
MISCELLANEA 
T H E G O L D C O I N A G E O F T H E M Y T H I C A L K I N G L U C I U S 

It is indicative of the breadth of vision of the great seventeenth-cen-tury antiquaries that appeal should have been made to numismatics in the fierce controversy concerning the historicity of King Lucius, a mythical Christian prince who is reputed to have ruled Britain, under Roman suzerainty, about the second quarter of the second century and to have been buried in Gloucester Cathedral in a.d. 156. In his magnum opus published in 1639 Ussher observed: 
" N e c hoc praetereundum, repertos esse i n A n g l i a duos ant iqu iss imos nummos, 

(argenteum u n u m quem h a b u i t M. Josephus Ho l landus , au reum a l t e rum quem in te r 
D . Robe r t ! Co t ton i Kei^r/Xia v id imus : ) Chr is t ian i regis, u t i ex signo crucis apposi to 
co l l ig i tu r , imagine, e t l i t e r i s obscur ior ibus, quae L V C denotare v i deban tu r , ins ign i tos . " 1 

This we may perhaps render: 
" N o r can we pass over the fac t t h a t there have been f ound i n E n g l a n d t w o most 

ancient coins (one si lver w h i c h belonged to Mr . Joseph Ho l l and , and the o ther gold 
wh i ch we have seen ourselves among Sir Robe r t Cot ton 's treasures), the t w o coins 
be ing s tamped w i t h the l ikeness of a Chr is t ian k ing , as can be cul led f r o m the sign of a 
cross placed against i t , and w i t h somewhat obscure le t ters wh i ch seem to read L V C ". 

It emerges clearly that Ussher had seen with his own eyes a gold coin in the Cotton cabinet, and knew, but only by repute, a silver coin with the same types which had belonged to a Mr. Joseph Holland. On the basis of this passage Haddan and Stubbs, following Hallam, jumped to the conclusion that the gold coin was in the British Museum, and more recently it has been suggested that both coins were in the Cotton collection and that, though they cannot now be identified, they were in all probability Merovingian or Anglo-Saxon thrymsas or sceattas. 2 

The purpose of the present note is not so much to clear up these misconceptions concerning provenance but to absolve Cotton of the charge that he was unable to distinguish a "British" from a " Saxon " coin. Unfortunately no early catalogue of Cotton's Ancient British coins has survived, but we do know that Speed had the run of the Cotton cabinet when he was preparing the engravings of coins that are one of the glories of the 1611 editio princeps of the History. Indeed, Speed specifically claimed that all the "British" coins he illustrated were from that collection.3 Now, Speed twice illustrates a "British" coin in a context that makes it clear that it is attributed to Lucius, once on p. 202 at the head of his ninth chapter, on "The First Planting of Religion in Britaine", and once on p. 222 at the 
1 Brit. Eccl. Antiq., Dublin, 1639, pp. 39-40. 
2 Cf. Kendrick, British Antiquity, London, 1949, p. 113, n. 3 (based on information 

supplied by Dr. John Allan). Hallam's rather superior paper (Archaeologia, xxxiii, pp. 
308-25) completely confuses the question b y misquoting the paper b y Akerman (Num. 
Chron. 1849, pp. 147-55) which is in fact decisive that the Cotton coin was not in the 
British Museum. 

3 Op. cit., p. 169. 
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head of the Latin text of "The Originall Epiftle of Eleutherius Bifhop of Rome vnto Lucius the firft Chriftian King of b r i t a i n e ". The same block does duty on both occasions—though differences of inking may 

FIG. A. 

give the impression that there are two separate blocks—and the accompanying photograph, on a reduced scale, gives a very fair idea of it. (Fig. A). It will be noticed that the coin agrees in every way with Ussher's description—a cross by the face on the obverse and letters capable of being read as LVC in the exergue on the reverse— and it really is Impossible to avoid the conclusion that the Lucius coin engraved by Speed and the example seen by Ussher in the Cotton cabinet are one and the same. 
Needless to say, the coin is not a Merovingian or Saxon thrymsa or sceatta. Speed's drawing is sufficiently exact for us to be certain that we are dealing with a "Gallic" stater of the class usually attri-buted to the tribe of the Antecavi, or Andecavi, who inhabited the part of France now known as Anjou. 1 There is no such stater in the British Museum, but this is not perhaps so very surprising in view of the systematic pilfering to which the Cotton collection was subjected before it came to Montagu House. The only example of an Antecavic stater that is known to me in this country is that in the Hunter Museum at Glasgow, and it was the 

F I G . B . 

only example known to Taylor Combe.2 By the kindness of Miss Anne Robertson I am able to reproduce a photograph of a cast of it (Fig. B), and also Taylor Combe's line-engraving from Ruding's 
1 De la Tour, Atlas, &c., Paris, 1892, Pl. xx i , nos. 6723, 6728, &c. 
2 Ruding Annals, &c., London, 1840, Pl. 2, no. 26; cf. the MS. transcript of Combe's 

unpublished notes recently presented to the society's library by Dr. Linton. The Barker 
specimen—a cast ?—seems to have vanished as suddenly as it appeared. 
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plates (Fig. C).1 There can be little doubt but that cast and engraving are from the same coin—in particular I would call attention to the parallel irregularities of outline—but there are notable discrepancies. 

Taylor Combe, for example, stresses the cross before the face, whereas from a cast this all-important feature is barely discernible. Taylor Combe, incidentally, ignores the Lucius attribution—if indeed he was ever aware of it—and includes the coin without comment along with other British and Gallic staters of broadly comparable style. Con-sequently he would have had,absolutely no reason to emphasize the cross before the face, and one must assume that in certain lights it was more conspicuous than a photograph of a cast would suggest. This is important because it removes perhaps the most obvious discrepancy between the cast of the Hunter coin and Speed's engraving.2 

There remains one further discrepancy, the absence both from Taylor Combe's engraving and from the cast of the Hunter coin of the all-important letters LVC that are so conspicuous in the Speed block. In this connexion it behoves us very carefully to re-examine the exact wording of Ussher's description of the Cotton coin. According to Ussher it was " [insignitus] imagine Christiani regis . . . et Uteris obscurioribus quae LVC denotare videbantur" ; in other words, it bore the likeness of a Christian king and some lettering which was not so clear but which appeared to read LVC. One suspects that Ussher was not so convinced of the validity of this reading as were some of his successors, and certainly his version is considerably more guarded. As a matter of fact, marks capable of being read LVC are quite common in the exergue of Antecavic staters, and can indeed just be made out on the Hunter coin, though too faint to appear in the photograph of the cast. 3 To Speed and his contemporaries they were all-significant and to be delineated with the eye of faith, whereas to Taylor Combe and his successors they were too shadowy and too uncertain to warrant depiction. 
There is, then, no essential conflict between the various representa-tions and descriptions of the Cotton and Hunter coins, and it is my opinion that they are one and the same piece. Antecavic staters are 

1 Macdonald, Cat. of Greek Coins, Glasgow, 1899-1905, iii, p. 690, 110. 18. 
2 It is perhaps superfluous to remark that Speed reduced all the coins he illustrated to a 

mathematically circular flan. 
3 Cf. especially De la Tour, op. et tab. cit., no. 6723. 

FIG. C. 
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not met with every day, in this country at least, nor is it without significance that no English provenance attaches to the examples in the French national collection.1 Admittedly one or two Cotton coins do appear to have disappeared without trace, and one must always be prepared for the eventuality that another Antecavic stater may turn up with a pedigree establishing it beyond doubt as the Cotton coin. In the meantime, one has to confess that the probability is that the Hunter coin is the one seen by Ussher "inter D. Roberti Cottonis /cet/xTjAia". Whatever the upshot, too, it is established that the "nummus aureus" attributed by Cotton to the mythical Lucius was not the glaring anachronism that has been postulated. 

In the absence of any illustration or detailed description, an identifi-cation of "Mr. Joseph Holland's" silver coin is quite impossible. It did not, as has been claimed, form part of the Cotton collection—or Ussher would have written "quos" for his second "quem" and balanced his clauses a little differently. The suggestion that it may have been a sceatta is attractive, but only in the event of the coin not having been in the Cotton cabinet. 2 Cotton himself was far too shrewd an antiquary to have attributed to one prince coins as widely divergent in style as a Gallic stater and a Saxon sceatta, but fortu-nately for Dr. Allan's theory there is now no reason to suspect that the Holland coin was known to Cotton. Stillingfleet, likewise, does not claim to have seen the silver piece,3 and it is not the silver coin attributed to Lucius by Obadiah Walker in the 1695 edition of the 
Britannia (PI. II, 31), for that is culled from Claude Bouterove's 
Recherches Curieuses (Paris, 1676). Further to complicate an already bedevilled issue, Walker illustrates Cotton's gold coin (PI. I, 27) but attributes it to a King Arviragus not only without much confi-dence but also without allusion to the earlier attribution. Moreover, the types of the coin illustrated by Bouterove are those of the bronze, not the silver, issues of the Petrocorii! 

English numismatists have not always been fortunate when they have intruded on the field of the historian as such, and it is exactly fifty years since Mr. Charles Johnson read us a salutary but for many years unheeded lesson. However, the boot is sometimes on the other leg. The numismatist may be permitted a smile when he finds his-torians of the calibre of Haddan and Stubbs pontifically condemning as false coins that demonstrably they can never have seen.4 Perhaps their tour de force was the attribution of both the coins to a single forger. The seventeenth-century antiquary was not dear to the en-lightened scientist of the Victorian era, but he was not quite so gullible as he has been painted. At least he could draw a distinction between a misattribution and a forgery, and demanded autopsy before postulating the latter. Incidentally, Ussher does tell us that the 
1 For information on this point I am indebted to Mile Gabrielle Fabre. 
3 Allan suggested as possibilities coins of the types represented by B.M.C., PI. n, 19, 

and PL 111, 10. 
3 Stillingfleet, Orig. Brit., London, 1685, p. 62. 
4 Councils, &c., London, 1869-73, vol. i, Appendix A, p. 26. 
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Cotton coin was found in this country. Consequently, if it has achieved nothing else, this present note will have established a new provenance for the Antecavic stater, no other example of which would seem to have been reported this side of the Channel. The exact find-spot remains wrapped in mystery, but the composition of the Cotton cabinet as a whole suggests that the collection was put together out of finds from north of the Thames. In this case, however, a midlands provenance would be so remarkable, and a south-coast find-spot so to be expected, that it is possible, even likely, that Cotton had ranged farther afield than he was wont. 

R . H . M . D o l l e y 

A S M A L L P A R C E L F R O M T H E G R E A T F I N D A T ECCLES 

R e c e n t l y there were shown at the British Museum twenty-four silver pence of the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries. They had been acquired in the Manchester area about the middle of the last century, and tradition had it that they were some from a very large hoard. Nine of the coins (marked * in the accompanying list) had been mounted in jewellery, and the style of this was quite consistent with mid-nine-teenth-century provincial workmanship. There can be little doubt but that the twenty-four coins represented a parcel from the great Eccles find of 1864. Some of the coins were still wrapped in pieces of paper on which had been written the names of the mint and moneyer. These attributions are invariably correct, and it seems likely that the coins had been among those examined at the British Museum by Vaux and Evans. Nevertheless they may seem to merit a brief listing in case some future numismatist may wish to essay the reconstruction of the hoard. Possibly, too, they may be valuable as suggesting roughly the proportions in which the Lawrence classes occurred in a find that by modern standards was published with woeful disregard for the essen-tial niceties. 

H E N R Y I I 

Lawrence Ib 

JOHN 

Lawrence IV 

Lawrence Vb 

E N G L A N D 

Lincoln, Rodbert* 

London, Ricard, 21-9 gr. 

Bury St. Edmunds, Fu lke* 
Ipswich, Alexandre, 22-1 gr. 
Lincoln, Hue, 22-1 gr. 
London, Wi l le lm T * 
Northampton, Adam* 
Winchester, Andreu, 22-0 gr. 
York, Dav i , 21-4 gr. 

Lawrence Vc London, Abel, 22-7 gr. 
I lger, 22-3 gr. 
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H E N R Y I I I 

Lawrence V I Canterbury, Hu in , 21-4 gr. 
Iohan M, 22-0 gr. 
Samuel* 

London, Rau f * 
Lawrence V I I Canterbury, Henri , 22-4 gr. 

loan, 22-1 gr. 
loan Chic* 
Simon, 22-9 gr. 
Simun, 20-8 gr. 

London, E l is* 
I lger* 

SCOTLAND 

WILLIAM THE LION (the second coin at least posthumous ?) 
Burns I , Hue Walter , 21-9 gr. 
Burns I V , Hue Walter, 19-2 gr. 

R . H . M . D o l l e y 

A L I T T L E - K N O W N S W E D I S H P U B L I C A T I O N OF A N I M P O R T A N T F I N D 
OF T H I R T E E N T H - C E N T U R Y E N G L I S H P E N C E 

One of the very few weaknesses of L. A. Lawrence's still fundamental study of the short-cross coinage is the small amount of space devoted to hoard evidence.1 Admittedly the great finds from Eccles, Lisieux, and Colchester were published and dispersed before the emergence of the modern and essentially valid classification for which Lawrence himself was mainly responsible. Granted, too, that older finds such as that from Newry are recorded in a form that by modern standards appears to render them valueless—though more perhaps can be sal-vaged from the wreckage than seems possible at first sight. Moreover, it is only fair to add that the apathy was not all on Lawrence's part, as witness not so much the non-publication after half a century of even the short-cross coins from the great Brussels hoard, as the failure of the most persistent of Lawrence's critics to take into account a small but highly significant hoard of which a detailed publication had appeared only ten years before.2 

The find in question was published in Gotlandskt Arkiv for 1940 by forste antikvarie N. L. Rasmusson, the Director of the Royal Swedish Coin Cabinet.3 With his permission I publish a short summary of the hoard, but of course reference to the original will always be necessary for a complete assessment of the find's significance. I have also ventured to make two very slight modifications in the identifications, one of them transferring a short-cross penny from Class III to Class 116, and the other reattributing an unpublished German penny to precisely the area to which Dr. Rasmusson suggested that it ought to belong. The hoard consisted of 22 silver pennies, 19 of them English, and 2 small silver bars weighing just over 26 and 31 pennyweights re-spectively. The discovery was made in June 1938 in a potato field 
1 Brit. Num. Journ., vol. xi (1915), pp. 59-100. 
2 N. Circ., Iviii (1950), pp. 367-9, 431-4, 511-14, and 571-6. 
3 " Sterlingar och barrer som betalningsmedel pa Gotland under 1200-talet", Gotlandskt 

Arkiv, xii (1940), pp. 29-44: cf. N.N.A. iv (1939), p. 200. 
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near Norrbys in the parish of Follingbo on the outskirts of Visby on 
the island of Gotland. The English coins may be listed as follows: 
R I C H A R D I 

Lawrence lib Canterbury, W la rd 17-3 gr. 
JOHN 

Lawrence Vb 

H E N R Y I I I 

"Shor t -cross" 
Lawrence V I I 

L a w r e n c e V I I I 

"Long-cross" 
Lawrence II 
Lawrence I II 

London, I lger 22-1 gr. 

Bury St. Edmunds, loan1 22-1 gr. 
Canterbury, Henr i 22-7 gr. 

loan 22-3 gr. 
loan Chic 22-8 gr. 
Nichole 21-6 gr. 

London, Giffrei 22-2 gr. 
Nichole 22-9 gr. 
R icard 23-0 gr. 
Terr i 22-2 gr. 

Bury St. Edmunds, loan 21-9 gr. 
Canterbury, Wi l le lm 22-8 gr. 

„ 22-8 gr. 
London, N ichol 22-1 gr. 

Nichole 207 gr. 
23-0 gr. 

London, Nicole 21-3 gr. 
London, Nicole 23-4 gr. 

The non-English coins were German, the unpublished imitation of an 
Irish penny of King John which Dr. Peter Berghaus informs me should 
be given to Marsberg, and recorded pennies of Corvey and Lippe, the 
latter a very close imitation of an English short-cross coin. 

It emerges that the find is perhaps the first to be published which 
embraces late short-cross and early long-cross issues.2 I t is instructive 
to compare the rival classifications of Lawrence and of Parsons in this 
context: 

Long-
Lawrence I II III IV V V I V I I V I I I cross 

1 . . . . 1 . . 9 6 2 

Parsons I 
Long-
cross 

2 
I I I I I I V V V I 

1 . . 7* . . 9 
* All but one "war currency"! The total absence of his Class V, by no means a rare type, seems to suggest a fatal flaw in the Parsons classification, but is not at all remarkable if we accept the Lawrence classification which presents us 

1 Die-duplicate of the coin published by Mr. F. Elmore Jones, Brit. Num. Journ., vol. 
xxv (1948), pp. 286-90. 

2 Dr. Peter Berghaus informs me that there has since been published a German find 
which apparently corroborates that from Gotland (Hamburger Beitrage, ii (1948), pp. 16-
48). Unfortunately the English coins are listed by Thomsen (in 1948!), but it may still be 
possible to reconstruct this portion—even though the hoard has been dispersed—and 
further comment is accordingly deferred. Needless to say, this hoard also was ignored by 
Parsons in his 1950 papers. 
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with a find of normal pattern where the penultimate and antepenulti-mate types predominate, with one or two stragglers from earlier classes. One wonders, indeed, whether Parsons would not have modi-fied his conclusions in 1950 had the Norrbys find then made the impact which it deserves upon English numismatic studies. On the other hand, the absence from the Swedish find of coins of the Rhuddlan mint may seem to suggest that Parsons and Andrew were right when they sought to assign them to the period 1211-13. Additional hoard evidence for a comparatively early date may seem to be provided by the Newry find, which contained one example at least.1 

R . H . M . D o l l e y 

G O D S F I E L D R O W (ALRESFORD) F I N D , 1871 
R e c e n t l y there was shown at the British Museum a group of seven-
teen Tudor and Stuart silver coins said to have been found in 1871 
by some workmen engaged in grubbing up a hedgerow at Godsfield 
Row, near Alresford, Hants. The hoard appears to be unpublished, 2 

and I am now able to list it by courtesy of the present owner, who is 
the niece of the gentleman to whom the coins were brought. There is 
every reason to believe that the hoard is intact, though unfortunately 
the coins have been gilded and mounted in a necklace. They were 
found, apparently without a container, only a few yards from the spot 
where the year previous had been found a celebrated medieval pyx 
which is now in the Victoria and Albert Museum. There is no reason 
to link the two finds—it would merely seem that the place was one 
that especially favoured concealment. 

E N G L A N D 

MARY First Coinage (1553/4) 
Groat: 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . (1) 

E L I Z A B E T H 

Shillings: i .m. A, 1 ; hand, 1; key, 1 . . . . . . . (3) 
Sixpences: i .m. acorn, 1 5 7 3 , 1 ; cinquefoil, 1575,1; Greek cross, 1579, 1 ; hand, 

1591, 1 ; tun, 1592, 1 ; key, 1597, 1; anchor, 1600, 1 . . (7) 
Groat: i .m. lis, 1 . . . . . . . . . . . (1) 
Half-groats: i .m. cross-crosslet, 1 ; escallop, 1 . . . . . . (2) 

CHARLES I 

Shilling: Seaby 4, i .m. star, 1 . . . . . . . . (1) 

I R E L A N D 
JAMES I (Second Coinage (1605-13?) 

Shillings: i .m. mart let , 1 ; cinquefoil, 1 . . . . . . . (2) 

(17) 
R . H . M . D o l l e y 

1 Of the remaining forty-two coins recorded by Sainthill as " n e w " (Num. Chron. N.S. i 
(1861), pp. 204-6) not one is by a moneyer known to have struck in v i i or v i i i . The great 
majority are by moneyers unknown except in Classes i - i v , and it is almost impossible to 
avoid the conclusion that the short-cross element in the hoard ended with Class v . 

2 There is a short note on it, with no details, in the Victoria County History, Hampshire, 
iii, p. 304. 
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