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troubles started and in the last type after a peace had been patched 
up. The moneyers known up to the present in the first type are 
Alfwine, Gillebert, and Wibert or Wiberd, and in the last type Raulf. 
A complete change of moneyers would not be surprising; at this date 
the office was not held by craftsmen but by leading citizens as a 
source of profit. It would be natural that with a change of master 
some supporter of the new regime would be rewarded. Mr. F. Elmore 
Jones has, however, recently re-read one of the coins in the British 
Museum of the last type (no. 193), previously read as Ralf, and con-
siders that it in fact reads PILL EM. He himself has another coin 
probably of the same moneyer. It seems therefore that the moneyer 
appointed to issue coins in Henry's name was retained in office by 
Stephen when he recovered the town. I have not traced any mention 
of this moneyer's name in manuscript records. 

This coin, which appears to have been overlooked up till now, is a 
welcome addition to a very rare series. D. F. A L L E N . 

A N U N P U B L I S H E D " M U L E " O F S T E P H E N 

M U L E S of Stephen are so excessively rare that the discovery of an 
unnoticed one in the British Museum from its illustration in Norman 
Kings may perhaps be described as remarkable. 

Whilst looking at the coins of Stephen's last type figured on Pl. LV 
with particular reference to no. 6 (the BRAN... coin) I was struck 
by the unusual style of the obverse portrait of no. 8, a Canterbury 
coin by the moneyer RODBEKT; provenance, the Awbridge find, 
1903. 

The explanation of the peculiarity of style of the obverse is that 
this coin is in fact a mule of type II/type VII. There is a very general 
similarity in both the obverse and reverse designs of the two types 
and it is possible that other unsuspected mules of the two types may 
exist. 

The only mule coin of Stephen's known to Brooke when preparing 
Norman Kings was the mule type I/type II illustrated on Pl. LI I I , 
nos. 1 and 2, and referred to on p. 41 of the Introduction. Both 
specimens (one a penny and one a cut halfpenny) are from the same 
dies, and neither is (or was in 1916) in the Museum. The penny came 
from the Sheldon find which also contained another halfpenny of the 
same mule which Brooke thought was probably from the same dies 
as the other two known specimens. Since then a second Stephen mule 
has come to light, viz. the Henry I last type/Stephen first type mule 
which was in the South Kyme, Lines., find, 1922, and is now in the 
British Museum. My safest course is, I think, simply to draw atten-
tion to this third mule and not to attempt any surmise as to whether 
its discovery affects the B.M.C. sequence of types. I feel tempted, 
however, to draw attention to the peculiar lettering and spelling on 
the reverse of the types I/II mule, and to suggest that this coin might 
conceivably be a contemporary forgery—Brooke states that there 
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were apparently two contemporary forgeries of type II coins in the 
Sheldon find, which seems significant. 

As to the Canterbury coin (the II/VII mule) there can be no doubt 
that this mule is genuine. The position of types I and VII cannot be 
altered, but the excessively rare types III, IV, V, and VI, if indeed 
all are in fact substantive types, might easily be the subject of possible 
rearrangement as to sequence. Against altering the position of type II 
the epigraphical evidence and that of the Linton find (which, however, 
seems to have been the only find of type II coins in any number, 
namely, 40 coins) is definitely in favour of its being correctly placed. 

The problem of the sequence of types II to VI is therefore very 
perplexing in the light of this discovery of a II/VII mule. I fear it is 
one which cannot be taken further in the light of present knowledge. 

F . E L M O R E J O N E S . 
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