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but abuses, for which the penalties were heavy, might also occur. I 
prefer therefore to leave this coin among those of Ecgberht for which 
no certain mint can be given, though Canterbury is their likely 
provenance. The monogram is, in any case, doubtful. In the Montagu 
catalogue it was read as double " M M ? " though this seems unlikely. 

But whatever one may say about the Beagmund coin, it does 
nothing to disturb the idea that a mint existed at Rochester in 
Ecgberht's reign and it is consequently in no way surprising to find 
a coin of the same mint struck by the Mercian king who ruled in Kent 
a year or two before Ecgberht conquered it. C. E. BLUNT 

A SUSPECT " T O W E R " T Y P E P E N N Y OF KING E D W A R D THE ELDER 

R E C E N T L Y the Department of Coins and Medals at the British Museum 
has been able to acquire a " t o w e r " type coin of Edward the Elder of 
which the authenticity has been impugned, and apparently not with-
out justification inasmuch as the price realized at the Ryan sale (lot 
750) could only suggest that there was nobody in the room prepared 
seriously to dispute the remark of the cataloguer "This coin appears 
to be a cast". The Hon. R. W. H. Erskine, however, was convinced 
that the coin was genuine, and his belief is shared in full by the present 
writer. That our opinions are disinterested should be guaranteed, 
we trust, by the fact that the coin (PI. XXV, 14) has now passed to the 
National Collection for precisely the same purely nominal sum that 
was paid in the open market in 1952. 

The coin in question was first listed in a maj or sale-catalogue in 1895 
when as lot 597 in the Montagu collection it fetched £5. 10s., a price 
which argues that there was then no doubt concerning its authenticity. 
It was described as from the Yorke Moore and Brice collections, and 
would seem to have passed privately to Montagu with the rest of 
Brice's coins. In 1916 the coin was in the Bliss sale and as lot 89 
fetched £5, which again suggests that it was still accepted as genuine. 
In November 1930 another specimen from different dies was sold at 
Glendinings (lot 58) and reached the price, surprisingly high for the 
period, of £50. It is now in the Lockett collection. Certainly there 
could be no doubt as to authenticity in this case as it was an open 
secret that all the coins in the sale were from the Vatican hoard. The 
Lockett coin, incidentally, is so different in treatment as almost to 
constitute another variety, but it does provide welcome corroboration 
of the fact that Eadwald was a moneyer of the " t o w e r " type which 
in the last year or so has been associated with the Chester area and the 
decade c. 915-25.1 

As Mr. Blunt has shown recently, by the middle of the nineteenth 
century there were forgers who could have produced plausible dies for 
a penny of Edward the Elder, but the suggestion that has been made 
is that the Ryan coin was a cast and not a struck forgery. Casting, 

1 Chester Archaeological Society's Journal, xlii (1955), 5. 
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however, presupposes the existence of an original from which the copy 
can be cast, and prima facie it is not likely that this original would be 
destroyed. A most thorough check through twentieth-century sale-
catalogues and other relevant literature has established that the only 
two " tower " type coins of Edward the Elder by the moneyer Eadwald 
are the Lockett and Ryan specimens, and we have seen that there is 
absolutely no possibility of the one being cast from the other. To find 
records of a possible third specimen we have to go back to Ruding's 
plates and Bryer's transcript dated 1813 of Taylor Combe's manuscript 
corpus of Ancient British and Anglo-Saxon coins to which reference 
has been made before in these pages. From these two sources we learn 
that a coin corresponding in every way to the Ryan coin had been 
sketched before 1803 by Taylor Combe, but without indication of its 
whereabouts, presumably because he had been shown it in confidence. 

As early as 1803, then, there was in existence a coin, accepted by 
Taylor Combe himself as perfectly genuine, which is either the Ryan 
coin or an original from which the Ryan coin could have been cast. 
At that early date we are reluctant to postulate a forger skilful enough 
to have fabricated a plausible set of dies for a penny of Edward the 
Elder, and so it must be conceded that if the Ryan coin is cast it is 
from a genuine coin and not from a concoction. That this concession 
is reasonable seems further borne out by the fact that the Ryan coin 
has all the appearance of an overstrike—one is scarcely prepared to 
believe that an eighteenth-century forger in the Anglo-Saxon series 
would have gone to all the trouble of engraving traces of an under-
type. It would be remarkable, too, that he should have hit on a type 
which we now know to be consistent with a sequence of striking de-
manded by consideration of hoard evidence not then available.1 

The essential problem, therefore, is quite simply whether or not the 
Ryan coin is a cast. If it is a cast, we have to explain the disappear-
ance of the original—though a note by Commander Mack in this very 
number of the Journal does demonstrate the possibility of a coin 
published in the seventeenth century escaping both Taylor Combe's 
net two centuries later and Brooke's a century later still.2 If, on the 
other hand, the Ryan coin is not a cast, there can be little doubt but 
that it is the piece sketched by Taylor Combe, and I am grateful once 
again to my colleague Mrs. J. S. Martin for establishing what must 
surely be its full pedigree. The coin first appears, without provenance, 
in the plates that accompany Snelling's Tracts published in 1762, and 
we would stress that it is conspicuously absent from Speed, Gibson, 
and Fountaine. It recurs in the 1803 Taylor Combe plates, again 
without provenance, and is first recorded in the sale-room in 1824 
when it formed lot 610 at the Dimsdale sale. It was bought by Young 
for Barrett and passed to the Dymock collection. In 1848 it formed 
lot 61 at the Dymock sale where it was purchased by the Rev. Dr. 
Neligan. In 1851 it was again in the market, and as lot 17 in the 

1 The undertype appears to be a penny of "two-line" type on the small flan charac-
teristic of Edward the Elder coins from the Cuerdale find. 2 Infra, p. 411. 
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Neligan sale passed to Sir Thomas Tobin, whence it came privately 
to Yorke Moore. It formed lot 84 in the latter's sale and was bought 
by Webster for Brice. Unless therefore the Ryan coin is a cast, the 
presumption must be that the full provenance is "from the Ryan, 
Bliss, Montagu, Brice, Yorke Moore, Tobin, Neligan, Dymock and 
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Dimsdale collections, and engraved for Taylor Combe and Snelling by 
Parsons and Hill respectively". The one weak link in the chain is the 
transition between Tobin and Yorke Moore, but it would be an extra-
ordinary coincidence if one unique coin disappeared at some date after 
1851 and its die-duplicate appeared before 1879. 

Fundamentally, then, the question is a simple one. Is or is not the 
coin from the Ryan sale a cast ? If the answer be that the coin is 
struck, its authenticity seems established beyond reasonable doubt, 
and fortunately the advance of modern technology enables a clear-cut 
answer to be given by the scientist. The coin in question was sub-
mitted to the authorities of the Royal Mint, and I am indebted to the 
Deputy Master for permission to quote Mr. Dunning's report as com-
municated to me in a letter dated 23 August 1956: 

It is not a cast coin as can be seen from the attached photomicrograph. The small 
equi-axed grains indicate that it has been annealed, and the twinning within some of the 
grains that it has been worked. The structure is not inconsistent with what might be 
expected from what is believed to have been the Anglo-Saxon coining procedure. 
According to Mr. Stride, this consisted of pouring the molten metal onto a stone slab, 
hammering the resulting sheet—possibly while still hot—to the required thickness, 
cutting out the blanks and then striking. 

The intergranular constituents show that the silver from which this coin was made 
was impure, and this is confirmed by a density determination which gave 9-96 as 
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compared with 10-49 f° r pure, and 10-35 f° r 925 silver. If all the impurities were pre-
sent as copper, this density would correspond to a fineness of about 680, an alloy 
which would show a large amount of lamellar Ag-Cu eutectic. No eutectic whatso-
ever was seen on the section examined. It seems improbable that silver which might 
have been used for a modern counterfeit would contain diluents, other than copper, 
to the extent that this coin does. 

Having no standards with which to compare the coin, it is not possible to establish 
whether it is genuine or not, but it is certainly not cast. 

The photomicrograph reproduced here seems even to the non-
scientist decisively to endorse Mr. Dunning's verdict, while the numis-
matic evidence already adduced seems conclusive that the coin is not 
merely " not cast" but authentic. On the other hand it would be idle 
to pretend that the coin in question does not have a thoroughly cast 
appearance—and especially about the obverse. It is my belief that 
this is to be explained partly by overstriking, and partly by "scrub-
bing" when the coin was first discovered in the eighteenth century. 

R . H . M . D O L L E Y 

AN UNPUBLISHED P E N N Y OF EDMUND FROM T H E COTTON 
COLLECTION 

IN the spring of 1956 I purchased a penny of Edmund of the Norwich 
mint by the moneyer Eadgar. I knew Eadgar was an unrecorded 
moneyer for Norwich for this reign. 

I showed the coin to Mr. Dolley who identified it immediately as a 
hitherto missing coin from the Cotton collection and referred me to his 
article in B.N.J, vol. xxvii where he had written (p. 304) referring 
to losses that had occurred from the Cotton collection, probably in the 
seventeenth or eighteenth centuries—"Even so, the National Collec-
tion is the poorer for lacking the Pembroke Cynethrith (now in 
Lockett), not to mention the unpublished moneyer of Norwich for 
Eadmund." 

Sir Robert Cotton, the famous antiquary and contemporary of 
James I, formed what was probably one of the earliest collections of 
Anglo-Saxon coins. It eventually passed to the British Museum and 
was catalogued by Samuel Pegge in the middle of the eighteenth cen-
tury. It is probable that the collection suffered losses from pilfering 
after Cotton's death, the Edmund penny of Norwich being one of the 
coins stolen, for it is amongst the nineteen coins engraved by Speed 
which Pegge claimed to have once been part of the Cotton collection 
(see B.N.J, vol. xxvii, pp. 303 and 312) but which are now missing 
from the B.M. trays. 

The coin, which on the obverse reads +EADMVND REX and on 
the reverse + EADGAR Mo NORBPT ( P I . X X V , 15), is of Brooke type 4 
with crowned bust to the right and small cross on reverse. It is 
illustrated on page 381 of Speed's Historie 0J Great Britaine (1611) and 
on plate VI opposite p. cxxxix of Gibson's edition (1695) of Camden's 
Britannia. 


