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FIG. 1. (Enlarged). 

example is technically akin, in the treatment of 
the eye and nose on the obverse and the drapery 
on the reverse, to the archetype inscribed clearly 
DE LVNDONIA, and was probably minted in the 
City. The weight, 0-765 gm. (11-85 gr.) is very 
light compared with the mean and mode for the 
group and the two B.M. specimens cited by Hill 
for this particular type (15-0 and 15-8 gr.),1 but 
equally light examples of the group are known 
and this specimen is corroded and slightly 
chipped. The widest diameter is 12-5 mm. 

Obv.: Diademed bust right, drapery in arcs; 
'Floral decoration' of branch twisted to a 
figure of 8 in front of face. 

Rev.: Standing figure with two-lobed 'cuirasse' 
and flared skirt, carrying cross-staff in right 

hand and, on all analogy, also in left, but the 
head of the staff is corroded and might have 
been knobbed. The stance can be compared 
with that of the 'Finglesham Man ' on the 
gilt-bronze brooch f rom the Anglo-Saxon 
cemetery at Finglesham, Kent.2 N o 'boat ' 
beneath feet. 

This is, in weight, metal, and design, a 'second-
ary' sceatta. S. E. Rigold has argued that the 
'London ' series should probably begin c. 730-5 ;3 

this specimen is stylistically not far f rom the 
archetype and its date would be c. A.D. 735-40. 

The writer is grateful to Mr. S. E. Rigold for 
valuable assistance in the interpretation of this 
coin. 

L. V. GRINSELL 

S T E P H E N T Y P E V I I — A ' N E W ' M I N T 

AT the time of writing my paper on Stephen 
Type VII for this Journal4 some fourteen years 
ago there was only one coin which could have 
been, and which indeed already had been, 
assigned to the mint of Nor thampton. 

That coin, BMC, no. 204 (Fig. 1 opposite), 

1 BNJ xxvi (1952), p. 272. 
2 S. C. Hawkes and others, 'The Finglesham Man', 

Antiquity, xxxix (1965), pp. 17-32. 
3 S. E. Rigold, 'The Two Primary series of Sceattas', 

which very clearly reads + P 7 ? E I I : O H — w a s 
assigned by Wells to Nor thampton , P K E N 
being a well-attested Nor thampton moneyer in 
this reign and it is illustrated by him in his 
paper 'The Nor thampton and Southampton 
Mints. '5 

BNJ xxx (1960), pp. 6-55, especially pp. 23^1. 
4 BNJ xxviii, part iii (1957), pp. 535-54. 
5 BNJ xx (1929-30), pi. VI, no. 21. 
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The Moneyer Paen in Stephen Type VII 
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Northampton 
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Lincoln 

In BMC Brooke followed suit but with a query 
and, as it transpires, his doubts were well founded. 
As is recorded in my paper mentioned previously, 
BMC, no. 204 is in fact a die duplicate of a coin 
in the Fitzwiiliam Museum (ex Clark, 23: v: 1898, 
lot 66)1 and also of one in my own collection (Fig. 
2 above) which combine to establish the full 
reading of the three coins as being + P K E N : 
O N : I i I N E O . The H I ' of the mint signature is 
visible on my coin and the ' C O ' on the Fitz-
william Museum coin; the ' N ' is shown on yet a 
third die duplicate, the existence of which has only 
just come to my knowledge. 

It is significant to note that the Fitzwiiliam 
Museum coin is of course correctly assigned to 
Lincoln in BMC2 but the entry is in italics to 
indicate that Brooke had not himself seen the 
coin (its then whereabouts being unknown) but 
that he was prepared to accept the accuracy of the 
Clark sale catalogue description. 

At that time (1916) those were the only two 
recorded coins of the moneyer P R E I I in this 
rare type and, not having seen the coin ex Clark 
Lot 66 which was not acquired by the Fitzwiiliam 
Museum until 1933, Brooke could not possibly 
have known of the die-link and recognition of it 
only came to light subsequent to then. Its recog-
nition has clinched the attribution of BMC, no. 
204, to Lincoln with the result that, until recently, 
no other coin which could possibly be assigned 

1 BNJ xxviii, part iii, pi. XXXI, no. 12. 

to Northampton has hitherto been known and 
accordingly I felt that Nor thampton must be 
excluded f rom the list of type VII mints recorded 
in my paper. 

However, it is now apparent that, as might be 
expected, Nor thampton is in fact a mint in this 
type although it is virtually certain that Wells 
could not have known of the existence of the coin 
which proves it. 

That coin (Fig. 3 above) has only recently come 
to light (it is now in my collection) and I am sure 
its significance as an undoubted coin of the 
Nor thampton mint has not hitherto been recog-
nized. 

It is a poorish specimen and is a typical type 
VII striking as to legibility (or rather lack of it) 
but —7TEN—IlTf is clearly visible. 

These few letters are only capable of extension 
to + P 7 T E N : O M : N O R h 7 ? and are, in my 
opinion, sufficient to establish the attribution to 
Northampton. 

The purpose of this note therefore is to correct 
my rejection of Nor thampton as a type VII mint 
and to record its addition to the tally of thirty-
four mints listed in my paper; a tally which in-
cidentally is now increased to thirty-eight by the 
addition of the mints of Bath, Ilchester, and Rye, 
which, like Northampton, have only come to light 
since my paper was written in 1956. 

F. ELMORE JONES 

2 BMC i, p. ccxix. 


