S T E P H E N
By

T Y P E

F. E L M O R E

V I I

JONES

IN Num. Chron. 1955, p. 243, Mr. R. A. G. Carson published the
reattribution of the Stephen type V I I coin B.M.C. (Norman Kings)
No. 214 from Thetford to Hereford on the strength of a die-link
discovered b y myself with a coin in an important private collection
the existence of which was unknown to the late Dr. Brooke.
This is but one instance of the many reattributions and additions
to the tables of mints and moneyers in the Introduction to B.M.C.
which a thorough study of the coins of this rare and interesting type
has revealed.
The type is remarkable for the crop of new moneyers' names which
it reveals and as the majority of the coins are very badly struck it is
inevitable that a number of readings must remain indeterminate, but
the following summarized version of Table A at the end of this paper
shows at a glance the full extent of the reattributions and additions
which are now made possible.
Add Bedford Tomas.
Bury. Add Willem delete
Gilebert.
Canterbury. Add Edward.
Add Colchester God-.
Exeter. The moneyer is
A(i)lric.
Gloucester. Add Willem.
Add Hedon Gerard.
Add Hereford Driu.
Huntingdon. Add Waltier.

Add Ipswich.
A - - RI (? Alfric) and Paen.
Lincoln. Add G
and
Paen.
London.
Add Terri. D.
delete Tomas.
Delete Northampton.
Norwich. Add Davi. For
H I L D E - - - read Hildebran.
Pevensey. Add Felipe.

Salisbury.
Add Vinman
(Wineman).
Sudbury.
Add Edward.
For
E B E R T read
Gilebert.
Thetford. Delete Driu.
Add Warwick Everard.
Wilton. Add Eller.
Add Worcester Adam and
Allem.
York. A d d G e f r e i a n d — N .

As the majority of these relate to coins in the National Collection
and others of which Brooke had knowledge (and I have found his
box of plaster casts with the provenances and readings meticulously
recorded an invaluable help) the impression cannot be avoided
that the treatment of type V I I falls short of the standard of the
rest of the Catalogue—that is to say a standard which is wellnigh
perfection.
I cannot avoid the suspicion that this the final phase of a vast work
(and Stephen type V I I embraces only 48 coins out of a total of something like 2,000) may have been completed a little too hastily or else
that the author was slightly intolerant of badly struck and generally
illegible coins.
He once described any attempt to interpret the inscriptions on
"Tealby" type pennies as a "misfortune" and, since the immediate
predecessors of those terribly ill-struck pieces exhibit the same
characteristics of irregular flans and uneven striking (and the usual
effect of this is not just a faint outline—it produces a space which is
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completely blank; nothing at all is visible), it is possible he may have
felt the same way about Stephen type V I I . Be that as it may and no
doubt because I have a marked partiality for "misfortune" of the
kind mentioned I personally have found these badly struck and often
"illegible" coins of Stephen a most fascinating study and one which
has proved highly rewarding in results.
Perhaps I may quote one outstanding example which resulted in
the clarification of no less than four uncertain readings, as even in this
series it is not often one has the good fortune to "break down" so
many uncertain readings at once. The B.M.C. uncertain No. 223
reading +ELLE
, Carlyon Britton lot 1479 +E
:ON:PILT and
the Bruun coin lot 227 thought to read [+SAI]ED:ON:P
for
Winchester are all from the same dies and combine to give the
complete reading of + E L L E K : O N : P l L T (Wilton), thus providing an
unpublished moneyer and an interesting name which may well be
a derivative of the rare name Ealla which occurs at the neighbouring mint of Salisbury in the preceding reign. This reading in turn
helps out with a fourth only partially legible coin, the uncertain
H.M.R. 64 coin (PI. X X X I , 22) reading +EL
E
TV which is
virtually certain to be of the same moneyer (ELLER.E) although this
is not as yet provable from a die-link.
Whilst it is felt that all new material b y way of reattributions and
additions to Norman Kings should now be recorded in the Journal
in a composite form, I should like to make it clear that I originally
embarked on this paper with little more than that objective in mind.
In point of fact m y notes for this paper were virtually completed
something like ten years ago, but so many unexpected developments
have cropped up during their final revision that I have gone a good
deal farther than I originally intended and have allowed myself to
become involved in a discussion of some of the many intricate problems of this reign. Even so, nothing in the nature of a corpus of the
coins of the type is attempted nor do I envisage a full-scale review of
its historical background. The more one studies this reign, including
the comparatively straightforward part of it comprised in types II
and V I I , the greater the impression one gets that almost anything
is liable to happen.
Many problems are still as insoluble as they were say fifty years ago,
and I am not sure that we even know the right chronological sequence
of the main types of the reign, or for that matter that we can really
be sure that there actually are any main types apart from B.M.C.
types I, II, and V I I .
In touching on these complex problems in the light of what seems
to emerge from a study of type V I I , I do so in the hope that it
may stimulate a reappraisal of the reign as a whole including the
baronial and irregular issues (a formidable task indeed). I quite
realize that any present theories of my own may well be proved
wrong and that in this reign it is probably unwise even to go so far as
to theorize.
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Brooke's description of the type in B.M.C.

is as follows:

Obv. Bust three quarters 1., bearded, crowned, holding sceptre in r. hand. Around
inscription divided by bust; all within a beaded circle.
Rev. Cross voided within beaded quatrefoil, in centre an annulet, in each angle a
fleur-de-lys springing from the quatrefoil; a pellet in each outer angle of the
quatrefoil. Around inscription between two beaded circles.

The thirty specimens illustrated on PI. X X X I are a typical crosssection of the type from the point of view of condition and legibility.
Primarily these examples have been selected for their interest and
rarity rather than for condition and the majority comprise important
coins which have not been illustrated before.
Both as to obverse and reverse the type bears a marked resemblance
to type I I — a resemblance which frequently led to confusion in the
sale catalogues of about half a century ago. Following the precedent
of types II and V I the obverse legend invariably reads STIEFNE
only, without any title—abbreviated or otherwise. 1 The lettering is
very well formed and on the reverse is evenly spaced and regularly
punctuated; I know of no instance of ligation being used.
It is significant to note that the coins reveal a remarkable degree of
uniformity, from which it may be inferred that the dies were all
engraved at one centre, presumably London. The type does, however, contain what seems to me to be a quite disproportionate number
of irregular dies of tolerably good workmanship but with meaningless
reverse inscriptions. These pieces are usually of base metal and light
weight. They must be contemporary forgeries and are, of course,
exceptions to the rule of uniformity. Many of them are strongly
suggestive of Scottish work (cf. B.M.C. pi. lvi, no. 16) but their source
of origin is quite obscure. Two good examples (not of the Scottish
flavour variety) are illustrated (PI. X X X I , 29 and 30). It should be
noted that the dies of the regular coins are of a high standard of workmanship as well as uniformity 2 and that the reverse inscriptions are
remarkably free from blunders in spelling. Actually I know of only
one possible instance of a blundering of the moneyer's name—a
London coin which seems to omit the second R of Ricard. The coin
is not fully legible at this point and the mis-spelling could result
from the addition of the initial of a surname with a colon on each
side of it. This feature occasionally occurs in this type and it is a
departure from the normal which resulted in some quite extraordinary
blunderings when the dies of the earliest "Cross and Crosslets"
coinage came to be engraved a few years later.
I do not know of a single instance of a blundered mint signature
unless the mysterious CIPEl (possibly OPEN or CIPER but definitely
1
Since writing I have found one exception to this rule, viz. R.C.L. 1128 of type II which
reads STIEFNE:R. Presumably this is a very early die; it is certainly a significant one
from a chronological standpoint as it links type II with type I.
2
One small detail which does vary considerably from die to die (and which is most
useful when looking for possible die-links) is the angle of the two strokes which form the
outline of the king's shoulder. These may be anything from vertical to horizontal.
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not CI PES) is an exception to this rule. This mysterious reading occurs
on a unique coin in the Royal Copenhagen Museum ( P I . X X X I , 25
and B.M.C. pi. lv, no. 15). Brooke does not mention the coin anywhere in the text of B.M.C. but his note with the cast in the British
Museum shows that he assigned it with a query to Ipswich and its
position on the plate in the catalogue between a Huntingdon and
a Lewes confirms his tentative attribution to that mint.
Is it possible he had second thoughts about it and I wonder if he
ever considered the possibility of this being the name of a mint starting with the letter C ? Unfortunately the moneyer's name is completely illegible beyond its being one ending with a D. Although
Brooke does not record Ipswich as striking in this type two undoubted
Ipswich coins exist. One of these is in the Hunterian Museum, Glasgow,
of which Brooke had a cast and about which I shall have a good
deal to say later on from the point of view of chronology. The mint
signature is very clear but the name of the moneyer is only partially
legible; from such letters as are visible ( + £ - - Rl -) ALFRIC and ALVR.ED
are both possible, the former seeming the more likely of the two.
The second Ipswich coin is quite " n e w " and Brooke could not have
known of its existence. It is illustrated on PI. X X X I , 10; the moneyer is
PAIEN or PAEN who is known to have struck at Ipswich in Stephen's
first type. On both these coins the mint signature clearly shows the
normal Ipswich spelling of ©IPE(S) and it is significant to note that
the form of the letter G is always round at this period—not square.
I cannot believe there is any likelihood of GIPESWic ever being
given such an unusual form as CIPENSWIC and, that being so, there
seems a strong possibility that CI PEN may turn out to be a new mint.
In that case it is presumably as completely new to the whole English
series as are BRAN and HEDVN neither of which, so far is at present
known, occurs in any other Stephen type or any other reign. It is
surprising that a type of which the total number of coins extant is
unlikely to exceed 150 should produce at least two mints which are
unknown in any other type and it seems probable that its output was
on a far greater scale than we have ever envisaged. Both BRAN and
HEDVN have formed the subject of short papers of mine in Brit. Num.
Journ. (vol. x x v (1947), pp. 119-24 and vol. x x v i (1949), pp. 28-30
respectively). One coin of the BRAN mint is plated in B.M.C. and
another is illustrated in several well-known sale catalogues, but I
think I am right in saying that neither of the two known specimens
of HEDVN has ever been illustrated before. A t any rate both are now
illustrated together for the first time (PI. X X X I , 8 and 9). No. 9 is
the coin mentioned b y Brooke on p. clxxi of B.M.C. and is in the
Hunterian Museum. No. 8 is in the collection of Mr. Fred Baldwin
and is, of course, the same coin as that published in my article on
the HEDVN (Hedon, near Hull) mint in Brit. Num. Journ. vol. xxvi.
It is one of the many unique coins of type V I I in Mr. Baldwin's
collection. I am most grateful to him for permission for its illustration
here and for the facilities he has so kindly given me for the study of
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all his coins of the type. His collection has enabled me to include the
names of several unpublished moneyers in my tables and seven of his
coins are illustrated here.
CHRONOLOGY

Apart from epigraphy, which at this period is none too reliable a
guide, the only evidence which exists for putting this type as the last
of the reign is that provided by the Awbridge (nr. Romsey, Hants)
Find of 1903. It is believed that this originally comprised about
180 coins; of the 138 recorded specifhens which were examined at the
British Museum 31 were Stephen type VII, 104 were early "Cross
and Crosslets " pennies of Henry II, and 3 were of the S A N S O N O N A N T
variety of Stephen type I (B.M.C. Irregular var. 7). I should very
much like to see a reappraisal of these last-named perplexing coins
which were found in both the Linton (an early Stephen hoard) and the
Awbridge Finds (and which, as Brooke points out, are undoubtedly
of irregular origin) in the light of what I now regard as the virtually
certain evidence that S A N S V N (and that exact spelling occurs on
one of the " S t e p h e n " coins) is a Canterbury moneyer early in the
"Cross and Crosslets" coinage of Henry II. Such reappraisal would,
I am sure, completely vindicate Brooke's reluctance to associate these
pieces with Southampton either from the point of view of source of
origin or mint signature. Whilst I do not think this new evidence
can possibly provide the whole answer it may well be a pointer to the
dating and background of these most puzzling coins. If, as Brooke
infers, they originate from "organized forgery" it must have been
forgery on a very large scale since at least six reverse dies of the
"Stephen" coins are known and, as the "Cross and Crosslets" coins
of SANSVN are of irregular work, the indications are that it may have
even continued into the next reign. Whilst this may well account
for the presence of the ONANT coins in Awbridge, it now makes
their presence in Linton the anomaly unless types II and V I I are
closer chronologically than has hitherto been envisaged. Whilst it
may account for the ANT mint signature the many other baffling
problems of the background of these pieces still remain.
Hoard evidence has been known to be misleading but in the case
of Awbridge it can hardly be otherwise than entirely conclusive; it
may, therefore, be taken for granted that type V I I is correctly placed
as Stephen's last and that it ran from about 1150 to 1158. As is
well known this four-year overlap into Henry II's reign is well authenticated by the numerous references in the Pipe Rolls to the arrangements for the initiation of the new coinage in the latter year. Whilst
there is no doubt as to the terminal date of type V I I it is quite a
different matter to decide which type of Stephen's was its immediate
predecessor and whether our present chronology of this most complex
period is the best possible in the light of the available data.
In studying type V I I I have been struck by its marked similarity
to type II both as to obverse and reverse and, as to the obverse in
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particular, to those dies which omit any trace of an inner circle.
(Cf. Brit. Num. Journ. 1956, pi. xxi, nos. 39 and 41 as a clear example
of this where the type II is struck on a larger flan than usual and the
distinctive differences in the drapery are hardly discernible.) I cannot
avoid the impression that this resemblance is so very close that type
V I I may well have immediately followed type II. In other words I am
wondering whether the Stephen type classification of the CarlyonBritton sale catalogue era of some 40 years ago may not be more
realistic than our present one.
This three-type classification only recognized B.M.C. types I, II,
and V I I as main types, the four intervening B.M.C. types being
classified as very rare varieties. That seems reasonable enough in
the case of B.M.C. types III, IV, and V which are so rare that there
are only five specimens in all in the British Museum and very few,
if any, more than that number elsewhere, and perhaps a digression on
this theme may precede consideration of the relative position of
types II and V I I . Whilst I certainly do not regard types III and V as
having quite the same " B a r o n i a l " origin as, for instance, the Derby
" M a r t l e t s " type or that very queer piece from Corby, Northants.,
undoubtedly an irregular coin of this period, which Mr. Dolley published and discussed in Brit. Num. Journ. 1955 (p. 195), I do not
consider them to be regular issues or substantive types.
So few are known that it is dangerous to theorize, but on their
style and epigraphy they give me the impression of being local varieties
or irregular issues of Midlands and Eastern Counties origin from the
mints of Lincoln, Nottingham, Northampton and, if B.M.C. 176 and
177 are correctly attributed, Norwich. No London specimen is known
of either type nor does it, I think, exist. Type V is a combination of a
type I obverse with a reverse design which seems to have affinities
with both types I and I V and it is confined to the Leicester mint and
one moneyer—Simun. The queried attribution of R.C.L. lot 1134
to Exeter is based on a mis-reading. Only four specimens of the
" t y p e " are known—there are certainly two reverse dies but probably
only one obverse die. The moneyer SIMUN is also known in type I.1
Surely this " t y p e " too cannot be otherwise than a local variety of
irregular origin and peculiar to the mint of Leicester.
Type V I is, however, clearly in a different category from III, IV, and
V since, although very rare indeed (and the number of known specimens probably does not exceed 25), it is known of at least 8 mints
including London and Canterbury and, although not perhaps up to
the best standard achieved in types I and II, the dies are clearly of
official workmanship. It is true that a few of the surviving coins
appear to be of inferior metal and one at least is claimed to be plated,
but is that surprising in the light of conditions prevalent at the time ?
1 Two die-duplicate coins in the B.M. ;'ex Catalogue), one ex the South Kyme (Lines.)
Find which contained quite a considerable sprinkling of Baronials. Incidentally I am
convinced that the famous " Exeter variant" coin R.C.L. 1155 and English Coins, pi. xx. 2
(now in the B.M.) is also a product of the same hand—and the Leicester Mint. On the basis
of all the published coins I have been able to trace, Simun as an Exeter moneyer is a myth.
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Type VI should therefore be regarded as making a fourth type for
the reign, and an analysis of the mints of Stephen's two intermediate
types (B.M.C. types I I and VI) exactly accords with the following
passage of Brooke in English Coins, p. 91, which I quote in full:
The establishment of the Angevin strongholds in the West limited the king's mints
to the Eastern half of the country, except in the first and last types of the reign. New
mints were opened at Castle Rising (Risinges) and Rye (Rie). Another result of the
dvil war was the failure to change the first type at the usual period; it was the model
for corns which were struck by the Empress not earlier than 1139, and other varieties
of the first type seem to belong to the time of Stephen's captivity in 1141.

The following table shows the mints of the two types and, I think,
gives them their right perspective as substantive issues of the king's
"half" of the country:
Type II

Mint

+

Bedford
Bury St. Edmunds
Canterbury
Castle Rising
Colchester
.
Dover
.

.
.

.
.

.
.
.
.

.

.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.

+
+
+
+
+

(Unpubd. coin in
Vienna Mus.)

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

Hastings
Ipswich
Lewes
London
Norwich
Pevensey
Rye
Sandwich
Sudbury

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

Thetford

.

.

.

.

.

.

+

Totals

.

.

.

.

.

.

15

Type VI

+

(R.C.L. 2961 and
H.A.P. 254)
—

+
+
—

—

+
+
+
+
—

—
-

-

+

(B.M.C. pi. lv, no. 5)*

8

* A new attribution correcting Brooke's tentative reading of the mint name as " S O R "
to the much more probable " S V B " .

In considering whether types III, IV, and V are regular or Baronial
issues it is significant to note that of the five mints recorded for them
in B.M.C. only one (Norwich) occurs in the foregoing list. Furthermore the attribution of B.M.C. Nos. 176/7 to Norwich as against
Northampton is by no means certain. The mints of Leicester, Lincoln,
Northampton, and Nottingham appear to have been outside the king's
control.
Unfortunately our knowledge of the coins of both these types (II
and VI) is very slight and hoard evidence is confined to Linton; so far
as is known no single type V I has an English hoard provenance. It
is therefore virtually impossible to determine their relative position
chronologically, and Brooke considered type V I to be the later on the
evidence of the epigraphical data.
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Whilst this may well be right, and the evidence of Linton and other
"pointers" is definitely in its favour, I do not think a firm conclusion
is possible. As to "pointers" to an earlier dating for type VI I am
not unduly influenced by the unique coin R.C.L. lot 1138 which
might, with some justification, be claimed as being a type I/VI
mule but which is, I am sure, simply a combination of two types by
an imaginative and tolerably skilful, but nevertheless "irregular",
die-engraver. 1 But I am influenced by a consideration of those two
very remarkable type V I I coins Nos. 1 and 2 on PI. XXXI and their
implications in the matter of chronology. Both coins are from the
same obverse die and one which, when the two coins are checked
against each other, is seen to be transitional between types II and
VII. In common with several other type II dies (presumably late
ones) it omits the partial inner circle; No. 2 on the plate shows that
the bust and drapery exactly conform to type II and No. 1 clearly
shows the addition of the beard of type V I I . Both reverse dies are
pure type V I I . No. 1 (the " t r u e " coin) is the Hunterian Museum coin
of the mint of Ipswich which is referred to earlier in this paper.
No. 2 is B.M.C. No. 185 which formed the subject of an article of mine
in Brit. Num. Journ. x x v (1947).2 It is virtually certain that the
moneyer's name is Rodbert (a name which is perhaps not quite so
widespread as in type I but which is known to occur in type VII at
London, Canterbury, and Hastings, and at Castle Rising in types
II and VI) and it is very unlikely that Brooke's interpretation of
such of the mint signature as is actually visible as elements of CAN for
Canterbury would ever have been queried had not the obverse dielink with Ipswich come to light.
The fact that I am now able to put forward a possible reattribution
of this truly remarkable piece is entirely due to two things: (1) Mr.
Dolley's refusal to accept an Ipswich/Canterbury die movement as
in any way possible, even in this reign, and (2) to his putting me on the
scent of a possible interpretation of the only elements of the mint
name which are in fact visible on the coin, viz. three firm downstrokes
1 B y the same token I am bound to say that I would not allow myself to be influenced
to any greater extent by the famous Sheldon Find mule of types I/II (B.M.C., pi. liii, No. i)
as proving that type II must necessarily precede type VI. This has an obverse die of
quite good type I standard but the crude letter-forms on the reverse plus the unprecedented
spelling of WILLEM as VILAM (and is this name capable of any other interpretation?)
give me the distinct impression that this coin too may well be irregular and a "mule"
by accident only. I see that I have already expressed much the same opinion as this in my
article in Brit. Num. Journ., vol. xxxv, p. 230.
2 In this short article (" An unpublished mule of Stephen ") I published this coin (B.M.C.
185) as being a type II/VII mule and I accepted its B.M.C. attribution to Canterbury.
It is now clear of course that what I wrote then needs complete revision in the light
of the emergence of the Ipswich obverse die-link. The coin is not, in fact, a II/VII mule
since it is now established that the obverse die was made for use with a type VII reverse
die and was in fact so used. Having regard to the condition of the die when it was used to
strike the "Canterbury" coin I could not possibly have known this when writing about it
in 1947—without the Ipswich coin I was very largely working in the dark. This is
but one of the many coins of type V I I which can only be "broken down" by stages (see
Tables B and C for others). Even now the final stage of the "breaking down" of B.M.C.
185 still has to be reached; its place of mintage still has to be determined with certainty.
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without the all-important crossbar of the N but with the possibility
of the loop of an H or R to the first one.
Whilst this reading must remain one of my many tantalizing type
VII puzzles it may well be that this is a coin of the Castle Rising
moneyer Rodbert hitherto unknown in type V I I but well authenticated from several coins of types II and VI.
It is in fact a curious feature of the very rare type V I that of the
dozen or so known specimens no less than four are of this mint and
moneyer. It is very possible that Rodbert was still in office early in
type VII before being superseded by Hiun.
Although not provable I now suggest that Brooke's
is to be
read as RlSSMw and I am adopting this as the only reattribution
which is possible on the basis of this unique coin. Eventually another
may turn up to settle the matter one way or the other. I do not
exclude the possibility of this proving to be a completely new mint
altogether but there the matter must rest until a specimen with a full
reading of the mint name makes its appearance or until the answer
is revealed by a clue in the Pipe Rolls which has not hitherto been
noticed.
T H E

PIPE

ROLLS

I have already drawn attention to the extent to which a study of
the entries in the Pipe Rolls of Henry II's early years has assisted
the interpretation of the readings and the mint attributions of the
later coins of Stephen's reign and in particular those of type V I I
(B.N.J, x x v , 1947). These entries which cover the first twenty-two
years of Henry's reign are recorded and discussed by Carlyon-Britton
in Brit. Num. Journ. ii (1905), 183-242, and I mention in Brit. Num.
Journ. x x v that the names of some 20 Stephen moneyers may be
identified from the approximately 75 names which the Rolls disclose.
To that number three more possible identifications have emerged
from readings which were unknown to me when my 1947 paper was
written—they have in fact only come to light within the last few
weeks during the revision of my earlier notes. As all three are of
considerable significance to a study of type V I I and each affords a
striking example of the value of Carlyon-Britton's research (when
applied to both Stephen's and Henry's coins), I trust the details will
be considered worthy of being recorded here.
1. The unique coin in Mr. Baldwin's collection (Pl. X X X I , 18)
read by me as +VINMAN ON SAL (and it is only the last letter of
the mint name which has hitherto been in doubt and gave rise to
other attributions) may be associated with the Wineman of the two
Pipe Roll entries under Wiltshire which are extracted in Brit. Num.
Journ. ii, p. 201 and the coin may now be assigned to Salisbury.
As this is a very rare moneyer's name at this period (it is unrecorded
in B.M.C. for any mint) I feel that any possible element of coincidence
may be ruled out.
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2. Another of Mr. Baldwin's coins gives the missing second (which
here is also the final) letter of the mint name of B.M.C. 183 and, since
this proves to be U and not A, the British Museum coin tentatively
attributed to Bury St. Edmunds may now be read in conjunction
with the undoubted Sudbury B.M.C. 211 and both coins associated
with the Gillebert of the numerous Pipe Roll entries under Norfolk
and Suffolk. In this way the " uncertain " mint of one British Museum
coin (No. 183) is identified as well as the uncertain moneyer ( — EBER.T)
of another (No. 211). It should be mentioned here that since the Pipe
Rolls provide no clue as to whether the references are to " o l d " or
" n e w " moneyers Carlyon-Britton assumed these particular ones to
relate to the "Cross and Crosslets" moneyer Gillebert of Norwich.
However, on balance and considering the date of the earliest entry (in
which connexion the four-year overlap of type V I I into Henry's
reign must be borne in mind) Gillebert of Sudbury seems to me to be
equally relevant if not actually the more likely of the two.
3. Whilst it would be very gratifying to claim this next identification as established I feel that it can only go forward as a tentative
one since it rests on the rather too slender foothold of its being possible
to distinguish between c and L (and the two letter forms are very
different even with only three-quarters of the letter being visible as is
the case here) and to distinguish between the space required for a
five-letter mint name as against one of only four.
Should my tentative attribution eventually be proved right, it
would be a particularly gratifying identity to have established, and
perhaps the best example so far of the value of the Pipe Roll extracts
in the interpretation of readings where only an odd letter or two is
actually visible on the coin. It would establish the identification of
the Essex moneyer Alexander of the Pipe Roll entries of 5 Hy. II,
p. 5, and 6 Hy. II, p. 11, which have hitherto, and without any real
justification, always been considered to relate to the London moneyer
of the same name (B.M.C. 196).
If my interpretation of what is visible of the mint name on the two
coins (PI. X X X I , 5 and 6) is right they combine to give the reading
A L I S A N D E F L O N C — E , but I must wait for the appearance of a third
specimen to show that the missing letters are in fact the 0 and L
necessary to complete the Colchester reading.
I do not think any significance attaches to the spelling ALISANDER.
as against the A L I S A N D R E of the undoubted London coin B.M.C. 196.
The former is, I think, simply a slightly earlier spelling of the name
since it also occurs in type I at London and if it is established
at Colchester in type V I I I should not be surprised to find that both
spellings are used in type V I I at both mints. For the present a
reattribution to Colchester is not claimed as established but I have,
however, included Alisander in the following list of type V I I moneyers
with possible Pipe Roll identifications.
This list includes all type V I I moneyers known to me who, from the
names and mint signatures on the coins, may reasonably be identified
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with the entries as published in Carlyon-Britton's article in Brit.
Num. Journ. ii and is without reference to any subsequently published
translations or amendments of those on which Carlyon-Britton relied
for his paper.
It follows the same form as that adopted b y D. F. Allen {B.M.C.
Cross and Crosslets Coinage, p. lxxi) to record the names which are
identifiable from Henry II's coins. A comparison between the two
lists shows that four names are duplicated; since the entries are under
counties and not towns and no distinction is drawn between active
moneyers and those no longer active, such an apparent anomaly is
quite readily explicable.
P.R.

county

Bucks, and Beds.
Devonshire
Essex
Kent
Lincolnshire
London
Norfolk and Suffolk

Sussex
Wiltshire

Type

Possible
VII moneyer

Tomas, Bedford
Al(/)ric, Exeter
Alisander, Colchester
Adam, Dover
Gerard, Hedon
(Yorks.)
*Geffrei
*Rodbert
Alfric, Norwich
Davi, do.
Edward, Sudbury
Geffrei, Thetford
*Gillebert, Sudbury
Raulf, Norwich
Thor(t), do.
Willem, do.
Orgar, Bramber
Wineman, Salisbury
•Willem, Wilton

Original
entry

Repeat

entries

1159-60
1160-1
1158-9
1157-8
1156-7

1160-1 to 1166-7
1161-2 to 1162-3
1159-60
1158-9

1158-9
1162-3
1158-9
1158-9
1159-60
1158-9
1158-9
1162-3
1162-3
1157-8
1160-1
1158-9
1158-9

1159-60
1162-3 to 1165-6
1159-60 to 1160-1
1160-1
H75-6
1r63-4 to 1165-6
x163-4 to 1165-6
1159-60
1159-60 to 1174-5

In addition to the foregoing Edred (Warwick), Alard and Wulfric (Worcester), and
Walchelin (Derby) are identifiable as Stephen moneyers (these mints were not working in
Henry's reign) but they are unknown in type V I I and are unlikely to have been active so
late in the reign.
* Denotes moneyers who are common to both reigns (Stephen's and Henry's) so that if
not the same individual the identification could apply to either.
MINTS

AND

MONEYERS

The tables which follow, viz. Tables A, B (unidentified mints),
C (unidentified moneyers), and D, disclose a total of 34 mints and
some 65 moneyers. These numbers are surprisingly high in relation
to the rarity of the coins. A comparative analysis of the mints and
moneyers with those of Stephen's other types could be made but it
would not, I think, serve any useful purpose as it is clear that our
present knowledge of the overall picture of type V I I cannot be
anything like complete.
It has already been remarked that the type certainly gives us two
mints which are entirely new to the English series and it is quite
likely that there are two more still awaiting identification. Whilst
the mints at present known are still predominantly in the eastern half
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of the country the area to which the mints of types II and VI were
restricted is now extended northwards to Y o r k and westwards to
Exeter and to Hereford on the Welsh borders. Many of the traditional
mints of the north-west and midlands counties are absent, but since
Awbridge in Hampshire is the only known find spot, this may well be
accounted for by the accident of discovery.
As to the moneyers, something like one-half of the approximate 65
recorded names are only known in this one type. These names can
easily be extracted from the tables and I do not consider that any
useful purpose would be served by their being analysed here.
I do not think further comment is called for by way of introduction
of the four tables and trust they will be found to be self-explanatory.
For the sake of clarity (as well as brevity) pedigrees are reduced to a
minimum, but sale catalogue lot numbers are given where of significance and in all instances where a coin has a catalogue illustration.
T A B L E

A

Mints and Moneyers
Explanatory notes
* Denotes coins which are die-duplicates,
f Denotes coins from same obverse die.
J Denotes coins from same reverse die.
Abbreviations used: F.B. (A. H. F. Baldwin) F.E.J. (Writer's coll.)
Lockett) P.C.-B. (Carlyon-Britton Sale Catalogues)
Mint
Bedford

'Bran"
(? Br amber)

Moneyer
Tomas

Orgar

Willem
Bury St.
Edmunds

Willem

Provenance or
Location

R.C.L. (the late R. Cyril

Remarks

The mint name on both these coins is BEDE.
No. x was formerly misread as L V N DE and
assigned to London in B.M.C. (p. ccxxv),
P.C.-B. (1473) and other sale catalogues.
Several casts of No. 1 are in existence in
well-known collections. Tomas is also
known as a Bedford moneyer in type II
(cut id. in B.M.) and in type VI (R.C.L.
2961).
x. R.C.L. 1140*
For attribution to this mint and possible
identification of this moneyer w i t h the
2. Copenhagen Mus.*
Orgar of the P.R. entry of 7 Hy. II, p. 13
see B.N.J. 1947, p. 119.
1. B.M.C. 181*
B.M.C., pl. lv. 6.
2. F.E.J.*
3. B.M.C. 182
See Remarks
This unpublished moneyer (the earliest of the
three "Cross and Crosslets" moneyers at
(Pl. X X X I , 3)
this mint) is identified from a unique coin
ex Ministry of Works excavations at Thetford which was exhibited to the Society bv
Mr. S. E. Rigolcl in 1953. It reads+PILLE
ED. The writeris confident this can only

1. Ryan gi8f
2. F.E.J.f

be completed as P I L L E M : 0 N :SC :_ED,

Canterbury

Edward
Rodbert
Rogier

as on the earliest coins of Henry II. The
moneyer GILEBER.T is now reattributed
to Sudbury (B.M.C. 183).
Now reattributed to this moneyer.

1. B.M.C. 186
2. F.B. ( P l . X X X I , 4 )
3. Bruun 227
Ashmolean Mus.
B.M.C. 184 is of London (same obv. die as
B.M.C. 202). For B.M.C. 185 see Table C.
1. B.M.C. 187*
B.M.C., pl. lv. 9.
2. B.M.C. 188*
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Provenance or
Location
Hiun (or
lun)

i. B.M.C. 189
2. R.C.L. H39f
3. F.E.J.f

GOD

G. Y. Doubleday ex
R.C.L. 1141

Adam
Ailric

B.M.C. 190
1. P.C.-B. 1471
2. P. Brettellt
(PI. XXXI, 7)
3. B.M.C. 191}
B.M.C. 192
1. B.M.C. 193*
2. F.E.J, ex Wills
411*

Ralf
Willem

Rodbert

Driu
(or
Driv)

H. H. King ex
Bruun 227
I. Hunterian Mus.f
2. F.B.f
(PI. X X X I ,
8 and 9)
1. B.M.C. 214*
2. "Archbishop
Sharp" coll.*

Godmer

B.M.C. 194

Waltier

1. R.C.L. 2963*
2. F.E.J, ex Drabble
995*

A--RI
(or E)? Alfric
Pacn (or
Paien)
Hunfrei

Hunterian Mus.
(PI. XXXI, 1)

Gerard

Hue
Paen

G

O

or

Adam
Alisandre
Dereman
Geffrei
Raulf
Ricard

F.E.J.
(PI. XXXI, 10)
1. B.M.C. 195
2. F.E.J, ex R.C.L.
1142
J. W. F. Hill cx
R.C.L. 1143
1. B.M.C. 204*
2. Fitzwilliam Mus.
ex Clark 66*
(PI. XXXI, 12)
F.B.
(PI. XXXI, 11)
F.E.J, ex Wills 406
(PI. XXXI, 13)
B.M.C. 196
B.M.C. 199
B.M.C. 200
B.M.C. 201
1. P.C.-B. 1472
2. R. P. Mack

VII
Remarks

B.M.C. pi. lv. 10. See Table C for possible
identification of the moneyer Rodbert (already known in types II and VI) in this
type. A cut farthing of this mint in Mr.
Doubleday's collection and found at Dunwich appears to be a die combination of
Nos. 1 and 3.
B.N.J. 1941/2, p. 20, no. 202. No. 202a there
recorded is of type II. See Table C for
possible identification of the Essex Pipe
Roll moneyer Alexander to this mint.
B.M.C., pi. lv. 11.

B.M.C., pi. lv. 12.
B.M.C., pi. lv. 13. Now reattributed to this
moneyer. No. 2 corrects attribution to
Rochester in P.C.-B. and Wills sale catalogues. A moneyer of this name has recently been identified as having struck for
Henry of Anjou at this mint. See B.N.J.
1947, p. 228.
B.N.J. 1956, pi. xxi, no. 41.
For attribution to Hedon, nr. Hull and possible identification of this moneyer with the
Gerard of Grimsby of the Pipe Roll entry
3 Hy. II 83, see B.N.J. 1949, p. 28.
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 10. For reattribution to
Hereford see Num. Chron. 1955, p. 243. A
moneyer of this distinctive name strikes at
this mint in the next reign but is not necessarily the same individual.
B.M.C., pi. lv. 14. The attribution of P.C.-B.
1471 (now F.E.J.) to this moneyer is completely uncertain.
Unpublished moneyer for this reign; No. 2
corrects attribution to London in Drabble
sale catalogue. B.M.C. 228 by a moneyer
of this name and with no vestige of the
mint signature visible may be of this mint
but there is no die-link.
This remarkable coin with its "transitional
type I I " obverse die is fully discussed
earlier in this paper. Unpublished mint
for this type.
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 1.

Now reattributed to this mint.

If G possibly Gladwin; if O possibly Oslac,
both these moneyers being known in type I •
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 2. See also Table C.
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 4.
See Table C for Ricard with initial of surname.
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Mint
London

Norwich

Nottingham
Pevensey

Salisbury

Sandwich

Sudbury

Provenance or
Location

Moneyer

VII
Remarks

B.M.C. 202f
B.M.C. i84f
P.C.-B. 1970
Unpublished moneyer for this type.
Terri. D.
F.B.f
(PI. X X X I , 14)
2. Copenhagen Mus.f
3- F.E.J.f
1. Ashmolean Mus.
Wul win
2. ex "S.M.S." coll.
This is a very uncertain attribution. Only
3. B.M. ex R.C.L.
the first three letters of the name are
1144
visible and these might be read as PVD
.
or DVD
Alfric(h)
1. B.M.C. 205*
B.M.C., pi. Ivi. 5 and English Coins, pi. xix,
no. 17.
2. Norwich Cas. Mus.
ex Rashleigh 544 *
Although the mint name is incomplete it is
Davi
B.M.C. 222
regarded as virtually certain that this is the
(PI. X X X I , 15)
moneyer of the Norfolk and Suffolk Pipe
Roll entries of 5 Hy. II, p. 13, 6 Hy. II,
p. 4, and 7 Hy. II, p. 2.
Ryan 917 in type 6 gives full spelling of this
Hildebran B.M.C. 206
name which is onfy known from these two
Hunterian Mus.
Raulf
coins.
(PI. X X X I , 16)
B.M.C., pi. Ivi. 6.
Thor(t)
1. B.M.C. 207*
2. F.E.J.*
A coin in Norwich Cas. Mus. discloses a NorWillem
x. Drabble 996*!
wich moneyer with the initial of a surname
2. F.E.J.*t
G. The Christian name is probably Willem
3. R.C.L.f J
but it cannot be read with certainty.
4. Norwich Cas. Mus.
ex Roth 132+
Swein
1. P.C.-B. 1474
2. F.E.J, ex P.C.-B.
1971
B.N.J. 1956, pi. iii. 47.
1. H. H. King ex
Alwine
R.C.L. 1146
2. F.E.J, ex Drabble This obverse has been described as "king
holding sceptre with both hands" but this
714
is an illusion due to a freak of striking.
B.N.J. 1956, p. 74, no. 12. Unpublished
F E J
Felipe
moneyer for this reign and the first appear'(PI." X X X I , 17)
ance of this name which does not reappear
until the Shortcross period.
1. B.M.C. 208
Stanung
2. /F.E.J.*
3. tB.M.C. 209*
4. r R.C.L.*
5. \ Parsons 258*
See B.N.J, ii. 201 for reference to Pipe Roll
Wineman F.B.
extracts. Unpublished moneyer for this
(PI. X X X I , 18)
reign and the only instance of this name
in the Norman series. The name occurs at
this mint in the Confessor's reign.
B.M.C., pi. Ivi. 7.
B.M.C. 210
Osbern
1. R.C.L. 2964!
Wulfric
2. F.B. ex Wills 414+
(PL X X X I , 19)
B.M. ex R.C.L. 1147 Assigned to Southwark in P.C.-B. (1477) sale
Edward
catalogue with a reference to W. J.
Andrew's attribution to Sudbury presumably in the light of Pipe Roll evidence.
The mint name is indeterminate but Sudbury as an attested type VII mint is the
more likely choice.
B.M.C., pi. lv.7. Now reattributed to this mint.
Gilebert
1. B.M.C. 183*
2. F.B.*
3- F.E.J.*
B.M.C., pi. Ivi. 8.
4. B.M.C. 211
Rodbert

1.
2.
3.
1.
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Mint
Taunton
Thetford
Warwick
Watchet

Wilton

Moneyer
?

Gefrei
Everard
H
(possibly
Hue)
TI

Eller

Willem

Winchester

Hue (or
Hugo)

Worcester

Adam

Allem

Gefrei

York

Provenance or
Location
B.M.C. 213
B.M.C. 2x5
F.E.J, ex Wills 424
(PI. X X X I , 20)
B.M. ex R.C.L. ri4S

VII
Remarks

B.M.C., pi. lvi. 9.
B.M.C., pi. lvi. II.
Unpublished type for this mint; the moneyer
is already known in type 1.
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 12.

F.E.J, ex Drabble 7x1 The writer reads this as 4<TI-OlE.
Unfortunately there is no second specimen
(PI. X X X I , 21)
from which confirmation is possible but it
is clear that the Drabble sale catalogue
attribution to Cliristchurch is based on a
mis-reading and must go by the board.
The unpublished moneyer referred to earlier
1. B.M.C. 223*
in this paper; the spelling on No. 4 is
2. P.C.-B. 1479*
presumably E L L E R. E.
3- F-E.J.*
4. Reynolds 64
(PI. X X X I , 22)
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 13.
1. B.M.C. 216*
2. R.C.L *
3. B.M.C. 217+
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 14.
4. B.M.C. 218*+
5. F.E.J.*+ ex
P.C.-B. 1480
B.M.C., pi. lvi. 15. Cf. electrotype in B.M. of
B.M.C. 220
coin ex Murdoch 247 which is probably of
this mint and moneyer but there is no dielink.
1. B.M. ex Catalogue* Unpublished mint for this type and both
moneyers unpublished for the reign. No. 1
2. F.E.J.*
of Adam was previously assigned to and
(PI. X X X I , 23)
was acquired by B.M. as Ilchester; see
B.N.J, xvi. 364.
1. B.M. ex Catalogue* Allem is a new name for any reign. No. 1 is
ex L. A. Lawrence. No. 2 appears to be the
2. F.E.J.*
same coin as Ruding illustrates (vol. i,
(PI. X X X I , 24)
pi. 16) but with the reverse reading incorrectly reproduced.
N. C. Ballingal ex
Unpublished moneyer for this type.
R.C.L. 1149
Possibly Martin or Turstan.
1. Copenhagen Mus.*
2. F.E.J.*
B.M.C. 221

T A B L E

Unidentified

B

Mints

(N.B. All three readings occur on coins of which only one specimen is known; without knowledge
of the missing letter or letters any present attribution is completely speculative.)
Mint
BVR

Moneyer
?

Provenance or
Location
R.C.L. 1145

Remarks
The writer accepts the late Mr. Wells's reading
of the only letters visible on the coin being
as given here and in the Lockett and Roth
sale catalogues but feels no great confidence
in the present attribution to Peterborough;
nor apparently did Brooke as the coin is not
recorded in B.M.C. The attribution is discussed at length in Wells's article on Peterborough as an Ecclesiastical Mint published
in Spink & Son's Numismatic Circular for
March 1929.
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Mint
CI P E N (or R.)

-AM

VII

Provenance or
Location

Moneyer
-D

Copenhagen Mus.
(Pl. X X X I , 25)

Alvred

B.M.C. 212
(Pl. X X X I , 26)

T A B L E

Remarks
B.M.C., pl. lv. 15. This strange mint reading
is discussed elsewhere in this paper. A mint
in the eastern half of the country is probable
since it is certain that the coin has a Danish
find provenance and Ipswich cannot be ruled
out. The alternative is an entirely new mint.
Brooke read this three-letter name as TAM
and assigns the coin without a query to
Tamworth. Actually no vestige of the first
letter is visible and the writer is by no
means certain that T is necessarily the only
possibility. Although Tamworth" is otherwise unknown in this reign Taunton is
known in both types I and VII (the
moneyer in type I being A If red; in type VII
it cannot be read) but the writer feels that
P for P A M (Pembroke) another known
type I (and early Henry II) mint is by no
means an improbability. H for Hamtune
must be ruled out as Northampton is invariably N O K H A N at this period; so must
B for Bamborough, but not for any reason
connected with spelling! The writer wonders whether Brooke was influenced in his
Tamworth attribution by that extraordinary uncertain Baronial coin B.M.C. 293
reading very clearly A L F R.D 0 N TO M.
If he was it is curious he makes no mention
of it and that the Baronial coin itself is not
assigned to any mint.

C

Unidentified Moneyers
Moneyer
Alisander
" (C)olbern"

Ricard (with
initial of
surname)
Rodbert
Simun

-ard"

Provenance or
or Location

Remarks

London or Colchester. The possibility of these 2 coins being
1. B.M.
identified with the Alexander of the Essex Pipe Roll
2. Copenhagen Mus.
entries is fully discussed elsewhere in this paper.
(Pl. X X X I , 5 and 6)
F.E.J.
This coin clearly reads — O L B E R N : O N : S
. The
(Pl. X X X I , 27)
moneyer is otherwise unknown. The writer has wondered
whether this name might be associated with the Colbert
of the P.R. entry of 6 Hy. II, p. 42 under Dorset, and
therefore with the mint of Shaftesbury but this, or any
other possible attribution is entirely speculative. It is
even possible that the first letter of the name may be
otherwise than C but if so the name is unrecorded.
F.E.J.
Presumably a second moneyer of this name at London but
the initial cannot be read with certainty (? B or P) and
the mint name is illegible.
B.M.C. 185
The possibility of this moneyer being attributed to Castle
(Pl. X X X I , 2)
Rising is fully discussed elsewhere in this paper.
The reading in B.M.C. cannot be extended and no identiB.M.C. 227
fication of this moneyer is possible. The name occurs at
Leicester in types I and V and Baronial issues, but apart
from this coin is otherwise unknown in type VII. It is
another name which does not reappear until the "Shortcross" period.
Ashmolean Mus.
This reads
A - - : O N BR.— and is of completely un(Pl. X X X I , 28)
certain attribution. A third moneyer at Bramber (the
position of the A will not fit Orgar) or an unknown mint
for the type (? Bristol) seem to be the only possibilities.
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D

Coins of Irregular Work or False Dies
i. Two coins (apparently die-duplicates) assigned to Carlisle—of crude style, possibly the
work of a Scottish die-sinker and of irregular origin.
Obv. STEF—(very coarse lettering).
Rev. Showing elements of a reading which Andrew considered might be extended to
[ h ] 0 N R J C -:D[0]CA[RD].
(i) B.M. ex Drabble 719. (2) R.C.L.
1. B.M.C., nos. 224-6 and pi. lvi. 16. Of crude style and with meaningless reverse inscriptions. Sceptre over left shoulder of bust on nos. 225 and 226 (same die). Also
possibly of Scottish work, see B.M.C., p. 376, footnote.
3. Coin of crude style and coarse letter forms. Rev. inscription has been read as ACEBI:
O N V N — b u t is unintelligible.
Grantley r3oo.
4. Coin of base metal and light weight with meaningless reverse inscription.
R.C.L. 2965.
5. Coin of normal official style (the obv. possibly a "regular" die) but with meaningless
rev. inscription.
Hunterian Mus. (Pl. X X X I , 29).
6. Coin generally similar to no. 4 — a very colourable copy but with very curious lettering
and meaningless rev. reading.
F.B. (Pl. X X X I , 30).
K E Y

1. 4-STIEFNE
2. - T I E F N E
3. * s
4. * S T I E F N E
5. — T 1 E F N —
6. * - E F N E
7. * S T I E F N E
8. + S T I E F N E
9. * S T I E F N E
10. —IEFN„. *
NE
12. * S T I E F N E
13. * S T I
14.
NE
15. * S T I E F N 16. * S T I E F N E
17. * S T I E F N E
NE
i8 . * s
19. +ST1EFNE
20. *SIEFNE
2i.
NE
22. — I E F N —
23. * S T I E F N E
24. 4-STIEFNE
25. — S T I E F N —
26. * S T I E F N E
27.
NE
-ST
29. * S T I E
30.
?
28.

E
E

TO

PLATE

*A--RJ-:ON:(3IPES
—DBERT:ON:—
*P1LLE
ED
AR.D:ON:CAN—
ANDER:ON:C—(?)

+ A LI S A N D E R
E
* A L R 1 C : 0 N : EXECS
+6ERARD:0N:hEDvH
>f ®ER.ARJ3:ON : h E D V l i
*PA-N:ON:©IPE:
orO)
LINCO:
*PAEN:ON:UNCO:
— A D A M : O N :LV
—'TERKI:D:
*DAVhON:
IC:
*RJWLF.ON:NORP
*FELIPE:ON:P--EN
*VINMAN:ON:SAL
*PVLFFUC:ON:SAN
>fEVr".R.AKD: O N : PAR.PI
H^T 1 (or I:,'.)'
ChE
+EL--E
TV
A D A M : O N : PIKCES
HhALLEM : O N :PIR.EC:
D :ON : CI PEN(or R)
>f<ALVR.ED:ON:-AM
—OLBER.N:ON:S—
Ak-:ON:BR.
Unintelligible
do.

X X X I

(Hunterian Mus.)
(B.M.)

IPSWICH

Unidentified
B U R Y ST. EDMUNDS
CANTERBURY
COLCHESTER (or LONDON)

do.
EXF.TER
HEDON

do.
IPSWICH
LINCOLN

do.
LONDON

do.
NORWICH

do.
PEVENSEY
SALISBURY
SANDWICH
WARWICK
WATCHET
WILTON
WORCESTER

do.
Unidentified
do.
do.
do.

(F. B.)
(B.M.)

(Copenhagen Mus.)
(P. Brettell)
(F. B.)
(Hunterian Mus.)
(F. E . J.)

(F. B.)
(Fitzwilliam Mus.)
(F. E. J.)
(F. B.)
(B.M.)
(Hunterian Mus.)
(F. E . J.)
(F. B.)
(F. B.)
(F. E. J.)
(F. E. J.)
(F. E. J.)
(F. E. J.)
(Copenhagen Mus.)
(B.M.)
(F. E. J.)
(Ashmolean Mus.)
(Hunterian Mus.)
(F. B.)
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