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BETwEEN Eadgar’s reform of the coinage and the date of the Domesday Book, there
are a good hundred years from which the available numismatic evidence is incom-
parably rich and detailed. Our understanding of the work of the mints, in matters such
as the relative chronology of the issues, the arrangements for the supply of dies, and the
use of multiple weight-standards, makes the late Anglo-Saxon series one of the show-
pieces of medieval numismatics. But this is still not the whole story. We may know in
great detail how the coinage was issued, but how was it used? It has proved difficult
to find unambiguous evidence bearing on that second question, and there is still an
unresolved conflict between two schooels of thought. Professor Sawyer, for example,
in a lecture to the Royal Historical Society in 1964 spoke about the wealth of England
in the eleventh century, and emphasized the quantities of silver coins that were minted,
the existence of a money economy even at the peasant level of society, and the
importance of the export trade in wool. England was rich, he suggested, because of its
wool.! Most other students have been inclined to minimize the everyday use of coinage
and to stress the probable connection between mint activity (including the choice of
weight-standards) and the need for cash to pay danegelds. Thus Dr Stafford, lecturing
to usin 1978 on the historical implications of die production under Athelred 11, argued
that because relatively few Helmet coins have been found in Scandinavia even though
a very large geld was paid during the currency of the type, the much greater number of
Crux, Long Cross, and Last Small Cross coins found there may reflect the payment
of other unknown gelds of which we have no documentary record.?

It may be possible to offer economic and political interpretations of this monetary
situation which although very different are not in conflict. They may merely focus
attention respectively on separate and contrasting aspects of the coinage. It would
seem to be fair comment that a great deal of money was carried out of England for
political reasons, but that very little came in for other than economic reasons. Between
the 980s and 1014, at least £150,000, or 36 million pence, were handed over in danegeld,
yet at the end of that period the currency was still roughly as large as it was at the
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beginning. The mining of new metal may have helped to replenish the stocks, but its
contribution was almost certainly trifling when measured against quantities like these.
If it were otherwise, we might expect to see signs of it in the regional patterns of
minting. If there were any mints that were steadily coining new silver in the same way
that Carlisle and Newcastle did in the twelfth century, it is plain that they were among
the smaller mints. In the period after ¢.973, only Lydford has been mentioned as a
possibility:® and its output was a fraction of one per cent of the national total. From
nowhere in England is there any documentary or metallurgical evidence for the
minting of new silver, other than anecdotal information about the production of lead. I
think we can assume, therefore, that in the long run virtually all the silver that went out
of England as danegeld was matched by similar quantities that had come in from
overseas.

This net inflow was presumably almost all in the form of foreign* or obsolete® coin,
and it was a major part of the work of the mints to convert it into current English coin.
But it is in assessing the reasons for minting that there is the sharpest clash of opinion.
Its focus seems to be a disagreement whether the payment of danegeld absorbed so
much of the available cash as to give some mints occasion to strike coins specifically for
that purpose. Against the idea, one may point out that this would probably have
resulted in sums of money being carried to Scandinavia which contained long runs of
die-duplicates, fresh from the mint, (A pair of dies might have produced, say, £40
worth of coin.) One would then expect such heavy die-duplication to be reflected in at
least some of the Scandinavian hoards; which seems very rarely to be the case. The
thoroughly mixed character of most of them may well be the result of coinage having
circulated freely in Scandinavia before it was withdrawn and concealed, and one might
therefore do better to base the argument on the absence of long runs of die-duplicates
in the Scandinavian material as a whole—for which the Lincoln corpus provides
well-documented evidence, Long Cross being to some extent the exception that proves
the rule.

At first sight one might suppose that it would be easier to defend the proposition that
special mint activity was unnecessary, simply because the English currency was by
a considerable factor larger than the sums paid out in danegeld: if there was plenty of
coin already in circulation, collecting it and then reminting it merely in order to pay
it over to the Danes would have added insult to injury. Unfortunately the problem is
not as easily resolved as that. True, the output of the mints was, as Professor Sawyer
recognized, very large. But one of the points advanced in this paper will be that the
quantities of coins minted under Athelred and Cnut may give a greatly exaggerated
impression of the size of the currency. Some reconciliation of the conflicting viewpoints
may thus be possible. In so far as the work of the mints was to convert the foreign coin
which flowed quietly into the country as a result of trade, their context is economic
rather than political, but an anomaly such as the unusual activity of London moneyers
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at the southern Danelaw mints in Crux® can perhaps be explained in terms of arrange-
ments to pay the first major danegeld in that region in 991, if we recognize that the
currency at any particular moment in time was much smaller than the total issues of
coinage.

In order to assess the part money played in the political and economic life of
eleventh-century England, given that the documentary sources are largely silent, we
should begin by asking questions of such a kind that they could receive a statistical
answer from the coins themselves. The sort of factual inquiries that come to mind are
these: how rapidly did the Anglo-Saxon currency move about?—what was the regional
pattern of circulation? —what was the volume of mint output, type by type, and what
was the volume of the currency? —and in all these aspects of the coinage, what trends if
any can we detect between ¢.973 and 10867

There are quite straightforward ways of answering all these questions. Assembling
the evidence is rather a lengthy exercise, and there are areas where it is insufficient. The
chief difficulty is that the evidence is or may be biased. In seeking to establish the
outlines of eleventh-century monetary history, we need to scrutinize the general
arguments very cautiously, and to consider at each stage whether a numerical bias
could have distorted the perspectives we draw. On some topics the element of
uncertainty remains relatively large, and it will be prudent to combine or compare
various lines of argument, in the hope of arriving at similar answers. Obviously, we
should be at pains to look at all the evidence, and to avoid generalizing from only a part
of it. The small mints, such as Cadbury or Watchet, have yielded so much of interest
that there has perhaps been a tendency to form an idea of the currency as a whole in
which they are given too much weight. One way in which we may hope to obtain a
balanced sample is to gather up the single finds. It may be presumed that they are
mostly accidental losses. By studying them we avoid many of the uncertainties
attaching to hoards, which may for all we know have been put together selectively with
reference to the source or quality of the coins. Single finds, on the other hand, should
provide highly reliable evidence about the speed with which coins moved about, and
the regional pattern of circulation.

Then we shall look at the regional distribution of minting and the ranking of the
mints in terms of their output. In a second part, we shall assess the validity of statistical
estimates of mint output, and consider how the volume of the currency in England may
have differed from it. The arguments will be summarized in the form of 4 numerical
model of the late-Saxon currency.

SINGLE FINDS

The mint name on the reverse of each coin was of no significance or interest to the user,
even if he was one of the minority who could read. The weight and, later, possibly the
alloy may have tended to be better at some mints than at others, but we have no reason
to 1magine that this affected the spending power of the coins, at least while they
remained in England. Authentic stray losses—and many of those listed below are from
controlled archaeological excavations—may therefore be assumed with the greatest
confidence to be random in respect of the mint of origin, among those passing from
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n. 4.



IN ENGLISH MONETARY HISTORY ¢ 973-1086 23

hand to hand in the locality. In an earlier study,” fifty single finds from the reign of
Athelred 11 were grouped in terms of whether or not they were from the local (i.e. the
nearest) mint; 64 per cent (revised figure,® 68 per cent) of them were not, and the
proportion rises to 76 per cent (74 per cent) in the south and west (regions I, I1, V, VIII,
and X as defined below). Coins might presumably be lost at any time, early or late, in
the validity period, so that even if minting was to some extent concentrated early in the
type the (weighted) average length of time between issue and loss of ZLthelred’s coins
was at most between three and four years, except possibly for First Hand and Long
Cross coins, where it may have been as much as five or six. The single finds taken asa
whole should therefore approximate to the pattern of dispersion from the mints of
origin as it would have developed after that many years. That two-thirds to three-
quarters of the stray losses should have been of non-local coins implies an
astonishingly rapid and wide-ranging monetary circulation. Twenty years ago Michael
Dolley and I canvassed the idea of a fifteen-mile radius to define the area which a mint
was intended to serve.® But if coins had circulated only in “the area within which . . .
a man could walk to the market and back again in a day’,'? that is to say within the
orbit of the local borough, the pattern of the single finds would have been extremely
localized. This was not the case. Although monetary transactions at the local market
were no doubt numerous, they did not create the pattern of diffusion of the currency as
we observe it.

What could have created such a pattern? First, the cash income and expenditure of
the king himself, and, secendly, trade at a distance could have done so; thirdly, the
payment of gelds could not, or only very indirectly. Professor Barlow has attempted to
assess the cash income of Edward the Confessor, while making clear how uncertain an
exerciseitis.!! Much of the income from the demesne will have been in kind: in cash the
king is unlikely to have been owed more than about £2,500 a year, much of which may
have been disbursed again locally or used to support the regional administration
without ever having been brought to the court. The heregeld, instituted according to
the Chronicle in 1012 to pay mercenary troops, was assessed and collected nation-
wide, yielding perhaps £5000-6000, and was thus a powerful means of drawing cash
out of every village. Butitis not clear how far it would have put it back and thus caused
a mixing of the coins that circulated in those villages, for much of it may have gone
overseas. (Other gelds, similarly, would not have promoted a mixing of coins from
many mints: they drew money out of every village, but they did not then mix it and feed
it back.) The king had many other miscellaneous receipts, such as urban revenues, the
profits of justice, oblates, and sundry perquisites of government. It is impossible to put
an accurate figure on them, but if we were to say £2000 a year, the king’s total cash
income could have been at the most about £10.000, or 2-4 million pence a year. Before
1012 and after 1051 a distinctly lower estimate might be appropriate. The recycling via
the central finances of perhaps one or at the most 2 million coins a year will have
contributed significantly to the mixing of the currency in those regions where the king

7 D. M. Metcall, *The Ranking of the Boroughs: Y R. H. M. Dolley and D. M. Metealf, “The Reform of
Numismalic Evidence from the Reign of Aithelred I1',  the English Coinage under Cadgar'. in Anglo-Suxon
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spent cash. The rebuilding of Westminster Abbey, for example, is likely to have put
alot of money into circulation in Edward’s reign. And the very high proportion of non-
local coins in the south and west in Athelred’s reign might be partly explained by the
king’s itinerary.!?

Barlow observes that the king had no elaborate storage system for money. The cash
that reached him, he suggests, would have been kept in a box under the royal bed. To
test the plausibility of this, T placed a dozen pennies of Edward in a pile, and found that
it was half an inch high, with a diameter of about three-quarters of an inch. A pound
sterling would make a rouleau about 10 inches long, and £1000 would occupy a space
(in inches) at least 10 by 18 by 30, and would weigh half a ton. In relation to an annual
cash income of between £6000 and £10,000, one can but say, ‘Some box, some bed!" If
Edward really received and spent that much money centrally, the logistics of carrying it
from place to place and taking care of it must have been a headache. One wonders
whether Winchester, where the scriptorium appears to have enjoyed a monopoly in
charter production from 977 to 993, may not already during the third quarter of the
tenth century —or even by the date of the coinage reform — have gained a special role as
a permanent royal treasury.!3 The unusually high share of the Winchester mint in the
Reform/First Small Cross type may be thought to point that way.

Trade and commerce is the other obvious possibility to account for the diffusion of
the currency. Because there is so much leeway in any estimates we can make of the
king’s expenditure and because we do not know the size of the circulating medium, i1t is
impossible to subtract the coinage involved in the royal finances from a total in order
to arrive at an estimate of the coinage involved in trade. The exercise would be so
imprecise that it would not even tell us reliably which of the two was larger. Thus, for
example, even in types with a large output such as Last Small Cross, of which an esti-
mated 30 million coins were minted,'* the 1-2 millions per annum displaced by the
royal finances would not explain the archaeological evidence unless the currency were
far smaller than the total mintage. But this was a validity-period during which very
heavy danegeld was paid, and the currency was possibly only about 10 millions. The
argument 18 therefore inconclusive.

If there are any firm arguments they are to be found in other directions. The best
reasons for thinking that trade was normally the major factor are that the proportion
of non-local coins is fairly uniform throughout much of England; and that this pattern
remains steady and does not so far as one can see respond to political vicissitudes.
Secondly, the very large flows of money into the country, which replenished the losses
incurred through the payment of geld, imply widespread trade.

If we extend the previously published analysis of single finds of Athelred 11 to cover
the period up to 1086, the following points can be made. They are based on a total of
over 270 single finds, which are listed below (Appendix I). Of these, half a dozen are
spurious or doubtful provenances; the Rusher Davies coins (Appendix II) are

12 For the itinerary, sce P. A. Stafford, ‘The Reign of
Athelred T1, a Study in the Limitalions on Roval Policy
and Action’, Ethelred the Unready, pp. 19-21.

13 The status of the Winchester scriptorium has been
disputed by Chaplais. The period during which it enjoyed
amonopoly in relation to the date of the coinage reform is
suggestive, but no more than that. See C. R. Hart, The

Early Charters of Northern England and the North Mid-
lunds (Leicester, 1975), p. 38, and. on the possible lacation
of a treasury in the royal palace, idem, ‘The Codex
Winioniensis and the king's fhaliedom'. Agricidiural
History Review, xviii {1970}, 7-38.

'+ Metcalf, loc. cit.. pp. 177 9.
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FiaG. |. Single linds, (a) coins nunted ¢.973 1033, (h) coins minted 1035-¢.1086. A dol may represent several linds from
the same place, e.g. Meols, Lincoln, Winchester. (Source: Appendix 1. helow.)

debatable; and another half-dozen could be from hoards. There seems to be not the
least reason to question the provenances of any of the others. A surprisingly large
number are excavation coins, and an equally large number have been published only in
the last few years, or still await publication.

1. The finds are from all over England as far north as Yorkshire and Cheshire and
beyond that Jarrow, with no conspicuous concentrations, as may be seen from the
maps (Fig. 1a, b). There are also a few finds from Wales, not shown on the maps. Many
finds are from towns, but this is a bias introduced into the evidence by the choice of
sites for excavation;'® there are plenty of stray finds from villages and from the
countryside. It looks as though there is a tendency for finds to occur in villages very
close to major boroughs, for example, near York or near Cambridge,'® but this toa
could be the result of modern bias, except perhaps in the case of the Rusher Davies finds
from around Wallingford (Appendix I1). Whether one can detect any connection
between the rural finds and sheep farming, for example, in Hampshire and the Wilt-
shire downs or in the Cotswolds, is a delicate question which calls for fuller discussion
at some other time. The total number of single finds is infinitesimally small in relation
to the currency from which they were drawn, and apparent regional patterns could be
distorted by many factors, for example, the type of soil in which the coins lay. As far

% Lincoln and Winchester are prime cxamples; others ' Dringhouses and Catterton. near York; Great Shel-
are Canterbury, Chichester, Hereford, Leicester, Oxford,  ford and Hadstock, near Cambridge.
Richborough, Stafford. and Warwick,
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asany trend is concerned, if we compare the finds from before and after 1035, from two
periods each of about sixty years, we should discount these unknown factors to some
extent. There is very little difference between the two either in the numbers of finds or in

their regional distribution.
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Fii. 2. Numbers of single finds per year in each type. The area of each column is proportional to the number of finds of
the type. Cut fractions, within the totals, are shown in black. (Source: Appendix 1.)

2. Cut halfpennies and cut farthings among the finds are somewhat more plentiful in
the Reform type, First Hand, and Crux, that is at an early date (Fig. 2). and westerly
provenances account for more than their fair share of these fractions. If there was
a decline in the use of small change in the 990s it may reflect an accelerating monetary
circulation, or a rise in prices.

The reappearance of fractions particularly from the years 1040-4 and 1074-83 is
unduly influenced by the find-series from Meols and from Lincoln, and it may be partly
fortuitous. In general, fractions are likely to have had a higher loss rate, but conversely
a poorer rate of recovery.

3. The trend, type by type, in the numbers of single finds per annum is erratic, as it
is bound to be when the numbers for each type are so small (Fig. 2). One is struck,
however, by the low representation of that much-debated pair of types, Second Hand
and Helmet. If one were simply comparing equal six-yvear periods, these two would be
judged discrepant enough to be statistically significant. The height of each column in
the histogram is a function of the number of finds divided by the duration of the type,
and if these types were of shorter duration than the others from Zthelred’s reign, the
trend would look less erratic. But this is not the occasion to embark on a reappraisal of



the chronology. The arguments are uncertain and often conflicting, and they deserve
to be judged as squarely as possible, not tangentially. Whatever their outcome, they
will not lead to any change in the medium and longer-term trends which are our first
concern here, since a ‘swings and roundabouts’ effect applies: if one type-period is
shortened the adjacent one, or a nearby one, has to be correspondingly lengthened.

As regards Second Hand and Helmet, should we not expect that the finds would
reflect the total numbers of each type in circulation in the English countryside (as there
is no reason to imagine that the two types would have been any more or any less subject
to accidental loss) multiplied by the length of time for which they remained in circula-
tion? Both issues were relatively small, and the ratios of finds to the total numbers of
dies used can hardly be said to be outside normal limits. But even this view involves
an element of hypothesis: we do not know that the numbers of losses correlated with
the size of the currency. Further, some single finds may in effect be mini-hoards, and
therefore subject to different laws of behaviour from stray losses. (This might partly
explain the exceptional number of finds of coins minted in 1065-6.) In Second Hand,
two of the finds are from Leicester or its vicinity, but this may of course be pure
coincidence. Again, if the preceding type was not demonetized, its continued
availability would doubtless depress the numbers of stray losses of the new type. All
told, the evidence is inconclusive.!” But we shall have to return to Second Hand and
Helmet later.

For the rest, it will be better to begin by taking the broad tendency of the evidence,
which is that there is no perceptible change in the rate of stray losses during the
hundred years under review, in spite of the large variations in mint output which are
discussed below. Last Small Cross and Quatrefoil, for example, were unusually large
consecutive issues, but the recorded rate of stray losses is below average. Rigold noted
a similar discrepancy for the twelfth to fourteenth centuries between the numbers of
stray finds and the volume of minting.!® The stray finds are presumably the better
index of the numbers of people handling coin and the level of transactions. The
Conquest caused no significant change in the loss rate except possibly in the year 1066
itself; and the Paxs type, which is so plentiful today because of one very large hoard, is
under represented.

4. The wide-ranging character of monetary circulation persists into the period
1017-87, with 60 per cent of the finds coming not from the local mint. The proportion
rises to 67 per cent in the south and west. If the figures are broken down, and the period
of more frequent type changes from 1035 onwards is considered separately, the figure is
62 per cent not from the local mint, even though the average age of a coin when it was
lost may have been as little as between one and two years instead of three or four. If
obsolete types were permitted to remain in circulation, the average life of the post-1035
coins may have been rather longer than two years, particularly in the 1060s, but the
English hoard evidence is unfortunately far too fragmentary to allow one to quantify
the changing proportion of obsolete coins from 1035 onwards.

Miss Archibald has observed that many finds which are not from the local mint are

17 1 would therefore hesitate o argue, lor example, ' 8. E. Rigold. "Small Change in the Light of
that because there are few Helmet finds. the validity  Medieval Site-finds’, in Edvwardian Moneiary Affairs
period of Helmel is likely to have been shorter than usual:  ([279-{344), ed. N. J. Mayhew (British Arch. Reports

it may have been, but this argument has little force. 36), Oxford, 1977, pp. 59-80; and p. 7.



nevertheless from a nearby mint, and that it would be nearer the mark to say that the
currency tended to circulate regionally rather than nationally. There are many hoards
which reinforce this impression. It could be that the two categories into which 1 divided
Athelred’s coins, local and non-local, are such as to obscure a trend towards a more
restricted circulation. In order to present the evidence as fully and fairly as possible,
I have constructed diagrams to show approximately how far in kilometres each stray
find was from its mint of origin, as the crow flies, and the finds have been plotted
separately for the periods ¢.973-1017, 1017-51, and 1051-86 (Fig. 3). The unbroken
curve to which each fan-diagram approximates speaks against the idea that there was
any regional ‘bar’ to circulation beyond a certain distance, for example, in the range
50-100 km. Each time that a coin changed hands, it could of course be carried further
away from its mint of origin, or back towards it: the diffusion was not continuously
outwards like ripples from a stone flung into a pond, and the apparent rate of diffusion
will therefore progressively slow down year by year.

Although the general appearance of the three diagrams is the same, coins
undoubtedly tended to travel further during £Ethelred’s reign. The proportion of finds
within 25 km (that is roughly the same as the suggested walking distance of 15 miles),
and those lying between 25 and 100 km, and over 100 km can be compared in the pie-
diagrams (Fig. 3). There are about the same proportion of local finds, but more middle-
distance and fewer distant finds, in the later periods. This should not surprise us, as the
coins had up to two or three times as long under £Athelred and Cnut (depending on our
assessment of the later multi-type currency) to become scattered. Taking account
of the uncertainty about the average life of a coin in circulation at different dates,
monetary payments at a considerable distance seem to have continued to exert much
the same influence or possibly even a greater influence over the pattern of diffusion of
the currency.

The tendency of coins to wander seems not to vary much in different parts of
England south of the Humber. The currency of York was more self-contained, partly
no doubt as a result of its remoteness as the only mint in Northumbria, but partly
perhaps because of the directions of its trade. The finds have been listed regionally (in
Appendix I), so that all those from the west country, for example, can conveniently
be considered together. We can analyse the evidence in another way, by plotting the
direction as well as the distance over which each coin travelled from its mint of origin
to its ultimate place of loss.

Rose-diagrams (Fig. 4«4, b) show the results separately for the periods before and
after 1035. They are a composite presentation of the evidence in that they amalgamate
all the points of origin, wherever they were in the country, to a single point of origin,
but since the movements of coins in different directions do not, in the resulting
diagram, cancel each other out, it is probably fair to claim that they reveal the trend.
Since both diagrams are constructed in the same way, the contrast between them
should be valid evidence, since the ambiguities will be discounted to much the same
extent. The differences suggest that there was a greater drift of currency towards the
west and south-west in the earlier period. This may well have been because the currency
was larger.

If there is a conflict between the evidence of the single finds and of the hoards as
regards the proportion of the currency of non-local origin, the single finds are, as | see
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FiG. 3. Fan-diagrams of single finds arranged according to the distance from their mint of origin; pic-diagrams to show

the proportion under 25 km. between 25and 100 km, and over 100 km. (@) for coms minted 973 1017, (b} 101 7-51.1¢)

1051 -86. In the fan-diagrams, finds in the category *Yes' have been conventionalized by ranging them evenly between

25 and 10 km, (The detailed evidence is biased by the large number of coins from urbun excavalions, e1c.) (Source: same
as Fig. 1)
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F1G. 4. Rose-diagrams 1o show the direction and distance of single finds from their mint of origin. (¢) coins nunted
¢.973-1035, (b} 1035-86, (Source: same as Fig. [.)

it, not easily discounted, and this should make us think very hard about those hoards
which have a distinctly local flavour. Consider, for example, the Sedlescombe hoard,
which seems to offer particularly strong evidence of a local currency dominated by the
Hastings mint, within which diffusion gradually took place, but so slowly that it was
not until coins had been in circulation for at least eight or nine years that two-thirds of
those in the Hastings area were from a non-local mint (Table 1):

TABLE 1

The Sedlescombe Hoard: Progressive Diffusion of Coins from the
Hastings Mint

Type Hastings, ', No. of coins
I8 Helmet (¢.1053-6) 29 125
19 Sovereign (¢.1056-9) 47 114
20 Hammer Cross (¢.1059-62) 64 714
21 Facing Bust {¢.1062-5) 78 183

Source; I, Stewart, "Sussex Mints and their Moneyers', The South
Saxons, ed. P. Brandon (Chichester, 1978), p. 93.

If the Sedlescombe coins are, as they appear to be, a hoard withdrawn from the
currency essentially at one particular moment rather than over a period of years—and
in weighing this against the single finds, note the element of conjecture—they
demonstrate that roughly two-thirds of the currency was from the local mint which,
moreover, was a small mint (60 per cent of a total of 1136 coins in four types), instead of
about 40 per cent as the single finds show us for the country as a whole. But can we be
sure that this is a genuine conflict? Suppose that the owner of the hoard were a local
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merchant who made his living by trading abroad and who therefore often had occasion
to change his receipts of foreign coin at the Hastings mint, and who kept a fund of cash?
This could radically influence the composition of his savings.

The Sedlescombe hoard also allows us to calculate a weighted figure for the average
length of time between issue and the accidental loss of single finds which, if we assume
that the hoard reflects the currency as it was early in the Facing Bust type, even though
its non-recovery may be connected with the events of 1066, works out at just over three
years. But again, one cannot know how trustworthy the hoard is as the basis for this
particular conclusion.

When other hoards tell a similar story, however, the case becomes stronger. In the
Harewood hoard, which seems to have consisted solely of the Pyramids type, again
two-thirds of the coins were of the local mint, in this case Northampton.'? But one
should add that the ten other coins were from eight different mints, the currency of
Northamptonshire having become mixed to that extent in a remarkably short time.

Similarly, the little Norwich (Garlands) hoard of William’s Profile/Cross Fleury
type consisted of 64 per cent of coins of the Norwich mint.2°

Thus the hoard evidence and the evidence of single finds persistently differ, and by
a margin which is too large to neglect. It is easier to envisage some bias in the hoards
than in the single finds. For example, people may have been more inclined to put
current money aside early on in the currency period of a type, and a habit such as that
might go some way to explain the discrepancy. Or the hoards may mostly have been
put together by traders in or near boroughs with mints, and this might have given an
edge to the local mint in some way, for example, through the need to change foreign
coin, whereas stray losses may have belonged predominantly to ordinary villagers.
Several such factors, which could in no way be suspected from the hoard evidence
itself, may have acted in combination. Possibly. for example, the 1060s (in which
decade the hoard evidence is concentrated) saw some slowing-down in the velocity of
circulation, which the statistics covering 1051-86 partly obscure: thus eight out of nine
single finds of Facing Bust are local.

5. The proportions in which the major mints are represented among the stray finds
do not differ significantly from their shares of the national output, The London and
Southwark mints, for example, normally produced just about a quarter of the coinage,
and they account for 21 per cent of the single finds which can be attributed to a mint.
Similarly, Lincoln accounts for 9 per cent of the finds. (It seems reasonable to omit
from both calculations the London coins found in London, and the Lincoln coins
found in Lincoln.)

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF MINTING
Against this background of a currency circulating widely and swiftly, we may next
consider the regional?! distribution of minting. Under Athelred, output was

" R. H. M. Dolley. "The Unpublished 1895 Find of  study ol Athelred’s coinage. Their boundaries, which are
Coins of Edward the Confessor from Harewood', Year-  broadly geographical in concept, can be deduced from the

book of the British Assoctation of Numismatic Socteties,vii  list of mints included in each. The regions do not all
(1961), 17-25. coincide with those adopted by Petersson. but are similar.

20 T. H. McK. Clough, ‘A Small Hoard ol William I  On the dividing line between the Five Boroughs (i.c.
Type I Pennies from Norwich’, BNJ xliii (1973), 142 [ Derby, Leicester, Nottingham. Stamford, and Lincoln)

2! The regions are the same as those used in the earlier  and the Eastern Danelaw, eft the commentin C. R. Han,



concentrated in the south and east of England, but there was noticeably little activity in
the Home Counties, in spite of their relatively high population density and wealth
(Table 2).

TABLE 2
Mint Output as a Percentage of the National Total by Regions

973 1017 1017-51 c. 1086

[. Hampshire Basin 12 8 20

1. The South-West 10 4 5
1I. Kent and the Channel Ports 10 7 20
IV. London 25 23 15
V. Home Counties 3 3 5
VI. Eastern Danelaw 13 12 10
VIL. The Five Boroughs 12 22 4
VI1IL. Chester and the West Midlands 6 10 16
IX. York and its Region 9 9 5

From 1017 onwards the Five Boroughs increase their share, and the south declines
somewhat, but the other regions maintain very much the same position.

After about 1051 the evidence from which comparable figures might be calculated is
lacking, as will be explained in more detail below, until we come to the Paxs type at
about the time of the Domesday Book. We do not know how far this is typical of the
earlier issues of William I, and the percentages set out in Table 2 are subject to margins
of statistical uncertainty (see Appendix VII). Even so, it is clear the the Paxs type shows
a decided swing to the south-coast towns and ports from Canterbury and Dover to as
far west as Bristol, counterbalancing an equally marked decline at London, Lincoln,
Stamford, and York. The major role of Winchester, and the growth of the Southwark
mint relative to London, may be seen as symptoms of the southwards swing. The
reasons for the change will require careful consideration, but it seems likely that they
were political in that the change was at the least exacerbated, if not caused, by the
hostility and distrust between William and the men of the Danelaw.

Having established a broad regional perspective, let us next look in more detail at the
relative output of the individual mints.

RANKING OF THE MINTS

It 1s a famihar fact that in the first half of the eleventh century there were often fifty or
sixty mints at work concurrently in England producing coins of identical design, and
that altogether some ninety mint-places are known. Although this is true it may be to
some extent misleading unless one adds that over half the total output was produced
by only four or five mints, and that the number of mints taking more than | per cent
rarely exceeded about twenty (see Appendix IIT). The rest were very small mints in
terms of their output, and some of them seem to have worked only intermittently or
occasionally.

in The Early Charters of Northern England and the North  from the shires of the County Hidage. The division was (o
Midlands, p. 17, *The line of demarcation between the  persist until Domesday and later; and with rare excep-
carucated and the hidated shires was fixed, therefore, tions bookland was never to be re-cstablished. nor did the
along the course of the River Welland, which with minor  king's wril run, outside the hidated areas.’

exceptions divided the territory of the Five Boroughs
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From ¢.980 until ¢.1050 and probably later, London was always the premier mint;
and from ¢.1000 until the Conquest London, Lincoln, and York almost always
occupied the top three positions in the ranking table, with York usually in second place
until ¢.1030, but giving way to Lincoln {from then on. This stability serves to draw
attention to the erratic ranking in the Reform/First Small Cross type, where
Winchester, York, and Stamford rank first, second, and third. It may be due partly to
the inadequate sample of coins in the Scandinavian hoards, but it could also reflect the
smaller total mint output and a different regional pattern persisting for a few years
until the new system of multiple weight-standards, favouring the inflow of foreign coin,
took full effect.

York and Lincoln before the Conquest were much more active mints relative to
London than they were to be in the twelfth to fourteenth centuries, and this
presumably reflects, on the one hand, the greater importance of trade between the
Danelaw and Denmark, fostered by ties of culture and sentiment, under the Anglo-
Danish state, and, on the other hand, William’s harrowing of the north, and a general
widening of the gap from then on between the comparative wealth of the north and the
south.

Under Cnut the three major eastern seaport-mints alone accounted for over 50 per
cent of the national output.

The next three positions were generally occupied, from ¢.1000, by Winchester,
Stamford, and Thetford. Norwich and Chester were not far behind.

From one type to the next, the rest of the top twenty mints maintain roughly the
same positions in ranking order in the medium term. Exeter and Oxford are good
examples, as may be seen by following them through the table (Appendix IIT). A mint
could gradually work its way up the list, or it could slip downwards. Then, on the other
hand, there are just one or two cases where a mint rises suddenly to prominence, and as
suddenly falls away again. Lymne was active in the Reform/First Small Cross type, and
Southampton in First Hand. Dover is the prime example, jumping to sixth place
¢.1030, in a phase of brisk activity that covered only ten or fifteen years. Although there
has been a lot of careful excavation at Dover,?? there seems to be nothing in the
archaeological record which would tie in with, or help to explain, the numismatic
evidence. Dover is exceptional: as a rule, the larger mints take quite a steady share.

This aspect of the evidence is more difficult than any other to explain convincingly.
Even though mint output may vary greatly from one type to the next, all the larger
mints, and perhaps the smaller ones as well if we had an adequate statistical basis from
which to judge, tend to go up or down together, maintaining much the same ranking
order. One might have expected that when the currency was growing, through the net
import of foreign silver, the mints in the ports of entry would have taken a larger share
than when the currency was actually dwindling in size, but this does not happen. If the
mints are grouped in terms of ports, inland places, larger mints, small mints, north
versus south, etc., the groups continue to behave with an impressive conformity, as
may be seen in Fig. 5 (Second Hand looks erratic chiefly because of the large output
at London). We might attempt an explanation of this conformity in general Lerms by
suggesting that the import of silver continued quite steadily, and that whether the

** See Medieval Archaeology. xv (1971). 126 {.. mentioning the late Suxon town within the walls of the Saxon Shore
fort; and ibid. xx1i (1978), 147.
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currency was growing or dwindling depended more on the outflows. But the pattern
remains puzzling.

The stability which is the keynote from ¢.980 to ¢.1050 suggests that the dominant
reason or reasons for striking coin at the larger mints lay in the more settled aspects
of political or economic life. If particular events affecting a borough or a region
had loomed larger among the reasons for minting there would be more conspicuous
irregularities in the ranking orders. In 1044 and again in 1045, for example, Edward
was in command of the fleet at Sandwich, and in 1049 in alliance with the Emperor he
blockaded Flanders from Sandwich. The Sandwich mint is active precisely in the four
types minted between 1042 and ¢.1050, but its output is of the order of half of one per
cent of the national total.

As another example, Winchcombe in the northern Cotswolds became for a short
time the shire town of Winchcombeshire, as a result of an administrative reform ¢.1007
which was revoked ¢.1017.22 The mint of Winchcombe was active from ¢.991 to ¢.1030,
rarely using more than about four reverse dies in each type; but in Last Small Cross,
which coincides quite closely in date with the enhanced status of the place, rather than
showing a burst of activity the mint seems not to have worked at all.

23 H. P. R. Finberg, *'The Ancient Shire of Winch-  (Leicester, 1972), pp. 228-36. The dates ¢ 1007 and 1017
combe’, inidem, The Early Charters of the West Midlands — as argued there arcadmittedly to some extent conjectural,
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The trend in the total number of mints at work in each type is again probably one of
little change. Our knowledge on this point is imprecise because we have insufficient
coins—whether from English or Scandinavian sources—from which to judge. The
uncertainty can be demonstrated in this way: among 2900 Quatrefoil coins in the
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FiG. 6. Coins per year in the Stockholm systematic collection. The area of cach column is proportional 1o the number

of coins; conventional dating as in Fig. 2, etc. (Source: Ethelred the Unready, pp. 206 8, and similar data extracted

from Appendix [II. below.) Numbers of mints represented in the Swedish and Danish finds, type by type. (Source:
Appendix X1.)

Scandinavian collections and, similarly, among 2750 Helmet coins of Cnut, there are
several mints represented by only one coin, or 0-03 per cent of the total. For many other
types of which less than 1000 coins survive, the chances are that two mints out of three
having that share of the national output would not be represented.

The number of mints among the Scandinavian finds rises from thirty-two in the
Reform type to sixty-eight in Quatrefoil and falls to single figures in the 1060s. It seems
to be mainly a function of the numbers of finds of each type (see Fig. 6).

Where these numbers are small, they are inevitably subject to rather wide margins of
statistical uncertainty and to serious distortion by other kinds of sampling error. Some
of the fluctuations in the figures may therefore be apparent not real, and it is important
to be clear exactly how the estimates of mint output are derived.

(To be continued)



I. Hampshire Basin

ALDBOURNE, W

Aithelred, type?, mint?
M. Crane. The Aldbowurne Clronicle,
p- 2; A. D. Passmore’s nolebook in
Devizes Mus., p. 5, and I. W. Brooke's
notcbook, ibid.. pp. | and 217, but
Passmore says the coin was of AEthelred
1. Inf. P. H. Robinson

AXFORD, W
Harold II, mint?
Rep. Marlborough Coll. Nat. Hist. Soc.
18912, 38; Wilts. Arch, Mag. xxvi
(1892), 416; possibly SCBI West
Country 744 (London), but this is
problematic

BAVERSTOCK, W
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Ilchester

Somerset Arch. and Nat.
cxxiii (1979), 110

Hist. Soc.

BISHOPS WALTHAM, Ha
Edward, Helmet, Winchester

SCBI Mack 1222

CADLEY, W
William, type?, mint?

Rep. Martborough Coll. Nat. Hist. Soc.
1889, 114

CARISBROOKE, Wt
Athelred, Second Hand, London

Proc. Lo Wight Nat. Hist. & Arch. Soc.
v (1959), 157-9

CERNE ABBAS, D
Spain, R dirham, Hisham II, Ap 999/
1000, looped
Found in the ruins of Cerne Abbey
¢.1807. Dolley in NC (1957), 242-3
Cnut, Helmet, Winchester

SCBI West Country 629 (in garden ol
the Old Tythe Barn)

APPENDIX 1

SINGLE FINDS, ¢973-¢.1087

The finds have been grouped into the same nine regions as have been used for purposes ol analysis in the
text. Finds from Wales are listed in a tenth section. Finds from Scotland are not listed. The historic
counties are given, using the abbreviations of the English Place-Name Society, followed by the present-
day counties, if different, in parentheses. Distances from the mint of origin are in kilometres. Yes/No
shows whether the coin is from the local mint.

?)

™

No (50)

Yes(15)

)

No (125)

(—)

No (85)

COMPTON, Ha
Athelred, Long Cross, London?, cut
half

NCire. Ixxxvii (1979), 380

FOXCOTTE, Ha (d.m.v., SU 345 474)
William, Profile/Cross Fleury, Win-
chester

Excav, 1979, Inf. J. Walker {Test Valley
Arch. Ctie.)

GREAT BEDWYN, W
France, ‘11th-cenlury denier’
Wilts. Areh. Mag. lii (1949-50), 273.
This coin is in fuct 4 double tournois
of Philip TV, 1285-1314; inf. P, H.
Robinsoen

IDMISTON, W
Edward. Facing Bust, Wilton

SCBI West Country 736. (Acguired
1949. Cf. Kimpton. Some doubt may
arise whether these two coins could be
[rom a single discovery, but see below.)

KIMPTON, Ha

Edward, Facing Bust, Wilton
SCBI West Country 970. (Acquired
1967. Presumably this is the same coin
as one that was shown in the British
Mus. in 1967, when it was stated to have
been (ound aboul hall a mile from a
Deverel Rimbury urnfield site at Kayes
Corner. This information makes it un-
likely thut the Kimpton lind is from o
pre-1949 hoard, cf. Idmiston.)

MEON HILL, Ha (I km W. of Stock-
bridge)
Edward, Helmet, Winchester

Proc. Hants, Field Club xii (1933), 154;
Winchester City Mus. 1452,

MILDENHALL, W
Zthelred, Long Cross, Lincoln

Wilts. Arch. Mag. 72-3 (1977 8)(1980),
198-9.

No (110)

Yes (20)

No (12)

Yes (25)

Yes (15)

No (230)



IN ENGLISH MONETARY HISTORY ¢.973-1086 37

Abangdan

- Pranhestes

Latthe Wallenhia

Hnghwell
Wont £t

it

Maoreton

Aston « ey

Huminanby

Yime
Ay
" T ey
FE
Caucod
Boainandiy futkingtom
. LS
L et
-
Cizenarfon s Mamcane
* Wellinguee
il Usomigin
Stal "
. " Rk Rischdintd l;.nlh' Mg
! " Garth i [ "
Temwurin hq"‘w- ke Lang Sucue Aty PR
. " it
Lewruir ¥ G
Routbwik @ Pacrbomagh il
o armnsth
Chunitte > Vit
« Raimiy .
Wapint Wellinghasugh e
Worcrer T, B TR - . Nn.ou St Eifuunde 4 + Teorn Ol
* Nurtharmpton Cembridge ® . - ik
Herefari Ly Whepicad Pk
.
* Sulgraie
St Davad's M Bl St o Wisid o Ipmigh
B Moddician Stangy
L Much Hunsha
Calevhourns uch Hadhora
amgwick e+ : Winodte ¥ arpenden
Chraien i Dl g s
Naiworth i) T
it ™ Busimpdon
Ay, Longm apdan By Wasman s
Wehiny JE\. ", 4"&;, L Ersipews
e dhra gy, Wenimimer
o hra o avtanl . P
”'"‘\‘ Caliy | Weltml Miggshain,  Benkes
o Elidsr o oathiy Fuc s hulh('nlluldl\

g T
b oy, Hommey

a
* Favcone Camerbury

. o 4
Cilaonbiry P N
[ENE T I el
. * W Bedvinden
< e Wi s

Sorth Ly * [ehier e
. Haciiod  Silbuny.

* lashiops Wakiham
& hacBeevid
.

Svuthumpuim

Vot Ligrne Alibay *

o+ Al

o
‘vm,M""u
Dhmipghon g ’,Mw

Lutnhots

1My it




NETHERTON, Ha

Athelred, First Hand, London No (120)
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Winchester, cut
half (Yes)

Excav, Inl, M. M. Archibald

Normandy, denier, PA 166 (pl. VI.
10) (—)
Inf. M. M. Archibald

OLD SARUM. Wi
Eadgar, London
Ledwich, Antig. Sarisbur. 1771, Possibly
erroncous; the illustration is of another
coin, now in the British Mus., ex Pem-
broke
Utrecht, Bishop Bernaldus, 1027-54

Dolley and Van der Meer, JMFP xliv
(1957), 54-6; SCBI West Country 1010.
(Excav.)

William, Sword, Wareham

SCRBI West Country 769, (From cesspit
in East Suburb.)

Old Sarum, see also Salisbury

No (130)

(=)

No (50)

OSMINGTON, D
Cnut, Short Cross, Stamford

SCBI West Couniry 643; provenance
given as Osonington

POOLE, D
Edward
An Edward Confessor penny found on

an excavation in ¢.1977 was a spurious
find, 'planted’ there. Inf. D. A. Hinton

No (250)

(=)

SALISBURY, W
Edward, Trefoil-Quadrilateral, Salis-
bury

NC ns vi (1866). Proc., p. 9

(Yes)

SALISBURY PLAIN, W
Magnus the Good, 1042-7

Dolley, NNUM 1957, 253-6
Shrewton, see Tilshead

SILBURY HILL, W
/Ethelred, Last Small Cross, cut
farthing, mint?

Moneyer ... hwold. Inf. C. S. S. Lyon

SOUTHAMPTON, Ha
Athelred 117, no details )

Addyman and Hill, in Proc. Hants.
Field Club xxv (1968), 86, no. 24

No (7)

SOUTHAMPTON, Ha (near)
William, Profile/Cross and Trefoils,
London

BMC Norman Kings 465

STONEHENGE, Wi
Athelred, Long Cross, London

SCBI West Country 536, Antig. JI v
(1925). 34. (Excav.)

TILSHEAD{SHREWTON, W
Athelred, Crux, Canterbury

Dolley, BNJ xxviii (1955-7), 83

WINCHESTER, Ha
Athelred, Long Cross, London
St. James's Cemetery, before 1926
Edward, Helmet, Winchester
Cathedral Cemetery, before 1925
Edward, Pyramids, Chichester
Lower Colebrook St. The above three
coins:  Winchester City Mus,  Inl
A.J. H. Gunstone
ZAEthelred, Crux, Maldon, cut hall
Aithelred, Last Small Cross, Lon-
don, plated forgery
Cnut, Quatreloil, [pswich
Cnur, Helmet, Winchester
Normandy, denier [rom at latest
1030-40
Harthacnut, Jewel Cross, Gloucester
Harthacnut, Jewel Cross, Shaftes-
bury
Harold 1, Fleur-de-lis, London
Edward, Expanding Cross, Win-
chester
William, Canopy, Malmesbury
William, Sword, Shaltesbury
William, Sword, Salisbury?, cut half
William, Profile/Cross and Treloils
(sic), London, cut hall’
Dolley and Blunt, BNJ xlvii {(1977),
135-8

II. West Country

CHEDDAR Palace, So

/Ethelred, Crux, London or South-

wark, cut half

Zthelred. Long Cross, Thetford

Cnut, Short Cross, Oxford
Med. Arch.vi vii (1962 3), 5366, Proe,
Sonterset Arch. & Nat. Hist. Soc. cvil
(1963-4), 99-112; SCBI West Country
470, 578, 642

Na(115)

No (125)

No (210)

No (95)

{(Yes)

No (45)

No (155)

(—)
No (200)
(Yes)

(—)
No (115)

No (60)
No (935)

{Yes)
No (80)
No (60)
No (35)

No (95)

No (190)
No (275)
No (120)
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EXETER, D
Athelred, Helmet, Exeter

Daolley, Cunabelin x (1964), 26-9

GLASTONBURY. So
Edward, type?, mint?

Excav. on Abbey site. Antiguity xxvii
(1953), 4l; ibid. xxix {1955), 33
Apparently since stolen from Abbey
collection. Inf. S. C. Minnitt

HUNTSPILL, So
Edward, Pacx, Exeter

SCBf West Couniry 666

ILCHESTER, So
/thelred, Second Hand, Exeter

Excav. 1974, [dentification, M. Dolley.
Taunton Mus. Inf. S, C. Minnitt

LYDFORD, D
Athelred, Last Small Cross, Lydford

The provenance is only presumed,
Trans. Devon Assecn. lxxxav (1952),
248; SCBI West Country 586

NORTH CURRY, So
/thelred, Long Cross, Winchester

SCBI West Country 558

PLYMOUTH, D
Harthacnult, Jewel Cross, Guildford

BMC 3. Found in Plymouth church-
yard, 1852, Inf. M. M. Archibald

SALTFORD, So (Avon)
William, Two Stars, London

SCBI West Country 762

III. Channel Ports

ALFRISTON, Sx
Normandy, denier, PA 176 (pl. VI,
20)
Inf. M. M. Archibald. Second hall of
cleventh century?

CANTERBURY, K
Harold I, Jewel Cross, Dover
Edward, Facing Bust, Canterbury,
cut hall

Excav. 81 Augustine’s, 1976 and 1978
respectively, inf. M. Wood

CHICHESTER, Sx
Athelred, Second Hand, London
Edward, Radiate, Bath

{Yes)

No (60)

No (70)

(Yes)

No (120)

No (270)

No (165)

No (23)

(Yes)

No (90)
No (130)

William, Bonnet, Oxford, mounted
as brooch

A. Down, Chichester Excavations iii
(1978), pp. 85. 340, and nl. L. E.
Knowles (Chichester Mus. jand A J. H.
Gunstone

DOVER, K
Harthacnut, type?, Dover

Proc. Num. Soc., 25 May 1843 (p. 104);
NC vii, 202

Cnut, Short Cross, Dover, cut half
Inspectorate of Anc. Mon. Inll M.
Wood

HASTINGS, Sx

Edward, Hammer Cross, Hastings

SCB! Fitzw. 916 (could be ex Scdles-

combe?)

HELLINGLY, Sx
/thelred, Helmet, Lewes gold
penny

BMC |; M. Dolley. Anglo-Saxon Coins
(1970), frontispiece.

LEWES, Sx
Edward Martyr, London
Discovered on the surface in disturbed
soil i roadworks at the Landport.
Barbican House Mus. 197337, Inl.
M. M. Archibald
Harold [, type?, mint?
Muydwell sule, 15 March 1848, 30
Edward, Hammer Cross, Wareham
C. Warne, Ancienr Dorser (Bourne-
mouth, 1872), p. 299 and pl. 2. 27. From
Lewes Priory
NEWCHURCH, K
Athelred, Long Cross, Bath

SCBI Yorks. 10354,

OLD ERRINGHAM, Sx
Athelred, Second Hand, Canterbury
Zithelred, Long Cross, Lewes

Med, Arch. ix (1965). 170-8 and 179-
220. Lewes Mus. Inl. A.J. H. Gunstone

RICHBOROUGH, K
/Ethelred, Hand, mint?, clipped (ie.
broken?)

In Richbareugh v, 223 this comn is listed
as Second Hand (7), but this rests on
Roach Smith’s oniginal description of
‘the type of Hawkins. pl. XVI, 206°

which is the only Hand coin on pl. XVI

No (110)

(Yes)

(Yes)

(Yes)

(Yes)

No (70)

)

No (150)

Mo (240

No (105)
(Y es)



Cnut, Short Cross, Chester
Richborough v, 223

ROLVENDEN, K
Cnut, Short Cross, Lincoln

Inf. M. M. Archibald

WORTHING, Sx
Eadgar, type?, mint?
Excav. St. Cuthman’s Field, 1967, Inf.
A, J. H. Gunstone

Edward, Helmet, London

Fd. Chesswood Nurseries, 1958 Inf.
A.J. H. Gunstone

1V. London
LONDON

In the mid nineteenth centlury extlensive
alterations were made in the City of
London, for the purpose of widening
the old streets and making new ones,
and also for improving the sewerage. At
the same time, the bed of the Thames
near London Bridge was deepened.
Many coins were found in the mud.
Roach Smith’s collection of antiquities
was formed by ‘incessanlt personal
exertion and solicitude in walching the
[street-jworks and encouraging the
labourers, by the most persuasive ol all
arguments’. Four other large collections
of antiquities were lormed at the same
time. Hilton Price, for example, acquired
numerous Anglo-Saxon coins, all of
which had been found in London.

Regrettably, most of this information
has been lost. Roach Smith’s coins,
which were transferred from the De-
partment of British and Medieval
Anliquities to the Department of Coins
and Medals at the British Museum in
1935, lack any formal provenance.
Characlenistically they have a black
patina, Although one cannot be certain
that every one of them is a London find,
it need not be doubted that those listed
below are from London.

Zthelred, Crux, London (Byrhtlaf)
Athelred, Last Small Cross, Lewes

/Ethelred, Last Small Cross, Stam-
lford

Athelred, Last Small Cross, Win-
chester

Cnut, Helmet, London (Edwine)

Cnut, Short Cross, Dover

Cnut, Short Cross, London (God)

Cnut, Short Cross, London (Wul-
fred)

Edward. Small Flan, Canterbury

No (365)

No (255)

4]

No (80)

(Yes)
No (70}

No (130)

No (95)
(Yes)
No (105)
(Yes)

(Yes)
No (85)

William, Paxs, Thetford (..d on Th...
Folcaerd or Godred)

BM 1935-4-9, 21 -34 (inl. M. M. Archi-
bald). These include coins from the
Honey Lane hourd, as discussed by
Dolley in NC¢ xviii (1938), 99-102, Of
the non-hoard coins (15 and 7-10
above), nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, and § corre-
spond with those described in C. R,
Smith, Cat. of the Museum of London
Antiguities (1854), nos. 568-9, where
the Dover coin is ulso described. No. 3
above is of the same mint and moneyer
as & Long Cross coin listed in 1854 as
ertlar mo Stan, which is in the collec-
tion (NC® xviii, 1958) but not in the

register
Athelred, Agnus Dei, Derby
NC* xix (1899), 344, Gracechurch

Street. Some doubt has been expressed
about this provenance

WESTMINSTER, Mx (G. Lond.)
Conrad 11, Duisburg

Trans. London and Mdx. Arch. Soc.
xxviii (1977). 200

V. Home Counties

ABINGDON, Brk (O)
Cnut, Short Cross, Lewes

Oxonfensia x1 (1975), 46

ASTON UPTHORPE or ASTON
TIRROLD, Brk (O)
Athelred, type?, Wallingford

W, R. Davies sale cat. (App. [1)

BENSON, O
Athelred, First Hand?, Ipswich

W, R. Davies sale cal. (App. 1), De-
scribed as Hand, Leoltic mo Gipes.
The moneyer is recorded in Hild, 1058
for Bl

William, Profile/Cross Fleury, Wal-
lingford
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. [1)
BEXLEY, K
William, Paxs, Lincoln
Inf. A. J. H. Gunstone

BOVINGDON, Hrt
Athelred, London, Helmet

Sotheby, 21 June 1909. Rashleigh, ex
Evans. Found 1850

No (110)

No (180}

No (123)

No (165)

(Yes)

No (205)

Yes (40)



BRIGHTWELL-CUM-SOTWELL,
Brk (O)

Athelred, type?, Wallingford (Yes)
VCH Brk i, 546 (inf. W. R. Davies}
Found near The Severalls (= Clapcot)
Edward, type?, Oxford No (20)
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. IT). Found
at Rush Courl (estate), 605 917 appr.
CHOLSEY, Brk (O)
Edward, Sovereign, Wallingford (Yes)
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. 11}
CROWMARSH GIFFORD, O
Edward, type?, York No (260)
W. R, Davies sale cat. (App. 11)
DORCHESTER, O
Cnut, type?, York No (260)
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. II),
moneyer Asgut
EWELL, Sr (in or nr.)
/thelred, Helmet, Londen (Yes)
Surrey Arch. Coll. xxvi (1913), 137
EYNSHAM, O
Cnut, Quatreloil, Exeter No (190)
Found on the site of Eynsham Abbey by
Mr Ashton. ISEGOD ON EAXE OF EAXEAC.
0-97 g. Inf. Major Qakeley, 1967
GUILDFORD, Sr
Edward, Radiate, Lincoln, cut half  No (220)
Surrey Arch. Coll. xxxix (1931). 32.
Excav. Guildown Saxon cemetery
HETHERINGTON (nr. Wallingford)
Athelred, type?, London No (707)
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. 1T}
KINGSTON-ON-THAMES, Sr (G.
Lond.)
Athelred, Long Cross, L.ondon (Yes)
SCBI Oxford 539
LITTLE WITTENHAM, Brk (O)
Athelred, Crux, Barnstaple No (210)
NC ns vii (1867), Proc.. p. 8
LONGWORTH, Brk (O)
William, Bonnet, Oxford (Yes)
SCBI Oxford 33
MIDDLETON STONEY, O
William, Profile/Cross and Trefoils,
London No {90)

Excav. 1979, Inf. J. G. Rhodes

MORETON (near), Brk (O)
Edward, type?, Winchester
W. R. Davies sale cal. (App. I)
OXFORD
/thelred, First Hand, mint?
SCBI Oxford 453 (Littlewoods. 1962)
Edward, Pacx, mint?, fragment
Excav. All Saints Church. N. . May-
hew (ed.), Edwardian Monetary Affairs
(1977), p. 86
William, Paxs, Wallingford
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. [1)

RAYS (nr. Wallingford?)
William, type?, Winchester
W. R. Davies sale cal. (App. L)

SOTWELL, Brk (O)
Huarold [, Fleur-de-lis (Leofwine),
Norwich
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. IT); Good-
acre coll. (bought 1903)

SOUTH CROYDON, Sr (G. Lond.)
Continental (Sens?) PA pl.
CXXXVIL, 5

Eleventh century? Both the date and the
attribution of this type are problematic.
Inf. M. M. Archibald

UNION (nr. Wallingford?)
Edward, type?, York
W. R. Davies sale cat. (App. II)

WALLINGFORD, Brk (0)
/thelred, First Hand, Cricklade. cut
half

Brooks in Cricklade Hist. Soc. Bull. iv
(1967), 5; Med. Arch.i(1967), 272-319;
Reading Mus. Inf. M. A. S. Blackburn
Cnut, Short Cross, mint?, cut farth-
mng
NC7 xvii (1977), 137 n, |1
Edward, possibly Hammer Cross,
Rochester
W. R, Davies sale cal. (App. 1I). The
moneyer’s pame is given as Lifwine in a
letter to Evans

WARBOROUGH, O

Edward, type?, York
W. R. Davies sale cat, (App. I1)

WELFORD, Brk

Edward, type?, mint?
VOH Brk v, p. 122

No (60)

)

()

No (20)

No (707)

No (200)

No (260)

No (30}

()

No (115)

No (260)

()



WOODEATON, O
William, Two Stars, Oxford

SCBI Oxford 88
V1. Eastern Danelaw

BURY ST. EDMUNDS, Sf
Harold I, Fleur-de-lis, Lincoln

Suffolk Inst. Arch, JI 1869, 36
CAMBRIDGE
thelred. Crux, London
SCBI Cambridge 662
CASTLE ACRE, NI
Edward Martyr, Derby
Seaby’s Bullerin 1980, 386

Edward, Sovereign, Stamford
Edward, Facing Bust, Thetford, cut
hall

Excav. at the castle site. Inf. M. M.
Archibald
CASTLE RISING, Nf
Athelred, First Hand, Stamflord
Inf. B. Morley
DUNWICH, Sf

William, type?, London, cut farthing
William, type?, mint?
BNJ v (1908), 127
GREAT SHELFORD, Ca (TL 46l
526)
Edward, type?, Cambridge
Proc. Cambr. Antig. Soc. xxvi (1923-4),
133.

GREAT YARMOUTH, Nf
Edward, Hammer Cross, Notting-
ham

Excav. Fullers Hill. East Anglian Arch.
ii (1976), 161
HADSTOCK. Ess
William, Two Stars, London
BMC 336
HARPENDEN, Hrt
Athelred, Lype?, Hertford

Trans. E. Herts Arch. Soc. xiii (1950/1),
60. Provenance doubtful: may just be a
collection of local interest.

I[PSWICH, Sf
/Ethelred, Small Crux, Stamford

SCBI East Anglia 1177, excav. Cox

(Yes)

No (130)

No (75)

No (133)

No (80)

Yes (35)

No (80)

No (145)

@]

(Yes)

No (195)

No (75)

{Yes)

No (130)

Lane. 1961. Identification by Dolley,
Proc. Suffoltc Inst. Arch. xxix (1963),
313
Edward, Trefoil-Quadrilateral, Lon-
don

Excav. Elm Street, 1975, Clough and
Archibald, BNJ (forthcoming)

IXWORTH, Sf
Edward, Radiate, Hertford
Edward, Helmet, Chester
Edward, Helmet (head r.), Lincoln

Suffolkc Inst. Arch. JI 1869, 36

MUCH HADHAM, Hrt
Athelred, Last Small Cross, Win-
chester, contemporary counterfeit
(cliché)
BNJS xxviii (1955-7), 185 9; Oddy and
Archibald, Scientific Studies in Numis-
matics (ed. Oddy), 1980, p. 82

NORTHAMPTON
Edward, Trefoil-Quadrilateral, Lon-
don
SCBI Midlands 368; () cf. VCH Np i,
255

NORWICH
William, type?, Leicester
NC® xviii (1958)., 91
William, Profile/Cross Fleury, Nor-
wich
William, Bonnet, York
William, Two Sceptres, Thetford

SCBI Yorks 1111, 719, 1193 (from a
hoard?)

OUNDLE, Np
William, Profile/Cross Fleury-
Bonnet mule, Stamford

Sharp, in NC Nsix (1869), 354, no. 3

PETERBOROUGH, Np (Ca)
Athelred, Last Small Cross, Lincoln

Peterborough Mus. Inf. A. J. H. Gun-
stone

Harold, type?, mint?

Edward, type?, mint?
NCo xviii (1958), 92. Found before
1787

RAMSEY, Hu (Ca)

Cnut, Helmet, York

Seaby's Bulletin 1966, 405

Na (105)

No (80)
No (240)
No (130)

No (95)

No (165)

(Yes)
No (215)
No (50)

(Yes)

No (80}

(85
™

No (175)



ST. NEOTS, Hu (Ca)
Harthacnut, Arm and Sceplre, Stam-
ford
Proc. Cambr. Antig. Soc. Ixiv (1972-3),
95-6

No (50)

SOUTHWICK, Np
Harold I, Fleur-de-lis, Stamford
Dolley, Durobrivae, v (1976), 201,
Seaby's Bulletin 1975, 381; SCBI Lincy
1375

(Yes)

STOWMARKET, Sf
Cnut, Helmet, London

Suffolk Inst. Arch. J11869, 36; ). Warren
sale, Sotheby 22 March 1869

No (110)

SUFFOLK
Harthacnut, type?, mint? (§3)

SULGRAVE, Np
AEthelred, Long Cross, London

Blackburn, NC7 xix (1979), 217-19

No (110)

THETFORD, Nf
fEthelred, Crux, Thetford
Harold I, Jewel Cross, Thetlord
Harold I, Jewel Cross, Norwich
NC* xvii (1957), 206

Athelred, Crux, mint? (not Thet-
ford), cut farthing, moneyer Goda?
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Thetford

Excav. G. M. Knocker. 8NJ xxix
(1958), 1B9L.;, SCBI East Anglia 1176
and 1227

Athelred, Crux, Lincoln

Norway, Olal Kyrre (1067-93)
Excav. 1966 and 1964 respectively by
B. 1. Davison, the 1964 season yielding

also a4 Crosses Pattée and Fleury coin ol
William 11 (£.1095-8). In[. M Wood

(Yes)
(Yes)
No (50)

No(?)
(Yes)

No (130)
(—)

WELLINGBOROUGH, Np (near)
Cnut, Helmet, York
Cnut, Helmet, York

SCBI Midlands 334 and 336 (hoard?)

No (180)
No (180)

WELWYN, Hrt
Edward, Small Flan, London

Num. JI i (1837), 252-3; NC® xviii
(1958), 93 .

No (40)

WHEPSTEAD, Sf
Athelred, Long Cross, Stamford

Wells 96, BN xxiv (1941-4), 86

No (100)

VIl. The Five Boroughs

BULLINGTON, Li
Cnut, Helmet, Lincoln
Cnul, Short Cross, Lincoln
Med. Arch. xvii (1973), 181, Excav. a1

Goltho Manor House, near Wragby.
For the first coin, inf. M. M. Archibald

DONINGTON, Li
William, Profile/Cross and Trefoils,
Canterbury, cut half

Found near the village. Lines. Hist. and
Arch, xv (1980), 91

FISKERTON, Li
Edward, Trefoil-Quadrilateral,
Lincoln

Lincs. Hist, and Arch.1(1966), 39; SCB!
Lines. 620). Short Ferry Bridge

GARTHORPE, Le (SK 831 207)
Edward, Sovereign, Lincoln

Inf. R. A. Rutland, Leics. Mus.
Goltho. see Bullington

HORNCASTLE, Li
Athelred, First Hand, Lincoln, cut
halfl
Athelred, Long Cross. Rochester
These two coins were [ound on separate

sites. H. R. Mossop, NCire lxxxiv
(1976), 365

LEICESTER
Athelred, Sccond Hand, mint?

Excav. Inl. J. Mellor. (Cf. Thurcaston.}

LINCOLN

Athelred, Long Cross,

(Dreng)

Cnut, Quatrefoil, Linceln

William, Paxs, Exeter

William, Paxs, London
Willson MSS, Soc. of Antiquaries. mf.
A. 1. H. Gunstone. The Cnut found
1802 or earlier *near the lock™ the
Exeter coin is problematic, found 1819;
the London coin lound 1819 near the
bishop's paluce

Edward, Pacx, Lincoln
BNJ xlin (1973), 168. River Witham,
1787

Athelred, First Hand, Lincoln, cut

farthing

SCBI Lines 1951, St Paul, 1978. Note

Linceln

(Yes)
(Yes)

No (195)

(Yes)

Yes (60)

(Yes)
No (205)

(?)

{Yes)
(Yes)
No (340)
No (200)

(Yes)



that another cut Farthing has also been
found by the Trust at Lincoln

/Athelred, Crux, Lincoln, cut farthing

[hid. 1952
/ZEthelred, Crux, Stamford

[bid. 1953
Athelred, Long
(ZElfsige)

Ibid. 1954. St. Paul
Athelred, Last Small Cross, Lincoln
(Wulfric)

The provenance has been suspected
because the coin is pecked; but it was
sold to Hill by Seaby in 1931, with a
note to the effect that the vendor had
stated thal it had been lound by a
workman as he was walking through
Bailgate in 1891, and he bought it. Inf.
A_J. H. Gunstone

Cnut, Short Cross, York
Ibid. 1737, Eastgute
Cnut, Short Cross, Hereford
Ibid. 1955, Flaxengate
Cnut, Short Cross, Lincoln
Ibid. 1956. Flaxengate
Harthacnut, Arm
Lincoln, cut half
Ibid. 1965a. St. Paul's
Harthacnut, Danish coin
[bid. 1966. West Parade
Edward, Pacx, E0 or RO =
Rochester?, cut half
Ibid. 1957. Flaxengate
Edward, Small Flan, Lincoln
Ibid. 1958. Danes Terrace

Edward, Expanding Cross, Stamford

Ibid. 1420. Usher Gallery grounds
Edward, Sovercign, mint?, cut hallor
fragment

Ibid. 1959. Flaxengate
Edward, Hammer Cross, mint?, frag-
ment

Ibid. 1960. Flaxengate
Edward, Facing Bust, Lincoln, frag-
ment

Ibid. 1961. Flaxengate
Edward, Facing Bust, Lincoln, frag-
ment

Ibid. 1962, Flaxengate

Cross, Lincoln

and Sceptre,

(Yes)

No (65)

(Yes)

(Yes)

No (90)
No (200)

(Yes)

(Yes)

(—)

No (2007)
(Yes)

No (50)

)

6

{Yes)

(Yes)

Olaf Kyrre, Norwegian coin
Ibid. 1973. Usher Gallery grounds

William, Two Sceptres, Wallingford,
cut half

Ibid. 1963. Flaxengate
LONG SUTTON, Li
ZEthelred, Crux, Lincoln

The provenance is unconfirmed, but the
reference is from Mossop's private
calulogue

NORMANBY BY STOW, Li
Cnut, Short Cross, Lincoln
SCBI Lincy. 497
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
/Ethelred, First Hand, Torksey
BMC 335, BNJ xxvili (1955), 51
STOKE ROCHFORD, Li
Edward, Helmet, London
SCBI Lincs 1749 (hoard? —found with
another coin)
THURCASTON, Le
Athelred, Second Hand, London
SCBI Midlands 191. (Cf. Leicester)
WELLINGORE, Li
Edward, Radiate, London

Found in the fields east of the village.
Gunstone, in Lincs. Hist. and Arch. xv
(1980}, 91

VIIL. Western Mints
BRISTOL, Gl (Avon)
Harold 11, Bristol

Med. Arch. viii (1964), 264; SCRBI
Bristol 38a

Bristol, see also Westbury-on-Trym
CIRENCESTER, Gl

William, Profile/Cross and Trefoils,
Wareham

SCBI West Country 770

COLESBOURNE, Gl
Cnut, Helmet, Winchester

Trans. Bristol and Glos. Arch. Soec.
Ixxxviii (1959), 92-5; SCBI West
Country 630

GLOUCESTER

Athelred, Helmet, Gloucester
SCBI Glos. 42

(=)

No (185)

No (60}

(Yes)

No (50)

No (140)

No (130)

No (180)

(Yes)

No (115)

No (95)

(Yes)
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HEREFORD
Cnut, Short Cross, Chester

Excav. P, Rahtz, Current Arch.1{1968),
242-6. ldentification by M. M. Archi-
bald, 1968

MEOLS, Chs (Merseyside)
Eadgar, Reform type, York, cut half

Dolley, Trans. Hist. Soc. Lancs. and
Chesh. exiii (1961), 197-201, no. 6

Athelred, First Hand, Canterbury
lbad. 7

Athelred, First Hand, Chester?,
fragment
[bid. 8
/Ethelred, Crux, London
Ibid. 9
Athelred, Long Cross?, York
Ibid., under 9
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Chester
Ibid. 10

Cnut, Quatrefoil, Chester, {Tagment
Iid. 11

Cnut, Helmet, Chester
Ibid. 12

Cnut, Short Cross, Chesler
Ibid. 13

Cnut, Short Cross, Shrewsbury
Ibid. 14

Cnut, Short Cross, Winchester
Ibid. IS

Harthacnut, Arm and Sceptre,
Chester, cut hall
ihid. 16

Edward, Pacx, London, cut hall
Ibid. 17

Edwaurd, Small Flan, Southwark
Ihid. 18

Edward, Sovereign, Chester
Ibid. 19

Hiberno-Norse coin?
1bid,

William, Bonnet, mint?, fragment
Trans. Hist. Soc. Lancs. and Chesh. NS x
(1869-7(0), 276

William, Two Stars, mint?, cut hall

Trans. Hist. Soc, Lancs, and Chesh.” 1ii
(1874-5), 97

No (130)

No (150)

No (380)

(Yes)
No (295)
No (150)

(Yes)

(Yes)

(Yes)

(Yes)

No (80)

No (280)

(Yes)
No (295)
No (295)

(Yes)

(—)

™

()

William, Two Stars, mint?. cut
farthing?

S Areh, and Hist. Soc. Chesh. 1908, 15

MUCH MARCLE, He (He and Wo)

Athelred, First Small Cross, Lincoln

Hereford City Mus. Inf. A, J. H. Gun-
stone

NAILSWORTH, Gl
Athelred, Long Cross, Gloucester

SCBI West Couniry 526

PAINSWICK, Gl
Athelred, Crux, Chester
SCRBI West Country 464

STAFFORD
Zthelred, Crux, London, cut
farthing
SCBI Midlands 199. Excav. St. Berle-
lin’s Chapel

Edward, Sovereign, London
Excav. ¢.1972. Stafford Mus.

STOW-ON-THE-WOLD, Gl (district)
Eadgar, Reform, Shrewsbury
SCBI West Country 430; Trans. Brisiol

and Glos. Arch. Soc, 1xxxiii (1964), 18.
Provenance conjectural

STRATFORD-ON-AVON. Wa (near)
Harthacnut. Arm and Sceptre. Stam-
ford

SCBI Lines 1377 Provenance uncertain
TAMWORTH, St
Edward Martyr. Torksey. cut hall
SCBI Midlands 180

WARWICK
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Shaltesbury
Curremt Arch. ix (1968), 242 6: SCBI
Midlandy 315

WESTBURY-ON-TRYM, GI (Avon)
Edward. Facing Bust. Hastings?

SCBI South-west 730

WORCESTER
Athelred, First Hand. Lincoln, cut
half
SCBI Midlands 187, Castle Hill
Cnut, Short Cross, London
Cnul, Short Cross. Waorcester
SCRE Midlandy 344, 347

45

(?)

No (190}

(Yes)

No (155)

No (195}

No (195)

No (120)

No (90)

No (105)

No (145)

No (2407)

No (160)

No (165)
{Yes)



Edward, Expanding Cross, Warwick,
gold penny
Brit. Mus. Quar, xviifi (1952), 10T,

I1X. York and the North

CATTERTON. Y
Edward, Helmet, York

Yorks. Areh. JI 1970, 387 95; SCBI
Yorks, xlii
CAWOOD,Y
Edward. Pyramids, York
Found 19807 In private possession. Inf.
York Arch. Trust and E. J. E. Pirie
DRINGHOUSES, Y
Athelred, Crux, London
SCBI Yorks 1028. Found in churchyard
HESLINGTON, Y
William, type?, York
Pirie, p. xxxix, no. 17
HUNMANBY, Y
Edward, Expanding Cross, York
Trans. Scarbaro, Arch. and Hist. Soc.
/19 (1976), 34-3
JARROW, Du (Tyne and Wear)
Edward, Hammer Cross, Hereford
Inf. E. 1. E. Pirie

YORK
‘Several ol Edward the Confessor,
Harold, Cnut, etc.” dredged from the
River Ouse ¢.1740
NC® xviii (1958), 94-5
Cnut, Quatrefoil, York
Pirie, SCBI Yorks xxix, nos. 14 and M.
17
Harthacnut, Arm and Sceptre,
London. cut half
Pirie, nos. 15and M. 119
Edward, Trefoi1l-Quadrilateral, York
Pirie, no. 16
Edward, Sovereign, Exeter
Edward, Sovereign, York
Pirie, nos. 15 and M. 120, M. 40
William, Profile/Cross Fleury, Derby
William, Profile/Cross Fleury, Hun-
tingdon

No (40)

(Yes)

(Yes)

No (280)

(Yes)

Yes (55)

No (340)

™

(Yes)

No (275)
(Yes)

No (390)
(Yes)

No {115)

No (185)

William, Profile/Cross Fleury, York (Yes)
Pirie, no. 25

William, Bonnet. London No (275)
NC*xi (1911), 286

William, Two Stars, York {Yes)
Pirie, no. 18

/Ethelred, First Small Cross, York (Yes)
Coppergate, 1977, (Moneyer, Styr)

Zthelred, First Hand, York (Yes)
Coppergate, 1977, (Outhgrim)

Athelred, First Hand, York (Yes)
Coppergate, 1980, (Fastoll)

Cnut, Short Cross, York (Yes)

Coppergate, 1979. (Thurgrim)
Harold I, Fleur-de-lis, York?, large

fragment (Yes?)
Bishophill IL. 1973, {Ucedce?)

Edward, Facing Bust, York? (Yes?)
Bishophill 1, 1974, (Outhgrim?)

Edward, Facing Bust, York (Yes)

Clementhorpe, 1976, (Outholll) These
seven coins from the York. Arch. Trust
Excavations, 1972-80. Inl. The Trust
and E. J. E. Pirie

X. Wales
CAER GYBI
Edward Martyr, Northampton No (290)
D. W. Dykes, Anglo-Saxon Coins in the
National Muscum of Wales 28, no. 6

CAERNARFON (Gwynedd)
Cnut, Quatrefoil, Chester Yes (80)

Dykes 8
CAERWENT (Gwent)
Athelred, Crux, Lincoln No (230)

Harthacnut, Arm and Sceptre,
Chester No (180)

Dykes 7.9
RHUDDLAN (Clwyd)
LEdward, Sovereign, mint? 7
Dykes 10)
ST. DAVID'S (Dyfed)
Harold 11, Hereford Yes (175)
Dykes 11
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INDEX OF SINGLE FINDS, BY TYPES

. Reform|First Small Cross Caer Gybi, Castle Acre, Lewes, Meols (1 + 1), Much Marcle, Old Sarum,
Stow-on-the-Wold, Tamworth (4), Worthing?, York (2)
2qa. First Hand Benson, Castle Rising, Horncastle (1), Lincoln (4 + 1), Meols (2), Netherton, Notting-
hamshire, Oxford, Wallingford (1), Worcester (1), York (4)
2b. Second Hand Carisbrooke, Chichester, llchester, Leicester, Old Erringham, Thurcaston
2. Hand Richborough
3. Crux Caerwent, Cambridge, Cheddar (1), Dringhouses, Ipswich, Lincoln (144}, Little Witten-
ham, London, Long Sutton, Maldon (1), Meols, Painswick, Stafford (}), Thetlord (2+}), Tils-
head, Winchester (1)
4, Long Cross Cheddar, Compton (1), Horncastle, Kingston, Lincoln (2), Meols, Mildenhall, Nails-
worth, Newchurch, North Curry, Old Erringham, Stonehenge, Sulgrave, Whepstead, Winchester
5. Helmet Bovingdon, Ewell, Exeter, Gloucester, Hellingly (#)
Agmus Dei London?
6. Last Small Cross  Linceln (?), London (2), Lydford (Much Hadham), Peterborough, Silbury (1),
(Winchester)
~6. A&thelred Aldbourne, Aston Upthorpe, Brightwell, Harpenden, Hetherington, Southampton
Quatrefoil  Baverstock, Caernarfon, Eynsham, Lincoln, Meols (2), Netherton, Thetford, Warwick,
Winchester, York
8. Helmer Bullington, Cerne Abbas, Colesbourne, London, Mcols, Ramsey, Stowmarket, Welling-
borough (27), Winchester
9. Short Cross Abingdon, Bullington, Cheddar, Dover (}), Hereford, Lincoln (3), London (3), Meols
(3), Normanby, Osmington, Richborough, Rolvenden, Wallinglord (4), Worcester (2), York
7-9. Cnut Dorchester. York
10.  Jewel Cross Canterbury, Plymouth, Thetford (2), Winchester (2)
11. Fleur-de-lis  Bury St. Edmunds, Sotwell. Southwick. Winchester, York
10or 11, Harold Lewes, Peterborough, York
12.  Arm and Sceptre  Caerwent, Lincoln (1), Meols (4), St. Neots, Stratford-on-Avon, York (4)
10or12. Harthacnur  Dover, Suffolk
13. Pacx Huntspill, Lincoln (1 + 1), Meols (1), Oxford
14.  Radiare Chichester, Guildford (1), Ixworth, Wellingore
IS. Trefoil-Quadrilateral  Fiskerton, Ipswich, Northampton, Salisbury, York
16. Small Flan Lincoin, London, Meols, Welwyn
17.  Expanding Cross Hunmanby, Lincoln, Winchester, Worcester (#)
I18.  Helmet  Bishops Waltham, Catterton, Ixworth (2), Meon Hill, Stoke Rochlord, Winchester,
Worthing
19, Sovereign Castle Acre, Cholsey, Garthorpe, Lincoln (17), Meols, Rhuddlan, Stalford, York (2)
20. Hammer Cross Great Yarmouth, Hastings, Jarrow, Lewes, Lincoln, Wallingford?
21. Facing Bust Canterbury (1), Castle Acre (1), Idmiston, Kimpton, Lincoln (2), Westbury-on-Trym,
York (2)
22, Pyramids  Cawood, Winchester
13-22. Edward Brightwell, Crowmarsh Gillord, Glastonbury, Great Shelford, Moreton, Oxford,
Peterborough, Union?, Warborough, Wellord, York
23. Pax Axford, Bristol, St. Davids
24.  Profile|Cross Fleury Benson, Foxcotte. Norwich, York (3)
25. Bomnet Chichester, Longworth. Mcols, Norwich, Oundle. York
26. Canopy Winchester
27, Tweo Seeptres  Lincoln (1), Meols, Norwich
28. Two Stars Hadstock, Meols (} + 1), Saltford, Woodeaton, York
29.  Sword Old Sarum, Winchester (1 4 3)
30. Profile|Cross and Trefoils Cirencester. Donington (}). Middleton Stoney, Southampton. Win-
chester (1)
31. Paxs Bexley, Lincoln (2), London (1), Oxford, Wallingford
24-31. Willimn Cadley, Rays?, Dunwich (1 + 1), Heslington, Norwich

-] —



APPENDIX II

THE PROVENANCES OF THE RUSHER DAVIES COINS

The coin collection and numismatic library ol W. Rusher Davies, of Overthorpe House, Wallingford,
auctioned by Messrs. Sotheby on 24 February 1893, included forty-five Ancient British coins. several with
recorded provenances, and twenty-eight post-reform Anglo-Saxon pence, ol which an unusually high
proportion had local provenances. So many of them (fifteen) are provenanced that doubt has been
expressed (in view of the relative scarcity nowadays of stray finds) whether Mr Davies may not have been
supplied with coins by persons who gave spurious provenances to pieces which they hoped to sell to him.
This suspicion was reinforced by the presence of two St. Edmund Memorial pennies said to have been
found at Cholsey and L(ong) Wittenham respectively —on the Wallingford side of the Thames and there-
fore, as Rigold pointed out [BNJ xxix (1958-9), 189], in English territory. They seemed to be too [ar from
base. The high proportion of St. Edmund coins in the recent Northampton excavations and in earlier finds
from Northampton should, however, make one hesitate to dismiss these particular provenances out of
hand. The type was represented also in the Reading find of 1839.

In his later years Rusher Davies corresponded with Sir John Evans, who encouraged him to report local
finds, particularly in the Ancient British series, A bundle of letters written to Evans is preserved in the
archives of the Heberden Coin Room. From these a picture of the man emerges clearly. His interest in
coins was evidently well known in the neighbourhood, and he seems to have been willing to buy more
or less any kind of coins that were ordinarily brought to him. Thus in 1891 he writes, ‘[ do not trouble you
so very often, but knowing you like to hear of fresh finds, I again send you a list of some from the near
neighbourhood since T last sent to you. Altogether I have met with about 108 coins but mostly small early
English silver [sterlings, cf. groats] or Copper Roman non of any rareity.” In the next year we catch a
glimpse of him at home: 'I fancy I have met with something extra interesting. A lad called last night and
said he had got two old Romaners as they call them about here for Roman coins 1 did not notice them
as it was dark I gave him some thing for them . . . the other . . . to my astonishment . . . Cunobelin. ... In
another letter, “Yesterday a man brot me in a small silver coin which he found in the road near here
and which has evidently been much trod on.” Or again, ‘I shall feel much pleasure in forwarding the Irish
penny in the course of a few days together with an account of where found, etc. 1 also possess a penny of
Henry Ist found on same property 3 years ago which I think is an unique type ol mintage tis cracked but
in fine state . . . Godric on Sher . . . [ also have a penny of which the like portrait I have not yet seen which
I will send with the others it was lound also here in Wallinglord. . . " Or once more, ‘I had a fine 20/- of
Chas I brot me. It was ploughed up near Bensington not far from this town.’

Of course one cannot rule out the possibility that Davies was sometimes deceived; but the current price
of Anglo-Saxon coins was modest: the lot of thirteen specimens of Edward the Confessor in the Davies
sale fetched £2. 17s. And life in Wallingford in the 1880s was “far from the madding crowd’. Davies writes
to Evans of what happens ‘hereabouts’, or refers to the location of a village as though Evans could not be
expected to know such things.

The find-spots ol the late Saxon coins are mostly within a very few miles of Wallingford. There are three
places that I have been unable to trace, namely Hetherington, Rays, and Union. The Henry | penny is
stated in the sale catalogue to have been found at St. John's. This very probably refers to the manor
of Sotwell St. John, on the northern outskirts of Wallingford.

All told, it would be draconian to reject the Rusher Davies provenances en bloc, even though one cannot
feel altogether sure that every one of them is authentic. The weakness of the case remains that Davies was
able to acquire so many coins ostensibly found locally. But there are hundreds of unpecked coins in public
and private collections today with no provenances attaching to them, and onc should not doubt that
numerous single finds have gone unrecorded (see the note on London, above). Throughoult the nineteenth
century hardly anyone other than Sir John Evans showed an active interest in single finds of late Saxon
coins, and sale-catalogues very rarely record provenances.

One of the Rusher Davies finds can now be identified in the Goodacre collection. The whereabouts of
the rest are unknown.
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Mints taking a one per cenl or greater share, ranked according to output, In each type a rule is placed beneath the

mint with which 50 per cent is reached.

|
Winchester

York
Stamford
London
Canterbury
Lincoln
Chester
Exeter
MNorwich
Leicester
Northampton
Oxford
Wilton
Lewes
Bedlord
Ipswich
Rochester
Shrewsbury

7

London
York
Lincoln
Winchester
Chester
Cambridge
Thetford
MNorwich
Stamiord
Ilchester
Southwark
Oxford
Exeter
Bristol
Ipswich
Shrewsbury
Gloucester
Canterbury
Colchester
Hertlord

2a

London
Winchester
York
Exeter
Canterbury
Lincoln
Stamford
Thetlord
Derby
Norwich
Lewes
Chester
Totnes
Ipswich
Southampton
Barnstaple
Iichester
Leicester
Rochester
Shaftesbury
Hereford
Huntingdon
Wilton
Shrewsbury

8

London
York
Lincoln
Winchester

Stamford
Chester

Thetford
Cuanterbury
Exeter
Dover
Norwich
Oxford
Hunlingdon
Salishury
Gloucester
Hastings
Southwark
Bath

MNorthampton

Lewes

2b

London
Exeler
_Cmrbury
Winchester
Rochester
Morwich
Thetford
lichester
Stamford
Totnes
Barnstaple
Bridport
Shaftesbury
Chester
Chichester
Ipswich
Leicester
Lymne
Tamworth
Wallingford
Warcham

9
London
Lincoln
York
Stamford

Winchester
Dover

Canterbury
Thetlord
Chesler
MNorwich
Exeter
Oxlord
Hastings
Salisbury

3

London
York
Southwark
Winchester
Lincoln
Exeter
Canterbury
Thetford
Colchester
Cambridge
Wallingford
Hertlord
llchester

Morwich
Wilton
Oxford
Northampten
Rochester
Maldon
Lewes
Stamford
Totnes
Barnstaple
Warcham

10

London
Lincoln
York
Stamlord
Winchester
Thetford

Chester
MNorwich
Canterbury
Dover
Oxford
Exeter
Herelord
Bristol
Derby
Salisbury
Shrewsbury
Southwark

4

Londen
Lincoln
York
Winchester
Chesler
Exeter
Canterbury
Stamford
Thetford
MNorwich
Oxford
Northampton
Bath
Huntingdon
Lewes
Cambridyge
Wallingford
Hereford
Shrewsbury
Wilton
Colchester
Gloucester
Dover

11

London
Lincoln
York
Stamford
Winchester
Thetford
Chester
Norwich
Oxford
Bristol
Wallinglord
Canterbury
Salisbury
Northampton
Derby
Exeter
Hertlord
Leicester
Dover

Cambridge

5
London
York
Lincoln

Winchester
Thetford
Exeter
Chester
Stamford
Cambridge
Norwich
Canlerbury
Oxford
Huntingdon
Bath

Dover
Lewes
Shaftesbury
Hastings
[pswich

12

London
Lincoln
York
Stamford
Winchester
Thetford
Norwich
Exeter
Gloucester
Bristol
Cambridge
Oxford
Wallinglord
Chester
Lewes
Hercford
Shrewsbury
Southwark
Canlerbury
Gloucester
Herelord
Luicester
Salisbury

f

London
Lincoln
Winchester
York
Stamflord
Thetlord
Exeter
Norwich
Chester
Canterbury

Lewes
Lydford
Cambridge
Dover
Ipswich
Salisbury

13

London
Lincoln
York
Winchesler
Stamford
Thetford
Norwich
Chester
Hertlord
Canterbury
Oxlord
Hereford
Northampton
Nottingham

Derby
Dover
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