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the output at 'Newport' may not have been as small as 
the surviving coins at first  imply. The seven coins are 
struck from  six obverse and five  reverse dies, which 
suggests that there are more still to be found.  In 
Expanding Cross at least three obverse dies were used 
and at least three reverse dies in Pointed Helmet. 
Evidently, the moneyers had cause to order more than 
one pair of  dies per type. It is worth noting that both the 
Expanding Cross coins of  Siwar and the Hammer Cross 
coins of  Saswan have pellets in the first  and fourth 
quarters of  the reverse. The significance  of  such 
symbols, which are found  occasionally at other mints,4 

is not known, but they may reflect  in some way the 
status of  the moneyers or the mint. Sigeweard is not 
recorded at any other mint in Edward the Confessor's 
reign. Sigersed occurs as a moneyer at Canterbury and 
London, and since the London moneyer struck the 
Pointed Helmet type, he may have been the same man 
as worked at 'Newport'. Saswine occurs at a number of 
Edward's mints, but in issues close to Hammer Cross 
the name is recorded only at Exeter, Wilton, and 
Northampton. Saeman is not attested in Edward the 
Confessor's  coinage. 

The new coins do not really take any further  the 
arguments concerning the identification  of  the mint. 
Carlyon-Britton attributed it to Newport Pagnall, 
essentially because it is the only 'Newport' known to 

have enjoyed burgal status in the eleventh century,5 and 
this has been followed  tentatively by subsequent 
writers.6 If  S^PAN was Scewine  and the same man as the 
Northampton moneyer of  that name, this would favour 
Newport Pagnall. An alternative candidate, Newport, 
Essex, is somewhat closer to Bury St Edmunds, where 
the second of  the new coins was found  (45 km, 
compared with 100 km from  Newport Pagnall), but this 
is not decisive. Both locations have some claim to be 
considered the mint, as Dr Cyril Hart has kindly 
pointed out to us.7 Newport Pagnall was a Domesday 
borough, but not a royal one. It was mediatized, and 
held by the thegn Ulf  in the time of  Edward the 
Confessor,  which is an argument against it being a 
mint, as virtually all mints at this time were royal 
boroughs. Newport (Essex), although not a borough,8 

was an ancient royal estate, and it had as a berewick the 
Aldewerke  of  Shelford,  Cambridgeshire, which may 
have been the site of  the SCELDFOR mint coins temp. 
Alfred.  Although rare, there are other cases of  a late-
Saxon mint not being a Domesday borough; e.g. 
Aylesbury, Bucks., Berkeley, Glos., Horndon, Essex, 
and Petherton, Somerset. Newport (Essex) was also 
larger than Newport Pagnall, with c. 180 inhabitants 
against c. 100, and it was growing. Unfortunately,  on 
present evidence there seems no way of  determining the 
location of  Edward's NIPEPOR mint conclusively. 

4 H.A. Parsons, 'Symbols and double names on late Saxon 
coins' , BNJ  13 (1917), 1-74, at pp. 51-2. 

5 P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton, '"Uncertain" Anglo-Saxon mints 
and some new attributions', BNJ  6 (1909), 13-47, at pp. 32-4 . 
John Evans had narrowed the choice to Newport Pagnall or 
Newport (Cornwall), and preferred  the latter; NC  1885, 256-8 . 

6 E.g. R.H.M. Dolley, 'Three late Anglo-Saxon notes' , BNJ 
28 (1955-7), 88-105, at p. 95; Freeman, The  Moneyer  and  the 
Mint.  pp. 214-17. 

7 We are very grateful  to Dr Hart for  discussing the status of 
these settlements with us. 

8 Newport (Essex) was suggested as the site of  Edward the 
Elder 's burh of  Wigingamere',  J. Haslam, 'The Anglo-Saxon 
burh at Wigingamere',  Journal  of  Landscape  History  10 
(1988), 25-36; followed  by C. Hart in The  Danelaw (London, 
1992), p. 13 and n. 28. However, both scholars have since 
withdrawn their attributions. 

A NEW MINT FOR STEPHEN - RVCI (ROCHESTER) 

M.A.S. BLACKBURN 

IN December 1992 Roy Owens, a United States 
serviceman based at RAF Lakenheath, found  a penny of 
Stephen's type 6 (Profile/Cross-and-Piles)  while 
detecting in a field  in the parish of  Lakenheath, Suffolk 
(pl 12, l ) . 1 The style of  the portrait and lettering is 
typical of  the type, and there can be no doubt that the 
dies were cut at the official  die-cutting centre, which 
was situated in London. The inscriptions read: 

Obv. +STIEFN[ ]E:-
Rev. +RO[ ]ET-ON-RVCI: (first  O uncertain, as only its 

base visible; small pellet between arms of  C). 

Of  the moneyer's name, only the beginning and end 
are legible, yet there can be little doubt that it is 
Rodbert, spelled here probably RODBRET or 
RODBERET.2 The mint-name (RVCI), on the other 

1 I am grateful  to Mr Owens for  showing me the coin and 
allowing me to publish it here. 

2 On coins of  type 6 of  Castle Rising the same name is 
s p e l l e d v a r i o u s l y as RODBERT, RODERET, ROBET, a n d RODT. 
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hand, while very clear, is novel and requires 
explanation.3 

Rodbert is a common personal name in this period, 
and as a moneyer in Stephen's reign it occurs at 
Bramber (type 7), Bristol (Matilda), Canterbury (types 
1, 2, 6, and 7), Castle Rising (types 2 and 6), 
Gloucester ( 'Henry') , Hastings (1, 2, 6/7 and 7), 
London (types 1, 2 and 7), Thetford  (types 1 and 22), 
Shrewsbury (type 1), and Steyning (types 1 and 7?). 
Of  these, the only mint with a signature beginning 
with R is Castle Rising, which can be ruled out, for 
the 30 or so known coins of  that mint have RISINGE or 
an abbreviation, RIS or RI,4 and philologically RVC1 
cannot be interpreted as a meaningful  variant of 
Risinge. Other mints beginning with an R known to 
have been active under Stephen are Richmond, Yorks 
(RI) in type 1 and Rye (RIE) in types 1, 2, 6, and 7. 
Again, for  neither of  these mints would RVCI be an 
acceptable form. 

Looking to the next reign, that of  Henry II, there 
were no mints beginning with R, but in the previous 
reign, under Henry I, we find  mints active at 
Rochester (types 1, 7, and 10) and Romney (types 11, 
13, and 14). Romney, spelled Romenel in Domesday 
Book or Rumenel in the 1130 Pipe Roll, on Norman 
coins takes the from  RVMNE, RVME, RVM, or RVN, and 
unless we interpret the C in RVCI as an error for  M it is 
not a plausible attribution for  the new coin of  Stephen. 
Rochester is a possible candidate, however. The 
normal form  of  mint-signature for  Rochester on late 
Anglo-Saxon and Norman coins is ROFECS, ROFEC, 
ROFC, ROFl, ROF, etc., but the two latest coins, of 
Henry I's types 7 and 10, read ROV and R W E 
respectively,5 and when the mint next appears in the 
Short Cross coinage of  1205 it is as ROVE, ROV, etc. 
These later forms  with V are paralleled by that used in 
the Domesday Book, Rovecestre, and the Pipe Rolls 
for  1130 and 1155, Rovec'.  Had the new Stephen coin 
read ROVCI, there could be no doubting that it was of 
Rochester. The elision of  a vowel is not common in a 
mint-signature, but it is by no means unparalleled, as 
one finds,  for  example, DRBI for  Derby, HRFRD or 
HRFI for  Hereford,  GLDF for  Guildford,  MLD for 

Maldon, and DTF for  Thetford.  Seen in this light, RVCI 
could be regarded as an acceptable mint-signature for 
Rochester. 

The alternative to Rochester is an otherwise 
unknown mint. Under Stephen a number of  totally 
new mints sprung up, only to wither rapidly 
(Bramber, Castle Rising, Dunwich, Hedon, and 
Richmond). In each of  these cases, however, the place 
was or was to become a borough. If  one looks through 
the list of  medieval boroughs for  those that begin with 
R and that lie within the region of  east and south-east 
England where type 6 was struck, there are really no 
plausible candidates for  the RVCI mint-name, save 
perhaps for  Rockingham, Northants. (Rochingeham in 
the Domesday Book and 1130 Pipe Roll) but its 
burghal status is not testified  until 1307 . 6 It is 
conceivable that RVCI represents a place that failed  to 
achieve burghal status, or enjoyed it only briefly 
leaving no documentary evidence of  this. However, 
Rochester is a much more likely attribution for  the 
RVCI coin, given that it was an important borough, 
with ancient minting rights, and it lay within the area 
that type 6 was struck. 

The latest Rochester coins of  Henry I (types 7 and 
10) are in fact  by a moneyer Rodbert, but it is doubtful 
whether he could be the same man as struck the coin of 
Stephen type 6 some 40 years later. As mentioned 
above, the name is a common one, and if  one is to 
associate this man with a known moneyer it is more 
likely that he is the Canterbury or London moneyer 
Rodbert. Rochester was a very minor mint in the late 
eleventh and early twelfth  century, and it may even 
have ceased operation before  Henry I's rationalisation 
of  the mints in c. 1125. Many of  the mints suppressed 
then, resumed operation during Stephen's type 1, but 
not apparently Rochester. Our knowledge of  Stephen's 
later substantive issues (types 2, 6 and 7) is weak, and 
evidence may yet come to light to show that it struck 
several of  these on a modest scale. However, it did not 
survive Henry II's restructuring of  the mint system in 
1158, and was only called into operation once 
thereafter,  in 1205, to facilitate  the general recoinage of 
light Short Cross coins. 

3 The entry in the third edi t ion of  J.J. North, English 
Hammered  Coinage  I (London, 1994), pp. 205, 241 is based 
on this coin, but the moneyer is given as 'Geo. . .' in error. 

4 I am grateful  to Miss Marion Archibald for  advising me 
about the form  of  mint -s igna tures on the coins from  the 
Wicklewood hoard. 

5 Type 7, SCBI  Stockholm Anglo-Norman 274; and type 

10, British Museum, ex Lincoln hoard (illus. Coin Hoards  1 
(1975) , fig.  19.8; Miss Arch iba ld has conf i rmed  the 
reading). 

6 M. Beresford  and H.P.R. Finburg, English  Medieval 
Boroughs (Newton Abbot, 1973), lists Reigate, Rochester, 
Rockingham, Romney, Rothwell, and Rye. 


