readings and where
relevant, descriptions of salient features. This listing
would of course provide the ideal foundation for a more
exhaustive study at some future date, following on from
Jeffrey North’s study of the Long Cross imitations and
Professor Mayhew’s 1983 publication of Sterling
Imitations of Edwardian Type.1
A detailed summary of the Scottish coins is provided
by courtesy of Lord Stewartby, whilst in an appendix is
a brief summary of class 7, noting the fact that although
this is a scarce class at best, the number of dies known,
at least for the more common issues, is considerable. A
closer look at this particular class may be in order,
alongside a reconsideration of the ever-increasing number of class 5h dies of Renaud of London known. The
volume is copiously illustrated throughout, including
no less than twenty-two high quality plates, as is the
normal practice with publications such as this.
Much in the same way as Jeffrey Mass’ publication of
his collection of Short Cross coins became a key reference for collectors of that series,2 this volume will
undoubtedly become the essential reference for students
and collectors of the Long Cross issues of Henry III. It
is only right to acknowledge finally the inestimable contribution of Messrs A.H. Baldwin & Sons Ltd, without
whose continuing support this very important work
would not have been possible.
MIKE SHOTT
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Bedfordshire Seventeenth Century Tokens, by John
Gaunt, edited and expanded by Gary Oddie (Llanfyllin:
Galata Print, 2011), 149 pp., illus.
John Gaunt worked on seventeenth-century tokens for
many years, carrying out the first part of this study
from the late 1960s until the early 1980s. This was fol1
2

North 1995; 1996; Mayhew 1983.
Mass 2001.

lowed up as a background project in the late 1990s and,
with additional analysis, brought together by Gary
Oddie for publication in 2011. John died in 2010 so the
book is a fitting memorial. The (albeit unplanned) joint
approach has ensured a thoroughgoing study covering
all aspects of the subject. It is an excellent volume and
essential reading for anyone interested in seventeenthcentury tokens from a local or national perspective.
The book comprises four sections. There are introductions to seventeenth-century coinage and tokens in
general and to Bedfordshire tokens, with a section on
past work, including illustrated accounts of collectors
and collections; also a general observations section
which includes relationships with token issues in other
counties, dates on the tokens, their geographical distribution and the devices on them. The second part is the
main catalogue which lists tokens of 98 personal and 2
town issuers, with illustrations at twice size and information on issuers. This is followed by abbreviations,
references and suggestions for future study and the final
part of the book comprises appendices with tables and
concordances including a ground-breaking analysis of
the initial marks found on Bedfordshire tokens.
The introductory sections are particularly useful as
they provide valuable context not often included in
works on seventeenth-century tokens. These cover questions often asked by people approaching the subject for
the first time, including how the tokens could have been
manufactured, sold and distributed as well as the context of coin issues, lead tokens, mint history, and events
in national history. More detailed coverage of seventeenth-century tokens in Bedfordshire includes discussion of the incidence of token issue in the county
through the period of their use, and this section also has
a list of occupations, with useful discussion of over
lapping trades and signs on tokens. Grocers, drapers
and innholders were the most frequent token issuers in
Bedfordshire; each of these trades involves high numbers of small transactions, which may be a significant
feature behind token issue in general.
The general observations section includes a salutary
reminder that county boundaries were not important to
token issuers, who issued them for their own convenience. As the tokens have been collected on a county basis
for so long, it would be next to impossible to change
now, but what can be done is done in this volume, for
instance there is a comparison of population, county
size and number of issuers for a selection of counties.
The spatial distribution of Bedfordshire seventeenthcentury tokens shows issues in villages some distance
from main routes; incidentally providing evidence for
shops in small villages at this time for which there is no
other evidence.
Details of issuers, their trades and families provides
insight into the lives of the better sort of people who
tended to be token issuers, drawing on wills, parish
records, hearth tax records and other local sources. For
instance, the continuing controversies over matters of
faith in people’s lives at this time are reflected, with John
Clarke, token issuer of Bedford summoned by the archdeacon for not attending church, and fined (which he
refused to pay) for attending meetings of the
Congregationalists; while Edward Chester, token issuer
of Dunstable, was the first in Dunstable to receive
Richard Hubberthorne of Lancashire, a Quaker leader,
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in 1654. There is a fascinating documentary account of
a labourer in Shefford, who stole twelve brass farthings
in 1669 from a grocer who was a token issuer. At the
beginning of each town or village section there is valuable context and insights on the location’s function, population and trades, for instance the practical point that
in Bedford shops facing north sold perishable goods
while those facing south sold non-perishable goods. At
Bedford, no less than eight token issuers appear on a list
for a meeting of the Corporation, and the page from the
minute book is illustrated, where a number of council
members issued tokens, and at Dunstable four token
issuers appear in one document, showing they were all
active in the local administration. This is a pattern
noticeable elsewhere, for instance in my own preliminary research on Leicester where a number of issuers
were active in the Corporation. As is pointed out in this
book, it is likely that token issuers often knew each
other and that their tokens were interchangeable; it is
also probable that there were trade and personal rivalries. Tokens could have been issued when people
achieved freedom of the borough status, as Robert
Thompson points out in his review of this volume,1 and
that in itself prompts a further question for anyone
publishing token issues of major towns. Local sources
may yet provide more evidence for how tokens were
ordered, manufactured and distributed.
Seventeenth-century tokens are a fascinating though
difficult subject, and it is worth noting that most mainstream historians of this period rarely consider tokens,
which means that references in documents are less likely
to be shared with the numismatic community. The work
involved in identifying, allocating to issuer/town/county
and similar detailed activities is so considerable that it
can inhibit broader thinking. This situation is improving, however: helpful modern trends include the popularisation of family history with internet sources more
readily available, improvements in reproduction of documents and token images and the Portable Antiquities
Scheme, which funds the sharing of results of the metal
detector finds network. The example of this Bedfordshire
volume, with excellent images and which covers both
numismatic needs and the kinds of contextual discussion and analysis that inform broader thinking sets a
new standard; it is an excellent approach that other
publications on this subject would do well to emulate.
YOLANDA COURTNEY
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Illustrated Catalogue of the Tokens, Medallions and
Banknotes of Cumbria, by C.R.S. Farthing (Llanfyllin:
Galata, 2013), 328 pp., illus.
Following on from last year’s Northamptonshire and the
Soke of Peterborough Tokens and Checks by Peter
Waddell, Galata have now published a similar book by
Charles farthing for Cumbria. This book is however
bigger in every sense. It is A4 size, like Peter Waddell’s
book, but runs to a colossal 328 pages. It covers more
than one old county by featuring Cumberland,
Westmorland and the parts of Lancashire and Yorkshire
that make up today’s Cumbria. Finally, as can be seen
from the title, it also delves into the realms of medallions
and provincial banknotes.
Is bigger, better? Slightly stunned by the number of
categories contained, I turned first to the seventeenthcentury tokens, which is my main field. These are beautifully illustrated in colour (like all the illustrations in
the book), larger than life size and with copious biographical notes about the issuers. Certainly, it would be
hard to improve on this section. The same can be said
for the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century sections,
although these are mainly a relisting of Dalton and
Hamer with little additional detail, and the tokens have
of course recently been summarized in Token Book 2.1
Communion Tokens are also listed. These are cross referenced to both Cresswell and Burzinski,2 illustrated in
colour and with further notes on the places of issue. In
the Retail and Trading section, Charles Farthing pulls
together both unofficial farthings and higher value
checks for the first time and they are again well illustrated with plenty of background research where available. The same goes for the separate Co-op section and
the Transport section, the latter mixing in medals with
tokens. The Industry section, mainly Barrow-inFurness, also combines tokens and checks with commemorative medallions which may not work for some
collectors but, with twenty sections in the book as it is,
further sub-division was perhaps thought unnecessary.
Medallions make up close to 100 per cent of the sections on Politics, Agriculture, Education, Music, Sport
and many other sections. In all these, like the tokens, the
listings are alphabetical by town and it is generally easy
to find what you are after. An ARP medal (no. 2.37) is
listed under Institutions and Political rather than War
and Peace for some reason, and there will be other
examples where one may have catalogued an item in a
different section from that of the author.
So what else is in this book? It provides the first comprehensive listing of Cumbrian pub checks. The medals
in the section on Music, The Arts and Theatre, Sports
and Recreation and Civic events have never been as
methodically and comprehensively published before,
especially with colour illustrations and some background research. Other areas are not so novel. The
Carlisle siege pieces from the Civil War are listed along
with Jacobite pieces also relating principally to Carlisle.
These are all published elsewhere, but comprehensive is
what this book is intended to be. Similarly, there is a
large section on Mining and Quarrying, already covered
1

1
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by Finlay in 2006,3 but perhaps the author felt that it
was better to have this in than out for completeness
sake. There are also examples of national awards listed
simply because it can be illustrated with an example
awarded to a local man, especially in the Gallantry and
Rescue Awards section (the stories are fascinating). At
the end of the book, the banknote section is well illustrated by many examples from the British Museum
which are worth seeing. You will probably not see them
illustrated anywhere else.
There is a good index and keyword tracer at the end
of the book and indexes for dates and shapes. There is
also a comprehensive bibliography, including a useful
listing of the available local directories. So, a very comprehensive book, covering literally everything known
in the field of tokens, medallions and banknotes for
Cumbria. If you collect co-op tokens, unofficial farthings, pub checks, communion tokens, or any of the
other series, then this book will give you extra details
and excellent illustrations of those found in Cumbria.
Its very comprehensiveness makes it a useful book for
other areas (for example, modern elongated pennies).
Are there any omissions? Local shopping trolley tokens
is one possibility. A final small drawback is that it is a
large, heavy book in a soft cover and will need looking
after carefully if it is to last as long as its usefulness
surely will.
TIM EVERSON

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Burzinski, L.M., 1999. Communion Tokens of the World
(uncertain location, USA).
Cresswell, O.D., 1985. Comprehensive Directory of
World Communion Tokens (Ottawa).
Finlay, M., 2006. The Mining and Related Tokens of
West Cumberland (Penrith).
Withers, P. and Withers, B.R., 2013. The Token Book 2:
Unofficial Farthings & Small Advertising Tokens
1820–1901, including ‘Columbia’ Farthings (Llanfyllin).

Irish Tavern Tokens. The John Sweeney Collection
Supplemented by Other Collection, by Gerald Rice
(Dublin: Numismatic Society of Ireland and National
Museum of Ireland, 2013), xii + 113 pp., illus.
Collectors and researchers everywhere will give a
warm welcome to this long-anticipated and eagerly
awaited catalogue of Irish paranumismatica. Its impact
seems to have been immediate with a reawakened interest in the series, reflected in a sudden jump in the prices
being realised at auction.
The book is based on the large collection, originating
in the nineteenth century and added to by various eminent collectors, that was eventually owned by the late
John Sweeney and passed by him to Fr Gerald Rice, the
author of this work. The catalogue draws substantially
on the pioneering work by the late Dr Neil Todd in
Tavern Tokens of County Dublin, circa 1850–1900, published in 1977, and supplemented by later studies and
3
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by the separate fresh collections built up by Mr Barry
Woodside and others.
To British readers, the term ‘tavern tokens’ in the title
may seem somewhat unfamiliar, in spite of its use by
Dr Todd, as a description for what are more generally
known as ‘pubic house tokens’ or ‘pub checks’. In addition, the Irish series is substantially different in nature
due to the differing structure of the licensed trade in
Ireland. The definition is much wider than ‘across the
water’, with many outlets, even in recent times, combining a retail shop with an in-house drinking facility
under the one roof. This means that many of the tokens
were issued by vintners, grocers, wine and spirit dealers,
etc., and could perhaps be defined more accurately as
‘liquor trade tokens’ rather than the narrower term
‘tavern tokens’.
Turning to content, each token is numbered and
described, with provenance, dates and details of the
issuer (where known), metal and diameter, and most are
illustrated. There is valuable work on the die classification and dating of the totally dominant Parkes workshop, background information on the collection, and
useful indexes. The production is adequate, the illustrations are a little faint but perfectly clear, and the book is
being offered at a reasonable price. However, it is somewhat let down by what might appear to be signs of
undue haste by the editorial team in its final stages. For
example, to my personal knowledge, there are a number
of tokens for which details were provided on request
and which were duly researched by Fr Rice but have
been totally omitted from the catalogue. There are others for which ancillary information (e.g., metal and
diameter) was available but recorded as ‘unknown’ or
‘n/a’. The proof reading also seems to have been wayward at times. Examples include Britian, Bermingham,
IPC for ICP (393) and 1893–1885 (367), whilst the crediting of the late Mr Dennis Vorley as ‘Derek’ is unfortunate. Perhaps the most obvious mistake is the repeat of
the illustration of 123 (Dove Society) as 125 (Doyle,
Haddington Road). These errors are disappointing,
given the work’s long gestation period.
In spite of these criticisms, the book is an extremely
valuable addition to the token literature, essential for all
those interested in Irish numismatics or in pub tokens
generally.
ANDREW CUNNINGHAM

The Token Book 2: Unofficial Farthings & Small
Advertising Tokens 1820–1901, including ‘Columbia’
Farthings, by P. Withers and B.R. Withers (Llanfyllin:
Galata, 2013), 310 pp., illus.
The term ‘unofficial farthings’ was devised by Bell for
farthing-size tokens of c.1820–70, and retained for the
supplement by Whitmore et al.1 Now, with a dedication
to John Whitmore, and an extension of the coverage to
the death of Queen Victoria, the series has been rearranged and published with coloured illustrations and
much new documentation in this new book. Pub checks
have been relegated to an appendix (Appendix 6).
Where the Queen’s head is catalogued as a reverse, this
1
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is not an act of lèse-majesté but of respect for the logic
of privately-issued tokens, as pointed out by Whitmore
himself.2
The alphabetical arrangement by place-name is reasonable, given the reorganisation of the counties in
1965–74, and there is an index of counties on p. 310.
‘London’ includes Southwark (pp. 77–104), without subdivision. However, COVE (5910) and QUEENSTOWN
(6710) were successive names for the same place (now
spelled Cóbh), so the Swanton & Co. farthings would
have been better catalogued in the same place, under an
appropriate heading. Indeed Macalister reports, what is
not visible on 6710, that the obverse die had been
altered from COVE.3 Little is said about the makers,
even for 5461 with letter H in the reverse legend; but
5945 is signed DÜNKELSBÜHLER, and 7544 by
KIRKWOOD.
There are impressive die-studies of ‘Columbia’ farthings, and Crystal Palace and Queen Victoria dies, on
pp. 253–76. A number of entries incorporate a diestudy, e.g. Dr Eady (2490–96). Some corrections are
necessary: D.G. Berri, engraver (2355), was not Daniel
Berry but David Garden Berri, fl. 1856–1901.4 HIM’s
HOUSE, HOTEL FRANÇAIS (2600), repeats a suggestion by the present reviewer which he hoped would
lie buried in obscurity; Ralph Hayes found the true
explanation in the rare surname of Charles Him, fl.
1837.5 Reference to a Peerage would have shown that
H.G. Perry, merchant in Rathdowney (6730), could not
have become Viscount Ashbrook, whose family name is
Flower. Queen’s County, in which Rathdowney lay, has
been called Co. Laois (Leix) since 1920.
As an example of how knowledge has moved on, let
us take 7550 on p. 245, J. GOLLEDGE, Cardiff, grocer.
In 1972 one could only guess from directories that the
issuer might be John Golledge, fl. 1855–58.6 Thanks to
the Cox brothers we know now of a Jane G. and a James
G., both grocers, while Withers & Withers add James G.
from the 1851 Census. As so often, none is recorded at
the address on the token.7
Many sources are now online, but the documentation
of issuers nevertheless has taken years. The findings
reveal the size of middle-class households, e.g. (3990) a
married linen draper with three children, four shop
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Cox and Cox 1994, 28, no. 13.

assistants, an apprentice, a housemaid, a nursemaid,
and a cook. Trades (tabulated on pp. 259–60) include a
manufacturer of pudding powder (2554), of reviver for
faded mourning (2753), a herbalist (3897), and PRIVATE
ADVICE (5280). Depictions include a truss (681) and a
grasshopper (3310). Edwin Steer, cheese factor in
Wolverhampton (5148), had an address in New York in
1876, and 1881 in Stafford prison. The issuer of 7520
founded Glasgow’s Mitchell Library.
In support of the limited evidence on how the tokens
functioned, Joshua Rushbrooke’s Willenhall farthings
were sold at 4s. 9d. for 5s. nominal to shopkeepers and
traders (p. 164). Subsequently the Spring Vale Hotel in
Willenhall was re-named by Messrs Courage ‘The
Rushbrooke Farthing’.8
This is a superb addition to the literature, which has
opened up another series to serious study.
R.H. THOMPSON
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PRESIDENT’S REVIEW OF THE YEAR 2013
ROGER BLAND

It seems to me – and I hope you will agree – that our Society continues to run like a smoothlyfunctioning machine; for that we have to thank your officers and Council who between them
put an enormous amount of effort into ensuring that this happens and I would like to pay
tribute to them all this evening.
First of all I would like to thank our Secretary, Peter Preston-Morley, who continues to be
a tower of strength to me and who conducts the business of meetings and Council with great
efficiency. The Society is greatly in his debt. Thanks too to our Membership Secretary, Philip
Skingley of Spink’s, not only for looking after our members so well, but also for generously
enabling us to meet here. Spink’s have provided a wonderful venue for our November and May
meetings and I think it is a move that has been universally welcomed. We continue to maintain
our link with the Warburg, which houses our library, and still hold seven meetings a year there,
but I think I can say that Spink’s has provided an excellent venue and our great thanks to Philip
for arranging that – and also for so unobtrusively and efficiently organising our parties.
Our membership is now below the six hundred mark, at 563. This is still a healthy level, but
we are currently on a downward trend: over this last year twenty-one new members were
elected but that is balanced by eight deaths, eight resignations and thirteen amovals, so that we
have had a net loss of eight members. Clearly we need to take steps to expand our membership
and particularly to attract more younger members. Various ideas have been suggested in
Council and we will be establishing a committee to come up with proposals in the new session.
On Philip’s initiative, Council has agreed to speed up the process of considering nominations for memberships. These are now circulated around Council by email instead of waiting
for the next meeting to be tabled, thereby enabling us to elect new members more quickly than
in the past.
As we have heard, our Treasurer continues to ensure that the Society remains in good financial health and we are extremely grateful, as ever, to our Honorary Auditor, Tony Merson, for
his hard work on the accounts. This year has been rather quieter than the previous ones, which
saw the completion of the great project to put all the back numbers of the Journal on the website and also the publication of three Special Publications. Thanks to our Treasurer’s careful
management we have been able to hold our subscription level for eleven years now and our
reserves have been steadily growing, so that they now exceed £200,000 and our income comfortably exceeds our outgoings. After the difficult days of the 1970s and early 1980s, when the
Society’s finances were in such a precarious position that it was uncertain whether we could
afford to continue to print the Journal, we clearly needed to build up sufficient reserves to
ensure that this did not happen again. Thanks to an increase in members over thirty years
(even though there has been a recent decline) and a drop in the costs of publication, we have
now reached the point where we can consider being more proactive in the use of our funds. As
a charity it is not appropriate for us to sit on ever-increasing financial reserves: we should
make them work for us. Over recent years we have responded to requests for support for good
causes that fall within our remit and this year we have launched a new bursary initiative, to
which I shall come back. It may well be time to put our grant-giving activities onto a more
organized footing by establishing a budget and the Finance Committee will be looking at that.
I shall of course report on that initiative as it proceeds.
Another issue that has occupied Council’s time this year is the fact that the great success our
Secretary has had in obtaining members’ email addresses has highlighted how expensive it has
become to continue to send mailings to those members for whom we don’t have email addresses.
This has become more acute as the cost of postage continues to rise: it costs around £3 to
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service UK members without email, £5 for EU members and £7.50 for members outside the
EU. We have considered introducing a two-tier subscription, with a higher rate for those 150
or so members for whom we do not have email addresses. While Council has decided to do
nothing for the present – there were concerns that such a move might unduly impact on some
of our oldest members – it is an issue that we need to keep under review.
The most important and lasting benefit that members receive from the Society is of course
the Journal and our editors, Elina Screen and Martin Allen, commit a lot of their time to this
role which is not always the most rewarding. Elina is retiring from her role as editor after six
years and is also stepping down from Council and I would like to record our great thanks to
her for her great contribution as editor and also for her valuable and sensible contributions to
Council. Regrettably it has not been possible to find another person who is willing to replace
Elina at this time. Since it is completely unreasonable to expect Martin to bear the whole work
of editing the Journal and Special Publications on his own, Council has agreed that for the
coming year at least, Martin should be supported by a paid copy editor. We estimate that the
cost to the Society will be in the order of £1,000 per Journal; a similar arrangement will be
needed for any Special Publications that come forward in the year ahead. We hope we may still
find a volunteer to take on the role of second editor and so this arrangement is just intended
to get us through this coming year.
Council is very grateful to Elina for her expert briefing on the issues raised by the
Government’s policy on Open Access to academic publications. This is a complicated subject,
which is still developing, but essentially all universities and publicly-funded research bodies
are moving to a requirement that all research published by their staff, or with the benefit of
their funding, should be available online free of charge. Although the Government cannot
require us as an independent charity to follow these principles, the policy will have an increasing impact on those contributors to the Journal who work for universities and, in time, other
public bodies such as museums. As a Society our initiative in putting all BNJs online has
meant that we are ahead of the game, but we will need to watch this issue closely.
Turning to Special Publications, we expect that The Diaries of Leonard Wyon, edited by
Philip Attwood, will be published early in 2014: our thanks to Philip Skingley for his work on
that volume. Council has also approved a request from Philip de Jersey to publish his Coin
Hoards in Iron Age Britain, a definitive corpus of all hoards of those coins found in Britain.
The catalogue is of this now in draft and we hope that it will be published in 2014. We have
also agreed to publish a revised version of Richard Kelleher’s PhD thesis, ‘Coins, monetisation and re-use in medieval England and Wales: New interpretations made possible by Portable
Antiquities Scheme’, and we are also glad to hear that our former President, Robin Eaglen,
has completed the text of the second volume of his study of the mint of Bury St Edmunds. We
also have a commitment to publish the study of the York mint, initiated by Bill Lean, although
it is less certain when that will be completed. So members will see that there are a good number
of publications in the pipeline even if we cannot at this stage say for certain when they will all
be published.
I have already mentioned the great resource that has now been created on our website
through the digitization of all the back numbers of our Journal. Since last year, our Website
Officer Andy Woods has completed the project, and you can now download individual papers,
rather than the whole of one year’s Journal; he has also added BNJ 78 and 79. You can now
find individual papers if you enter the author and title followed by ‘BNJ’ into Google, so that
the great wealth of numismatic scholarship available in our Journal is highly visible across the
Web. Andy reports that the Digital BNJ section of the website had 3,661 unique visitors in the
year from October 2012 to September 2013. This is a great achievement and our thanks to
Andy for continuing to develop look after our website for us.
We thank our Director, Ian Leins, for organizing another varied programme of meetings
this year and thanks to our speakers Philippa Walton, Richard Kelleher, Barbara Burman,
Paul Stevens, Andy Woods, Julia Farley, Amelia Dowler and Professor Julian Hoppit. Our
Joint Summer Meeting with the Royal Numismatic Society was held this year in York and we
are very grateful to the Yorkshire Numismatic Society and especially their Chairman Tony
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Abramson for organising it. The event was free and it attracted eighty-two people, which is
probably a record attendance for a summer meeting. The theme of the day was ‘Coin Hoards
and Treasure Finds’ and the speakers included Richard Abdy, Martin Allen, Edward Besly,
Stephen Briggs, Eleanor Ghey, Sam Moorhead and Philippa Walton. It was an excellent day
and our thanks to them all. Our Director has put together another excellent programme of
talks for next year and the summer meeting will be held in Reading on 12 July, by courtesy of
the Reading Coin Club which will be celebrating its 50th anniversary. The theme will be
‘Thames Valley numismatics in a national perspective’. Gavin Scott is putting a programme
together and further details will be available in due course.
We also thank Robert Thompson for looking after that very important asset, our library,
with the help of a band of volunteers. Our library received an interesting addition this year, a
bound volume containing correspondence between our Society and the Liverpool Public
Library, a former institutional member, spanning the period 1903–1927. The volume was rescued from a skip in Liverpool earlier this year and now has a safe home in our library, and our
thanks to Rory Naismith for his help in that.
I noted at the start of this Review that the Society has resources to respond to requests for
support in activities related to our charitable aims. This year we gave a grant of £1,000 to the
60th anniversary Congress of the British Association of Numismatic Societies in Greenwich
in April; £855 to fund three student places at the Summer School on Numismatics organised
by the British Museum in July and last month Council agreed to give a grant of £500 to a
conference co-organised by our Website Officer, Andy Woods, at York in June next year, while
today we gave a grant of £250 to Tony Abramson towards the costs of typesetting Studies in
Early Medieval Coinage vol. 3. We are also glad to see that the Fitzwilliam Museum has now
established a Mark Blackburn scholarship: this will be an annual bursary for one month for
the study of Anglo-Saxon or Viking coinage. Last year the Society made a contribution of
£1,000 towards this.
These are grants we have made in response to requests from other bodies, but this year,
thanks to a proposal from our Education Committee, we have ourselves launched a new initiative, a programme of bursaries to enable university students to gain work experience with a
numismatic collection. Council agreed to establish three bursaries of £350 each and we are
grateful to the British Museum, the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford and the Fitzwilliam
Museum in Cambridge to agreeing to accept the first three placements, which were for a
month each. The scheme attracted thirty-one applications. At the British Museum Emily
Wyatt worked with Marion Archibald for a month in the Department of Coins and Medals.
Rachel Wilkinson held the Fitzwilliam Museum bursary, where she worked on the cataloguing of Greek and Roman coins, as well as being involved in a wide range of other activities,
while at the Ashmolean Museum Eleanor Smith divided her time between helping to prepare
a special numismatic exhibition on the First World War and putting together a teaching collection on the kings and queens of England. We are very grateful to Megan Gooch for organizing this scheme, which has been a great success and one which I am sure we will want to
continue with. Sadly Megan is stepping down from Council this evening, but we are very
grateful to her for her work for the Society over the last three years.
I would lastly like to express my thanks to Frances Simmons who is also standing down
from Council after three years’ service: Frances’s contributions to Council have always been
most welcome.
We welcome the three new members of Council who have been elected this evening: Marion
Archibald, Ken Eckardt and Bradley Shepherd.
Lastly it is my sad duty to record the deaths of eight members: Ross Blakey of London,
Ontario, Canada, a member since 1987; Michael Ewing of Petersfield, Hampshire, a member
since 1984; John Hooke of the United Arab Emirates, a member since 1964; Brian Pybus of
Romsey, elected in 1963; Geoffrey Leonard Riddle of East Grinstead, elected in 2005 and
Michael Bonser of Saffron Walden, a member since 1983, whose obituary by Tony Abramson
was published in volume 83 of our Journal (pp. 323–5). Michael was a pioneer in recording
finds of medieval coins made by metal detector users and was a major contributor to our

PRESIDENT’S REVIEW OF THE YEAR 2013

287

Journal’s Coin Register in its early days. This year we also lost Richard Doty of Washington
DC, USA, a member since 1983, who died in June and we have also published an obituary on
him, by Bill McKivor, in last year’s Journal (pp. 325–6). Lastly, Robert Seaman, who died in
October, had been a member for forty-eight years and served on Council from 1967 to 1983.
A stalwart of the Essex Numismatic Society, he had a particular interest in the coinage of
medieval and Tudor periods, on which he published several papers in our Journal. Robert was
our Treasurer from eight years from 1973 to 1981, at a period when the Society was not in such
a sound position financially as it is today, and we owe him a great debt for his contribution at
that time.
Finally I would like to express our thanks to Harry Manville for sponsoring tonight’s party.
It is very fitting that we have honoured him with a dedication in BNJ 83.
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PRESIDENTS OF THE SOCIETY
1903–08
1909
1910–14
1915–19
1920–21
1922 (until 22 June)
1922 (from 28 June)
1923–25
1926–27
1928 (until 20 February)
1928 (from 22 February)
1929–32
1933–37
1938–45
1946–50
1951–54
1955–58
1959–63
1964–65
1966–70
1971–75
1976–80
1981–83
1984–88
1989–93
1994–98
1999–2003
2004–08
2008–11
2011–

P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton, DL, FSA
W.J. Andrew, FSA
P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton, DL, FSA
H.W. Morrieson, RA, FSA
F.A. Walters, FSA
J. Sanford Saltus
G.R. Francis, FSA
G.R. Francis, FSA
W.J. Freer, VD, DL, FSA
P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton, DL, FSA
H.W. Morrieson, RA, FSA
H.W. Morrieson, RA, FSA
V.B. Crowther-Beynon, MBE, MA, FSA
H.W. Taffs, MBE
C.E. Blunt, OBE, FSA
E.J. Winstanley, LDS
H.H. King, MA
D.F. Allen, BA, FBA, FSA
C.W. Peck, FPS, FSA
C.S.S. Lyon, MA, FIA
S.E. Rigold, MA, FSA
P. Woodhead, FSA
J.D. Brand, MA, FCA
H.E. Pagan, MA, FSA
C.E. Challis, BA, PhD, FSA, FRHistS
G.P. Dyer, BSc(Econ), DGA
D.W. Dykes, MA, PhD, FSA, FRHistS
M.A.S. Blackburn, PhD, FSA
R.J. Eaglen, MA, LLM, PhD, FSA
R.F. Bland, OBE, BA, PhD, FSA

JOHN SANFORD SALTUS MEDAL
This medal is awarded triennially to ‘the person, being a
member of the Society or not, who shall receive the
highest number of votes from the Members as having in
their opinion made the scholarly contribution to British
numismatics most deserving of public recognition, as
evidenced by published work or works, whether in the
British Numismatic Journal or elsewhere’, by ballot of
all the members.
The medal was founded by the late John Sanford
Saltus, Officer de la Légion d’Honneur, a President of
the Society, by gift of £200 in the year 1910.
Medallists:
1910
1911
1914
1917
1920
1923
1926
1929

P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton
Helen Farquhar
W.J. Andrew
L.A. Lawrence
H.W. Morrieson
H.A. Parsons
G.R. Francis
J.S. Shirley-Fox

1932
1935
1938
1941
1944
1947
1950
1953
1956
1959
1962
1965
1968
1968
1971
1974
1978
1981
1984
1987
1990
1993
1996
1997

C. Winter
R. Carlyon-Britton
W.C. Wells
C.A. Whitton
(not awarded)
R.C. Lockett
C.E. Blunt
D.F. Allen
F. Elmore Jones
R.H.M. Dolley
H.H. King
H. Schneider
E.J. Winstanley
C.W. Peck (posthumous award)
B.H.I.H. Stewart (later Lord Stewartby)
C.S.S. Lyon
S.E. Rigold
Marion M. Archibald
D.M. Metcalf
Joan E.L. Murray
H.E. Pagan
C.E. Challis
J.J. North
P. Grierson (special award)
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1999
2002
2005
2008
2011

R.H. Thompson
E.M. Besly
P. Woodhead
M.A.S. Blackburn
M.R. Allen

BLUNT PRIZE
This prize was instituted in 1986 as the Council Prize but
its name was changed in 2005 to mark the outstanding
contribution to the Society and to British Numismatics
made by Christopher Evelyn Blunt (1904–87). The
prize takes the form of a triennial cash award to an individual, whether a member of the Society or not, who has
made a recent significant contribution to the study of
numismatics which falls within the Society’s remit. Its
purpose is principally to encourage younger scholars,
and therefore preference is given to suitable candidates
under 35 years of age.
Recipients:
1987
1990
1993
1996
1999
2002
2005
2008
2011

M.A.S. Blackburn
E.M. Besly
B.J. Cook
M.R. Allen
P. de Jersey
K. Clancy
S. Bhandare
T. Crafter
R.G.R. Naismith

NORTH BOOK PRIZE
The North Book Prize, established in 2006 with a gener
ous donation by Jeffrey North, is awarded every two
years for the best book on British Numismatics.
Books eligible for consideration for the prize are those
published during the current or three preceding calendar years, copies of which have been received by the
joint library of the British Numismatic Society and the
Royal Numismatic Society for review.
Recipients:
2006	M.R. Allen for The Durham Mint (London,
2003)
2008	R.J. Eaglen for The Abbey and Mint of Bury St
Edmunds to 1279 (London, 2006)
2010	Lord Stewartby for English Coins 1180–1551
(London, 2009)
2012	
D.W. Dykes for Coinage and Currency in
Eighteenth-century Britain: The Provincial
Coinage (London, 2011)

JEFFREY NORTH MEDAL FOR
SERVICES TO NUMISMATICS
The Jeffrey North Medal for exceptional services to
British Numismatics was established with a generous
gift from Jeffrey North in 2008. It is awarded by Council
‘to members of the Society or others in recognition of
outstanding services to British numismatics, whether in
the UK or overseas’.
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Recipients:
2008
2008
2008
2008
2010
2010

J. Bispham
M.J. Bonser
C.R.S. Farthing
A.J. Holmes
K. Sugden
P. and Bente R. Withers

PROCEEDINGS 2013
The May and November meetings were held at Messrs
Spink. All other meetings were held at the Warburg
Institute. The President, Dr Roger Bland, was in the
chair for all meetings except that in March, when the
chair was occupied by Dr Stewart Lyon.
(For Officers and Council for 2013, see Volume 83)
22 JANUARY 2013. Steven James Lamb was elected by
Council to Ordinary Membership. Gregg Moore and
Randy Weir tendered their resignations to Council. Dr
Philippa Walton then read a paper entitled Where, when
and what for? Thinking about coin use in Roman Britain.
26 FEBRUARY 2013. Ben Dray, John Paul Eldridge
and Hamish Alexander Horseman Sewell were elected
by Council to Ordinary Membership. Richard Kelleher
then read a paper entitled Pilgrims, pennies and the
ploughzone: folded coins in later medieval Britain.
26 MARCH 2013. Christopher Finch Hatton and
Robert Lawson Lee were elected by Council to Ordinary
Membership. Council noted with regret the death of
Michael Bonser (1 March 2013, aged 73) and the
Chairman read part of an appreciation of the late Mr
Bonser, taken from the latest issue of the Yorkshire
Numismatic Society newsletter. Barbara Burman then
read a paper entitled ‘Jingling in her pockets’: the everyday life of coins in Britain in the long eighteenth century.
23 APRIL 2013. Quentin David Ross Archer, Fredrik
Bernsel and Dr Mark Whittow were elected by Council
to Ordinary Membership. Council noted with regret the
death of Ross George Blakey (7 April 2013, aged 66).
Dr Paul Stevens then read a paper entitled Recent
research into the coinage of the Bombay Presidency.
28 MAY 2013. Geoffrey Hobson, Daniel Lazarczyk,
Natasha Dorothy Helen McIntosh, Susan Catherine
Stewart and Charles Howard John Wood were elected
by Council to Ordinary Membership. Council noted
with regret the death of Michael Ian Hamilton Ewing
(8 May 2013, aged 86). The President congratulated
David Sealy, elected to the Society in May 1953, on his
60th anniversary of membership. Andrew Woods then
read a paper entitled Reconsidering the coinage of
Viking-age Ireland. The meeting was followed by the
Spring Reception for members and their guests, sponsored by Hugh Pagan.
25 JUNE 2013. Tara Mundy was elected by Council to
Ordinary Membership. David Ayling-Smith, James
Davis King, Claudio Patrucco, Stephen Pradier and
Nigel Patrick Tooley tendered their resignations to
Council. Council noted with regret the deaths of Dr
Richard George Doty (2 June 2013, aged 71), and John
Henry Timothy Hooke (4 November 2011, aged 66).
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Dr Julia Farley then read a paper entitled Striking silver: Iron Age coin production in the East Midlands.
24 SEPTEMBER 2013. Murray Andrews and Dr
Aaron John Jaffer were elected by Council to Ordinary
Membership. Amelia Dowler then read a paper entitled
Greek and Roman provincial coin finds in Great Britain.
22 OCTOBER 2013. Council noted with regret the
death of Robert James Seaman (6 October 2013, aged
78). The President briefly mentioned the contribution
of the late Mr Seaman, the Society’s treasurer from
1973 to 1981, during his term of office. The President
said that, no alternative nominations having been
received, Council’s list of Officers and Council members circulated during the month would be adopted at
the AGM. Prof. Julian Hoppit delivered the Howard
Linecar Memorial Lecture, entitled Economical reform
and the Mint, 1780-1815.
26 NOVEMBER 2013. Eleanor Rachel Smith, Michol
Stocco, Rachel Emma Wilkinson and Elizabeth Victoria
Wyatt were elected by Council to Ordinary Membership.
The Library and Information Service, Hereford, had
tendered their resignation to Council. Council noted
with regret the deaths of Brian Pybus (27 June 2013,
aged 94) and Geoffrey Leonard Riddle (1 August 2012,
aged 70). The Secretary declared that 13 members were
amoved under By-Law IV.6. Thomas Anstiss and
Nicholas Holmes were appointed scrutators for the ballot. The following Officers and Council were declared
elected for 2014:
President:
Dr Roger Bland
Vice-Presidents: 	Graham Dyer, Dr David Dykes, Dr
Stewart Lyon, Peter Mitchell, Hugh
Pagan, Lord Stewartby
Director:
Ian Leins
Treasurer:
Philip Mernick
Secretary:
Peter Preston-Morley
Membership
Philip Skingley
Secretary:
Librarian:
Robert Thompson
Council: 	
Dr Martin Allen (Editor), Thomas
Anstiss, Marion Archibald, Jeremy
Cheek, Dr Robin Eaglen, Ken Eckardt,
David Guest, Dr Sam Moorhead, John
Rainey, Bradley Shepherd, Dr Paul
Stevens, Dr Andrew Woods (Website
Officer).
The Corresponding Members of Council were
announced as Professor Peter Gaspar (North America)
and Colin Pitchfork (Australasia).
Council’s proposal that the subscription should remain
unchanged at £32 for Ordinary Members and £15 for
members under age 21 or in full-time education was
approved. The President delivered the annual address,
the first part devoted to a Review of the Society’s activities in 2013, followed by his Presidential Address, Coin
hoards and hoarding in Britain (II). On completion and
on behalf of the membership, Dr David Dykes thanked
the President for his endeavours on behalf of the
Society in the second year of his Presidency. The

President then invited members and their guests to
attend a reception generously sponsored by Harrington
Manville.

EXHIBITIONS
February:
By Hugh Pagan:
A volume of publications by, or associated with, John
Fenwick (1787–1867), solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne,
including Treasure Trove in Northumberland, 1851, containing an illustrated listing of the 1837 Thorngrafton
hoard of Roman denarii and aurei.
March:
By Barbara Burman:
A range of pockets to illustrate her paper.
April:
By Tony Holmes:
Twelve East India Company coins of the Bombay
Presidency and of St Helena.
May:
By Hugh Pagan:
L.A. Lawrence’s manuscript catalogue of his first collection of Anglo-Saxon, Norman and English coins,
sold by him in 1903, partly in a Sotheby sale and partly
by private treaty to Lord Grantley;
A copy of Lucia Travaini (ed.), Philip Grierson, Irish
Bulls and Numismatics, Rome, 2011;
A copy of R.H. Dolley, The Historical Significance of
the Translation of St Lazarus from Kypros to Byzantion,
an offprint from Byzantion, vol. xix, 1949.
September:
By Dr Rory Naismith:
A bound volume containing correspondence from the
Society to Liverpool Public Library, a former institutional member of the Society, spanning the period
1903–1927, which was subsequently presented to the
Society’s Library.

SUMMER MEETING
The Summer Meeting of the Society, Coin Hoards and
Treasure Finds, was held jointly with the Royal
Numismatic Society at York Racecourse, York, on
Saturday 20 July 2013. The meeting was opened by the
President and closed by Prof. Nick Mayhew, President
of the Royal Numismatic Society. During the morning
session, papers were read by Dr Eleanor Ghey, Studying
hoards in the 21st century: the appliance of science to
recent finds; Dr Richard Abdy, The Bath hoard; Dr Sam
Moorhead, The Frome hoard and Carausius – three
years on; and Dr Philippa Walton, Ritual river or military highway? Interpreting the coin assemblage from the
votive deposit at Piercebridge, county Durham. In the
afternoon, papers were read by Dr Martin Allen, Coin
hoards and wealth in medieval England and Wales, c. 973
to 1544; Edward Besly, Hoards and hoarding in the
English Civil War; and Dr Stephen Briggs, Better than
metal detecting: numismatics from newsprint.

THE BRITISH NUMISMATIC SOCIETY
The Society was founded in 1903, and is a registered
charity (No. 275906). The object of the Society is the
encouragement and promotion of numismatic science,
particularly through the study of the coins, medals and
tokens of the peoples of the British Isles and Commonwealth and the United States of America, and of such
territories as may at any time be or have been subject to
their jurisdiction.
Membership is open to all persons and to appropriate
institutions. Details of membership and an application
form can be found on the Society’s website: www.
britnumsoc.org. Further enquiries about membership
should be made to the Membership Secretary:
Philip Skingley, Esq.
The British Numismatic Society
c/o The Warburg Institute
Woburn Square
London WC1H 0AB
Meetings are held at 6 p.m. on the fourth Tuesday of
each month from January to June and September to
November at the Warburg Institute or Spink & Son.
Other meetings may be arranged from time to time.
Offers of papers to be read at meetings should be sent
to the Director:
I. Leins, Esq.
Department of Coins and Medals
The British Museum
Great Russell Street,
London WC1B 3DG
The British Numismatic Journal, which is fully peerreviewed, is published annually and distributed without
charge to all members. Back numbers of the Journal
have been digitized and are freely available online on
the Society’s website (www.britnumsoc.org). Persons,
whether members or not, wishing to submit an article
or short note for publication should write to the
Editor:

Dr M. Allen
Department of Coins and Medals
Fitzwilliam Museum
Trumpington Street
Cambridge CB2 1RB
To assist contributors in the preparation of typescripts
for submission to the Journal, and also with the marking up of proofs, a set of Notes for the Guidance of
Contributors may be downloaded from the Society’s
website (www.britnumsoc.org) or obtained from the
Editor. The Journal is working towards becoming Green
Open Access compliant. The final text of articles may
be deposited in an online repository after an embargo
period of 36 months, subject to the signing of a CC-BY
NC ND license. Authors wishing so to deposit their
articles should contact the Editors.
The Society’s library is housed at the Warburg Institute.
Members may use the library on presentation of their
signed membership card. Books can be sent to members by post on request to the Librarian. Gifts for the
library, and books for review, should be sent to the
Librarian:
R.H. Thompson, Esq.
The British Numismatic Society
c/o The Warburg Institute
Woburn Square
London WC1H 0AB
Annual subscriptions, currently £32 (reduced subscription for those under 21 or in full time education £15),
are due on 1 January each year, and should be sent
without request to the Treasurer:
P.H. Mernick, Esq.
42 Campbell Road
London E3 4DT
Annual Accounts and Annual Reports of the Trustees
of the British Numismatic Society are published on the
Society’s website: www.britnumsoc.org.

ABBREVIATIONS
ANS
American Numismatic Society
AntJ
The Antiquaries Journal
BAR
British Archaeological Reports
BL
British Library
BM
British Museum
BMC
British Museum Catalogue
BN
Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris
BNJ
British Numismatic Journal
BNS
British Numismatic Society
BSFN	
Bulletin de la Société Française de
Numismatique

CBA
Council for British Archaeology
CCI
Celtic Coin Index
CH
Coin Hoards
CHRB
Coin Hoards from Roman Britain
CNS	
Corpus nummorum saeculorum IX-XI
qui in Suecia reperti sunt
CTCE	C.E. Blunt, B.H.I.H. Stewart and C.S.S.
Lyon, Coinage in Tenth-Century England
(Oxford, 1989)
EcHR
Economic History Review
EHR
English Historical Review
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EMC
Corpus of Early Medieval Coin Finds
FPL
Fixed Price List
GM
Gentleman’s Magazine
JBAA	
Journal of the British Archaeological
Association
MBS
Mail Bid Sale
MEC
Medieval European Coinage
MIN
Metallurgy in Numismatics
NC
Numismatic Chronicle
NCirc
Spink’s Numismatic Circular
NNÅ
Nordisk Numismatisk Årsskrift
NNM
Numismatic Notes and Monographs
NNUM
Nordisk Numismatik Unions Medlemsblad
ODNB
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography
PAS
Portable Antiquities Scheme

ProcINC	Proceedings of the International Numis
matic Congress
PSAS	Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries
of Scotland
RBN
Revue Belge de Numismatique
RIC
Roman Imperial Coinage
RN
Revue Numismatique
RNS
Royal Numismatic Society
SCBI
Sylloge of Coins of the British Isles
SCMB
Seaby’s Coin and Medal Bulletin
TAR
Treasure Annual Report
TNA: PRO	The National Archives: Public Record
Office
VCH
Victoria County History
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by Gary Oddie, 280–1.
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‘Crux Pellit’ coinage, 109, 113–14, 116–27, 129–38.
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Chris Rudd, Britain’s First Coins, 273–4.
Cuthred of Kent, coin of, 265.
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