
T H E T O W E R GOLD OF C H A R L E S I 
By H . S C H N E I D E R 

THE manner in which this paper is placed before the Society calls for 
a few words of explanation. 

I am dealing with a series of coins which present very few of the 
usual but many unusual difficulties for the student, and the tremen-
dous number of specimens which have come down to us is in itself a 
formidable obstacle if one aims at the same degree of detail and com-
pletion which can be—and has been—attained for the smaller and \ 
rarer provincial issues of Charles I. Together with the gold of James I, ! 
the Tower gold coins of Charles I constitute the commonest of all 
hammered English gold series and the number of specimens which are 
known to have survived runs into several times four figures. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that very many of these coins have gone into 
dozens of small and totally unknown private collections which never 
have been and never will be available for research, and that they have 
also found their way to a comparatively large non-numismatic public. 

Considering the wide distribution of the coins under review, an 
attempt to list every die, every die link and every minor puncheon 
variety would be a priori condemned to a very high degree of incom-
pleteness. But I feel that a full record of the size of the numerals 
behind the king's head, the varying designs of the crown above the 
royal initials, the few odd chipped or broken letter punches, and other 
insignificant particulars of purely accidental puncheon varieties would 
not only be tiresome but would, in fact, add little or nothing of numis- „ 
matic importance to the greater picture. 

I have therefore set out to provide students and collectors alike 
with a general description of Charles I's Tower gold coins, to write up 
the varieties within the principal groups of the portrait and shield 
designs and list them in a manner which solves the present problem of 
classification. To go beyond that and record every punch and every 
punctuation variety down to the last stop is completely outside the 
scope of research work which can be undertaken on the Continent. 

A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S 

It is obvious that this paper could not have been written without 
the full collaboration of the British Museum, the Curators of the Uni-
versity Collections, and the leading London coin dealers. In the first 
place, I wish to express my gratitude to the Keeper of Coins and his 
collaborators in the British Museum. Here, I am particularly indebted 
to Mr. R. H. M. Dolley and Dr. J. P. C. Kent for the assistance I have 
received on all occasions. 

I am equally grateful to Miss Anne Robertson of the Hunterian 
Museum, Mr. Harold T. Shrubbs of the Fitzwilliam Museum, and 
Mr. J. D. A. Thompson of the Ashmolean Museum for the information 
they have supplied. 
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Messrs. A. H. Baldwin & Sons, Ltd., Messrs B. A. Seaby, Ltd., and 
Messrs. Spink & Son, Ltd., have very kindly allowed me to inspect and 
record their stock of Tower gold coins of Charles I at all times, over 
a period of five years, and Mr. Albert Baldwin and Mr. Douglas Lid-
dell have been particularly helpful by bringing to my notice all impor-
tant coins which went through their hands. To Mr. W. C. French of 
Glendining's I would like to express my thanks for his collaboration 
on two important occasions. 

I am extremely grateful to Mr. Fred Baldwin for. access to the 
Lockett collection and the loan of the private working notes and 
records made by the late Mr. Lockett and the late Mr. Ryan. Mr. H. A. 
Seaby has kindly allowed me to check my lists against his manuscript 
catalogue of the collection formed by the late Major P. W. Carlyon-
Britton. 

I am greatly obliged to Mr. Gordon V. Doubleday and Mr. C. Noon 
for full information about all the Tower gold coins of Charles I in their 
possession, and to Major Lister for access to the collection of the late 
Miss Helen L. Farquhar. 

My most sincere thanks are due to Mrs. Ines Schneider-Fuhrmann 
for the drawings which illustrate this paper, and to Mr. C. E. Blunt 
for checking the text. 

I am also much indebted to Mr. O. E. C. Theobald for access to his 
private notes and for a considerable number of casts which proved 
invaluable during the earlier stages of my research work. 

To Miss.Grace Park I wish to express my appreciation for her 
intelligent clerical collaboration, and for the painstaking care and 
precision of her work. 

In conclusion, I would like to place on record a special vote of 
thanks to Mr. Frederick Willis, of West Bromwich, who has very 
generously supplied casts of his entire collection of Tower gold coins 
of Charles I which is one of the largest in private hands. It is most 
refreshing to receive such a degree of collaboration from a gentleman 
who is not a member or a fellow of one of the scientific numismatic 
societies. 
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I have also used the private working notes and records of the late Mr. V. J. E. Ryan and 

of the late Mr. R. C. Lockett, as well as Mr. H. A. Seaby's manuscript catalogue of the 
collection formed by the late Major P. W. Carlyon-Britton. 

Mr. O. E. C. Theobald has kindly allowed me to check my records against his personal 
notes on certain series of Tower gold coins of Charles I. 

C O N S T I T U T I O N O F T H E T O W E R M I N T 

Mint Masters: 1625-6. Commission. (SirRandallCranfieldsuspended.) 
1626-35. Sir Robert Harley. 
1635-41. Sir Ralph Freeman, Sir Thomas Aylesbury. 
1643-9. Sir Robert Harley, dismissed by Parliament 

after the king's execution because he refused to 
strike coins other than those with the effigy and 
name of a sovereign. 

Chief Engravers: 1625-30. John Gilbert and Edward Greene.1 

1630-44. Edward Greene alone. 
1644-5. (Temporary, pending an official appoint-

ment after Greene's death) Nicholas de Burgh.2 

1645-8. Edward Wade and Thomas Simon. 
1648-9. Thomas Simon alone. 

P Y X T R I A L S 

Date of trial Privy mark 
Amount of crown gold 

(22 carats) 
lb. 

29 June 1626 Lis 613 
27 April 1627 Cross Calvary 291 
27 April 1627 Blackamoor's Head 122 

3 July 1628 Castle 375 
26 June 1629 Anchor 178 
23 June 1630 Heart 335 
30 June 1631 Feathers 374 
21 June 1632 Rose 170 
11 July 1633 Harp 141 
27 June 1634 Portcullis 98 
18 June 1635 Bell 110 
14 February 1636 Crown 204 

8 May 1638 Tun 102 
4 July 1639 Anchor 113 

26 June 1640 Triangle 4 1 

15 July 1641 Star 92 
29 May 1643 Triangle-in-Circle 143 
15 July 1644 (P) 67 
12 May 1645 (R) 46 
10 November 1645 Eye 24 
15 February 1646 Sun 78 

9 November 1649 Sceptre 62 

The authority for the above is Henry Symonds's table compiled 
from the manuscript records of the Exchequer and published in the 
Numismatic Chronicle, 1914, p. 265. In addition to the obvious general 

1 De facto, John Gilbert retired in 1628 with a pension of £50 per annum. 
2 The king's appointment of Thomas Rawlins as Chief Engraver at the Tower was, of 

course, ineffective and is of academic interest only. So is the assertion made by the 
notorious political intriguer and informer Thomas Violet that the king had appointed 
him master of all his mint establishments in settlement of a debt of some £2,000. 



The Tower Gold of Charles I 333 
interest, collectors will find that the pyx figures reflect, on the whole, 
fairly accurately the comparative rarity of the privy marks. 

R O Y A L A P P O I N T M E N T S A T T H E T O W E R 

Medallist to the King (Master Embosser): Abraham Vanderdort, 
Nicolas Briot. 

Provider of Patterns: Abraham Vanderdort, Nicolas Briot. 
King's Engraver: Nicolas Briot. 
Warden of the Exchange: Henry, Earl of Holland, until the office was 

abolished presumably during or soon after the year 1628. 
In these days of restrictions, regulations, and currency control, it 

is almost pathetic to read in Ruding:1 

The re-establishment of this office has never since been attempted, and probably 
never will be; for it is certain that no advantage whatever could result from it, and 
the only effect likely to be produced by confining the liberty of purchasing bullion to 
the King's exchanger, and that at a fixed price, would be an immediate stop to the 
importation of bullion, and the carrying it to a better market. 

T H E C O I N S 

If we consider the intricate and explosive political background of 
Charles I's reign, the artistic level of his coinage is surprisingly high. 
As an art connoisseur the king was perhaps second to none of his 
generation, and his never-failing good taste and his sound artistic 
judgement have given us a series of coins which have always attracted 
attention even outside the immediate sphere of numismatics. For this, 
Charles I can claim much greater personal credit than any English 
king before or after him. Had it been possible to engrave the dies and 
strike the coins in more normal conditions than those which prevailed 
practically all through his reign, had it not been for the unfortunate 
jealousy of the Tower officials vis-a-vis artists chosen by the king, and 
had the king had his own way in the Mint, and Briot a free hand, the 
coins of Charles I would almost certainly stand comparison even with 
the best the Tudor period has produced in the domain of portraiture 
and design. 

Full particulars of the annals of the Tower coinage can be found in 
Ruding, and since then Miss Farquhar, Mr. Symonds, and Mr. D. 
Allen have gone over most of the ground again with a fine comb. For 
practical purposes Dr. Brooke's introduction to chapter xvi, Charles I, 
in English Coins is such an excellent condensation of the more impor-
tant data that I would refer the reader to this in order to limit duplica-
tion as far as possible. There are just two points in Dr. Brooke's 
introduction to the reign of Charles I which require comment: the 
Tower mint did not come under the effective control of Parliament in 
February 1642, but on 10 August 1642. Apart from the fact that Mr. 
Symonds's date of 10 August 1642 is based on a document of a Parlia-

1 Annals of the Coinage, vol. ii, p. 152. 
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mentarian Receiver of Mint Revenues and seems established beyond 
any possible doubt, the king was still in London in February 1642. 
Also we have evidence of payments made to Tower workmen as late 
as July 1642 under Royal authority and it is inconceivable that Briot 
should have written lengthy letters to Charles in May 1642, advising 
strongly against a proposal to debase the coinage, if Parliament had 
been in control of the Mint at that time. 

Twice before, in 1626 and in 1640, the king had already had serious 
intentions to overcome his financial difficulties by a debasement of the 
coinage. During August 1626 the weight of silver and gold coins was 
reduced by about 7 per cent. Dr. Brooke1 records the fact without 
any comment but Kenyon2 expresses the opinion that a clerical error 
had occurred and that there had been no intention to diminish the 
weight of the coins. However, I think there can hardly be any doubt 
that the alteration in the standard was deliberate. Sir Robert Cotton's 
speech3 at a Council meeting in September 1626 points clearly to-
wards inflation and Disraeli refers in his Life and Times of Charles I to 
£60,000 worth of debased shillings4 struck on Buckingham's advice 
but subsequently recalled by the king.5 In 1640 a much more violent 
measure of coining £300,000 worth of shillings with a silver content of 
only 3d. in the shilling was proposed and the coins were to be used for 
the purpose of paying the Army. After lengthy discussions on the 
subject Sir Thomas Roe, an expert on currencies, was consulted and 
the project abandoned after Roe had strongly opposed such a measure 
and drawn attention to the fatal consequences of a debasement. In 
regard to the proposed debasement of 1642 I would refer the reader to 
Miss Farquhar's paper6 in which Briot's letter on the subject addressed 
to the king is fully recorded. 

The other point in Dr. Brooke's introduction to the reign of Charles I 
which requires revision is his statement that Briot's "F lower" punch 
for the mill coinage of 1631/2 was " his form of the rose which was the 
privy mark between June 1631 and June 1632". This is inconsistent 
with the numismatic evidence. Briot's mill coins were minted between 
30 November 1631 and 30 November 1632, so that they reach well 
into the period during which privy mark Harp was used. Also, Briot's 
"F lower" mark appears long before privy mark Rose was introduced 
at the Tower. To quote just one example: the pattern half-crown by 
Briot dated 1628 bears this " F l o w e r " mark. Unlike his hammered 
coins of 1638/9 which link up with the Tower privy mark, Briot's mill 
coins really constitute, as it were, a coinage within a coinage and his 
" F l o w e r " privy marks of 1631/2 (Anemone and Daisy) have no con-
nexion with the privy marking of the regular Tower issues. 

1 G. C. Brooke, English Coins, p. 202. 
2 Gold Coins of England, p. 149. 
3 Cottoni Posthuma. 
4 Mr. Stride states that 1920 pounds of silver was minted during the short period of 

the "Light Coinage" of 1626. 
s For fuller particulars cf. Sir John Craig's The Mint, p. 138. 
6 "Briot and the Civil War", Num. Chron. 1914., pp. 178-82. 
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P A R T I 

T H E U N I T E S A N D B R I O T 

In so far as the history of the Tower coinage of Charles I is iden-
tical with the history of engravers and their work, the subject has 
been covered more than fully and more than once. However, Miss 
Farquhar was predominantly concerned with portraits and artists and 
Mr. Symonds concentrated on personalities connected with the Mint 
and the Mint accounts. This leaves us, as it were, with two strong 
beams of light focused on certain aspects of the Tower coins, but parts 
of the general picture of the coinage remain in complete darkness and 
no attempt has ever been made to deal with the coins themselves. If 
I tried to fill in the gaps here and there and referred the reader to at 
least half a dozen papers spread over back numbers of the Journal and 
the Chronicle, I feel that my own paper would become an incoherent 
and almost unintelligible mosaic within a mosaic. It is therefore 
inevitable to go—at any rate partly—over known ground once more. 

Four days after his proclamation on 28 March 1625, a Commission 
was instructed by the king in the absence of a Mint Master1 to continue 
the Mint in work and to use the existing dies of James I until new dies 
with the effigy of Charles could be provided. B y reason of the fact 
that the pyx trial held in July 1625 returned coins with the bust and 
name of James I only, one could assume that the king had been in no 
particular hurry to introduce coins with his own portrait and legend. 
However, I think that a number of technical reasons prevented a 
speedy production of Charles's own coins, for the king had on 2 April 
1625 summoned a Dutch artist, Abraham Vanderdort, to his presence 
and instructed him to make patterns for the new coins.2 To impose 
the models of a foreign artist who had no official position at the Tower 
mint upon the Chief Engravers was unorthodox and was no doubt 
resented, but it is typical of the interest which the king took in the 
artistic qualities of his coins. The laurel issues of James had descended 
to an astonishingly low level of portraiture and Charles had probably 
justified doubts as to whether the Chief Engravers at the Tower—the 
office was held jointly by Edward Greene and John Gilbert—were 
capable of producing a really good portrait. 

However, the first bust which we find on the Tower gold coins was 
designed by Greene and not by Vanderdort (Group A, Pl. XYI, 
1-2 (obv.), P l . X V I I , 2 5 - 2 6 (rev.)) because Greene was paid for the 
patterns on 31 March 1626.3 The design is distinctly poor and even 
the technical execution of the master-punches leaves much to be 
desired. 

1 Cranfield, who had been suspended for irregular practices at the mint shortly before the 
death of James I, was technically still mint master. Strangely enough, he had been con-
firmed as such by Charles after his accession to the throne, and, although he was regarded 
as dismissed, he had not been officially called upon to surrender his office. This anomaly 
led to complications when Sir Robert Harley was appointed mint master in the year 1626. 

1 For fuller particulars cf. Mr. Derek Allen's paper on Abraham Vanderdort in Num. 
Chron. 1941. 3 Henry Symonds in Num. Chron. 1913, p. 362. 
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A lesser art connoisseur than Charles would have disapproved of 
these coins, and, in a letter which probably dates from November 
1625, the Secretary of State, Lord Conway, wrote to the Commis-
sioners of the Mint, informing them that the king had "misliked" the 
new coins and that patterns after Vanderdort's models which Charles 
had approved were to be made. The Mint Controller and Assayer 
replied on 7 January 1626 to the effect that the Vanderdort model was 
unsuitable for the purpose of the ordinary coinage, owing to its very 
high relief. On the large, thin flan, the metal would not rise sufficiently 
under the hammer and a high-relief coinage would inevitably result 
in a smaller output of coins at the Tower mint, since such "monyes 
curiously done" would "aske for a longer tyme". 

There can be little doubt that Mr. Allen1 is right in assuming that 
the entirety new conception of the king's bust which we find on the 
Group B unites with privy mark Cross Calvary is either based on or 
at least inspired by a model made by Vanderdort (Pl. XVI, 3). Although 
the bust is better designed and more pleasing than that of the unites 
of Group A the portrait itself with its straight Greek profile and a badly 
drawn and rather small crown was not a great artistic achievement. 
The reverse design of the unites was also changed and the simplified 
shield garnishing ( P l . X V I I , 2 7 ) is a definite improvement on the 
heavy and over-elaborate decorations of Group A. 

1626 was an eventful year in more than one respect: it marks the 
beginning of Nicolas Briot's work as an engraver in the service of 
the king. Briot,2 who had left France in 1625 where he had held the 
appointment of Chief Engraver to the Paris Mint (Tailleur General des 
Monnaies—graver-general of the monies), was no doubt "the finest 
die cutter that had worked in England since Alexander of Brugsal en-
graved the famous portrait for the coinage of Henry V I I " , as Dr. 
Brooke put it, and Charles's trained artistic eye could hardly fail to 
notice the great talents of the Frenchman and to make use of them. 
Briot did a certain amount of private work for the royal family and 
engraved the Great Seal of England in 1626. Originally Greene had 
been commissioned to undertake this work by royal warrant dated 
16 April 1625, so that the warrant of 4 September 1626 instructing 
Briot to execute the seal is puzzling. Whether Greene's seal was as 
much " misliked " as the design of his coins so that the king had decided 
to replace it, or whether Greene never made it, is not certain. Prima 
facie, it does not seem very likely that Charles would have been with-
out a Great Seal for at least eighteen months after his accession. I am 
inclined to think that after the first ill-received coinage the king had 
lost all confidence in Greene's artistic qualities and the Chief En-
graver's functions at the Tower were reduced to that of a copyist. 

Contrary to the hitherto accepted view I am dating Briot's influence, 

1 In the introduction to his paper on Vanderdort, Mr. Allen has given the entire credit 
of it to Miss Helen Farquhar on whose notes and research work the paper is largely based. 

2 Full particulars of Briot's backgrounds are contained in Miss Farquhar's paper "Por-
traiture of our Stuart Monarchs on their Coins and Medals" (Brit. Num. Joum. 1908). 
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which amounted to an artistic censorship over the Tower mint coin-
age, back to about the end of 1626, which is two years earlier than his 
official appointment as designer of the king's effigies. If we study the 
text of Patent Roll 4, Charles I, part 11, m. 5, of 16 December 1628 
carefully we find the following: Briot was granted a yearly salary of 
£250 by Charles and commissioned to1 "make and frame the first 
designs and effigies of the King's image in such sizes as would serve 
for all coins of gold and silver to be put into the hands of our gravers 
thereby to conform their work together". The royal patent granted 
Briot "the wages and fee of £250 by the year from Michaelmas that 
was in the year 1626". It is hardly likely that Briot should have 
received payment with effect from Michaelmas 1626 if he had not 
already performed the duties to which the letters patent referred from 
that date onwards and, as we shall see, the numismatic evidence sup-
ports this assumption. 

The year 1626 marked also the first and half-hearted attempt at 
devaluation of the currency, and if any unites were struck under the 
order which was in force during the month of August 1626 they should 
weigh about 130 grs. No such coin has so far been recorded2 but, in 
the proclamation of 4 September 1626 which re-establishes the former 
full weight for all coins, reference is made to gold3 and silver coins. It is 
unfortunate that neither the dealers nor the overwhelming majority 
of collectors weigh their coins: if a check on all gold coins bearing the 
privy mark Cross Calvary could be made, a debased specimen belong-
ing to the light issue of August 1626 might well be discovered. Such 
a coin would almost certainly be of the Group A variety, and many 
of these have the Cross Calvary mark punched over Lis. B y reason 
of the fact that it is highly unlikely that special dies would have been 
made for the slightly debased issue and that the reduction in weight 
would have been achieved by more drastic shearing of the coins, 
which would have mutilated the legend quite considerably, we can 
expect a somewhat thinner flan. 

By August 1626 Charles's financial position had become quite des-
perate, and it is not surprising that a reduction in the weight of the 
coins had been considered and discussed at Court. After the first dis-
solution of Parliament in 1625 Buckingham had clearly underrated the 
seriousness of the constitutional struggle and thought that all that was 
required to turn the heads of the nation and make Parliament yield 
to the royal demands for subsidies was a resounding military success. 
A battle squadron of 90 ships and some 10,000 soldiers had been 
equipped and sailed for Spain. They had descended on Cadiz but the 
operation had proved an utter failure and ended in disaster. Consider-
ing the enormous expense of the Cadiz expedition, the king had had 
no alternative but to summon Parliament. However, the Commons 

1 I am quoting the text used by Henry Symonds, " Engravers of the Tudor and Stuart 
Periods", in Num. Chron. 1913, p. 364. 

2 The debased shilling of the August coinage of 1626 is known. 
3 According to Mr. Stride's articles in Seaby's Coin and. Medal Bulletin ("The Royal 

Mint"), 627 pounds of crown gold was minted. 
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voted once again that the subsidy which Charles had asked for would 
not be brought in until after public grievances had been presented and 
the House had "received His Majesty's answer thereto". They were 
summoned to Whitehall where the king met their threat by a warning 
to which subsequent events gave a formidable significance. He had 
made it clear to the Commons that he would grant them "liberty of 
counsel but not of control", that they were completely in his power 
for their calling, sitting, and dissolution, "and therefore", he added, 
" a s I find the fruits of them to be good or evil, they are to continue 
or not to b e " . 

However, the Commons had not come to heel, and their refusal to 
vote a substantial subsidy for the king until public grievances had been 
redressed left him in a hopeless financial position. The debasement of 
the coinage during August 1626, which provided for only a small reduc-
tion in the weight of coins, reflects Charles's material difficulties to only 
a very limited extent: actually, his need of money was so desperate 
that he made a general appeal to the nation to pay him the subsidies 
which he had failed to obtain from Parliament, as a voluntary gift. 
However, Charles had obviously misjudged the almost universal dis-
content of the people: entire counties, such as Middlesex, Cornwall, 
Kent, and Buckinghamshire, refused to pay any money at all "save 
by way of Parliament". The sums raised were absurdly small and I 
think it was the utter failure of the Free Gift and his enormous debts, 
much more than lust for personal power or a disregard for the citizen's 
rights and liberties, that drove Charles along the road which led to an 
open breach of the law. 

It was only in November, 1926, that a mint master was appointed 
and the Commission, consisting of the wardens Sir Edward Villiers 
and Sir William Parkhurst, the comptrollers Richard Rogers and 
William Wood, and the assay masters Andrew Palmer and George 
Turner, was dissolved. The terms of employment imposed upon the 
new mint master Sir Robert Harley constituted an important departure 
from the usual indenture with the mint master. This office had 
previously been a very remunerative one, too remunerative not to 
attract the king's attention. Under the new system, Harley received 
no longer the traditional and quite substantial share of the minting 
profits but a retainer of £500 per annum. The other Tower mint 
officials were also paid fixed salaries out of the profits of the Crown. 

The year 1627 was comparatively uneventful, as far as the unites are 
concerned. The basic obverse and reverse designs of the coins remained 
unchanged, but all except the very early coins with the privy mark 
Blackamoor's Head show a marked improvement in portraiture. The 
main defects of the previous portrait were removed. The face puncheon 
is decidedly better executed on the great majority of these coins and 
the profile is much more pleasing. A further improvement is notice-
able on the unites with p.m. Castle (Pl. XVI, 4). The king's crown has 
correct proportions; it becomes loftier and well shaped, and the bust 
is now better centred. On the unites with privy mark Cross Calvary 
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it is often placed rather high with the result that the crown frequently 
cuts the inner circle and gives the impression of a badly balanced design 
in too small a frame. Execution of dies and striking of coins im-
proves as well, and all this points towards the beneficial influence of 
Briot. Briot had not yet any official authority over the design of the 
bust itself, but to correct the shortcomings of the previous portrait 
was not a complicated undertaking. Since the bust was a mixtum 
compositum of several master puncheons all Briot had to do—if in-
deed it was Briot, for the attribution is obviously conjectural—was 
to make a few new master punches for the king's crown and the por-
trait; no major retooling was necessary. 

The year 1628 marked the beginning of the " Briot era " proper and I 
have already referred to the issue of the royal warrant which gave him 
absolute and exclusive rights over the design of the king's effigy on all 
coins and medals. Here I am at loggerheads with Miss Farquhar's 
and Mr. Allen's views expressed in their paper on Abraham Vander-
dort.1 I am inclined to think that Vanderdort faded out of the picture 
at the Tower after his first model for the king's bust in 1626. Actually, 
after 1626, the name of Vanderdort is not mentioned again in any 
Tower mint records and the attribution of patterns, medals, or designs 
for coins to him is entirely conjectural. Since I am solely concerned 
with coins issued for normal circulation and not with the attribution 
of patterns and medals, I will not dwell on the subject. To deal with 
this intricate problem would require a separate paper altogether. How-
ever, I submit that Briot's appointment and the royal warrant of 
16 December 1628 make simply no sense if Vanderdort had, in fact, 
continued to exercise his functions as Provider of Patterns after 1626. 
And, considering the king's financial difficulties, it is not very likely that 
Charles should have granted Briot the formidable yearly salary of £250 
from 1626 onwards if Vanderdort could have provided the Tower mint 
with satisfactory models for the coinage as well as for the king's 
special coins and medals, at a salary of £40 per annum.2 Vanderdort 
held already four royal appointments at that time, to which a further 
appointment was added later on, and some of them were certainly 
sinecures. He was an artist who could make wax models of the king's 
effigy, but he had no mint experience whatever, and his high-relief 
model of 1625 which was found unsuitable for the purpose of the cur-
rent coinage discloses his lack of knowledge of the practical require-
ments. Vanderdort had almost certainly never made a puncheon, nor 
sunk a die, and whatever artistic skill he possessed was of little use to 
the Tower. Obviously, the right man for the mint was Briot, who had 
years of experience on the Continent behind him and who, in addi-
tion to his great qualities as an artist, was unsurpassed in his skill as 
a craftsman. The patterns which Miss Farquhar and Mr. Allen have 
assigned to Vanderdort were struck and not cast. Considering the 
relief of these pieces, I cannot see how Vanderdort could have struck 

1 Num. Chron. 1941. 
2 Ibid., p. 57. 

B 6185 z 
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them without recourse to Briot and the Tower mint presses. The mak-
ing of medals with the king's effigy was Briot's sole privilege and he 
was entitled to the profits derived from such work. All other persons 
were prohibited from engraving medals, and Briot was entitled to keep 
in his personal custody and under his personal control all engines and 
devices for framing the coins and medals.1 In these circumstances it 
would have been a blatant infringement of Briot's rights if Vander-
dort had made the medals which Miss Farquhar and Mr. Allen have 
attributed to him. And that Briot should have executed medals for 
Vanderdort seems highly improbable. It is with the greatest reluc-
tance that I am departing here from such formidable experts as Miss 
Farquhar and Mr. Allen, but I must deal with their paper because 
they have assigned the entire portraiture from 1626 to 16442 to 
Vanderdort or to Vanderdort's influence, excepting the assured Briot 
bust, introduced in 1639 and used side by side with the previous bust 
for almost four years. This attribution is, in my opinion, untenable. 

In 1628 the privy mark Castle continued to remain in use and there 
is no change between these unites and those struck in 1627. The same 
applies at first to the unites with privy mark Anchor, introduced in 
July 1628. It must have been around the very end of 1628 or the 
beginning of 1629 that a somewhat longer punch of the king's profile 
appeared on some of the unites. This marks the beginning of the so-
called " elongated portrait" (Pl. XVI, 5) which is maintained until the 
king's bust was redesigned and Group C superseded Group B. 

In June 1629 the privy mark Heart replaced the Anchor. Both por-
trait varieties remain in use but we find predominantly the elongated 
portrait and a divided legend. Noteworthy is the vast improvement 
in the execution of the coins which is clearly due to the fact that 
Briot, who was now in full control to "make and frame the first 
designs and effigies of the King's image", took a more active part in 
the routine work of the Tower mint than before. That he did not 
change the design of the king's bust completely is, I think, further 
evidence to the effect that the various changes and improvements 
which had taken place since 1626, and which gradually changed the 
first bust of Group B almost out of recognition (cf. P l . XVI, 3 and 
Pl . XVI, 5), were Briot's work and that he was not on the whole dis-
satisfied with the coins, although he was clearly preparing designs and 
making tools for a new bust. A pattern in the British Museum 
(Pl. XVI , 18 (obv.), Pl . XVII , 19 (rev.)) with privy mark Heart 
throws light on the obverse and reverse designs to come: it has already 
the features of the bust of Group C which was to be introduced about 
a year later. 

With the introduction of privy mark Feathers in June 1630, only 
the elongated portrait dividing the legend survived. The reverse was 

1 Patent Roll, 4 Charles I, part 11, m. 5, of 16 December 1628. 
2 Mr. Allen states erroneously in Num. Chron. 1 9 4 1 , p. 7 5 , that " t h e portraits continue 

to be influenced by Vanderdort's conception of Charles's features down to the Tun mark . 
Actually, the portrait he refers to occurs on unites with all subsequent privy marks down 
to (P), excepting Triangle-in-Circle, which is known with Briot's portrait only. 
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slightly changed on some of the very late coins (Pl. XVI I , 28) and we 
find this new shield variety side by side with the normal shield of 
Group B (Pl. XVI I , 27) until the coins were redesigned around the 
end of 1630 or the beginning of 1631. 

The Calendars of State Papers establish1 that Briot applied for the 
appointment of Joint Chief Engraver in October 1630 after that office 
had become vacant by the resignation of John Gilbert.2 That Briot 
ever received this appointment is extremely doubtful. It is true that, 
in actual fact, he took Gilbert's place and that Briot's widow referred 
to her late husband as "Chief Engraver to His Majesty's Mint of 
England" in a petition to Charles II in respect of arrears due to Briot.3 

It is also certain that in addition to the royal grant of £250 p.a. Briot 
received, from 1633 onwards, a salary of £50 p.a. from the Tower mint 
and this is the same salary which the Chief Engraver, Greene, received 
himself. However, in the relevant document4 Briot is described as " one 
of the chief engravers" but not " the Joint Chief Engraver", and in 
the various manuscripts he is usually referred to and addressed as 
"The King's Engraver ". I am inclined to think that Greene remained 
the sole Chief Engraver after Gilbert's retirement, for when Greene 
died in 1644 Charles appointed Thomas Rawlins as " Chiefe Graver to 
His Mat's mint at the Tower of London and elsewhere in England and 
Wales".5 Parliament simultaneously granted the office jointly to 
Thomas Simon and Edward Wade. Briot's name was not mentioned 
by either party on this occasion. It seems therefore highly improbable 
that he should have been Joint Chief Engraver to the Tower mint at 
any time. 

The gold coins were redesigned—presumably early in 1631, as gold 
of all denominations with the privy mark Feathers is more common of 
Group B than of the new design—and Group C was introduced (Pl. 
XVI, 6, 7, 8 and Pl . XVI I , 29, 30). Since the model for the design of 
Group C was already made when privy mark Heart was in force (Pl. 
XVI, 18 and Pl . XVI I , 19) it is not surprising that the change-over 
was well prepared and that there was little muling.6 

Group C includes the coins struck during the last few months of the 
Feathers privy mark period, and all the unites bearing the privy mark 
Rose. This issue was—for the unites at any rate—the most intricate 
and erratic of the entire reign of Charles I, and it remained in an 

1 Brit. Num. Journ. 1908, p. 173. 
2 Gilbert and Greene had shared the office of Chief Engraver since before Charles became 

king, but Gilbert left the mint already in 1628 after a series of such violent quarrels with 
Greene that an official inquiry had to be held. Following this inquiry, Gilbert resigned, 
or was forced to resign, with a pension of which we find evidence in the Cal. State Papers. 
However, officially he retired only with effect from October 1630 when Greene acknowledged 
the receipt of Gilbert's irons and the surrender of his office. 

3 Cal. State Papers, Dom. 1662. 
4 Num. Chron. 1913, p. 376. 
5 Royal Proclamation of 15 April 1645, cf. Num. Chron. 4th ser., vol. xiii, p. 369. The 

appointment was, of course, totally ineffective by reason of the fact that Parliament was 
at that time in complete control of the Tower. 

6 Except in the case of the gold crowns with which I shall deal later. 
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experimental stage without ever graduating to a well-established type. 
Already, when Group C was just introduced and privy mark Feathers 
in force, we find a pattern with the obverse of Group D which was to 
be adopted after 21 June 1632, when the Rose privy mark was re-
placed by the Harp. Although I am not dealing with patterns and 
proofs in this paper it is illustrated here by the courtesy of Messrs. 
Baldwin & Sons, Ltd. because of its considerable interest and impor-
tance.1 It is technically a mule of Group D/Group C although the 
term " m u l e " does not really apply in the accepted sense of the word. 
I think this is unquestionably Briot's work, not only from the point of 
view of execution but also because his typical A letter puncheon with 
the slightly slanting top and his equally typical Rs appear in the ob-
verse legend. Briot was no doubt experimenting with the new design 
for the future issue, and it is not without significance that he struck a 
pattern of his new obverse design combined with a reverse die of the 
current issue on which we do not find Briot's letter puncheons. This 
does not mean that the reverse die was cut by an artist other than 
Briot, for it is certain that Briot cut reverse dies after 1633 when he 
received his regular appointment at the Tower. There is in fact evi-
dence that he "intermeddled" with the engraving of the king's arms2 

at times before 1633. But, as we have seen, Briot was not normally 
concerned with the reverse design of the coins, and it is by no means 
certain that Briot possessed in his personal capacity a complete set 
of irons for the making of a reverse die of the current issue. If he 
wanted to cut a reverse die for the purpose of an experiment he prob-
ably did so in the Tower workshop with standard Tower irons and not 
in his own rooms. This pattern points so clearly towards Briot and the 
evidence of the dies fits in so completely with the documentary evi-
dence which has come down to us that it must be singled out as a key 
coin. 

The new portrait of this pattern gives perhaps the explanation for 
the confusion to which I have referred during the issue of the Group C 
unites. The king changed his dress around the beginning of 16313 and 
a soft-falling lace collar took the place of the stiff ruff "picardil". 
The bust design of the Group C coins was thus probably condemned a 
priori to a very short life, and therefore it did not seem worth while 
getting it well established. 

Briot knew that his activities at the Tower would be considerably 
reduced for some time4 and—conscientious as ever—he provided the 
Tower engravers and workmen with a much larger number of master 
punches and carefully executed proofs struck from specially pre-
pared dies "thereby to conform their work together" than would 
normally have been necessary. This explains, I think, why we find 

1 P l . X V I I , 20-21. 
2 Patent Roll, 4 Charles I, part II, m. 5 of 16 Dec. 1628. 
3 Dr. Brooke in English Coins, p. 203, states erroneously that the change in the king's 

dress took place "in, or about, the year 1632". 
4 The preparations for his mill coinage must have been made at the very latest around 

the beginning of 1631, and they may well have been made earlier. 
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during this period quite a few beautiful proofs. However, we must 
guard against a classification as proofs of all the coins of this period 
which were struck from specially well-cut dies. It is apparent that 
at least some of the dies, which had been carefully engraved to strike 
a few proofs, were subsequently released for general use and it is not 
surprising that in many cases they have produced coins with a superior 
finish and a rather smoother and more glossy surface than coins 
struck from the standard dies of the current issue. Fortunately, the 
leading London dealers have traditionally displayed a gratifying 
caution when listing such coins, but collectors use the word "proof" 
rather too frequently, and point towards die links in confirmation. 
However, die links are meaningless in this case and a very two-edged 
sword, for we cannot really assume that different obverse and reverse 
dies were combined indiscriminately for the purpose of striking a few 
—a very few—proofs. 

Between 30 November 1631 and 30 November 1632 Briot was pre-
dominantly engaged in supervising his own coinage with "Flower and 
B " as it is usually called, and he provided England with the first mill 
coins struck for circulation since the days of Eloi Mesterelle. Actually, 
Briot used two different punches for his " F l o w e r " privy mark: one 
resembling an anemone and another resembling a daisy.1 They were 
used practically simultaneously but the anemone puncheon is no doubt 
the earlier of the two, considering the evidence of Briot's silver pat-
terns. Briot coined altogether 26 lb. 11 oz. of Crown gold and 221 lb. 
4 oz. of silver within the scope of his own coinage,2 which represented 
for both gold and silver coins just under 1 per cent, of the Tower out-
put of the corresponding period. So far as Briot's gold coins of this 
coinage are concerned, he must have concentrated mainly on unites, 
for the double crowns are rare and of the crowns only two specimens 
from the same pair of dies are known. Actually, I am inclined to think 
that Briot's crown remained in the pattern stage and was not intended 
for general circulation. 

Since 1628 Briot had doggedly fought the battle for a mill coinage 
and for the use of his engines at the Tower. Charles, who unquestion-
ably knew the beautiful coins and medals which Briot had struck in 
France prior to 1625, supported the French engraver, but the introduc-
tion of continental machinery met with the same resistance on the 
part of the Tower mint officials as Mesterelle had encountered during 
the reign of Elizabeth I. In October 1630 when Briot had applied for 
the appointment of Joint Chief Engraver he had already stated that he 
had received no facilities at the Tower for his engines and instruments, 
that he was encountering difficulties in training his workmen, and that 
no assistance was given to him by the Mint officials because he was 
not "of their body and corporation". Subsequently, the mint ad-
ministration had denied3 that Briot's efforts to set up his machinery 

1 Drawings on p. 374. 
2 Audit Office Accounts quoted b)<- Henry Symonds in Num. Chron. 1913, p. 366. 
3 Cal. State Papers, Dom. 1629/31. 
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were being systematically sabotaged, and they had stated that a trial 
of Briot's skill would be held if and when he was ready to strike coins 
with his new machinery. No doubt Charles knew perfectly well what 
game was being played at the Tower and he was evidently determined 
not to be imposed upon by the "vested interests" of the old school 
at the mint but to make full use of Briot's talents and qualifications. 
To an expert in these matters like Charles it must have been obvious 
that Briot could only do full justice to the quality of his designs and 
display his skill as a die-sinker if the coins were struck with a mechani-
cal coining device. Briot, he must have realized, was inevitably fac-
ing technical limitations in the execution of his dies if they had to be 
cut in such a manner that the metal would rise properly under the 
limited striking force of the hammer. 

In June 16311 the king issued instructions to the effect that Briot 
should receive bullion and be given time to train assistants; subse-
quently, a Commission should judge his work. Charles also ordered 
that the coins Briot was to strike should be received "as our other 
moneys made by the ordinary way of the Hammer". 

Briot's hour had come: his " Flower and B " coinage is the result of 
this royal order and the coins must be regarded as forming part of the 
regular Tower issue, although they were struck proof-like and many 
of them have come down to us in mint state. Why these coins should 
have had much less circulation than the orthodox Tower coins it is 
difficult to say. Maybe they were not popular with the merchants who 
doubted perhaps that they were legal tender. After all, they were 
strikingly different from the ordinary Tower pieces and produced in 
such small numbers that they cannot often have been seen. 

Whether a proper trial2 of Briot's skill was held, as forecast in the 
correspondence between the king and the mint officials, is not known. 
However, there must have been some sort of official report on Briot's 
mill coins, and it can be assumed from the Cal. State Papers, Dom) 
that the Commission of 1631 /2 confined itself to a rather vague state-
ment not recommending a mill coinage. The findings of this Commis-
sion were, I think, a foregone conclusion. However much one would 
agree with Miss Farquhar that Briot's mill coins of 1631/2 are "of a 
beauty not easily surpassed", and however superior they were to the 
ordinary hammered coins of the regular Tower mint output, the Com-
mission would probably have found fault with them even if the designs 
had been made by Guillaume Dupre himself, and even if Briot's 
engines had possessed the technical perfection of a modern minting 
press. The superior craftsmanship of the Frenchman was looked upon 
with jealousy, and the more modern system of striking coins "by way 
of press and millinge" demanded a knowledge of engineering and an 
advanced die-cutting technique which Briot and Briot alone pos-
sessed. The introduction too of methods of production by which 

1 Rymer's Foedera, xix, p. 288. 
2 Authorized by an Edict of 2 Feb. 1630. 
3 1637/8, p. 498, vol. cccxcii, no. 37. 
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human labour was largely replaced by mechanical force and machines 
has met with opposition at all times, but there is perhaps another side 
to the problem which is worth considering. Although I find it difficult 
to subscribe completely to the comments a French numismatist made 
during a conversation with me in connexion with Briot's work at the 
Tower, they are, I think, interesting and should be placed on record: 

Briot played his cards really very badly indeed. Prior to 1631 he had improved the 
quality of the Tower coins out of recognition and raised it to such a high level that no 
one felt the slightest need for a drastic change and improvement in technique of the 
coinage. Subsequently, he produced within the scope of a private trial coinage a series 
of coins which occupy admittedly a very high place among the best ever minted in 
England. But it must have been perfectly obvious to even an unbiased Commission 
that there was no engraver other than Briot in England capable of cutting dies of 
such artistic and technical quality. Instead of demonstrating the advantages of his 
engines over the hammer, he went out of his way to antagonize his English colleagues 
by demonstrating his vastly superior skill. But this is not all. Could any Commission 
be reasonably expected to recommend that the key mint of the nation should be left 
in the hands of an eminently qualified but notoriously quarrelsome foreigner having 
a justified grievance and the uncompromising character of a typical French Huguenot ? 
Who, in his senses, could have allowed Briot to occupy a position where he was irre-
placeable, not only as an artist and an engraver but more particularly as an engineer ? 
For although his machines were largely copied from existing French and German models, 
they were fitted with parts and equipped with gadgets which were Briot's own inven-
tion. Is it fair, in these circumstances, to blame the Commission for warding off the 
potential danger of a complete dictatorship of Master Nicolas Briot and his engines 
over the Tower mint on which England relied exclusively in those days ? 

To the best of my knowledge, Briot's attempt at introducing a mill 
coinage has never been reviewed in this light before. However, I am 
inclined to think that a position which existed in the first half of the 
seventeenth century is liable to be wrongly described and the basic 
facts distorted if we approach them with the mentality of a twentieth-
century politician. Jealousy as well as certain technical imperfections 
of Briot's machines and perhaps also the considerable cost of the 
equipment are, in my opinion, the more likely elements for Briot's 
defeat in the first "battle of the mill" than considerations of a national 
character and fear of personal despotism on the part of Briot. 

If I have repeatedly referred to jealousy I would, however, except 
Edward Greene here. In any case it seems to me that-—perhaps un-
like Vanderdort—Briot encountered much more opposition from the 
mint officials than from his fellow engravers. Vanderdort was prob-
ably regarded at the mint as a rank amateur,1 which he was so far as 
the technical and practical aspects of the coinage were concerned. But 
the engravers at the mint could not fail to realize that there was 
nothing they could teach Briot and a lot they could learn from him, 
and whereas Briot may not have been universally popular, he must 
have been universally respected at the Tower. Also, the manner in 
which both king and Parliament contacted Briot and Briot alone over 
Greene's head when dealing with the affairs of the mint just before 

1 The manner in which the letter of 7 Jan. 1626 from the mint addressed to Conway is 
worded, when Vanderdort's high-relief patterns were rejected for the purpose of the cur-
rent coinage, points to this. Cf. Num. Chron. 1941, pp. 61-62. 
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and just after the outbreak of the Civil War makes me believe that, 
de facto, Briot was the real head of the technical executive in authority 
at the Tower. 

So far as Greene is concerned, there is evidence that he was in no 
way opposed to the introduction of a mill coinage.1 The coins them-
selves provide ample evidence of a close and amicable collaboration 
between Briot and Greene, and it was Greene who, in 1630, had 
recommended that Briot should share the office of Chief Engraver 
with him. 

When the Harp privy mark superseded the Rose after 21 June 1632, 
Group D was introduced and the bust design of the pattern unite with 
privy mark Feathers (Pl. X V I I , 20) appears on the coins, together 
with a new reverse design with a differently garnished shield and a 
crown above the initials C - R (Pl. XVII, 31). The king's bust passed 
through several experimental stages over a period of two years until it 
finally settled down to two established models which were issued side 
by side between mid-1634 and about mid-1639. 

At first the unites of Group D have the king's bust with a large and 
very high crown which cuts the inner circle, divides the legend above 
and reaches in some cases almost to the edge of the coin (Pl. XVI, 10). 
Gradually, however, the position of the bust was slightly lowered and 
the king's crown placed somewhat farther down on the king's head. 
Although the king's crown still cuts into the inner circle, there is now 
enough space for the privy mark to be placed above the crown and the 
legend is no longer completely divided. Subsequently, the bust is 
entirely confined within the inner circle. On some of the later coins 
the king's crown does not even touch the inner circle, and we find a 
slightly smaller and lower model of the master punch for the crown. 
The "Harp design" survived the introduction of the Portcullis privy 
mark in July 1633, but not for long. Two new bust models replaced 
it, one of which occurs only with this privy mark ;2 the other3 derives 
directly from the former " Harp portrait" and it is predominantly the 
new, flatter, unjewelled, and rather crude crown on the king's head 
which changes the aspect of the bust. The alterations to the face 
punch are only slight. The typical "Portcullis bust " 2 which resembles 
the portrait of Briot's pattern shilling with the tilted crown4 occurs 
in its initial stage with the Portcullis privy mark only. However, the 
face puncheon of this variety was either weak or out of balance, so 
that the king's profile is almost invariably double-struck or blurred. 
This accounts for the fact that the difference between the "Portcullis 
b u s t " proper and the later portrait, which we find on the unites with 
privy mark Bell (Pl. XVI , 12) and later, passes often unnoticed. A 
very few unites on which the king's face is well struck up and on which 
the features can be quite clearly distinguished have come down to us, 

1 Brit. Num. Journ. 1908, Miss Farquhar's paper on the "Portraits of our Stuart 
Monarchs on their Coins and Medals", pp. 176, &c. 

2 P L . X V I , 1 1 . 3 P L . X V I , 1 3 . 
A specimen is illustrated in the Murdoch sale catalogue, second portion, pl. x, no. 303. 
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but the original master punch for the face was perhaps damaged or 
broken soon after it came into use. The evidence that Briot paid one 
of his visits to the mint in Scotland in 1633 is fairly conclusive1 and I 
am inclined to think that the portrait punch which was used on nearly 
all the unite dies with the Portcullis privy mark must have been 
executed after Briot's model but by an engraver other than Briot. 
One feels that the pedantic Master Nicolas could not have made this 
punch and would not have let it pass. 

The other new portrait2 was introduced at the very end of the privy 
mark Portcullis period and is not often seen with this mark; it came 
into full use only when the Bell privy mark superseded the Portcullis 
on 27 June 1634. A t that time the master punch for the "Portcullis 
bust" was condemned and redesigned: the new bust strongly resembles 
the Portcullis bust, but the king's nose is less prominent, the nostrils 
differently shaped, the moustache shorter, and nearly all the features 
are more elegant (PI. XVI , 12). 

The two bust varieties which now occur from the Bell mark on-
wards became an established design which was used for many years. 
The earlier bust2 can be traced through all the initial marks period 
until the end of Anchor (4 July 1639) • The later bust3 runs from privy 
mark Bell to the end of privy mark (P) (15 July 1644) and unites bear-
ing this Parliamentarian privy mark occur almost exclusively with 
that portrait. I should perhaps mention here that I have not been able 
to trace a specimen bearing the Triangle-in-Circle mark (15 July 1641-
29 May 1643) with this bust. However, there is no reason to assume 
that none were struck. It was around the middle of the year 1635, 
soon after the introduction of privy mark Crown, that Sir Robert 
Harley surrendered his patent as mint master and was replaced by 
Sir Ralph Freeman and Sir Thomas Aylesbury. Aylesbury had 
already been commissioned in 1632 to make and assize the money 
weights and this patent was renewed to him and his son in 1637. 
The financial terms of the patent of the new joint mint masters 
remained unchanged. They were paid on the basis of the same fixed 
salary which Harley had received. 

Privy mark Tun superseded the Crown in February 1636 and 
remained in force for over two years. No changes in the unites have 
been recorded, but the execution of many of the coins with this initial 
mark is rather careless. The deterioration in the standard of work-
manship coincides with Briot's absence from London to supervise the 
Scottish mint. However, another event may have "cast its shadow 
before", as it were: Briot may have spent a certain amount of time 
with his engines and presses, and prepared new sets of puncheons for 
himself: the second "battle of the mill" started in June 1638, soon 
after the privy mark Anchor had superseded the Tun (8 May 1638). 

So far as the unites with the Anchor mark are concerned, no change 
1 Brit. Num. Journ. 1908, p. 204. 
2 P I . X V I , 1 3 . 
3 P I . X V I , 1 2 . 
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of any description has been recorded. The two existing bust varia-
tions remained in use undisturbed by the strange and erratic experi-
ments which the Tower mint made with the king's portrait on other 
denominations during the Anchor mark period which ended on 4 July 
1639. 

In the meantime the king had clearly lost patience with the unco-
operative attitude of the Tower mint officials and their opposition 
to the introduction of a mill coinage. In June 1638 he addressed a letter 
to the officers at the mint in which he stated that he was: 
resolved to have a fair trial what despatch may be made in the fabrique of our moneys 
by mills and presses moved by Nicolas Briot, in comparison of the ancient way of the 
hammer, and to that purpose we commanded our pleasure to be signified on the 28th 
of May last, and have since been moved on behalf of Briot to proceed to this trial 
according to the commission of the seventh year of our reign, when Sir Robert Harley 
was our officer in the mint. As the proceeding on that commission will not give such 
present despatch as we might expect, our pleasure is that the first thing to be done 
shall be the trial of despatch according to our directions of the 28th of May, and we 
require you to proceed therein without delay or further excuse on either party, and 
when this is done, the commission shall be proceeded upon as desired on behalf of 
Briot. (Cal. State Papers, Dom. 1637/8.) 

The terms in which this letter is couched and the manner in which it 
is stressed that no "delay or further excuse" would be tolerated could 
hardly fail to produce results. Strangely enough, no documentary 
evidence about the outcome of the trial has so far been discovered, 
but there can be no doubt that it was held. We find a reference in the 
Cal. State Papers, Dom.1 to "engine presses, mills rollers and other 
instruments for the fabric of the King's medals and used for the trials 
of his monies ordered by Charles I " and it is stated that the "Money 
Tryals not answering his Matys expectation. Those instruments were 
committed after to the care of David Ramedge [the artificer who made 
them] for preservation in the Mint." 

None of the original trial pieces which Briot struck in 1638 seem 
to have survived, which is not surprising because they were obviously 
never released for circulation. We are, however, confronted with a 
very few hammered gold coins for which there was apparently no 
authority whatsoever. 

That Briot's hammered coinage of 1638 with the Anchor privy mark 
had official sanction and formed part of the regular Tower output is, 
of course, beyond any possible doubt. But this applies only to the 
silver and not to gold coins. Briot was allotted 930 lb. 1 oz. of silver 
for coins to be struck under his supervision from the Tower bullion of 
the indenture,2 but no gold was released to him. 

Briot's "own hammered coinage" of 1638 is already a puzzle. The 
trial had evidently not been a success and a mill coinage—such as the 
" Flower and B " series of 1631 /2—was not repeated. Since the mint-
ing press was not accepted it is difficult to explain why Briot should 
have been granted authority for a separate hammered coinage of his 

1 Charles II, vol. xxii, no. 182. 
2 Audit Office Accounts. 
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own. From the evidence of denominations other than the unites it is clear 
that the Tower mint was experimenting with new designs. But this 
should have been a very valid reason for keeping Briot on his normal 
job of executing master punches and sinking dies. Briot's coinage, 
admittedly, supplemented the Tower output of silver which was excep-
tionally low during the privy mark Anchor period1 and which suffered 
no doubt from the retooling which was taking place at the time. How-
ever, it is difficult to see why an additional production of silver coins 
should have been assured in such a complicated and irrational manner. 
Briot's private coinage necessitated a fair number of new tools and the 
sinking of special dies. This work seems to have been executed by 
Briot himself or under his extremely close and personal supervision 
so that he was unable to devote as much time to the regular Tower 
dies and punches as usual. 

However, Briot's own silver coinage of 1638/g with the Anchor mark 
constitutes no problem of classification, and the official character of 
the issue can no more be questioned than the authority for it. But the 
five known gold coins2 with privy mark Anchor of the same bust design 
with a Briot reverse, struck from dies which were unquestionably made 
with Briot's personal punches (Pl. XVI , 14 and Pl . XVII , 32), present 
major difficulties and it is more than tempting to advance the con-
venient and apparently obvious explanation that they must be pat-
terns. Unfortunately the numismatic evidence does not let us off so 
lightly; it is so strongly—so convincingly—against such an attribu-
tion that I can think of no alternative but to look upon these coins as 
forming a very small and extremely rare part of the regular Tower 
mint output. 

The reasons against a classification of these " Briot-unites " as pat-
terns are the following: 

1. If someone could strike faultless patterns it was certainly Briot. 
But no special effort was made, in the case of the coins under review, 
to produce particularly well-struck, proof-like specimens. The strik-
ing is good average but no more, and some of the unites have weak 
patches, in parts. The dies were clearly made by a top-engraver, but 
they were not executed in the neat, painstaking manner that we know 
so well from Briot's other patterns: they look like ordinary, well-cut 
dies for a regular issue of coins. All the normal symptoms of a special 
die for a special coin are missing and, from the point of view of execu-
tion, the coins simply do not make the grade for patterns. The only 
Briot double crown of this type which has so far been recorded (Ryan 
sale, item 512) is very carelessly struck, and that a pedantic engraver 
like Briot should have let such a coin pass as a pattern is unthinkable. 

2. Of the four Briot hammered unites which are known to have sur-
vived, three are from different combinations of two obverse and two 
reverse dies. It is hardly customary to combine dies in this manner 
when patterns are struck. Nor can one convincingly advance the idea 

1 Num. Chron. igio, p. 393. 2 Four unites and one double crown. 
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that at least two almost identical obverse and reverse dies with exactly 
the same design were cut for the sole purpose of striking a few patterns. 

Since the "pattern-theory" simply does not hold water, what then 
are these coins and how can they be explained ? 

It is not, of course, absolutely impossible that Briot did, after all, 
receive an official issue of gold for coining and that no authority for 
this has come down to us, but I feel that this is a most refutable 
explanation which is as convenient as it is unconvincing. It is not 
only that one would expect gold and silver to be issued together and 
listed in the same bullion release order if Briot had been commissioned 
to strike coins in both metals. That silver only was mentioned is 
rather significant. But the number of gold coins struck from Briot 
dies in 1638/9 was so small that one cannot really speak of a proper 
"gold coinage". The issue of a few ounces of gold for coining seems 
both unlikely and pointless from the point of view of the mint ad-
ministration, because such a microscopic coinage would have been 
futile and complicated. 

The only rational explanation for Briot's hammered gold coinage I 
can think of is very simple and extremely prosaic. When Briot's trial 
took place, his engines failed to "answer His Majesty's expectations". 
But Briot's new bust design was to become the standard model for the 
regular Tower coinage and Briot was thus going to be responsible for 
the future making of puncheons and dies with this bust well beyond the 
scope of his own hammered coinage of 1638/g. Since silver coins with 
the new portrait were struck under Briot's personal supervision, he had 
ample opportunity to test his master-puncheons and his dies on silver 
flans. But he was not striking gold and it is quite likely that a pains-
taking and conscientious man like Briot wanted to give the key 
puncheons he was making for the future gold coinage a practical test 
before releasing them for die-cutting and copying to the Tower en-
gravers. So he just made a few dies with his new puncheons and handed 
them over to the Tower striking benches where they were used—for the 
purpose of a practical test—within the scope of the ordinary coinage. 

Even if these "vanguard-unites" had encountered circulation diffi-
culties it would have been of no importance because the issue of gold 
coins with the new Briot bust and the Anchor mark must have been 
exceedingly small. I am inclined to think, however, that they were 
liable to arouse much less suspicion than Briot's earlier mill coins 
with their entirely different aspect. His hammered unites strongly 
resemble the shillings of his 1638/9 coinage with privy mark Anchor 
and these were struck in sufficiently large numbers to have been uni-
versally known and accepted. In any case, by that time the public 
must have been quite used to the profusion of ever-changing designs 
especially if denominations other than the unites are taken into con-
sideration. Since 1631 /2 there had been so many varieties of the king's 
bust and the reverse of the coins, and it had become such a regular 
practice to issue noticeably different portraits within the same privy-
mark period that one variety more or less did not matter. 
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It seems rather strange, though, that Briot should have cut special 

reverse dies of his own for the purpose of testing a few obverse dies. 
One would have thought that any Tower reverse die of the regular 
unites could have been used equally well. But the module of Briot's 
unites differed somewhat from that of the ordinary Tower issue, 
although the coins had exactly the same weight, and the standard 
Tower reverse dies were probably disqualified for very obvious tech-
nical reasons: a test of an obverse die with a new design was not very 
reliable and satisfactory if the reverse die did not quite fit.1 Since 
Briot supervised his own coinage of 1638/9 at the time, he must have 
worked predominantly in his own rooms at the Tower, and so it is not 
surprising that he used his private tools for the reverse dies. Actually, 
we find that they were made with the same tools which he employed 
for his mill coinage of 1631/2, except for the privy mark Anchor, of 
course. 

I am fully aware of the fact that I am going to the extreme limits 
of legitimate speculation, and I am advancing my views not as a 
theory which can be substantiated, but as a possibility which seems 
to me more likely than any other explanation and which is consistent 
with the numismatic evidence. For I feel that one cannot shirk the 
issue and simply ignore the intricate problem which these hammered 
gold coins from Briot's personal dies place before us without at 
least making an attempt to deal with them and to offer a possible 
explanation. 

Nothing short of the discovery of an assured Briot/Tower mule in 
gold would really confirm my views. For if Briot's dies were handed 
to the Tower workmen for use within the scope of the regular Tower 
coinage, they could have been muled with a normal Tower reverse die 
if an original Briot reverse die had broken. In the unites series, the 
difference of module makes such muling perhaps unlikely, but not im-
possible. I know at least two Tower reverse dies with privy mark 
Anchor which are rather smaller than average and would have matched 
a Briot obverse die fairly well. But an obverse die of Briot's double 
crown could certainly have been "married" with almost any standard 
Tower reverse die, and, as we shall see in Part II of my paper, perhaps 
it was. 

A gold coin of Charles I with a Tower obverse and Briot's reverse 
could hardly fail to attract attention because the shape and the gar-
nishing of the shield are strikingly different. However, a coin with 

1 The diameter of Briot's hammered unites is not smaller than that of all the 
Tower unites of Group D. Actually, we find that, in these series, unites of the same weight 
differ often considerably in size. For example, coins with the Bell mark are usually larger 
than the average Portcullis unites. Within the Crown privy mark, coins of the same weight 
have a surprising variety of sizes. Unites bearing the Tun mark are, as a rule, rather 
smaller than average whereas those with privy mark Anchor of the normal Tower issue are 
nearly all exceptionally large. I checked Messrs. Spink & Son's Briot unite against a corre-
sponding Tower specimen of the same weight and privy mark and found that the diameter 
of the coins differed by exactly -J inch. On the other hand, that same Briot coin has much 
the same size as several Tower unites with privy mark Tun, and it also tallies exactly with 
the diameters of the Tower unites of Group F. 
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Briot's obverse and a Tower reverse1 is almost bound to pass unnoticed 
unless the owner has made a special study of Briot's peculiar punch 
for the Anchor mark, and unless he notices the Briot legend MAG BRIT 
FR ET HIB on a unite or a double crown2 which does not occur on 
ordinary Tower gold coins during the Anchor mark period. 

Any gold coin with Briot's bust and the Anchor mark is a priori 
suspicious, but even coins with Triangle and Briot's legend require 
closer inspection, because his own coinage of 1638/9 reaches for a few 
weeks into the period during which the Triangle mark was used. And 
Briot may have been in no hurry to test his bust punch for the double 
crowns (and, possibly, gold crowns), knowing that the existing tools 
of the current design for the smaller denominations would meet the 
Tower mint requirements for some considerable time, and that his 
own punches would not come into use straight away. 

I know of no hammered gold crown with the Briot bust, and it is 
frequently argued that this was never struck because—unlike the 
unites and double crowns—the design of the gold crown remained un-
changed and the new Briot bust of 1638 was never adopted. However, 
I am inclined to think that this is far from being conclusive. It is 
true, of course, that the gold crown does not always follow the lead 
of the larger gold denominations. But when Briot redesigned the 
king's bust in 1638 it is evident that this new model was not meant to 
be confined to his own coinage of 1638/9. A priori, there is no reason 
to assume that Briot excluded the gold crown from his new design 
because it was a perfectly normal current coin which qualified 
basically for the new bust, and a die or two may have been tested as 
well. 

The fact that the Group D bust was maintained on the gold 
crowns until the end of Charles's reign was probably an economy 
measure. Small punches have a much longer life than large ones 
and those which existed in 1638/9 did, in fact, suffice for the dwind-
ling Tower mint output of gold crowns for a great number of 
years. 

Angels of Briot's design3 were probably not struck in 1638/9 because 
the Angel had really ceased to be a current coin at that time and was 
struck for the king's personal use only.4 

The Anchor privy mark was replaced by the Triangle on 4 July 
1639, and Briot's new bust now appears on coins of the regular issue, 
side by side with the previous bust design. Because of the basic 
change in the design of the king's bust I am placing the coins bearing 

1 If a test die with Briot's obverse had become unserviceable it is hardly likely that any 
attempt should have been made to keep the corresponding reverse die in use, because this 
would have served no useful purpose. 

2 This is also the probable legend of a Briot gold crown, if this was struck. 
3 Briot's pattern Angel, illustrated in Brooke's English Coins, pl. xiv, no. 6, is a mill 

coin. If it belongs to a Briot coinage at all, it would come within the scope of the 1631/2 
coinage with "Flower and B " , but it is quite possible that the model was made hors 
serie and can, therefore, not be exactly dated. 

4 Cf. Brit. Num. Journ. 1915, Miss Helen Farquhar's paper on " R o y a l Charities". 
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Briot's new bust1 into a separate Group (Group F).2 The reverse of 
the coins remained completely unchanged. Actually, the old bust 
design of Group D lingered on for some considerable time and the 
existing punches were used until they became unserviceable. Even 
when the Triangle mark was superseded by privy mark Star on 26 
June 1640, the Group D bust still occurs. It was only with the intro-
duction of a Triangle-in-Circle as privy mark on 15 July 1641 that the 
old bust design gave way completely—or almost completely—to the 
new Briot bust of Group F which was in use when Parliament assumed 
control of the Tower mint on 10 August 1642. Sir Robert Harley was 
recalled to the office as mint master in May 1643. He held the 
appointment until the end of the coinage in the king's name but was 
evicted because of his refusal to strike coins other than those with a 
king's portrait and legend. It is typical of the vindictiveness of the 
Cromwellian administration that Harley was ordered to pay the costs 
of the first Commonwealth pyx trial in 1649. 

At the very end of the © period a strange change in the style of the 
Group F bust occurs.3 This slightly modified portrait of Charles I has 
been tentatively assigned by Miss Farquhar to the hand of Thomas 
Simon,4 presumably on account of the artistic quality of the design. I 
am afraid I find it impossible to subscribe to this view: the portrait is 
clearly a copy, and a very close copy, of Briot's bust. The workmanship 
of the bust punch is rather more crude and lacks the elegant style as 
well as the extraordinary precision in the execution of details which we 
find in Briot's and Simon's work. I agree with Miss Farquhar that this 
" mock-Briot" bust does not strike one as having " the Briot touch " — 
regardless of the fact that it was really a complete crib of his design 
—and that he probably did not engrave or correct it himself. It is, in my 
opinion, either the work of a less skilful engraver or, alternatively, an 
existing earlier Briot punch was somewhat crudely cleaned and recut 
by an under-graver. For the corresponding bust on some of the 
shilling pieces5 discloses the existence of better bust punches of this 
" mock-Briot'' type which maintained many of the typical Briot 
characteristics and shows no basic change of design other than a 
straighter profile which is less pleasing. As we shall presently see, 
documentary evidence explains why Briot's normal work at the Tower 
should have suffered; it may have been almost completely interrupted 
around the middle of 1642 so that other engravers performed the 
duties of the Frenchman. 

The "mock-Briot" bust variety occurs on and off over a period of 
roughly 2\ years. I have only recorded two specimens with this bust 
bearing the privy mark © and three unites having (P) over © on the 
obverse. 

' Pl . XVI, 15. 
2 Group E is not known in the unite series and such coins were probably never struck. 

They would have had the so-called "Aberystwyth bust" , which we find on other denomi-
nations. 3 p i . X V I , 16. 

4 Brit. Num. Joum. 1908, p. 208. 
5 See illustration in Brit. Num. Joum. 1908, p. 208. 
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The very few unites bearing the privy mark (R) which was intro-
duced a fortnight after the Battle of Marston Moor in July 1644 are 
only known with the "mock-Briot" bust which was subsequently 
abandoned. The bust punch deteriorated so much on the way that it 
did not even make the grade for the poor standard of workmanship 
which we find on most coins struck after 1642. 

Although we are quite used to the simultaneous issue of two bust 
varieties in the unite series, the case of the (P) privy mark which was 
used between 29 May 1643 and 15 July 1644 is so unorthodox that it 
must be commented upon. Apart from what must have been a very 
few coins struck from " lef t over" dies of the previous privy mark @ 
with the mock-Briot bust variety, the (P) unites I have seen have the 
old bust of Group D, and all appear to have been struck from dies for 
which old and recut bust puncheons were used. 

The obvious explanation for the use of bust puncheons which were, 
at that time, definitely out of date is the shortage of tools and the lack 
of skilled engravers. Edward Greene was quite old now, Briot after 
what appears to have been a serious illness in May 16421 had received 
orders from the Secretary of State, Sir Edward Nicholas, in a letter 
dated 21 June 1642, to proceed to York. The instructions were that 
Briot was to send or take with him the necessary irons and presses for 
the York mint and Briot seems to have neglected his duties at the 
Tower almost completely and concentrated on the preparations for his 
departure. In July 1642 a ship carrying Briot's heavy minting equip-
ment and his personal baggage was stopped by a Parliamentary patrol 
ship off Scarborough. The Commons sent for Briot in order to examine 
the case, and this brings us to the question as to whether or not Briot 
subsequently collaborated with Parliament. 

The subsequent and last unite bust2 can be followed through privy 
mark Eye (introduced on 12 May 1645), Sun (introducedon ioNovember 
1645), and Sceptre which came into use on 15 February 1646 and had 
the exceptionally long run of over 3-| years. It came to an end on 
9 November 1649, some ten months after the king's execution. This 
last portrait is still strongly influenced by Briot's style, but is so dif-
ferent from Briot's usual work3 that it can hardly be attributed to him. 

The numismatic evidence points towards the fact that the end of 
Briot's supervision of the Tower coinage coincides roughly with the 
outbreak of the Civil War. Can we assume that this constitutes, in 
itself, irrefutable evidence of Briot's passive resistance to collaboration 
with Parliament ? 

Miss Farquhar has dealt with this question at considerable length 
(Num. Chron. 1914, "Briot and the Civil War") after Mr. Henry 
Symonds had published extremely interesting material in the Numis-
matic Chronicle of 1913 ("English Mint Engravers of the Tudor and 

1 Num. Chron. 1914, pp. 183 ff. 
2 P l . X V I , 17. 
3 Briot had reigned supreme at the Tower for so long that there was clearly something 

in the nature of a "Briot school" of engravers at the Tower. 
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Stuart Periods"), which, prima facie, seemed to cast considerable 
doubt on Briot's loyalty to the king. Miss Farquhar has reviewed the 
problem in her excellent paper and, after mustering the evidence for 
and against Briot, she left the case in the best Scottish tradition as 
'' not proven'' but badly shaken for the prosecution. Strangely enough 
she has only marshalled the evidence of the coins struck in the Royalist 
mint establishments in the provinces in Briot's favour. Although this 
is unquestionably a very important factor, I feel that this evidence, 
although strong, is not conclusive so long as the opening of the York 
mint is in doubt and so long as it must be admitted that Rawlins at 
Oxford, who was Briot's pupil and strongly influenced by his style as 
well as an expert at copying Briot's models, might have made master 
puncheons after Briot's designs which look convincingly like Briot's 
own work. For that matter, the Tower mint artisans and workmen 
whom Parkhurst took with him from London to Oxford in 1642 were 
largely trained by Briot and might have included a first-class copyist, 
who was used to executing Briot's models. 

So far as the question of Briot's loyalty to the king is concerned, the 
negative evidence of Briot's work in the Tower mint is, in my opinion, 
much more relevant than the existence of Briot-type coins in the 
Royalist provinces. For it seems to me that one can no more accuse 
Briot of full collaboration with Parliament at the Tower mint, in the 
absence of a profusion of dies, models, or master puncheons which can 
be convincingly dated after the outbreak of the Civil War and assigned 
to him, than one can press a murder charge against someone in the 
absence of a body. 

It would not be surprising if Briot had done a modicum of work at 
the Tower in connexion with the ordinary coinage to justify his exis-
tence there—and, for that matter, his salary. This would not have 
made him a collaborator in the accepted sense of the word. What is, 
in fact, surprising is that we find so very little evidence of his work at 
the Tower after the outbreak of the Civil War. That some of Briot's 
models continued to be copied afterwards and some of his puncheons 
remained in use goes, of course, without saying, but I would be more 
than reluctant to assign to him any constructive and creative work 
after Parliament assumed control of the Tower mint. 

Briot's adventures during the Civil War, the "Scarborough inci-
dent", and his difficulties with the Parliamentarian authorities have 
been very fully covered by Miss Farquhar.1 This has no direct bearing 
on the coinage itself, and falls, therefore, outside the scope of my 
paper. 

No reliable documentary evidence which solves the riddle of Briot's 
activities in the Tower mint between the outbreak of the Civil War 
and the beginning of the year 1644 seems to have come down to us. 
However, circumstantial evidence strongly supports the generally 
accepted view that Briot kept very quiet in London and that he paid 
stealthy visits to the royalist mint establishments at Oxford and York. 

1 "Br iot and the Civil W a r " , Num. Chron. 1 ^ 4 . 
B 6185 A a 
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He may have made master punches for the provinces and smuggled 
them out of the Tower. The profusion of Briot designs in the royalist 
mint establishments certainly points towards this, and, although Briot's 
personal presence in the provinces is perhaps not the only possible 
explanation, it is certainly the most plausible. Mr. R. D. Beresford-
Jones, who has recently reviewed the Oxford gold coins of Charles I 
very thoroughly and published extremely valuable information on this 
subject,1 submitted that the manner in which the shortcomings and 
defects of the Oxford coinage were periodically amended was almost 
certainly due to " a visit from London". His conclusion that the 
"vis i tor" could only have been Briot is, of course, unescapable, and, 
although the dates which Mr. Beresford-Jones suggested for Briot's 
visits to Oxford were inevitably arrived at by deduction and are, there-
fore, debatable, he has certainly put up a very good case. Also, the 
evidence contained in Esther Briot's petition to Charles II in respect 
of arrears due to her late husband2 cannot be brushed aside as totally 
unreliable because of a minor technical inaccuracy.3 Madame Briot 
stated in her petition 

That during the late Warres, he not only continued in his Loyalty to his Maty, for 
wch he suffered very much, and lost all his fortune, but even in the worse of times, 
as long as he lived, he from time to time did goe to York, and Oxford at his Maty's 
commaund (and during his absence the Mint Tools were seised upon out of the Ship 
and his Wife and Children thrown out of their dwelling in the Tower) and notwith-
standing, with very great danger to his person, he furnished still the Mint at Oxford 
with the necessary Stamps and Puncheons, as it is well known both to Sr Edward 
Nicholas and to Sr Wm. Parkhurst.4 

A t the time the petition was filed, not only were Sir Edward Nicholas 
and Sir William Parkhurst still alive but they held office under 
Charles II. The same applies to Rawlins, to Sir Ralph Freeman, and 
Sir Anthony St. Leger who were all unimpeachable royalist witnesses, 
and to check up on Madame Briot's account of her late husband's 
movements and conduct would not have presented the slightest diffi-
culty. It is really inconceivable that Esther Briot should have run a 
perfectly unreasonable and unnecessary risk with her petition5 by 
making statements about her husband's visits to the provincial mints 
which could have been easily disproved. 

The evidence of the coins, the old traditional belief that Briot 
assisted the royalist mint establishments in the provinces, and Esther 
Briot's petition account for Briot's work and movements until 1644 in 
a fairly satisfactory manner. Afterwards, however, Briot's activities 
remain in almost complete darkness. We find no evidence of new 

1 Brit. Num. Journ. 1954, p. 334, and forthcoming issue. 
2 State Papers Domestic, Carl. II, vol. lv, no. 100. 
3 She referred to her husband as "chief Graver of his Maty's Mint of England". The 

appointment was actually held by Edward Greene, but considering Briot's position in the 
Tower mint, the mistake is pardonable. 

4 Quoted by Miss Farquhar in Num. Chron. 1914, p. 211. 
5 Which was granted according to Mr. Wroth in his article on Briot in The Dictionary of 

National Biography, which is usually a reliable source. 
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punches, dies, or designs anywhere which can be attributed to him 
with any likelihood. 

As we know, Briot was in Paris in April 16441 but it seems unlikely 
that he stayed in France for any length of time. He would hardly have 
received his salary at the Tower if he had been absent until shortly 
before his death. Was Briot's health failing after 1644 ? Or was his 
salary a pension rather than a retainer? In 1644 Briot was almost 
exactly 65 years of age and it is not impossible that he went into semi-
retirement. For one cannot possibly assume that Briot confined his 
activities after 1644 to a general supervision of the Tower mint out-
put. Considering the extremely poor workmanship and striking as 
well as the shocking portraits of the late silver coins which gradually 
deteriorated to nothing short of caricatures, Briot's supervision would 
have amounted to blatant sabotage, and it is not very likely that he 
should have exposed himself in such an open and stupid manner. 

In December 1646, just before Christmas, Briot died in London. 
Since the Parliament authorities had removed him from his house in 
the Tower, he had taken lodgings in the Parish of St. Martin-in-the-
Fields but his burial stone in the crypt of that church, which Miss 
Farquhar and Mr. Symonds saw, does not seem to have survived two 
major restorations. I went to St. Martin-in-the-Fields recently and 
was informed that the crypt was completely dug up after the First 
World War and used as an air-raid shelter in the Second, so that most 
of the old burial stones have disappeared. 

T H E P U N C H E S 

By reason of the fact that all the major bust and shield varieties are 
illustrated, I would refer the reader to the plates rather than attempt 
lengthy and perhaps confusing descriptions of the various portrait and 
shield designs. 

At first the bust was made up of four or possibly five punches: 
the king's crown, the face, the ruff collar, the armour, and perhaps the 
king's hair. I, personally, believe that separate punches were used for 
the hair, but it is difficult to establish this beyond doubt, and it is 
possible that face and hair formed one single punch. 

Excepting the coins of Group A which are often carelessly executed, 
the punches ai e, a.s ci rule, remarkably well fitted together. In the 
Group B series a few irregularities can still be found, especially in the 
earlier issues, but Briot's training and supervision soon assured an 
almost perfect fit everywhere. This applies to an even greater extent 
to the Group C unites. 

The bust of the unites belonging to Groups D, F, and G appears to 
be made up of three punches only: the king's crown, head, and armour. 
The break in the hair above the lace collar is just traceable on most 
coins. 

The only possible exception to the rule are Briot's unites of his own 
1 Mazerolle's Medailleurs, vol. i, pp. 127-8. 
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mill coinage of 1631/2. The absence of bust varieties makes research 
very difficult here: the king's crown was certainly a separate punch 
because there is an almost microscopic difference between variety 2 
and variety 3 in the manner in which it was placed on the king's 
head. But one single punch may have been used for the king's 
portrait and the bust truncation. This would be unusual, because 
there is no apparent reason why Briot should have departed from the 
normal Tower practice of using separate punches when making the 
dies for his own mill coinage. All I can say is that I have not been 
able to detect the slightest discrepancy in the king's bust on the vari-
ous coins, and the uncanny precision of the Frenchman's work leaves 
some doubt on the question whether one or two punches were used for 
the king's head and bust. 

The principal varieties of the king's crown are all illustrated. It is 
obvious that more than one punch was used within most groups and 
classes and that we have as many minor technical differences of execu-
tion for the king's crown as we have punches, but since they are of no 
significance I found it pointless to record them. 

On the reverse of the coins, the main varieties of the crown above 
the shield are also illustrated, and here again we have innumerable 
small and unimportant differences of execution. I need not deal with 
the varying shape and size of the shield and its garnishing because the 
illustrations are much more explicit than a description, but there are 
noteworthy changes in the heraldic punches which were used during 
the reign of Charles I. 

In the first quarter of the shield, the size of the French fleurs-de-lis 
varies considerably, and this is not only due to the change from a 
square to an oval shield, in which the size of the first and the fourth 
quarter is somewhat reduced. The first reduction in the size of the 
fleurs-de-lis coincides more or less with the introduction of the Group B 
coins which still have the square shield. When the oval shield came into 
use, the lis punches became smaller still and yet there was hardly 
enough room for the three fleurs-de-lis, with the result that one of them 
was sometimes partly or almost completely obliterated by the frame 
of the shield. We even find coins with only two lis in the first quarter: 
the unites with privy mark Portcullis occur frequently so, but the 
anomaly can also be found elsewhere. The size and the design of the 
English leopards changes during the reign of Charles I but not in a 
spectacular manner and the varieties are largely technical. 

In the second quarter we find, apart from a great number of small 
varieties in the size of the Scottish lion, several changes in the shape of 
the frame which surrounds the arms of Scotland and these are largely 
due to the varying design of the shield. For Group A and Group B 
with the square shield, the lion of Scotland was placed in a square 
frame and there are no noteworthy varieties until privy mark Heart 
was introduced. From then onwards we find, on and off, a smaller 
punch for the Scottish arms with a much more elaborately garnished 
rame (Pl. XVII, 28). During the Group C period the lion punch is 
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noticeably larger and placed in a frame which is shaped like an early 
Gothic arch. Excepting, of course, the coins of Group F, Class I, which 
have Briot's own reverse and are a law unto themselves, all the unites 
of Group D, F, and G have the Scottish lion inside a frame which was 
adapted to the shape of the shield and resembles a fully drawn bow 
with the string forming a right angle. After the introduction of the 
Bell mark, the arch of the bow becomes usually somewhat flatter and 
in a few extreme cases the frame is almost triangular. 

The third quarter of the shield with the ever-changing design of the 
Irish harp has attracted—and puzzled—every student of the coinage 
of Charles I. To assign any real numismatic importance to the Harp 
varieties would, in my opinion, be wrong. Ever since the introduction 
of the Irish harp in the royal arms at the beginning of James I's reign, 
any harp design could be used for Ireland, and, down to the present 
day, every king or queen of the United Kingdom has used new and 
different harp designs in the Irish quarter. There is clearly no such 
thing as an "established" harp design even nowadays. However, no 
other reign has known anything approaching the profusion of harps 
which confront us on the coins of Charles I. If I have listed only 20 
harp designs for the unites alone, which are illustrated separately, it 
is because I have reduced the number to what I consider the bare 
essentials. In most cases, more subdivisions than one would be pos-
sible for each harp type, but I have ignored all the varieties which can 
be regarded as accidental. Since the criterion as to what does and 
what does not constitute a change of harp design is inevitably some-
what arbitrary and a matter of opinion, it would perhaps be useful to 
illustrate two punch varieties of Harp A : 

The drawings indicate approximately the extreme limit of what I 
regard as technical differences of execution within the same type of 
harp design. To go into further details would mean to list every punch, 
and the harp varieties in the Tower gold coin series of Charles I would 
probably run into three figures. Unless my ideas about the real numis-
matic significance of the harp varieties are entirely wrong, such a 
record would be as tiresome as it would be irrelevant. But I should 
perhaps add a word of warning in connexion with damaged harp 
punches: the absence of, say, a very small scroll or other decorative 
motive which was broken off, and particularly a chipped griffin's head, 
changes the aspect of the harp to a sometimes astonishing extent. 

HARP A 
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Below is a drawing of Harp 0 before and after the punch was damaged, 
and this demonstrates the potential danger of isolating " n e w " harp 
designs which can clearly not be regarded as varieties: 

Since the arms of the first quarter are repeated in the fourth quar-
ter, no more need be said about the shield. 

It will perhaps be regarded as unorthodox that I am not dealing 
with the lettering and the punctuation of the coins at great length. 
However, I feel that a full survey would be as pointless as to record 
the innumerable varieties of the waves designs of the English nobles 
and angels. The system of using letter punches and punctuation for 
privy marking had long been abandoned, and if they provide a clue 
it is purely accidental. 

In fact, considerable caution seems indicated in respect of the idea 
that a closer study of the letter punches and particularly of the punch 
for the letter A would identify Briot's work for the regular Tower 
coinage. Even his admittedly typical A punch with the slanting top 
cannot be regarded as constituting a criterion of Briot's workmanship 
—in any case not for coins struck after 1631/2. Briot changed the 
style of his letter A slightly at that time, the slant became more 
prominent and the top of the letter more pointed. However, the 
previous "Briot A " occurs on Tower coins of the regular issues: it 
must, therefore, be assumed that Briot had either released some of his 
puncheons for general use at the Tower, or that his set of letters was 
copied. His later A punch which is so strongly slanted with such a 
sharp point at the top that it sometimes looks as if there were almost 
a nick in the slanting top occurs on all Briot's hammered coins of 
1638/9. After 1639, however, we find it also on very many dies of the 
regular Tower issue until about 1645 when the letter sets were com-
pletely worn and replaced by new puncheons with a straighter A. 
Here, again, it seems certain either that Briot made letter puncheons 
for general use after 1638 /g or that his lettering was copied, for Briot 
could not possibly have made practically every die after 1639. We 
should, therefore, guard against regarding coins with the "Briot A " 
as Briot-made dies in the issues of the normal Tower output of coins. 
And it must also be remembered that Rawlins as well as Simon used 
a letter A punch which was practically identical with Briot's. 

If I am using the term "pr ivy mark" rather than the universally 

HARP 



3 6 2 The Tower Gold of Charles I 362 

adopted expression "initial m a r k " all through this paper, it is because 
Dr. Brooke's somewhat unfortunate term "initial m a r k " is simply 
paradoxical in respect of coins which bear the privy mark almost 
exclusively at the end of the reverse legend. 

T H E C L A S S I F I C A T I O N O F T H E U N I T E S 

Group A 
This tallies with Kenyon's Type I and includes all the unites bearing 

privy mark Lis and some with the Cross Calvary mark. 
There are two bust varieties of Edward Greene's design which I have 

listed as Bust i (PI. XVI , 1) and Bust I a (PI. XVI , 2). The main dif-
ference lies in the entirely different shape of the king's crown. Two 
shield varieties have been recorded: Shield I is very fully garnished 
(PI. X V I I , 25) and this variety is distinctly uncommon. Shield 2 
(PI. XVI I , 26) has the standard garnishing of the Group A coins. 

Both bust varieties occur with privy marks Lis and Cross Calvary, 
and, during the Lis mark period, the two bust varieties are known with 
both shield varieties. The evidence that both bust models were used 
side by side—for some time, at any rate—is therefore conclusive. This 
is, of course, almost the rule during the reign of Charles I, and the 
generally accepted view that Bust ia superseded Bust i around the 
end of the privy mark Lis period is clearly erroneous. Bust I must 
have existed at the very beginning of the coinage, because the pattern 
double crown with privy mark Trefoil1 has this design. However, a 
closer inspection of the punches and the evidence of die links disclose 
that Bust i a cannot have been issued much later, and it may well have 
been used simultaneously with Bust I. 

I have subdivided Group A into Class I and I a, which are rare and 
have the fully garnished shield reverse, and Class II and IIa with the 
standard shield of which Class II is particularly common. 

Since my criteria of classification are the changes of the king's bust 
and the varieties of the shield design, the order is obviously not quite 
chronological. 

In fact, the correct sequence in which the unites bearing the Lis 
mark were issued constitutes a problem which I have not been able to 
solve beyond some measure of doubt because the numismatic evidence 
is open to more interpretations than one and the coins available for 
research do not allow an uninterrupted chain of die links to be estab-
lished. No attempt at placing the coins in their proper order has 
hitherto been made in existing literature, and I noticed that students, 
collectors, museums, and dealers are nearly all classifying the Lis unites 
in a different manner. Since I find myself in disagreement on some 
points with all of them except perhaps Mr. Derek Allen,2 I must review 
at least some of the confusing evidence. 

1 Murdoch sale, lot 287, illustrated in the catalogue on pi. ix. 
2 If the manner in which he had originally arranged the coins of the Clarke-Thornhill 

bequest in the British Museum trays reflects his considered opinion of the chronological 
order of issues. 
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The punctuation offers no helpful clue. The same applies to the 
lettering, the position of the privy mark on the reverse of the coins, 
to the inner circles, and the legend varieties. 

It is true that the colon stops and the single pellet punctuation link 
up with the last laurels of James I. But colon stops are still found on 
Group A unites with the Cross Calvary mark. They must therefore 
have been used, on and off, all through the privy mark Lis period. 
Single pellet stops between the words of the legend are known on 
unites with Shield 1 and Shield 2 on obverse and reverse, and point 
therefore in no particular direction. 

A study of the lettering yields no result. So far as damaged letter 
punches occur, they were certainly not deliberately chipped or broken 
within the scope of a coherent system of privy marking: we find them 
here and there without rhyme or reason. Since the letter punches 
were no longer used for marking issues they had lost all their impor-
tance and were frequently punched into the dies in a very careless 
manner. This makes research exceedingly difficult, because—unless 
a punch is specially marked or deliberately given a characteristic 
shape which is not the case for the tools under review—the contours 
of the letters change simply out of recognition according to the angle 
at which the puncheons were applied and the force with which they 
were punched into the die. 

The last laurels of James I read MAG BRI FRA ET HI. I have not 
been able to record one single unite of Charles I with the Lis mark 
having this legend. Considering the impressive number of legend 
varieties, it is almost incredible that it should not exist. But even if 
a coin with that legend should be discovered, it would hardly be valu-
able for research because the legend identity would have to be regarded 
as accidental since there is no coherent group of unites with this legend 
which could be linked up with the laurels of James I. 

The position of the privy mark on the reverse of the unites seems 
relevant, at first sight. The late Mr. Sam Spink was, I think, the first 
to suggest that this may have a chronological significance, and many 
students have held this view since. Unfortunately, however, it is in-
consistent with the rest of the numismatic evidence:1 if we were to 
assume that the privy mark at the end of the reverse legend is an early 
feature and that the later unites have the privy mark before the word 
FLORENT, we must assign all the unites with Bust 1 a and all the 
coins with the elaborately garnished Shield 2 to a late issue. This is 
impossible unless the position of the privy mark is arbitrarily singled 
out as the sole criterion, regardless of the fact that we have no reason 
whatsoever to assume that it is. 

It is certainly not common practice to place the privy mark some-
times at the beginning and sometimes at the end of the reverse legend 

1 When I read this paper to the Society, I submitted a considerably fuller account of 
my research work on the punches than is published above. I feel, however, that whereas 
this was perhaps exhaustive it was also liable to be exhausting for the reader and I have 
therefore decided against publishing it. But the complete evidence could be made avail-
able to a student on request. 
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in a completely haphazard manner. And yet, this seems to be the case 
for the unites of Charles I right down to the period when privy mark 
Castle was in force. This takes us into the year 1628, and the date 
happens to coincide with the de facto retirement of Gilbert as Joint 
Chief Engraver. It may be pure coincidence that, after Gilbert's retire-
ment from the Tower mint, the privy mark is never again found at the 
beginning of the reverse legend.1 To suggest that the dies with the 
privy mark so positioned were engraved by Gilbert—who, prompted 
by the animosity which existed between him and his fellow Joint 
Chief Engraver, wanted to differentiate his work from that of Greene 
—would be entirely conjectural but not impossible. For that matter, 
the place of the privy mark on the reverse of the coins may have 
had a significance of a technical or administrative nature in the mint. 
We have obviously no right to assume that the significance—if any— 
is necessarily a chronological one. 

Another feature is perhaps worth examining: Bust 1 a is not nearly 
as often seen as Bust 1. But it may be significant that around the end 
of the Lis period a comparatively greater number of unites with Bust 
1 a appear than before and that quite a few of these survived the 
change of the privy mark. In fact, nearly all the unites of Group A 
bearing the Cross Calvary mark have the Bust ia design, and in many 
cases the Cross Calvary was punched over the Lis. These coins were, 
no doubt, regarded as a make-shift: the new type (Group B) was 
already in preparation, so that the existing and still serviceable dies 
with the Lis mark were altered and used up, while Greene was work-
ing on the new master punches. This was a major undertaking because 
the new sets of tools for the entire silver and gold coinage had to be 
made. That Greene dropped out as die-cutter for several months seems 
therefore quite likely. 

Greene was the more active and prominent of the two Joint En-
gravers. This is certain and fully substantiated by documentary 
evidence. It would seem plausible, therefore, that he concentrated 
mainly on cutting obverse dies and that he was responsible for Bust 1, 
whereas Gilbert made the dies with the Bust 1 a design and a com-
paratively larger number of reverse dies. That Bust 1 a is so much less 
common than Bust 1 could well reflect Greene's leading position in the 
mint. It looks, however, as if Gilbert had stepped into the breach, cut 
more obverse dies and become generally more active when Greene was 
otherwise engaged. 

Although this explanation is consistent with the numismatic evi-
dence and accounts for the sudden break in the use of the Bust 1 
variety at the very end of the Group A period, it is perhaps not neces-
sarily the only plausible answer to the problem. But it proves what 
I am trying to substantiate: that the traditional belief in the chronolo-

1 The only exception to the rule appears to be an isolated reverse die of Group Cwith 
privy mark Feathers which has the privy mark at the beginning of the legend. This is no doubt 
an odd anomaly like the placing of privy mark Anchor below the king's bust on a single 
obverse die during the Group B period and a curiosity which is, in itself, meaningless. 
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gical significance of the privy mark position on the reverse is probably 
wrong; that the abundance of unites with Bust xa at the end of the 
Group A period constitutes no evidence that this is a late bust variety; 
and that the unites with the fully garnished Shield 1 do not have to 
be given a chronological place between the two bust varieties. 

If I have listed the coins with the Shield 1 reverse first and classi-
fied them as the earliest variety, it was because I consider this to be 
their most probable and logical place. But it is admittedly not their 
only possible place: an experiment with a more elaborately garnished 
shield design on the reverse could have been made at any time during 
the Lis mark period. However, research experience has shown in the 
overwhelming majority of cases where the chronological order was in 
doubt that an experimental design such as Shield 1 is almost invari-
ably early. It forms part of the gradual processing of a design through 
various stages until it finally settles down to a firmly established type. 
Apart from that it is not really very probable that the first unites 
should have had the reverse with the standard shield garnishing 
(Shield 2), that subsequently the elaborately garnished Shield 1 should 
have been adopted, and that the reverse design should have been 
finally switched back to Shield 2. 

We have to face facts: since the privy marks had become date 
marks to all intents and purposes, there was no need for special mark-
ing of the coins beyond the requirements of the pyx trials. We cannot 
assume, therefore, that there is a key to the chronological order in 
which coins bearing the same privy mark were struck. 

Group B 
This large Group corresponds with Kenyon's Type I a and includes 

unites with the following privy marks: Cross Calvary, Blackamoor's 
Head, Castle, Anchor, Heart, and a portion of the coins with the 
Feathers mark. 

Class I (Pl. XVI , 3) shows the new bust, presumably based on a 
model made by Abraham Vanderdort. The king's crown is rather too 
small and the profile somewhat unfortunate. It is often referred to as 
the "sheep-faced" portrait. The reverse of the unites was also re-
designed and the shield garnishing becomes less elaborate (Shield 3) 
(Pl. XVII, 27). 

Class la and lb. These two varieties are so closely interlinked and 
there are so many borderline cases between Class I a and Class I& that 
a complete subdivision would only lead to confusion. The unites of 
Class I a have the basic bust design of Class I but a larger and better-
designed crown on the king's head (Crown 3a) and a vastly improved 
master punch for the profile was used (Pl. XVI , 4). The earlier coins 
with the privy marks Blackamoor's Head and Castle occur only with 
this bust which I have recorded as Bust 2a in my list and belong to 
Class I a. During the privy-mark periods of Anchor and Heart we find 
in addition to this bust model a slightly altered portrait: the King's 
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profile becomes a little longer with the crown on the king's head some-
what higher (Crown 36) and the bust truncation more prominent. This 
is Bust 2b (PI. XVI , 5) of Class lb, the "elongated portrait" as it is 
often called, and the design of the king's bust has now reached dimen-
sions which make it almost imperative to place it farther down on the 
coin so that it divides the legend. But this is not a hard-and-fast rule: 
prior to the introduction of the Anchor privy mark the bust truncation 
cut the inner circle almost invariably and was often deeply driven into 
the legend without, however, dividing it. Coins with the Anchor and 
the Heart mark have the legend usually divided, but there are quite a 
few exceptions for both bust varieties, which were—as so often during 
the reign of Charles I—used side by side: on Anchor and Heart unites 
we find several unites of the Bust 2a variety with a divided legend but 
there are also, here and there, coins having Bust 2b and an undivided 
legend. The criterion for distinguishing between varieties must there-
fore lie in the difference of the busts. A divided or undivided legend 
provides no reliable test. The subsequent priv}/ mark, Feathers, seems 
to occur with the "elongated bust" of the 2b variety only. 

So far as the reverse design is concerned, there is no change, but the 
different crown punches above the shield affect the aspect of the coins 
slightly. Crown 1 (PI. X V I I , 25, 26, 27), which we know from all the 
Group A unites, disappeared completely when privy mark Heart 
superseded the Anchor. After the Anchor mark came into force a 
double-arched crown with jewelled inner arches (Crown 2, PI. XVII, 
29, 30) occurs above the shield, and this can be found on many coins 
until the introduction of the Triangle mark in 1639. But after the privy 
mark Heart period we find Crown 2 side by side with a further crown 
variety (Crown3, PI. X V I I , 28,31,33) which is similar but has no jewels 
on the inner arches. Crown 3 remained in use until the end of the coinage 
in the name of Charles I, in 1649. 

Class Ic. Soon after the introduction of the Feathers mark a slightly 
different garnishing was placed round the shield (PI. XVI I , 28, Shield 
3a). However, the die links establish beyond doubt that Shield 3 was 
used, together with Shield 3a, until the very end of Group B. 

T H E M U L E S O F G R O U P S B / C A N D C / B 

Group B /C 

There was clearly a surplus of serviceable obverse dies of Group B 
when a different design of the king's bust and a completely new reverse 
came into use. However, muling between the old Bust 2b and the new 
reverse with an oval shield and the royal initials C - R next to it 
(Shield 4, PI. XVI I , 29) was not extensive in the unites series. I have 
recorded ten such specimens. There are bound to be a few more in 
private collections to which I have no access, but these coins are quite 
rare and occur with the Feathers mark only. 
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Kenyon listed a mule of this variety1 with a "plain, thick inner 
circle on obv." in the British Museum. None of the Group B/C mules 
in the National Collection seem to answer Kenyon's description2 but 
I have seen three such coins, all from the same obverse die, which 
tally perfectly with Kenyon's record. Only the "plain, thick" inner 
circle is a fallacy. The inner circle was unusually deeply engraved on 
the obverse die in question so that it was struck up in exceptionally 
high relief on the coin and therefore immediately wore smooth and 
flat. Under a magnifying glass the beading of the inner circle at the 
base is clearly visible. 

Group CjB 
Muling "the other way round" must have been a great exception 

and such coins are of the highest rarity. One of the three new portrait 
models of Group C (Bust 3a, Pl . XVI, 7) with a shorter bust, confined 
within the inner circle and showing more armour, is found with a 
reverse having the last shield variety (3a) of Group B. The coin comes 
from the Catford find and is in the British Museum. This is perhaps 
not unique. I have seen a specimen with a Shield 3 reverse and Irish 
Harp K which seemed to be a Group C/B mule, but the coin was so 
worn and so badly damaged with a large piece broken out of the legend 
and the bust truncation that it defied certain identification. 

Group C 
This is Kenyon's Type II. The coins were redesigned around the 

end of 1630 or the beginning of 1631 when privy mark Feathers was 
still in use. 

Class I 
We have already seen the pattern unite with privy mark Heart 

1 Gold Coins of England, p. 152. 
2 Since Kenyon has recorded a certain number of coins for the National Collection which 

are, in fact, not in the British Museum, the opinion is frequently expressed that his descrip-
tions are rather unreliable. I am not prepared to subscribe to this view. There are admit-
tedly mistakes in Kenyon's book: the almost inevitable mistakes in a book of this kind 
and scope which was written over 70 years ago and which is today hopelessly out of date. 
But I doubt if Kenyon's records are as fanciful as some of the illustrations and dates 
published in Ruding's Annals of the Coinage of Great Britain, because in quite a few cases 
(this applies by no means only to the series of Charles I) coins which are incorrectly listed 
as being in the B.M. are known to exist elsewhere. As we know, Kenyon had access to 
several important private collections including that of Sir John Evans and Mr. Montagu 
when he wrote his book. It seems to me that Kenyon mixed up his notes at one time so 
that coins which he had recorded from a private collection were erroneously listed as being 
in the B.M., and perhaps vice versa. Mr. Albert Baldwin showed me a Group B/C mule 
of a unite of Charles I from Dr. Carter's collection which had previously been in that of 
Mr. Montagu, and the coin answered Kenyon's description in every detail. This could, of 
course, be pure coincidence, but it is not an isolated case and we must, I think, cater for 
some confusion betw-een the B.M. and predominantly the Montagu collection in Kenyon's 
book. We should perhaps also remember that little or no importance was assigned to the 
provenance and the whereabouts of coins when the notes for The Gold Coins of England 
were compiled, and that Kenyon paid probably hardly any attention to ownership. But 
an error of ownership cannot be regarded as a fanciful record, a priori, because there are no 
signs of negligence in Kenyon's book. 
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(Pis. XVI , X V I I , 18,19) presumably made by Briot in preparation of 
this new issue. Exactly the same portrait, made with the same master 
punches, occurs on a number of proofs with privy mark Feathers,1 and 
they would hardly have been struck if the new portrait of the pattern 
unite had not been approved. However, this bust which I have listed 
as Bust 3 (PI. XVI , 6) is chiefly known from a few proofs and not 
many coins with this portrait can have been struck for circulation. 
The variety which I have classified as Class I and which occurs with 
privy mark Feathers only is distinctly rare, and the few coins I have 
seen are unusually well struck. So well, that it is tempting2 to specu-
late whether Briot did not try out his engines with the dies which 
were, I think, all engraved by him. For it will be remembered that 
Briot was now getting ready for his private coinage with the "Flower 
and B " privy mark. 

It is certain that at least one of the obverse dies which was used to 
strike the proofs was subsequently released for general use ;3 we find 
it with a normal reverse die of Group C, Shield 4, which occurs on one 
of the Group B/C mules in the British Museum, and the latter coin 
must unquestionably be given to the normal issue struck for general 
circulation. Why Bust 3 was discontinued so very soon after its intro-
duction is difficult to say, because the portrait is excellent. The most 
likely explanation is, perhaps, that the face punch for the king's por-
trait broke or was damaged and since there were sufficient punches of 
a very slightly different design in existence, and Briot busy setting up 
his engines and getting ready for his trial, the face punch was not 
repeated. On the obverse the king's crown (Crown 3c, PI. XVI, 6) is 
quite similar to that of the previous issue (Bust 2b with Crown 3J) 
but the crown is somewhat broader and better executed. 

Class II 
The second bust variety is undoubtedly an early one. I have listed 

it as Bust 3a (PI. XVI , 7) and this is by far the commonest portrait 
of Group C. The face punch differs from that of Bust 3 in several 
minor details and is rather larger. So is the king's crown (Crown 4) 
which has a higher dome and frequently touches and sometimes cuts 
the inner circle (PI. XVI , 8). 

The evidence for Class II rests on a single coin, which was possibly 
struck earlier than nearly all the other unites of Group C. It was not 
without considerable reluctance and without obtaining the opinion of 

1 One of these is illustrated in the Ryan catalogue, Part I, pi. xiv, item 445. 
2 Tempting but probably wrong, because Briot must have used rollers for his mill coin-

age of i63r/2, and nearly all the coins in question show slight traces of double striking; 
this excludes the roller as a minting device. It would not, perhaps, necessarily exclude an 
early seventeenth-century screw press, and both Briot in his personal capacity and the 
Tower establishment proper had such presses which were used for special purposes. But 
to suggest that they were used within the scope of the regular coinage here and there is, 
I think, beyond legitimate speculation. 

3 This is by no means unusual in these series. Several dies which were used to strike 
the proofs with the Bust 3a portrait were subsequently used to strike coins of the regular 
issue. 
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other students that I have decided to place the coin in a class of its 
own. It has a perfectly normal obverse with Bust 3a and the reverse 
is in every respect similar to the standard design for the unites of 
Group C with Shield 4 which I have already described when dealing 
with the unites of Group B/C. However, the royal initials C - R next 
to the shield are missing. The coin is certainly not a pattern: the 
execution is by no means above standard, there are weak patches and 
we find clear evidence of triple striking. Also, as will be seen on the 
illustration of this shield variety which I have classified as Shield 4a 
(Pl. XVII, 30), the flan is somewhat faulty on the reverse, particularly 
between the right side of the shield and the inner circle. Nothing short 
of a discover}/- of at least another coin from a different reverse die 
without the initials next to the shield, or, alternatively, the discovery 
of a unite struck from the same reverse die but with the initials added 
will settle the obvious problem: Is this an early Group C reverse in an 
experimental stage linking up with the reverse design of the previous 
issue of Group B which has no initials in the field ? Or is it simply an 
omission and a meaningless error on the part of the die-sinker ? Valid 
arguments could be advanced in support of both theories, but the 
explanation that the coin looks like an early experimental model of 
the Group C reverse seems the most likely one. It is true that the 
pattern with privy mark Heart which was made in preparation of the 
Group C coins (Pis. XVI , XVII , 18, 19) must have been struck earlier 
than the coin under review and this already has the C - R initials. 
However, in these series where the simultaneous issue of noteworthy 
design varieties is common practice the evidence of the pattern is far 
from being conclusive. The absence of the C - R initials next to the 
shield is so very striking that one feels this could not possibly have 
passed unnoticed if it had been an omission. 

Actually, on most Group C unites the c - R initials are rather badly 
squeezed into an inadequately small space between the shield and the 
inner circle so that an experiment with a design in which the C - R 
initials were deliberately left out would not be at all surprising. 

I am not so certain, however, that the experiment was necessarily 
made at the very beginning of that portion of the Feather mark period 
which covers the issue of Group C coins. Some of the later coins of 
Class III have considerably smaller c - R initials next to the shield and 
on many unites belonging to Class I la the smaller initials appear as 
well. This seems to point towards the probability that at any rate 
some of the die-sinkers found the large initials awkward in the very 
small space which was allowed for them, and that they subsequently 
used smaller letter punches for the royal initials, as Briot had done 
earlier when he had made his pattern unite with privy mark Heart. 
It is at this stage—probably around the end of the Feathers period— 
that the experiment with one or with a very few dies without initials 
may well have been made. The obverse die of the only known 
unite of Class II cannot be conclusively dated in the absence of a die 
link. 
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However, the evidence in support of Class II being a comparatively 
late issue during the Feathers mark period is not strong enough, in 
my opinion, to justify a change in the classification. But we have a 
perfectly possible alternative. 

Class IIa. This includes unites bearing the privy mark Feathers 
and Rose. The coins have the 3a bust which I have already described 
(PI. XVI , 7, 8) and the normal shield reverse of Group C with the 
C - R initials next to it (PI. X V I I , 29). 

Class III includes a few late unites with the Feathers mark and 
extends to the end of the privy mark Rose. It is clear that this 
Class III runs for quite some time parallel with Class I la. The bust 
(Bust 36) becomes noticeably different now (PI. XVI , 9) : it is dis-
tinctly smaller, showing a change in the king's dress, the profile is 
redesigned with a rather narrower head, and the king's crown (Crown 
5) is accordingly reduced at the base. The reverse of the Class III 
unites remains unchanged. 

What is puzzling about the entire Group C is the abundance of 
pellets and groups of pellets which we find next to the privy mark and 
in the field on the reverse of nearly all the coins. There is almost 
without exception a pellet to each side of the crown on the reverse 
(PI. X V I I , 29, 30), and frequently a further pellet on each side of 
the shield. Pellets occur also at times in the field above or below the 
C - R initials, or even both. I have recorded up to six pellets in the 
field on the reverse and it is difficult to believe that this strange form 
of privy marking should have had no significance at all. However, 
there is in these series no necessity for privy marking, nor is there any 
rhyme or reason for the haphazard manner in which the pellets were 
used. For example, privy marking, in the accepted sense of the word, 
is not only unusual but nonsensical on a pattern. And yet, Briot's 
pattern unite with privy mark Heart (Pis. XVI , X V I I , 18, 19) has the 
pellets. On the other hand, on the proofs which were struck from dies 
made with the same punches as this pattern, the group of pellets next 
to the privy mark on the obverse are omitted. To assign all the 
obverse and reverse dies with the pellets to Briot's own workmanship 
is impossible. It is not only that Briot was not in the habit of marking 
dies he made for the regular Tower coinage and that such a practice 
would probably not have been tolerated. But we find a group of 
pellets on a half-unite next to the privy mark Lis1 which was obviously 
struck prior to Briot's appointment at the Tower, and pellets occur 
on coins with other privy marks here and there. They are not exclu-
sively confined to coins of Group C but I can think of no plausible 
explanation for their use unless they served the purpose of checking 
up on the output of working teams or testing the life of dies and com-
paring the result with Briot's rollers, in which case they may have been 
marked not unlike the early Victorian gold coins which have a die 
number on the reverse. 

1 In Miss Helen Farquhar's collection. 
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Group D 

This is Kenyon's Type III and there was a very clear break between 
Groups C and D in the gold coins at the Tower: I know of no muling 
in the regular issues. 

Class I includes the varieties with privy mark Harp and the very 
early unites with privy mark Portcullis. Since I have already dealt 
with the various changes in the position of the king's bust on the 
coin, it will be sufficient to refer to the illustrations on PI. XVI , 10 
showing the Class I bust (Bust 4) with the king's Crown 6 and the new 
reverse with the differently garnished shield and the crowned c - R 
initials next to it (PI. X V I I , 31). From now onwards until the end 
of the coinage in the king's name, the inner circle which had hitherto 
been sometimes beaded and sometimes beaded with a wire-lined inner 
circle (guiding line) on either side or both sides next to it, becomes 
standardized: only the beaded inner circle is used and guiding lines 
were abandoned. 

Not many coins with the Class I portrait can have been struck dur-
ing the Portcullis mark period and the specimens I have seen are from 
altered Harp dies. 

Class II is known with privy mark Portcullis only and includes 
certainly the bulk of the unites bearing this mark. For the Portcullis 
unites of Class I and of Class IIa are distinctly rare and these varieties 
have only touched the fringes of the Portcullis period at opposite ends. 
The Class II portrait (Bust 5 with Crown 7) is illustrated on PI. XVI , 
11. The reverse of the coins remains unchanged. 

Class II a and b is known with privy marks Portcullis, Bell, Crown, 
Tun, Anchor, Triangle, Star and (P). As in the case of Class I a and h of 
Group B, it would be pointless and confusing to subdivide this class, 
although we have two different portraits which were issued side by 
side. Class IIa has Bust 6 with Crown 7 (PI. XVI , 13); it was intro-
duced at the very end of the Portcullis mark, and abandoned when 
privy mark Triangle came into use. Class II& has Bust 5a with basically 
the same crown (Crown 7) (PI. XVI , 12) and runs from privy mark 
Bell to (P), but no unites of this variety have been recorded with the 
@ mark. This Class IIb bust was derived from the Portcullis portrait 
of Class II just as the Class I l a bust was derived from the privy mark 
Harp unites of Class I. It is obvious that during the exceptionally 
long life of the Class IIb bust several master punches were made and 
that we find a number of small differences of a purely technical nature. 
Especially on the unites covering the privy mark periods Anchor, 
Triangle, Star, and (P), the face punches are often very slightly smaller 
and the king's nose less prominent, but this does not look like a 
deliberate modification of the king's portrait and can hardly be 
regarded as constituting a separate type variety. The reverse design 
was maintained during this period. 

B 6185 B b 
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Group E 
Unites having the "Aberystwyth B u s t " (as it is often called, because 

it became the standard design for the coins struck at the Aberystwyth 
mint establishment) are not known. This portrait, however, occurs on 
double crowns and crowns. 

Group F 
This forms part of Kenyon's Type III and is usually referred to as 

the "Briot Group" because the king's portrait is identical with the 
bust design which Briot used for his hammered coinage of 1638/9. 
Group F includes unites with the privy marks Anchor, Triangle, Star, 

(P), and (R). 

Class I 
Privy mark Anchor (1638/9) both sides.1 Bust similar to the corre-

sponding shilling pieces of Briot's own coinage of 1638/9 and to the 
normal Tower unites with privy mark A, Star and @ of Group F. 
Rev.: Briot's shield similar to the shield used for his mill unites of 
1631/2, variety (3) with crowned C - R next to it and diamond stops 
below. The crown above is unjewelled and has no apex cross. The 
large Harp variety for Ireland (Briot Harp 2) is used. The privy mark, 
the typical long Anchor puncheon of Briot, is placed at the beginning 
of the reverse legend. The four specimens from varying combina-
tions of two obverse and two reverse dies which have so far been 
recorded differ only in minute details, so that no subdivision is 
indicated. 

Class II occurs with Triangle, Star, and © only, and on the illustra-
tion (Pl. XVI, 15) we recognize the Briot bust (Bust 7 with Crown 8) 
which we already know from Class I. The reverse design of group D 
remains unchanged and Pl . X V I I , 31 still holds good. 

Class IIa is known with privy marks @, (P), and (R) and if history 
and political events were the sole criteria the coins of Class IIa should 
be placed in a separate group because they were struck under the 
authority of Parliament. The difference between the Class II and 
Class Ha portrait has already been described2 and the Class II« unite 
with the 7a bust (Crown 8 remains unchanged) is illustrated on 
Pl . XVI , 16. There is no change in the reverse design (Pl. XVII, 31). 

The meaning of the strange privy marks (P) and (R) is not certain. 
There are several possible and plausible explanations, but failing the 
discovery of contemporary references to them it is perhaps best not 
to express an opinion. The privy mark (P) is almost universally ex-
plained as meaning (P)arliament and (R) is frequently and quite 
erroneously regarded as standing for (R)ump Parliament. The ex-
planation for (P) is quite probable and satisfactory, but (R) could not 

1 P l . X V I , 14 (obv.) and P l . X V I I , 32 (rev.). 
2 Supra, p. 353. 



The Tower Gold of Charles I 373 
possibly have stood for the Rump: Pride's Purge took place on 
6 December 1648, and privy mark (R) was superseded by Eye on 
12 May 1645. 

Group G 
This forms part of Kenyon's Type III and could be described as the 

"Simon and Wade group ", for all the unites of this group were struck 
after the death of the Chief Engraver Edward Greene at the end of 
1644, and Thomas Simon and Edward Wade were now jointly hold-
ing the office of Chief Engravers. I have subdivided Group G into two 
classes solely on account of the shield variety which we find in this 
group. 

Class I occurs with privy mark Eye only. The new portrait (Bust 8 
with Crown 8) is illustrated on Pl . XVI , 17. The reverse of Class I 
has still the old shield 5 (Pl. XVII, 31). 

Class II is known with privy marks Sun and Sceptre. On the ob-
verse of the unites, Bust 8 with Crown 8 is maintained but the coins 
with the sceptre mark have a very slightly different profile, owing to 
the fact that the face punch was touched up. This is clearly not a 
deliberate change. The new reverse of the coins with shield 5a, show-
ing a smaller, rounder shield and different garnishing, is illustrated on 
Pl. XVII, 33. 

A statistical chart on which the various groups and classes with the 
principal obverse and reverse varieties are entered against the privy 
marks is added to the general list. 

My classification which groups the main bust and shield varieties 
obviously does not strictly follow the chronological order. How-
ever, as the P y x trials have given us a completely reliable key for the 
dating of the coins, the chronological sequence of issues presents 
problems in only a very few cases which have been dealt with. To 
let the portrait varieties and the differences in the shield design pro-
vide the criterion for classification is the only way to clear up the 
chaotic pattern of the unites in a more or less coherent manner. 

Briot's Mill Coinage, 30 November 1631-30 November 1632 
26 lb. 11 oz. of Crown gold were issued to Briot for his personal 

coinage. 
I have subdivided the unites into three varieties: 
Variety 1. Obv. Privy mark (I) Anemone-fB: Rev. Initial B (i).1 

I have placed this first on account of the puncheons used on the 
reverse of these coins which tally with Briot's dated patterns of 1628 
and 1630. The reverse crown is obviously of an early design which 
can be found on Briot's patterns prior to his mill coinage of 1631/2. 
The small Irish harp also links up with earlier patterns by Briot. 

The difference between privy mark Anemone-f-B and D a i s y + B 
has not been previously commented upon in existing literature, and 

1 PL. XVII , 22 (obv.) and PL, X V I I , 34 (rev.); showing obv. anemone I : rev. B, i . 
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so I have made drawings of the varieties of the Briot privy mark 
" F l o w e r " and the position of his initial B next to it. The position 
of Briot's B on the reverse is indicated and the varieties which we 

Obverse privy 
mark Anemone 

1 

Obverse privy 
mark Daisy 

1 11 m 

# 
IV 

Position o f 
Briot's initial 

on the reverses 

1 
• c 

2 

• f 
3 

° ° 0 0 

5 

find in the design of the Irish harp have also been drawn. The 
numbering of these varieties corresponds with the numbering used 
in my general list of Briot's mill unites. 

Variety 2. Obv. Privy mark D a i s y + B (I and II): Rev. Initial B 
(2,3, and 4).1 

The obverse remains virtually unchanged except for the privy mark 
which becomes a Daisy from now onwards, and one of the obverse 
dies reads HiBER instead of HiB. On the reverse we find several 
new features: the first die2 still maintains the early, small Irish harp 
of Variety 1, and the apex cross above the crown is not yet broken 

lion of Scotland which had hitherto been placed in a double frame 
fleurdelise on the inside is now found in a plain, thick frame w i t h o u t 

fleurs-de-lis in the field. The second reverse die1—and all s u b s e q u e n t 
reverses—have the later and substantially larger Irish harp, the 

1 P L X V I I , 23 (obv. D a i s y + B , II) and P l . X V I I , 35 (rev. initial B 3). 
2 Known from the Shand sale, 1949, lot 125. 
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jewelling of the inner arches of the reverse crown is becoming less 
elaborate and the apex cross on top is missing. Briot's initial B 
forms practically part of the jewelling of the reverse crown. The third 
reverse die is almost identical with the second and was made with the 
same irons; only the position of Briot's initial B changes from the left 
to the right of the reverse crown.1 

Variety 3. Obv. Privy mark D a i s y + B (III and IV): Rev. Initial 
B (5)-2 

Two obverse varieties from very similar dies are known; only the 
B initials are differently placed below the Daisy and the legends read 
HlB or HlBER. I know of only one reverse die: the large Irish 
harp is maintained and the apex cross on top of the crown missing, as 
before. The arches of the reverse are unjewelled. The diamond stops 
below the C - R initials appear again and so does the double frame in the 
arms of Scotland. However, this is now rectangular instead of square, 
a different and rather smaller Lion punch appears, and there are no 
fleurs-de-lis in the field. 

The references used in the General Lists all through the various parts 
of my paper are the following: 
AHB 
Ash. 
B N P 
B R B 
Cun. 
ECC 

Fitz. 
FW 
Glen. 

H L F 

HSF 
Hunt. 

A. H. Baldwin & Son, Ltd. 
Ashmolean Museum. 
Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris. 
Bibliotheque Royale, Brussels. 
Cunningham sale, 1951. 
The late Dr. Ernest C. Carter's 

collection. 
Fitzwilliam Museum. 
Frederick Willis, Esq. 
The Rooms of Glendining & Co. 

Ltd. 
The late Miss Helen L. Far-

quhar's collection. 
The author's collection. 
Hunterian Museum. 

JCSR 
JS 
LR 

Mont. 
Mur. 
OECT 
PC-B 

Ray. 
RCL 

Sp. 
Sy. 

VJER Ryan sale, 1950. 

Dr. J. C. S. Rashleigh's sale, 1953. 
Jacques Schulman, Amsterdam. 
(Lockett record) Recorded from 

notes made by the late Mr. 
R. C. Lockett. 

Montagu sale. 
Murdoch sale. 
0. E. C. Theobald, Esq. 
The late Major P. W. Carlyon-

Britton's collection. 
Raynes sale, 1950. 
The late Mr. R. C. Lockett's 

collection. 
Spink & Son, Ltd. 
B. A. Seaby, Ltd. 

No special reference is given in respect of coins represented in the 
National Collection in the British Museum, which are recorded with 
a + . Varieties which do not occur in the National Collection have a 
reference in the remarks column or initials listed above. In this case 
I have confined myself to one convenient reference outside the British 
Museum, and the absence of others is not necessarily an indication of 
great rarity. 

L I S T O F I L L U S T R A T I O N S O N P L A T E S X V I - X V I I 
1. (Sp.) Obverse of Group A with Bust I. P r i v y mark Lis. Occurs: Class I and Class II . 
2. (BM) Obverse of Group A with Bust la. Pr ivy mark Lis. Occurs: Class la and Class I la. 
3. (ECC) Obverse of Group B with Bust 2. Pr ivy mark Cross Calvary. Occurs: Class I. 

1 This variety is illustrated in the catalogue of the Drabble sale, 1939, lot no. 184. 
2 PI. X V I I , 24 (obv. variant 2) and PI . X V I I , 36 (rev. variant 2) with Daisy I V on the 

obverse and B initial 5 on the reverse. 



3 7 6 The Tower Gold of Charles I 376 
4. (ECC) Obverse of Group B with Bust 2a. Privy mark Castle. This is Class la of 

Class la/lb. 
5. (BM) Obverse of Group B with Bust 2b. Privy mark Anchor (below the bust). This is 

Class lb of Class la/lb. 
6. (HSF) Obverse of Group C with Bust 3. Privy mark Feathers. Occurs: Class I. 
7. (BM) Obverse of Group C with Bust 3a. Privy mark Feathers. Occurs: Class II and 

Class Ila. 
8. (Sp.) — ditto — Class I la , Privy mark Feathers, legend var. 2, showing group of 

5 pellets before privy mark and king's crown pierces inner circle. 
9. (ECC) Obverse of Group C with Bust 3b. Privy mark Rose. Occurs: Class III. 

10. (Fitz.) Obverse of Group D with Bust 4. Privy mark Harp. Occurs: Class I. King's 
crown pierces inner circle and interrupts legend. 

11. (Fitz.) Obverse of Group D with Bust 5. Privy mark Portcullis. Occurs: Class II. 
12. (HLF) Obverse of Group D with Bust 5a. Privy mark Bell (large). This is Class II« 

of Class IIa/II6. 
13. (Fitz.) Obverse of Group D with Bust 6. Privy mark Crown. This is Class 116 of 

Class lla/llb. The coin has an unusual group of four pellets before a very small privy 
mark Crown. 

14. (Sp.) Obverse of Group F with Bust 7. Privy mark Prostrate Anchor. From Briot's 
personal die. Occurs: Class I. 

15. (Sp.) Obverse of Group F with Bust 7. Privy mark Triangle-in-Circle. Normal Tower 
die. Occurs: Class II. 

16. (Glen.) Obverse of Group F with Bust 7a. Privy mark Triangle-in-Circle. Occurs: 
Class Ila. 

17. (RCL) Obverse of Group G with Bust 8. Privy mark Sun. Occurs: Class I and 
Class II. 

184-19. (BM) Obverse and reverse of what is probably Briot's pattern with privy mark 
Heart (prostrate on obverse) in preparation of the Group C Unites. 

204-21. (AHB) Obverse and reverse of what is probably Briot's pattern with privy mark 
Feathers in preparation of the obverse of the Group D unites. The reverse is Group C. 

22. (Ash.) Obverse of Briot's mill unite with privy mark Anemone and initial B. Variety 1. 
23. (HLF) Obverse of Briot's mill unite with privy mark Daisy and initial B. Variety 2 

(2), with D a i s y - f B , II on obv.). 
24. (Ash.) Obverse of Briot's mill unite with privy mark Daisy and initial B. Variety 3 (2). 
25. (BM) Reverse of Group A with Shield 1, Crown 1, Harp A. Privy mark Lis. Occurs: 

Class I and Class I a. 
26. (Fitz.) Reverse of Group A with Shield 2, Crown 1, Harp A. Privy mark Lis. Occurs: 

Class II and Class IIa. 
27. (ECC) Reverse of Group B with Shield 3, Crown 1, Harp A. Privy mark Castle. Occurs: 

Class I and Class la lib. 
28. (ECC) Reverse of Group B with Shield 3a, Crown 3, Harp H. Privy mark Feathers. 

Occurs: Class Ic. 
29. (BM) Reverse of Group C with Shield 4, Crown 2, Harp K . Privy mark Feathers. 

Pellets in the field. Occurs: Class I, Class IIa, Class III . 
30. (HSF) Reverse of Group C with Shield 4a, Crown 2, Harp K . Privy mark Feathers. 

Pellets but no initials in the field. Occurs: Class II. 
31. (Fitz.) Reverse of Group D with Shield 5, Crown 3, Harp M. Privy mark Harp. 

Occurs: all classes of Group D. All classes of Group F, except Class I. Also used for 
unites of Group G, Class I. 

32. (HLF) Reverse of Group F, Class I. From Briot's personal tools with Briot's Crown 3 
and Harp 2, similar to the punches used for his mill coinage. Privy mark Prostrate 
Anchor. 

33. (RCL) Reverse of Group G with Shield 5a, Crown 3, Harp S. Privy mark Sun. Occurs: 
Class II. 

34. (Ash.) Reverse of Briot's mill unite with Briot's Crown 1, Harp 1. Variety 1. 
35. (HLF) Reverse of Briot's mill unite with Briot's Crown 1, Harp 2. Variety 2 (2). 
36. (Ash.) Reverse of Briot's mill unite with Briot's Crown 2, Harp 2. Variety 3. 
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Principal Obverse and Reverse Varieties Classified by Groups 

Busts: 
Lis 
Cross Calvary 
Blackamoor's Head 
Castle 
Anchor 
Heart 
Feathers 
Rose 
Harp 
Portcullis 
Bell 
Crown 
Tun 
Anchor 
Triangle 
Star 
Triangle-in-Circle 
(P) 
(R) 
Eye 
Sun 
Sceptre 

I 1 a 2 2 a 
A A 
A A B 

B B 
B 
B 
B 

2b 

B 
B 

B, C 

3« 36 4 

B, C 
C 

C 
C 

D 
D 

5« 7 a 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

I) 

F, BRIOT 
F 
F 
F F 

F 
F 

Shield: I 
A 

3 a 4 a 

G 
G 
G 

A 
A B 

B 
B 
B 
B 

B, C ? B B, C 
C 

5 a 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D , F 
D, F 

F 
D , F 

F 
G 

G 
G 

H 
o 

<Tl © 

» 
C/5 

Co 
V j 
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The Principal Combinations of Obverse and Reverse Varieties (Busts and Shields) 

Co 
•<r 
oo 

O. R. 0. R. o . R. o . R. 

Lis 
Cross Calvary 
Blackamoor's Head 
Castle . 
Anchor 
Heart . 
Feathers 
Rose . 
Harp . 
Portcullis 
Bell . 
Crown . 
Tun . 
Anchor 
Triangle 
Star . 
Triangle-in-Cii 

(P) 
(R) . 
Eye . 
Sun 
Sceptre 

O. R. 
2 3 

Croup A 

Circle 

O. R. 
2a 3 

O. R. 
2 b 3 

O. R. 
2b 3 a 

O. R. 
2 b 4 

O. R. O. R. 0 
3« 3 3« 3« 3 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Group B 
x ? x 

Mules: 
Groups B/C 
Groups C/B 

R. O. R. O. R. 
4 3" 4" 3" 4 

Li roup C 

H o 
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o *—. 

O 
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on 

Group G 
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T H E T O W E R U N I T E S 
G R O U P A 

C o 
CO 
o 

Lis 

Lis 

Lis 

Cross Calvary 

Lis 

Cross Calvary 

(RCL) (RCL) 

+ S 

RCL 

Class I 
(Obv. P I . X V I , 1 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 2 5 ) 

M A G BR FR ET HI 

Class la 
(Obv. P I . X V I , 2 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 2 5 ) 

1. M A G BR1 FR ET HI 
2 . BR 

Class II 
(Obv. P I . X V I , I : R e v . P I . X V I I , 26) 

M A G BRIT FRA ET HIB 
HB (JCSR) 

BRI 

BR 

F R A N 
F R A 
FR 

HI (Fitz.) 
HIB 

HI 
HIB 
HI 

M A G BR FR ET HIB (RCL) 

Class Ila 
(Obv. P I . X V I , 2 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 26) 

1 . M A G BRI FR ET HI (AHB) 
2. BR 

I. M A G BR FR ET HI 

(RCL) (RCL) 

R 

RCL 

S-i: 
i * 
I I 
•o 

A 
B (RCL) 

A, B 

E (RCL) ? 

A 
B (ECC) 

A, B 

King's crown sometimes larger and 
broader—from a rather crude and 
defective punch. There are technical 
differences in the execution of Harp 
punch A. 

Hilton-Price no. 198 is alleged to have 
read REGNI but this is perhaps a 
printing error. Variety (2) cf. Rash-
leigh sale, 1953, no. 49. 

Privy mark Cross Calvary struck over 
privy mark Lis on rev. Possibly a 
variety of Harp E with fleur-de-lis 
at back, similar to Harp b of double 
crowns. 

Occurs with rev. legend reading 
REGINA instead of REGNA (AHB). 

Privy marks on both sides often struck 
over privy mark Lis. This produces 
not unfrequently a shape of privy 
mark which strongly resembles a 
Blackamoor's head. Occurs with 
rather smaller rev. Crown 1 (ECC). 
A much smaller punch for the privy 
mark Cross Calvary is known 
(HLF). 
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G R O U P B 

Cross Calvary 

Blackamoor's Head 

Blackamoor's Head 

Castle . 

Anchor 2{t, zlr 3b 

Sp. 

| 
S-S 

•3 1 

Class I 
(Obv. PI. X V I , 3: Rev. PI. XVII , 27) 
1 . M A G BRIT FRA ET HI 
2. BRI HIB (AHB) 
3- HI 
4. BR 
5- FR (ECC) 
6. BR/FR (Sp.) 

M A G BRIT FRA ET HI 

Class la I lb 
(Obv. (2a) P l . X V I , 4: Obv. (26) PI. 

X V I , S: Rev. PI. XVII , 27) 
1 . M A G BRI FR ET HIB 
2. HI 
1. BR HIB 
4- HI 

1 . M A G BRI FR ET HI 
2. BR FRA (Mont.) 
3- FR HIB 
4. HI 

I . M A G BRI FR ET HIB (Sp.) 
2. BR 
3- BR/FR 
4- M A G / B R FR HI 
5. M A G BR FR H (AHB) 
6. B/FRA HI (RCL) 
7. B R / F R A HIB (RCL) 
8. M A B R / F R A HI 
9- BR FR (MUR) 

£ 

.11 
ft. •lif 

a;"" 
•s s 
K| 

A, D 
E (RCL) 

A, D, F 
C (Sp.) 

King's crown sometimes pierces 
inner circle. Occurs reading 
FLRENT (AHB). 

King's crown sometimes pierces ^ ^ 
inner circle. O 

King's crown sometimes pierces 
inner circle. The bust is often ^ ^ 
deeply driven into the legend 
and obliterates some of the 
letters almost completely, but 
the legend is not actually 
divided. 

King's crown sometimes pierces Ŝ*4 

inner circle. Bust often driven 
deeply into legend (as for ^ 
Blackamoor's Head). Occurs 
with privy mark struck over ^ 
Blackamoor's Head on obv. 
(PC-B) and on rev. (Mont. ^ 
227). Obverse also known from 
a shilling die with legend 4 
(FW). Occurs with larger and 
smaller privy mark Castle from 
puncheons of different design. 
For variety (2) cf. Montagu 
sale, no. 228. 

Occurs with a somewhat larger 
variety of R. Crown 2 (FW). 
Known with privy mark struck 
over privy mark Castle on both 
sides (Sy.). The shape of the 
Anchor privy mark differs: + 
a n d , * , . ' OJ 
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Harp . 

Portcullis 

Portcullis 

Portcullis 

Bell . 

Crown 

G R O U P S D - F - G 

§ 
2 

u H
ar

p Privy mark always at end of legend. The inner circle is always beaded. There are 
no pellets in the field 

2, 3 I, L, M 
F (RCL) 

King's crown usually pierces inner circle and reaches frequently almost to the edge 
of the coin, sometimes displacing and interrupting the legend. Coins with legends 
i and 3 have a continuous legend and the bust is either completely confined within 
the inner circle or the king's crown just cuts the inner circle. There are minor tech-
nical differences in the execution of Bust 4 and Crown 6 for the coins with legend 3. 
Legend 2 is extant as a proof (BM). Cf. Ryan sale no. 451. For legend (4) cf. Ryan 
sale no. 450. Known with v before Harp on rev. (Sp.). Privy mark Harp has pre-
dominantly "Harp with Griffin's Head" but occurs also with "Harp with scroll" 
on either side or both sides. A coin reads possibly: MAG BRI FRA ET HI (AHB). 

3 F King's crown pierces inner circle but does not interrupt the legend. Privy mark 
struck over (partly removed) Harp on rev. and next to partly removed Harp on obv. 

3 
2 (ECC) 

F, L, 0* 
K (LR) 

Legend 1 is a rather doubtful Lockett record of a Clarke-Thornhill coin and perhaps 
a clerical mistake. No such coin is in BM or has been recorded elsewhere. 

Occurs with privy mark struck over Harp on rev. (PC-B). 

2 
(RCL) 

N (RCL) 

3 G 
O1, 02 (RCL) 

Size of privy mark Bell varies considerably. Privy mark frequently struck over 
Portcullis on either side or both sides. Legend 2 occurs reading FLORRENT [sic] 
on rev. (AHB). Shape of punch for Scottish arms changes from now onwards and 
becomes more triangular. 

2, 3 G 
N (AHB) 

Size and shape of privy mark Crown varies considerably. Occurs with privy mark 
struck over Bell on rev. Known with group of 4 pellets v before and one pellet 
after privy mark on obv. (Fitz.). 

2, 3 G Size of punch for privy mark Tun varies. Occurs with privy mark struck over 
crown on rev. (Sp.). Occurs with privy mark struck over crown on obv. Legend 3 
(Raynes sale no. 242) is stated to have "reverse legend blundered". 

6 
(RCL) 

5", 6 

5<*, 6 

7 
(RCL) 

Sp. 

RCL 

RCL 

The inner circle is always beaded 

GROUP D 
Class I 

(Obv. P I . X V I , 1 0 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 3 1 ) 

1. M A G BRIT F R A ET HIB 
2. HI (VJER) 
3. BR1 HIB (RCL) 
4. FR (VJER) 
5- BR 

M A G BRIT F R A ET HIB 

Class II 
(Obv. P I . X V I , 1 1 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 31) 

I . M A G BR F R A ET HIB (?) LR 
FR 

MA 
HI 
HIB 

Class Ila+IIb 
(Obv. ( I l a ) P I . X V I , 1 3 : Obv. (116) P I . 

X V I , 1 2 : R e v . P I . X V I I , 3 1 ) 

M A BR FR ET HI (RCL) 

1. M A G BR FR ET HIB 
2. HI 
3. M A HIB 
4. HI 

1. M A G BRI FR ET HI (RCL) 
2. BR HIB 
3. H I 
4. M A BRI H I B 
5. BR H I (F i t z . ) 
I . M A BR FR ET H I B (ECC) 
a. H I 
3- H ( R a y . ) 

5 
(RCL) 

3 

H o 

CTJ 
o 

O 
a 

a 
CO 



+3 
A 
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Triangle 

(P) 

• 

Triangle 
Star . 
® • 

® • 

(R) . 

Eye . 

Sun 

Sceptre 

5<*. 6 

5«J 
5® 

(Glen.) (Glen.) 
Glen. 

x 

M A B R FR ET HIB ( R a y . ) 
HI 

3 
4 
5 
6 

7. 
M A BR FR ET HI 

(AHB) 

(ECC) t 
M A G BRIT F R A N ET HIB 

M A G BRI FRA ET HIB 

GROUP E 
(Not known for unites) 

GROUP F 
(The Briot Group) 

Class I 
(Obv. P l . X V I , 1 4 : R e v . P l . X V I I , 32) 
M A G BRIT FR ET HIB 

Class II 
( O b v . P l . X V I , 1 5 : R e v . P l . X V I I , 3 1 ) 
M A G BRI F R A ET HIB 

1. M A G BRIT F R A ET HIB 
2. BRI 

M A G BRI F R A ET HIB 

Class Ila 
("Mock Briot" Bust) 

(Obv. P l . X V I , 1 6 : R e v . P l . X V I I , 3 1 ) 
MAG BRI FRA ET HIB (Glen.) 

M A G BRI FRA ET HIB 

M A G BRI F R A ET HIB 

GROUP G 
(Simon-f-Wade Group) 

Class I 
(Obv. P l . X V I , 1 7 : R e v . P l . X V I I , 3 1 ) 
M A G BRI FRA ET HIB 

Class II 
(Obv. P l . X V I , 1 7 : R e v . P l . X V I I , 33) 
M A G BRI F R A ET HIB 

M A G BRI F R A ET HIB 



2. 3 G, P For legend I cf. Raynes sale no. 243. Kenyon records (p. 153) a specimen in the 
Thorburn collection reading: MA B FR ET HI followed by a group of 4 pellets. 
From now onwards Bust 5a occurs, on and off from a very slightly different master 
punch: the face is somewhat smaller and the top of the nose less prominent. 

3 (RCL) 
P 

G (RCL) 
Occurs with privy mark struck over 4 A on obv. Also on rev. (Sp.), also on both 

sides (LR). " 
3 G Known with privy mark struck over Triangle on obv. (Sp.). 
3 F, G 

Q (Sy.) 

From Briot's personal dies. Rev. Briot's own design. 

3 P Known with privy mark struck over Anchor on rev. 

3 G Known with privy mark struck over Triangle on obv. (Sy.). Occurs reading 
REGN on rev. (Montagu sale no. 243). 

3 G One specimen has possibly privy mark struck over Star on rev. (BM). Occurs read-
ing FLORRENT (Murdoch sale no. 35). 

(Glen.) 
G (Glen.) Glendining's Rooms, sale 22 Sept. 1953. 

3 G? (RCL) P Privy mark on obv. Struck over (A). Probably a somewhat smaller variety of Harp 
G in RCL. 

3 G 

3 S 
G (Sy.) 

Privy mark occurs struck over (R) on rev. A somewhat smaller punch for the 
Scottish Arms and for Harp G occurs on this (Sy.). 

3 S, R Harp punch R is very small and was perhaps borrowed from a set of tools of another 
denomination (double crown or sixpence). Privy mark occurs struck over Eye on 
either side or both sides. 

3 S Bust punch slightly retouched. 

Ob 

Oo 



i i m x ' m&m 

Vi z?? :̂ v ' 

^ S I F 

OXFORD GOLD OF CHARLES I - UNITES 

P L A T E XXXIII 





^ f v 'i . > . -„ 

tiSBBffe 

I' rvii i -

V A J ^ H ' ^ V A 14 r m m z m p 

VllUn. 

. UNITES AND HALF-UNITES . P L A T E X X X I V 

4 
OXFORD GOLD OF CHARLES 1 




	THE TOWER GOLD OF CHARLES I

