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BY the early nineteenth century the British Museum had acquired a surpris-
ingly high proportion of coins of Cnut's first (Quatrefoil) type from Chester, 
Gloucester, Oxford, and other mints in the region which those three places 
marked out. Thanks to the wise procedure of preserving old coin-tickets, the 
pedigrees of many of them can be taken back to the collections of Tyssen 
(therefore, before 1802), Hodsoll (1794), and Southgate (1795).1 On the other 
hand, there is evidence to show that in 1777 coins of Cnut's first type were 
rare in this country.2 It is clear that between that date and the end of the cen-
tury there was an access of a large number of them into the cabinets of collec-
tors; in other words, it is almost certain that within the twenty years which 
followed 1777 a major hoard, or possibly more than one hoard, of this type 
was found, probably in the west midlands. To these two points of reference 
may be added the recently discovered fact that Anglo-Saxon coins from 
Scandinavian hoards did not begin to find their way to this country in any 
quantity for another forty years.3 

The coins of Cnut in various cabinets and publications mentioned by Gough 
in his work on the Caldale (Orkney) hoard amount to 223.4 This total and 
that of Quatrefoil coins from English sources are however very different. To 
begin with, the 70 coins from Keder and 30 from Lauerentzen5 may be ex-
cluded, since their provenance was presumably Scandinavian. Out of 21 coins 
in Fountaine's plates,6 9 are of the Pointed Helmet type, 8 are Short Cross 
coins, and two are Arm and Sceptre issues which should be attributed to 
Harthacnut, leaving only two Quatrefoil coins. Of the 15 in the British 
Museum (from the Sloane, Cotton, and Maynard cabinets) only two are 
Quatrefoil pieces. Of White's six or seven coins of Cnut, Gough's illustrations 
show that three were of the early type. The one coin mentioned from Pem-
broke's plates7 is a Pointed Helmet issue. Thus, 137 out of the 223 coins have 
very quickly been eliminated. 

1 R. H. M. Dolley and J. S. Strudwick, 'The Provenances of the Anglo-Saxon Coins recorded in 
the two volumes of the British Museum Catalogue', B.N.J. 1956, pp. 26 ff. 

2 R. Gough, A Catalogue of the Coins of Canute King of Denmark and England; with Specimens, 
1777. 

3 R. H. M. Dolley, 'Det forsta myntet fran en Gotlandsk skatt som nadde en Engelsk samling', 
Nordisk Numismatisk Arsskrift, 1958, 83 if. 

4 Gough, op. cit. The figure 223 is from Gough's summary of the totals at the beginning of his 
work. We suspect that it is not more than approximately accurate. 

5 N. Keder, Catalogus Nummorum . . . in Museo Graingeriano Holmiae . . . , Lund, 1728; 
J. Lauerentzen (ed.), O. Jacobasus, Museum Regium, seu Catalogus, 1710; the Danish collection 
included a few early Anglo-Saxon coins of English provenance, but it may be presumed that the 
later ones were Scandinavian. 

6 A. Fountaine, Numismata Anglo-Saxonica et Anglo-Danica breviter illustrata, Oxford, 1705. 
7 Numismata antiqua in tres partes divisa. Collegit olim . . . Thomas Pembrochiae et Montis 

Gomerici Comes, 1746. 
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The largest remaining group, thirty-eight coins, is that which came from 
the Duke of Devonshire's cabinet. At first sight it seemed impossible to us to 
get any exact evidence about them, since in the Devonshire sale the three lots 
of coins of Cnut were summarily described and were bought by dealers and 
presumably dispersed ;x it has proved possible, however, by a study of Gough's 
legends in light of the very complete selection of coins in Hildebrand and 
B.M.C. to state with considerable confidence the types, mints, and moneyers 
of most of them. The list printed as Fig. 1, for which we are indebted to the 
help of Mrs. J. S. Martin, shows six Quatrefoil coins, and we think that eight 
is the maximum, allowing for errors in our interpretation, which there were 
in the Devonshire group. 

C N U T (1016-35) 
Quatrefoil type (B.M.C. viii = Brooke 

2 = Hild. E. 1017-23) 
Isegod 
Oswi 
Leofric 
Brihtfrth 
Sffiman 

1. Exeter 
2. Ilchester 
3. Ipswich 
4. London 
5. Salisbury 
6. 

Pointed Helmet type (B.M.C. 
xiv = Brooke 3 = Hild. G. 1023-9) 

7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

Bath 
Canterbury 
Colchester 
Langport 
Lincoln 
London 
York 

^Slfvvine 
Leofnoth 
Wlfwine 
Edric 
Aslac 
Elewig 
Crinan 

16. Derby Swertinc 
17. Exeter Thegn wine 
18. Hertford Deorsige 
19. Lincoln Mathan 
20. ,, Oslac 
21. London A l f r e d 
22. s> Brungar 
23. >3 Swan 
24. Northampton ^Elfwine 
25. Southwark ^Egelwine 
26. Thetford Alfwald 
27. >) Brunstan 
28. Winchester Spileman 
29. York Crucan 

Pointed Helmet or Short Cross Type 
14. London Wulfwine 

Short Cross type (B.M.C. 
xvi = Brooke 4 = Hild. H. 1029-35) 

15. Cambridge Edwine 

H A R T H A C N U T (1040-2) 
Arm and Sceptre type (B.M.C. Cnut 
xvii = Brooke Cnut 5 = Hild. Cnut I, 

1040-2) 
30. Norwich Rinulf 
31. Thetford Edric 
32. Winchester Godman 

U n c e r t a i n 

33-35. (3 coins, including one fragment and 
one blundered.) 

Fig. 1. Coins of Cnut in the Duke of Devonshire's collection in 1779, according to Gough, with 
types, mints, and legends reinterpreted in the light of B.M.C. and Hildebrand. The Charles Combe 
memo-book refers, it would seem, to Nos. 3, 9, 15, 17, 18, 24, 25, and 30, and in addition includes 
one Quatrefoil coin of Bath and one of Bristol, a Short Cross coin of Hereford, and an Arm and 
Sceptre issue of Ipswich. 

The only other considerable group of coins is that from the Hunter collec-
tion. Gough's list of them, concerned as it is mainly with readings, can be 
supplemented from the better evidence provided by the Combe manuscripts. 
Whereas Gough gives thirty-two (not twenty-eight, as he states in the summary 
of totals at the beginning of his monograph) coins of Cnut, the Taylor Combe 
manuscript lists fifty-seven. In an earlier manuscript, which has only recently 

1 Coins of Cnut of 'Ipswich, London, Exeter, Bristol, Lincoln; some fine' were sold for 
moderate prices. Lot 333 (11 coins) went to Cureton for £1. 15.?., lot 334 (11 coins) to Curt for 
£1. 13j., and lot 335 (12 coins) to Cureton again for £1. 9s. 
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been studied, and which seems to be a memo book kept by Charles Combe 
when buying for Hunter c. 1780, sixty coins in the Hunter cabinet are attri-
buted to Cnut. Twenty of them are of the Quatrefoil type, as compared with 
sixteen in the Taylor Combe manuscript. The two lists agree fairly well, so 
that one can draw up a table of the Quatrefoil coins which were in Hunter's 
possession towards the end of his life.1 They include a Bristol coin of the 
Diadem variety, two pieces from Chester, one from Oxford, and one from 
Shrewsbury. Thus, although the western group of mints is quite well repre-
sented, there is no clear evidence to associate the group with a postulated 
west midlands hoard. The coins are tabulated in Fig. 2. 

1. Bristol iEgelwine c t 12. Salisbury Saeman c t 
2. Cambridge Cnight g c t 13. Shrewsbury ? c 
3. Canterbury Leofnoth c t 14. Stamford Brunstan g c t 
4. Chester Leofa c t 15. ? c 
5. H ? c 16. Thetford Ealdred t 
6. Huntingdon Eadnoth g c t 17. Wallingford Coleman c t 
7. London Godwine g C t 18. Warwick ? c 
8. „ Wulfred c t 19. Winchester Ordbriht c t 
9. » Wulfwine c t 20. York Colgrim g C t 

10. Oxford Coleman c t 21. (Blundered) c 

11. Rochester Godwine g C t 

Fig. 2. Quatrefoil coins in the Hunter cabinet according to Charles Combe (c), Taylor Combe (/), 
and Gough (g) 

Of the five coins which Gough reported in the Bodleian Library, Mr. 
Thompson kindly informs us, the one with the legend read as G O T E I L O N 

Wi D cannot now be found in the trays of the Heberden Coin Room, and only 
one of the others is of the Quatrefoil type (Taunton, Edric). All four, however, 
have a pedigree going back at least to 1750, when they were published by 
Wise,2 as has a sixth coin, which is in Wise but not in Gough (Short Cross 
type, York, Hildulf), and the whole group seems, from the appearance of the 
coins, to be from the same source. Since three out of the six were from Lyd-
ford, Taunton, and Watchet3 it is tempting to suppose that the parcel was 
from the Constantine hoard.4 The only other item from Gough's totals which 
will be mentioned is that Hodsoll had three coins of Cnut: five further pieces 
in the hands of Bartlett, Southgate, and Tutet complete the list of 1777. 

Although the unusually high proportion of coins of western mints was the 
fact which first drew attention to the possibility of a hoard,5 there seems to 
be no way of telling the extent to which it was composed of local issues, since 
all the coins from it cannot now be listed. We have as yet little knowledge of 

1 Miss Robertson has kindly informed us that it is not possible, unfortunately, to establish 
which individual coins were bought by Hunter in any particular parcel. 

2 F. Wise, Catalogus nummorum, Oxford, 1750. 
3 Thecoinof G O T E I L , wesuggest, should be read as G O T C I L O N P E C D , or something simi-

lar. The name of the moneyer Godcild is, we believe, found only at Watchet. The other three coins 
are, Helmet Type, York, Sunolf; Jewel Cross type, Lydford, Elfric; Arm and Sceptre type, Warwick, 
Leowic. The conclusion will not have escaped the reader, that if all the coins are from the suggested 
source, the time-range of the Constantine hoard must have been quite large. Taylor Combe lists 
the moneyer 'Goteil', doubtless from the same specimen, as of the Quatrefoil type. 

1 Magna Britannia vol. i, p. 310. Mrs. Martin hopes to publish a note on the hoard. 
6 One of the authors previously wrote, 'An earlier West Country hoard (of Cnut) may also be 

postulated, the source doubtless of the unique Cadbury penny of /Elfelm and his Bruton penny 
from the same obverse die.' Dolley and Strudwick, op. cit. 
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the changing geographical patterns of monetary affairs in tenth and eleventh-
century England,1 and we do not know how far, if at all, there was a region of 
closed monetary circulation in, for example, the west midlands. The hoards 
which are close enough in date of deposit to the Quatrefoil issue to offer good 
circumstantial evidence are few. The Barrowby parcel contained twelve, out 
of fourteen, coins of the near-by Stamford mint, but only a fraction of the find 
was recovered. From the north of England, the Halton Moor hoard was made 
up of coins of the York mint to the extent of over 90 per cent. In the St. 
Martin's-le-Grand find from London, 45 per cent, of the coins were of the 
London mint, while the western group of mints made up only 8 per cent, of 
the total. The Wedmore hoard, which would probably afford the best com-
parison, awaits proper publication; it contained many local issues, but their 
proportion to the whole is not yet known. From these meagre and inadequate 
pointers, one may guess, provisionally, that monetary circulation in the north 
of England was very self-contained, that the currency of the Home Counties 
mingled with that of the east midlands, and that money in the west of England 
did not wander into the north, nor, very markedly, to London. The few scraps 
of evidence about the Constantine hoard, and the virtual absence of coins of 
Taunton and Exeter from the British Museum's early Quatrefoil acquisitions, 
hint that there may have been a boundary in monetary circulation between 
Somerset and Devon. These, however, are no more than clues to a problem, 
which, we suggest, will have to be solved not only from hoard-evidence, but 
also by plotting on maps scores of stray finds and by observing the general 
tendency of their evidence: one must judge on the balance of as much infor-
mation as possible.2 

To return to the postulated hoard of Cnut, the few other finds which are 
relevant, and about which proper information is available, encourage one to 
think that a large group of local issues might be expected in a hoard from the 
west midlands, or, conversely, that such a group might have a west-of-Eng-
land provenance. It is at present quite impossible to say whether a quarter, 
for example, or a half, of coins from other regions was a normal admixture. 
As one considers the issues of mints further away from the west midlands, 
among the British Museum's early acquisitions, it becomes increasingly less 
arguable that they were from the postulated hoard. One cannot, of course, 
be sure that any particular coin was from it, but one can point to a group of 
coins and suggest that the great majority of them were of the same provenance. 

In the same way as it is not profitable to discuss the provenance of coins far 
removed from, say, the Gloucester area by distance, so it is fruitless to trouble 
about those which are distant from the 1780's in their known provenance. 
Only from the group of coins with pedigrees going back to the late eighteenth 
or early nineteenth century can one argue usefully. A total of 110 coins of the 
Quatrefoil type which have been in the British Museum since 1838 or earlier 
are the strongest candidates in this respect for a provenance from the postu-
lated western hoard. They are listed in Fig. 3. Two further pieces (B.M.C. 

1 But see R. H. M. Dolley, Some Reflections on Hildebrand Type A of JEtltelrced II, Stockholm, 
1958, pp. 33 ff. 

2 The important Shaftesbury hoard is a warning against arguing from a single piece of evidence. 
See N.C. 1956, pp. 267 ff. 
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Nos. 308 and 546) which have pedigrees taking them back before the date of 
Gough's publication, make a total of 112, which may be compared with 27 
of the Pointed Helmet type and 28 of the Short Cross type; expressed as 
percentages of the total for Cnut, the proportions of the three types are 
respectively 68, 16, and 16. This striking disproportion may be set against the 
quantities of the three substantive types in Hildebrand, viz. 1,568 Quatrefoil, 
1,186 Pointed Helmet, and 860 Short Cross coins, or 43, 33, and 24 per cent, 
of the total (for all mints). The preponderance of the Quatrefoil type in the 
British Museum if only the mints of the Chester-Gloucester-Oxford group 
are counted is even greater—62 as against 2 and 5, or 90, 3, and 7 per cent. 

B.M.C. B.M.C. B.M.C. 
1 l a n g p o r t 254-5 Lewes 497-8 Shaftesbury 
3-8 b a t h 263-5 l a n g p o r t 502-3 s h r e w s b u r y 

14 Bedford 270-80,) 514 Cissbury 
17 b r i s t o l 282-7, c h e s t e r 515 Nott ingham 
22 b r u t o n 289-94 J 522-3 Stamford 
24 c a d b u r y 304-5, ] 545 Totnes 
41-43 c r i c k l a d e 307, 309/ Lincoln 547 Warwick 
47 Dover 357-60, > 551, 556 w a l l i n g f o r d 

55 Derby 363-4, 369, 560 Winchester 
60 Exeter 371, 373-5, London 563 w o r c e s t e r 

81, 83-84 York 377-8, 565-6,1 Winchester 209 i l c h e s t e r 380-1 , 570 / Winchester 

215-22 g l o u c e s t e r 471 m a l m e s b u r y 597 w i n c h c o m b e 

228 Cambridge 478-83 o x f o r d 598 Thetford 
245 ? 491 ? 611 ? 
249 Huntingdon 493 Buckingham 612 ? 
253 Lydford 494 Romney 
Fig. 3. Quatrefoil coins in the British Museum with pedigrees going back to 1838 or earlier. (308 

and 546 omitted.) s m a l l c a p i t a l s show mints in the Chester-Gloucester-Oxford group 

The coins in Hildebrand1 are a good yardstick by which to judge how far 
the group of 110 early acquisitions of the British Museum are untypical, for 
the former are a very large collection, built up from hoards acquired under 
treasure trove laws and therefore not selective of rarities or otherwise, and 
also they avoid, with one important reservation, the suspicion of showing a 
regional flavour to which a collection formed anywhere in Britain would be 
open. The reservation is that the eastern mints, lying nearer the North Sea, 
might turn out to be over-represented. For comparing the output of the 
mints in any one large part of the country, however, the Swedish collection 
may be presumed to be a reliable indicator. Accordingly, the number of 
Quatrefoil coins from each mint has been set out in a table (see Fig. 4) and 
the numbers have also been expressed as a percentage of the total. The same 
has been done with the group of coins from the British Museum. Thus, one 
arrives at two sets of percentage figures which are comparable. The larger 
differences between individual mints, and their direction, have been shown 
in the fifth column of the table. The figure for variation thus obtained is not, 
of course, a proper index, but it serves to draw attention to the mints where 

1 B. Hildebrand, Anglosachsiska Mynt, Stockholm, 1881. 
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Mint 
Hildebrand B.M. 

Variation Mint Total o/ 
/o Total % Variation 

Aylesbury . . . . . . 3 0-2 
AXBRIDGE . . . . . . 1 01 
Barnstaple . . . . . . 4 0-3 
BATH 11 0-7 'is "(, + 5-3 
Bedford 12 08 1 1 

+ 5-3 
BRISTOL . . . . . . 22 1-4 1 1 
BRUTON . . . . . . 5 0-3 1 1 
Buckingham . . . . . 2 01 1 1 
CADBURY . . . . . . 1 0-1 1 1 
Canterbury . . . . . . 21 1-4 -1 -4 
Chichester . . . . . . 8 0-5 
Colchester 15 10 - 1 0 
CRICKLADE . . . . . . 12 0-8 3 '3 +2-2 
CREWKERNE . . . . . . 6 0-4 
Derby 4 0-3 i i 
Dover . . . . . . 14 0-9 1 1 
Exeter . . . . . . 23 1-5 1 1 
York 140 90 3 3 - 6 0 
ILCHESTER . . . . . . 43 2-8 1 l + 1 - 8 
Ipswich . . . . . . 21 1-4 -1 -4 
GLOUCESTER . . . . . 19 1-2 '8 '8 + 6-8 
Castle Gotha 4 0-3 

+ 6-8 

Cambridge . . . . . . 53 3-4 i ' i -2 -4 
Guildford 2 01 
Hastings . . . . . . 6 0-4 
Southampton . . . . . 11 0-7 
Northampton . . . . . 15 10 - 1 0 
Hertford 23 1-5 -1 -5 
HEREFORD . . . . . . 17 1-1 - 1 1 
Huntingdon . . . . . 17 1 1 ' i i 
Lewes . . . . . . 11 0-7 2 2 + 1-3 
LANGPORT . . . . . . 2 01 4 4 + 3-9 
Leicester . . . . . 9 0-6 
CHESTER . . . . . . 83 5-4 23 24 + 18-6 
Lympne . . . . . . 1 0-1 
Lincoln . . . . . . 122 7-8 '4 '4 -3-8 
London . . . . . . 355 22-7 15 16 -6-7 
Lydford . . . . . . 6 0-4 1 1 
Maldon . . . . . . 13 0-8 
MALMESBURY . . . . . 2 0-1 i i 
Norwich . . . . . . 45 2-9 -2-9 
OXFORD 29 1-9 6 + 4-1 
Rochester . . . . . . 6 0-4 
Romney . . . . . . 3 0-2 "i ' i 
Shaftesbury 13 0-8 2 2 + 1-2 
SHREWSBURY . . . . . 16 1-0 2 2 + 1-0 
Salisbury 11 0-7 
Cissbury . . . . . . 1 0-1 i i 
Nottingham . . . . . . 4 0-3 1 1 
Stamford . . . . . . 37 2-4 2 2 
Southwark 45 2-9 -2-9 
Taunton . . . . . . 9 0-6 
Thetford 51 3-3 i i -2 -3 
Torksey . . . . . . 2 01 
Totnes . . . . . . 6 0-4 i i 
Warwick . . . . . . 3 0-2 1 1 
Watchet 4 0-3 
WALLINGFORD . . . . . 13 0-8 ' 2 "2 + 1-2 
WORCESTER . . . . . . 5 0-3 1 1 
Wilton 3 0-2 
WINCHCOMBE 3 0-2 ' i ' i 
Winchester . . . . . . 103 6-6 4 4 -2-6 

TOTALS . . . . . . 1,551 106 

FIG. 4. Table to show the relative output of the mints during the Quatrefoil type, and the extent to 
which the British Museum's early coins were un-typical. (Hildebrand E varieties are included, 
but the obviously Scandinavian coins have been excluded; several mint-attributions have been 
corrected, e.g. Chester, Barnstaple, Northampton, Lympne, &c. have been added or increased, 
while Bardney, Dorchester, Dunwich, Sudbury, and Walsingham are omitted; four British 
Museum coins of uncertain mints are omitted; variations of less than one are ignored.) 
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the British group of coins is strong (especially Chester, Gloucester, Bath, 
Oxford, &c.) and to those where it is weak, or Hildebrand perhaps strong 
(note York and Lincoln, Norwich, Thetford, Ipswich, Colchester). 

The areas of the circles, which are centred on the mints, are proportional to the percentages given 
in Fig. 4 

One of the first principles of the science of statistics is that more information 
cannot be extracted from a set of figures than they already conceal; a propor-
tion arrived at from a sample consisting of just over 100 examples is not such 
an accurate or reliable figure as when the sample consists of over 1,500 ex-
amples. In particular it cannot distinguish between mints from which 0, 1, 
or 2 pieces are included. Nevertheless, the survey of Hildebrand provides 
valuable evidence for the regional pattern of mint-output, while that of the 
British Museum's group of coins gives equally useful evidence of their regional 
flavour. 



76 C N U T ' S Q U A T R E F O I L T Y P E I N E N G L I S H 

It has been suggested by Stenton1 that the number of moneyers who were 
at work gives an idea of the importance of a mint. This is true, although for a 
small mint a comparison of the numbers of specimens in a large and unbiased 
collection is valuable complementary evidence. But the relation even between 

foil coins. (Based on the percentages given in Fig. 4.) 

mint-output and the volume of currency in a district is not nearly so simple. 
Assuming in the first place that mint-output is geared to local needs (and it is 
a large assumption) one must still remember that a mint would supply the 
currency not only of the town in which it was situated but also of the surround-
ing countryside. If the next mint were fifty miles away, one would expect that 
the output would be larger, other things being equal, than if it were only ten 
miles away. Thus the York mint, because it served a larger area, might be 
expected to have a larger output than either Gloucester or Bath. If the 

1 F. M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, p. 529. 
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evidence is set out on a map, this difficulty is taken care of; the eye imme-
diately takes account of the distribution of the mints and makes allowance 
for it. Accordingly, the proportions tabulated in Fig. 4 have been presented 
in cartographic form in Figs. 5 and 6. In the second map, the preponderance 
of coins of the western mints stands out very clearly. 

The evidence which has been set out so far puts it beyond question, we 
think, that a hoard or hoards containing a high proportion of Quatrefoil 
coins from western mints came to light, probably in that part of the country, 
between about 1775 and 1794. Nothing has yet been said to associate the coins 
with any particular source. They certainly do not come from a known hoard, 
and it is possible that no record of the find-spot has survived. We would point 
out, however, that there is a record of a find of Anglo-Saxon pennies from 
Kingsholm, on the northern outskirts of Gloucester, at some date not very 
long before 1785. A note in Archcieologia for that year reads, 

There have been a great n u m b e r of coins, b o t h R o m a n a n d Saxon, f o u n d in the 
field (at K ingsho lm) a t different t imes . . . The re was f o u n d m o r e t h a n half a peck 
of Saxon coins in a h e a p between some s tones : I have sent all t h a t I cou ld p rocure , 
as the m a n , by hav ing m a n y visitors, is b e c o m e per t a n d mercenary , so t h a t it is 
difficult to p r o c u r e them. 1 

From such an unpromising account one would not expect to be able to 
make very much. It refers only to 'Saxon coins', so that it could equally well 
refer to a score of different types. There are other find-records of the same sort; 
in 1759 Stukeley noted in his diary,2 ' 500 more Saxon coins, extremely fair as 
new minted, found at Castor by Peterborough, lately. Mr. John White has 
bought some, some halfpennys very rare.' We do not know what these coins 
were (but should very much like to), nor have we any detailed information 
about an Anglo-Saxon hoard from Stretford, Lancashire, 1774, to which Mrs. 
Martin has recently discovered a reference. Doubtless hoards were discovered 
in the eighteenth century which went into the melting-pot without either a 
record or any coins from them surviving. One cannot suppose for a moment, 
however, that Kingsholm is such a ' vanished hoard'. 

We know that coins from it were dispersed among a good number of people, 
who, since they were willing to pay the increasingly mercenary prices asked 
by the finder—an indication, by the way, that the coins were of some uncom-
mon type—were presumably collectors who would look after what they had 
paid for. We know that the discovery came to the ears of the Society of Anti-
quaries. We know that the Hodsoll collection, which in 1777 was reported to 
include only three coins of Cnut, in 1794 included twelve of the Quatrefoil 
type alone, and those twelve from the mints of Chester (2), Gloucester (2), 
Oxford (2), Bath, Cadbury, Winchester, London, Cambridge, and Hunting-
don.3 In a word, it is suggested that Kingsholm and the British Museum's 
Quatrefoil group were very probably one and the same. 

Let us admit that no stronger argument than probability can be adduced, 
and that it might turn out to be wrong. The writers feel that the risk is small 

1 T. Mutlow, 'Account of some Antiquities found in Gloucestershire', Archaeologia, vii 
(1785), 380. 2 W. Stukeley, Memoirs, &c., iii (Surtees Soc. lxxx (1885)), p. 73. 

3 Hodsoll may, perhaps, have selected two each of the common mints for his collection. Cf. 
D. M. Metcalf, 'Find-records of medieval coins from Gough's Camden's Britannic?, N.C. 1957, 
p. 183. 
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enough to justify making the suggestion, and hope that further study of eigh-
teenth-century hoards and cabinets will either settle the question definitely 
or else gradually lessen the doubts which must at present remain. 

The unknown often seems larger than it really is. Only a small part of the 
unknown need trouble us in connexion with the group of Quatrefoil coins, 
since only find-spots from the west midlands or the West Country are likely 
to include the right one. Peterborough, for example, is too far to the east, 
and even if it were not, it is much too early. The date of the Stretford find, 
1774, is just possible, but it is extremely improbable that a Lancashire hoard 
should be heavily flavoured with coins from Somerset and Gloucestershire. 
The study of the provenances of the Anglo-Saxon coins in the British Museum 
has suggested the existence of one or two other parcels from forgotten hoards, 
but none of them is obviously made up of coins from western mints. 

On average, the number of major hoards of Anglo-Saxon coins discovered 
in two decades is not large. Between 1777 and 1794 penny hoards are known 
to have been discovered at Tiree 1782, Nottingham 1786, Leicester 1789, 
Nottingham 1789, and Oving 1789. Among these, there is none from the reign 
of Cnut, and none from the west of England. There are, however, two hoards 
from the same place, perhaps even from the same year. One concludes that 
it is improbable that two further hoards, both from the west midlands, should 
have to be added to so short a list, but that if they were, then more probably 
than not their dates of deposit and composition would be much the same. The 
chances are that Kingsholm was a Quatrefoil hoard. 

There may have been earlier types in the hoard, but it is virtually certain 
that there were none later. The brief but, we think, powerful argument that 
the Pointed Helmet type was not represented lies in the numbers of those and 
of the Quatrefoil type from western mints in the British Museum in 1838— 
2 and 62. If the find had been hidden early in the currency of the Pointed Hel-
met type, one would have expected an even higher proportion of local issues 
among the new coins than among the others which had been circulating for six 
years. Thus it is very unlikely that there were any coins in the hoard struck after 
Michaelmas 1023, and only less unlikely that the date of deposit was after 1023. 

There are one or two hints that the deposit was early in the sexennium 1017— 
23. Their value will have to be decided in the light of future research. First, 
Kingsholm may have included the two die-linked pennies of Bruton and 
Cadbury; the Cadbury mint was closed early in the currency of the type,1 and 
the chances of a die-linkage surviving in a hoard are greater (if the output of 
coinage is considerable) the nearer its deposit to the date of issue. Secondly, 
the mints of Crewkerne and Ilchester appear to have been somewhat under-
represented in the hoard, and Langport over-represented. The first two were 
closed during iEthelrted's Last Small Cross issue, and it looks therefore as 
though they may not have begun to strike the Quatrefoil type immediately at 
the beginning of its issue, and that Langport may for a time have flourished 
without competition. Thirdly, the group of coins from Oxford is all in the 
same regional style, whereas two styles are known for the mint. The implica-
tion, which would need to be studied further, is that they were chronological, 
and, once again, that the hoard was deposited early in the sexennium. 

1 R. H. M. Dolley, 'Three late Anglo-Saxon notes', B.N.J. 1956, pp. 88 ff. 
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It is difficult to bring to bear much definite evidence on the question of what 
occasioned the deposit. Town life had revived at Gloucester at about the 
beginning of the tenth century,1 at the time when the policy of Alfred and 
Edward the Elder against the Danes was stimulating urban growth in Wessex. 
The settlement took on again the function it had had in Roman times as a 
regional centre for what is now northern Gloucestershire.2 Its importance in 
this respect was increased when it became the shire town under the new ad-
ministrative arrangements made in the area at the beginning of the eleventh 
century. The city's position was of military significance, since it was situated 
over against the unconquered Welsh district of Gwent,3 and at the head of 
the Severn estuary. It seems also to have been a market for iron from the 
Forest of Dean. The earliest documentary reference to Kingsholm is in the 
Domesday Survey, from which, and from the formation of the name itself,4 

one may infer that it was the centre of a royal estate in late Saxon times—an 
aula regis. It may, from time to time, have been the residence of the king and 
his court. Royal manors of this kind were economic centres of importance, 
however, not merely when the king and his court were there but also through-
out the year, since many of the royal taxes and dues were rendered at the royal 
estates to the king's reeve, who was in charge there.5 Again, although the 
evidence is fragmentary and uncertain, it is possible that Kingsholm was a 
residence of the ealdorman of the Mercian lands.6 Fourthly, the wealthy abbey 
of St. Peter lay in the northern suburb of the city, and provides another 
reason for supposing that Gloucester was a centre of wealth and of monetary 
affairs in the eleventh century. Finally, among the possible circumstances of 
the Kingsholm hoard, the money may have been brought together for re-
coinage at the important mint of Gloucester; if that were so, the date of 
deposit would presumably have been towards the end of the sexennium. 
Since the find-spot was at Kingsholm, it would seem prima facie that the 
money was in some way connected with the royal finances. Our knowledge of 
the topography of Anglo-Saxon Gloucester is, however, so defective7 that 
one cannot rule out the possibility of the hoard's having been deposited just 
outside the walls of the city.8 If information even of the precise find-spot 
would not at present help to solve the problem, the find-record itself contains 
one or two clues. 

The account that the coins were found 'in a heap between some stones' 
suggests that the deposit may have been in a churchyard. Douglas, con-
tributing to the discussion about the age of an ancient sword (from which, 
characteristically enough for the eighteenth century, the reference to Anglo-
Saxon coins arose) wrote, 'At Kings-holm also within these few years 
stone coffins were found, nor are we to conclude, because tradition has 

1 See H. P. R. Finberg, 'The Genesis of the Gloucestershire towns', in his Gloucestershire 
Studies, 1957, p. 59, and also C. S. Taylor, ibid., p. 17. 

2 For comment on Glevum as a provincial sub-capital, see Finberg, op. cit. 
3 The country beyond the Wye remained in Welsh hands until 1065, when it was annexed to the 

marcher earldom of Hereford. 
4 On the element ham and the form of organization to which it referred, see P. Vinogradoff, 

English Society in the Eleventh Century, 1908, pp. 340 et seqq. 
6 See Dorothy Whitelock, The Beginnings of English Society, 1952, p. 64. 
6 Whitelock, op. cit., p. 78. 7 Finberg, loc. cit., p. 60 n. 
8 Again, see the account of the Shaftesbury hoard, N.C. 1956, at p. 273. 
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handed down to us an account of the palace of a Mercian king being 
situated near this spot, that these are Saxon remains.'1 This, incidentally, is 
the best evidence available about the date of discovery of the hoard, which, 
it seems likely, was found within two or three years of 1780, either earlier or 
later. The modern scholar will be inclined to guess that Mutlow's stones were 
in fact Douglas's coffins, and that the hoard belonged to a well-known group, 
heavily represented in the early years of Alfred's reign, and known also among 
later deposits (e.g. Goldsborough, Bath 1755, Wedmore). 

Mutlow's account stated that more than half a peck of coins was found. A 
peck, then as now, was a measure of volume equal to two gallons; one may 
gather an idea of the alleged size of the hoard by thinking of an ordinary 
domestic bucket more than half filled with silver pennies. Perhaps when he 
discovered them, a bucket was what the finder brought to carry them away. 
Half a bucketful of Anglo-Saxon coins would number something like 10,000, 
or about £40 worth, a very considerable, if not quite unparalleled, total for an 
English Anglo-Saxon penny hoard.2 Even allowing a margin for the exaggera-
tion which can take place in hearsay, the deposit must have been very large. 
At a time when a hoard containing several hundred coins was a large one, 
a merchant would have been unlikely to have accumulated so much money, 
and even more unlikely to have been carrying it with him on a journey. If, 
on the other hand, the sum were the collected taxes of the region, one would 
not be surprised at its size. The years 1012-50 were those of the standing fleet 
and the regular 'army-payment', whilst heavy taxation and the amassing of 
large sums must have been necessary to meet the payments which were made 
to the Danes. Turning to the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, we find that the entry 
under the year 1018 begins, ' In this year the following tribute was paid over 
all England: it amounted in all to seventy-two thousand pounds, in addition 
to that which the citizens of London paid, which was ten thousand five hun-
dred pounds.'3 Here is a sum beside which an estimated £40 looks trifling. 
As this is the only mention of money in the Chronicle during the six years 
for which the Quatrefoil type was current, 1018 is the year to which the docu-
mentary evidence points as the most likely date of deposit. It agrees satis-
factorily with the purely numismatic evidence, such as it is, that the coins 
were hidden early in the sexennium. But within the limits 1017-23 the exact 
date of deposit must at present remain conjectural. 

The tentative reconstruction of a suspected but otherwise unknown eigh-
teenth-century hoard of Anglo-Saxon coins is offered here as an example of 
the methods which can be employed in recovering early find-records from 
forgotten or overlooked sources. That one should be able to do so depends on 
a number of advances which have recently been made, or are being made, 
in our knowledge of the late Anglo-Saxon coinage. An increasing volume 
of evidence about the state of numismatic cabinets and studies in the late 

1 Archaeologia 1785, pp. 376 f. 
2 Mr. C. L. Powell, of the Royal Mint, has been kind enough to inform us that a gallon of 

modern sixpences totals a little less than 7,000. Beaworth, with 12,000 coins, and Walbrook, with 
7,000, are the other very large eleventh-century hoards. Among earlier deposits, Cuerdale con-
tained about 7,000 coins, together with a thousand ounces of silver. An Irish hoard, Drogheda 
1846, was alleged to contain nearly two gallons of coins. 

3 tr. G. N. Garmonsway, 1953. 
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eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, an increasingly complete list of 
finds, and the recognition of the sexennial type-sequence and the one-type 
hoard, are among these advances. 

All research into the monetary history of the earlier medieval period must 
depend continually on the use of hoard-evidence based on close and persistent 
numismatic study. The monetary historian can rarely have enough hoards 
for his purpose. Hence the encouragement to recover early find-records, even 
when the information is slight and unsatisfactory. Only a few years ago this 
greed for detailed knowledge and for a comprehensive register of finds might 
have seemed as unprofitable as the precise dating of coins and of deposits 
would have appeared an improbable achievement. 

b 8038 G 
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