
‘the tokens ... may happily in after time come to exercise 
and busy the learned critic what they should signify and 
fill whole volumes with their conjectures’ 

John Evelyn

Britain’s seventeenth-century tokens have, in general, 
been the subject of much research. In Norfolk, however, 
this has not been the case. To address this, the Norfolk 
Token Project – discussed below - was set up; its early 
work is discussed here. This article forms the 2014 coin 
roundup.

The background to the production of the seven-
teenth-century token series, produced from the start of 
the Commonwealth in 1649 to the introduction of the 
first Royal farthings of Charles II in 1672, is one of a 
continuous shortage of small change in Britain begin-
ning in at least the early 16th century. 

The shortage was first made good by the importing 
of Nuremberg jettons, brass counters that made an ideal 
token currency. They are found in such numbers, at least 
in Norfolk, that it is inconceivable that they were not 
satisfying a demand for small change. The anonymous 
issues of the sixteenth century (Plate 1.1) were replaced 
in the second half of the century by jettons naming the 
masters who produced them. These signed types, in 
particular those of Hans Krauwinckel II (struck from 
1586 until 1635), occur in huge numbers and must 
have been used as an unofficial token currency, most 
probably as token farthings (Plate 1.2). They may have 
been ordered direct by traders in England or brought 
back by the barrel load by enterprising individuals who 
made the journey themselves.

The use of these jettons as small change prob-
ably provided the impetus for the production of Royal 
farthings manufactured under patents issued by James 
I and Charles I. These are very common finds indeed, a 
fact that attests to the truly huge numbers that must 
have circulated in their day. The earlier Harington and 
Lennox issues (Plate 1.3) were struck on small discs 
of sheet metal and easily forged; indeed, many forger-
ies are discovered (Plate 1.4). They were much smaller 
than the Nuremberg jettons and not popular with the 
public, hardly surprising given their tiny intrinsic value. 
The rose farthings, introduced in 1636, were smaller 
but thicker and with a brass plug to make forgery more 
difficult (Plate 1.5). 

By the execution of Charles I in 1649, England haad 
found itself in the throes of another currency crisis. The 
last coins representing small change to be produced were 
the rose farthings of Charles I; the patents authorising 
their production had been withdrawn during the Civil 
War of the 1640s. Once again, the production of small 
value copper coins was an urgent necessity. This time it 
was not the city of Nuremberg that provided the answer 
or the holders of Royal Patents. The traders themselves 
and the corporations of the towns and cities furnished 
the solution. 

As is the case across Britain, there are two distinct 
types of token produced in Norfolk, the Corporation 
issues and those produced for private individuals. The 
county’s Corporation issues are usually large farthings 
of about 19-21mm diameter and the private issues are 
generally smaller examples of the same denomination 
around 15-17mm in diameter. A few larger private 
issues are known, invariably halfpennies, but these are 
rare compared with some other counties, for example 
Lincolnshire. 

Published work on the Norfolk token series

There are several catalogues of Norfolk’s seventeenth-
century tokens. The first, remarkably complete 
considering that it was published towards the end of the 
nineteenth century, is Williamson’s corpus (Williamson 
1891). Williamson drew on the collections of his many 
correspondents and his catalogue is invaluable, although 
it is riddled with errors in transcription, very under-
standable given the way in which it was compiled, by 
handwritten letters in an era before widespread photog-
raphy of coins. 

Dickinson gives a basic list of Norfolk issuers but 
with no illustrations or readings (Dickinson 1986). 
However, the list is useful because it suggests that a 
number of Norfolk tokens should be reattributed to 
places of the same name in other counties. In nearly all 
cases these suggestions appear sound. A very few new 
tokens are also listed. The Norweb catalogues, published 
as volumes in the series Sylloge of Coins of the British Isles 
list only the tokens in that collection but they do have 
the advantage that a photograph of the best specimen of 
each die is reproduced at life size in black and white. The 
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coverage of Norfolk is good (Thompson and Dickinson 
1993). Unfortunately, no full readings of the tokens 
are given. Nonetheless, the volumes offer an invalu-
able resource and incorporate many of the amendments 
suggested in Dickinson’s work. 

THE NORFOLK TOKEN PROJECT

The Norfolk Token Project (NTP), a collaborative venture 
headed by the author of this paper and involving several 
partner organisations and individuals, in particu-
lar Norfolk Museums Service and Norfolk Historic 
Environment Service, was set up (after several years of 
preliminary work) in 2014. The county was responsible 
for a relatively large number of issues but, compared 
to other counties, very little work has been carried out 
on them in the last century and more. This formed one 
of the reasons for setting up the NTP, to foster interest 
in the tokens issued in the county and found in large 
numbers by metal detectorists operating there. 

One of the first aims of the NTP, the production of a 
catalogue of the Norwich Castle Museum collection, has 
recently been completed (Marsden 2016); as with the 
Norweb catalogue, only tokens in the Castle’s collection 
are included but the collection is extensive and the gaps 
are slowly but steadily being filled thanks in the main 
to the generosity of metal detectorists operating in the 
county. This represents an extension and adaptation of a 
previous, unpublished, version of the Castle Museum’s 
holdings of Norfolk tokens (Marsden et al 2013). The 
best example of each token (and die variations) is illus-
trated in colour at twice life size with a fully corrected 
reading of both obverse and reverse. Work on a full cata-
logue of Norfolk issues incorporating specimens outside 
of the museum’s holdings is ongoing. 

There are a number of other aims. Two of these, the 
first fruits of the work of the NTP, are addressed here. 
One is the analysis of the distribution patterns of partic-
ular tokens to investigate whether different types of 
token circulated in different ways. The other is the close 
consideration of a number of issues which may or may 
not belong to Norfolk together with the discussion of 
the very new types which have surfaced. This forms an 
Appendix at the end of this paper. The NTP website is to 
be found at https://norfolktokenproject.wordpress.com/ 
and may be contacted at norfolktokenproject@outlook.
com. It also has a Facebook group, the Norfolk Token 
Project, a closed group to which the administrators are 
happy to give access to interested parties. 

Token production
A fine summary of token production is contained in a paper 
by Thompson (Thompson 1989) and it is now clear that 
the vast majority of tokens – if not all – were produced in 
London and at least a proportion of these at the Tower. Some 
discussion of the dynamics of token production are necessary. 
The tokens were produced using two dies, the surfaces of 
which were prepared employing a group of puncheons, 
each puncheon being used to build up the final design. After 
preparation, their striking surfaces having being hardened, the 
dies were set into a press; it seems that the tokens were then 
manufactured by feeding strips of sheet metal through the 
press, the discs of metal representing the tokens then being cut 
out from the strip in the manner of a pastry cutter. 

Each of the London workshops used their own puncheons. 
These are, particularly in the cases of the central, pictorial 
emblems, visually distinctive on the finished tokens. Where 
the same puncheons were used to prepare different dies the 
dies in question are said to be punch-linked. For example, 
tokens issued by Nicholas Golding of Shipdham and Clement 
Trotter of Yarmouth were prepared using the same central 
puncheon of a ship (Plate 1.6). Preston-Morley and Pegg, in 
their survey of the Nottinghamshire token series, carried out 
a study of the punch-linking on their tokens and divided them 

Plate 1. Tokens, farthings, farthing tokens and forgeries from Norfolk.



into fifteen different groups (Preston-Morley and Pegg 1981). 
Further work on the Norwich series will enable individual 
tokens to be placed within these groups but this lies in the 
future. 

The private tokens
Since, in Norfolk, the Corporation issues are all late in date, 
none commencing before 1667, it is perhaps best to consider 
the private tokens first. They were struck by just under 300 
individuals, most being round farthings with a very few 
halfpennies. Most of the private issues belong to the three 
centres of Norwich, Yarmouth and Lynn. Norwich had 91 
issuers, Yarmouth 42, and Lynn 34. Few other settlements 
produced a significant number of tokens, the only ones 
worth separate mention being East Dereham with eight, and 
Aylsham, North Walsham, Swaffham, Thetford and Upwell 
with five apiece.

Being the pre-eminent city of Norfolk, it is not surprising 
that Norwich was responsible for the largest number of 
private tokens. All are round farthings of small size, typical 
examples of the species. There are no halfpennies, nor are there 
any of the square, octagonal or heart-shaped examples found 
elsewhere in the country. As discussed below, no tokens are 
later in date than 1667, when the Corporation banned the 
issue of private pieces. Many tokens were issued by people 
with a connection to the wool and cloth trade. This not 
surprising given the trade’s enormous importance to Norwich 
in the seventeenth century. But, aside from noting this fact, it 
is not the place of this article to discuss the issuers themselves. 
For this, the reader is referred to the recently-published 
catalogue of the Norwich Castle Museum collection. 

The situation at Yarmouth is similar to that at Norwich, 
but without the strong connection to the cloth trade evidenced 
by the Norwich issues. Not surprisingly, some tokens suggest 
links to shipping and seafaring such as that of Thomas 
Hering, a pulley maker, who displayed a pair of holdfasts on 
his tokens.

Lynn’s privately-issued tokens are broadly similar to 
those of Norwich although there are fewer with links to the 
cloth trade. Lynn is, however, unusual in one regard. Two of 
its later token issues, those of Jeremiah Hovell (Williamson 
86) and William Sharpe (Williamson 99; Plate 1.7), are 
halfpennies, unknown in both Norwich and Yarmouth. The 
reason is probably that Lynn, on the Wash and so near to 
Lincolnshire, many of whose issuers produced halfpennies, 
was beginning to copy trends that were becoming apparent 
outside of Norfolk. Had the token series continued for a few 
more years then it may well have been the case that more 
Lynn issuers would have followed this trend and the town’s 
private issues would have contained more halfpennies.  

A distribution map of where halfpenny tokens were 
issued in Norfolk shows some interesting results (Figure 1). 
As discussed in the Appendix, some of these tokens most 
probably belong outside Norfolk. Thus, the issues of John 
Briggs of Aldborough (Williamson 1), John Hancocke of 
Carlton (Williamson 18), and John Robinson of Narborough 
(Williamson 108), have been left off the map. Of the rest, 
apart from one issue in the South of the county, that of 
Robert Plowman at Forncett St Peter (Williamson 46), all come 

from the North or West of Norfolk. It seems that these areas 
on or near the boundary of the county were in part reflecting 
the issues from beyond the border. The circulation of so many 
halfpennies in Lincolnshire was mirrored in the issues of 
halfpennies in the parts of Norfolk nearest to Lincolnshire.

The Corporation tokens
The three large settlements of King’s Lynn, Norwich and Great 
Yarmouth, struck enormous numbers of Corporation tokens. 
Examples of one or another of these tokens must have been 
handled by practically everyone living in Norfolk in the late 
1660s. Since the Norwich Corporation tokens have been the 
subject of the most research it is best to begin with them (Plate 
2.8).   

The Norwich Mayoralty Court Books contain interesting 
references to farthing tokens and these enable the reader to 
reconstruct the broad picture of token use in the city. Initially, 
until 1667, their issue was carried out entirely by private 
traders. A proclamation issued on 21 July 1666 demonstrates 
that this situation was not without difficulties (Plate 3):

‘It is ordered the Belman doe forthwith proclayme in ye Market 
and all publiq places through this City that noe tradesman or 
shopkeep doe refuse to take any farthings that are of their owne 
stampe upon the penalty to be proceeded ag[ains]t according to 
Law’  

This refusal of Norwich traders to redeem their own 
products may have furnished one reason for the Corporation 
banning privately-issued tokens in 1667; another reason was 
probably the realisation of the profit that could be made by 
issuing city farthings. By producing their own tokens whilst 
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Plate 2. Norfolk corporation farthings.
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Fig. 1. Distributions plots of token finds (1 of 3).
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Fig. 2. Distributions plots of token finds (2 of 3).
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removing the private issues, the Corporation could regulate 
the copper currency used in the city. The rolls are illuminating 
on the very first issue of the Corporation tokens:

‘It is ordered that Mr Thomas Cook, Chamberlin, shall 
forthwith distribute the city ffarthings to such persons as shall 
come to him for them for the value in silver. And it is resolved 
that noe publication thereof be made by ye bellman.’ [29th 
November, 1667]

Plainly, we have here what is best described as a public-
private partnership. There is no evidence that the tokens were 
offered at a discount; interested parties could buy them but 
any profits would this time go to the Corporation and not 
the men and women providing them as change. It is clear 
that the Corporation was aware of the dubious legality of 
issuing farthing tokens from the beginning, a fact attested by 
phrases such as ‘whensoever they shall be put downe by the 
authority of the nation’. Nevertheless, whatever reservations 
it may have had, the Corporation went to work with a will. 
Entries in the rolls record the ordering of huge amounts of 
tokens from London during the years 1667-70 and also 
mention instructions on one occasion in 1667 that the dies to 
make them should also be supplied. This sending of dies from 
London to Norwich is interesting and suggests that some 
tokens may have been produced locally. 

As discussed above, it is certain that the vast majority of 
seventeenth-century tokens were manufactured in London 
but there may have been a few exceptions. The sending of 
dies would be an unusual measure were local production 
not at least being contemplated. However, as Thompson 
makes clear, the manufacture of farthing tokens required 
specialised apparatus. It was probably the case that, having 
received the dies, the Corporation realised that the production 
of farthing tokens was not a simple business and best left to 
the professional concerns operating in London. Indeed, the 
continued ordering of tokens from London from 1668 to 1670 
strongly implies that they were never produced in Norwich. 
Interestingly, the tokens ordered from late 1668 (the first to 
carry that year’s date) were of copper and not the ‘mixed 
metal’, some manner of bronze, from which the earlier issues 
were produced. 

Du Quesne Bird makes an interesting suggestion that the 
provision of dies to the token issuers themselves ‘suggests that 
issuers did on occasion order their dies with their tokens, then 
strike further issues in lead or pewter’ (Du Quesne Bird 2007). 
This would have been an easy business, especially when one 
considers the softness of lead. However, given the fact that not 

one lead strike of a Norfolk Corporation issue has so far been 
recovered, this does not seem to have happened in the county.  
Nor are any lead strikings of private issues known from the 
same dies used to produce copper alloy strikings. Indeed, there 
seem to have been no lead pieces which closely parallel the 
true farthing tokens of the time.

The last Norwich Corporation issues belong to 1670. This 
is not surprising since, in September of that year, it became 
apparent that orders in Council had been issued by Charles 
II banning farthing tokens. The Corporation escaped the 
punishment of a fine through the good offices of the Lord 
Lieutenant of Norfolk, Lord Townsend, although it still had to 
pay eighty pounds for a pardon. Nonetheless, it continued to 
petition the king to allow the issue of its farthings:

‘It is ordered that Mr Towne clarke wright to Mr Dearing 
to weight upon Sr Robert Southwell to drawe a petition to 
be deliv’ed to the King in Councell setting forth the absolute 
necessity of the continuing of the ffarthings put forth by ye Citie 
till his Ma’tie p’vide some publique remedy.’  [26th October 
1670]

The fate of the Norwich Corporation tokens may have 
been sealed but it was not until many months later, in the 
autumn of 1672 that the Corporation finally turned its 
attention to removing its tokens from circulation. Presumably, 
despite their illegal status, they had continued to circulate 
until that time. It is probable that, unless something was 
done very soon, Norwich Corporation ran the risk of real 
punishment for failing to remove its farthings from the local 
currency.

On 28 September 1672, in Norwich Market, a 
proclamation was read out by the Town Crier to the effect 
that the Corporation’s farthings were to be brought to the 
Assembly Chamber in the Guildhall for redemption in silver 
coin from the following Monday morning until the next 
Saturday. It seems that the Corporation did not have enough 
ready money to redeem their farthings and the problems 
evidently started immediately, orders being issued on the 
28th September, the day of the proclamation, that no more 
than twelve pence worth of farthings should be exchanged 
per person and no more than five pounds worth in total. It 
might be cynically argued that the Corporation had produced 
farthings for profit and had not made allowance for the 
fact that it would eventually have to redeem them. In the 
meantime the Corporation set itself to the task of raising 
money to redeem the remainder of the farthings with silver 
coin as soon as possible. 

Eventually the business was completed, £153, eight 
shillings and ten pence worth of tokens having been redeemed, 
and the Corporation turned to the question of how to dispose 
of nearly 150,000 tokens. It was decided to sell them to John 
Melchior, a metal dealer. After negotiation, it was agreed 
that the tokens of ‘mixt metal’ were to be sold at nine pence 
per pound and those of copper at eleven pence per pound. 
Melchior paid forty-eight pounds, obtaining a reduction of a 
few shillings on the cost price for his trouble in sorting the 
tokens of copper from those of mixed metal. 

Unlike the situation in Norwich, where Corporation issues 
seem to have been produced to ease the shortage of small 

Plate 3. Extract from the Norwich Mayorality Court 
Books dated 21 July 1666, threatening legal 
action against traders who refused to accept 
their own tokens.
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change, the reason for their issue in Great Yarmouth appears 
to have been intimately connected with poor relief (Plate 
2.9). Indeed the tokens themselves make this explicit with 
their reverse legend FOR THE VSE OF THE POOR (or, on one 
1667 die, POORE). As with Norwich, Williamson provides a 
useful summary of the history of the Yarmouth Corporation 
farthings (Williamson 1891, 877). The first entry emphasises 
the link between the tokens and the poor:

At this assembly it is approved of, what the overseers have 
done in getting a stamp for farthings, for payment of the poor; 
and that the overseers from time to time shall give for those 
farthings the value in silver, to any that shall bring the same 
unto them to be changed’ [Town Books of Yarmouth, 6 June 
1667]

Clearly, as shall become apparent, some of the farthings 
issued achieved circulation far beyond Yarmouth but the 
reason for their production was to serve as payments to the 
poor. This is underlined by the fact that, when they were 
finally ordered withdrawn in August 1672, the silver coin 
used to redeem them was to be provided ‘from the money 
gathered for the relief of the poor’. There is no evidence of 
which the author is aware that private tokens were banned 
in Yarmouth although it is probably the case that they were. 
As is the case with Norwich, there are several examples dated 
1667 but none later. 

Perhaps, given the difficulties experienced by people in 
Norwich, where issuers apparently refused to accept their 
own tokens, it may have been felt that a ban on private 
issues was desirable. If there had been a similar problem in 
Yarmouth, it would presumably have been the poor, reliant 
on the acceptability of small denominations like farthing 
tokens, who would have been most affected by such a refusal. 
The banning of private issues, coupled with the copious issue 
of town farthings backed by the power of the Corporation, 
would have solved the problem.    

Williamson does not cite any information from the Town 
Books of King’s Lynn on the genesis of the town’s Corporation 
issues (Plate 2.10) and no research has yet been done on the 
subject of which this author is aware. The NTP hopes to delve 
further into the subject. It is probable, given the existence of 
several types dated 1667 and 1668 but none later, that private 
issuing of tokens was forbidden by the Corporation as it was 
at Norwich and perhaps at Yarmouth. There does not seem 
to have been the close link between Corporation farthings 
and poor relief that is evidenced by the Yarmouth records and 
we might suppose a similar position pertained at Lynn as at 
Norwich.

Diss Corporation did issue Corporation tokens and, 
like those of Norwich, Lynn and Yarmouth, they are large 
farthings dating to the late 1660s, in this case 1669 (Plate 
2.11). What is more noteworthy is that only one private 
trader is represented at Diss, the solitary Thomas Burton. 
This, on the basis of the puncheons used and, in particular 
the large rosette dividing the issuer’s initials, is clearly a 
product of the mid- to late-1650s. The lack of private tokens 
from Diss is illuminating and suggests that, for whatever 
reason, there was little need for the issuing of tokens in the 
town. Perhaps the need was fulfilled by tokens from nearby 

settlements. Certainly, the issues of Thomas Burton are not 
common as stray finds. In fact only one has so far been 
recorded from Norfolk, from Roydon. They can hardly been 
seen as having filled the need for small change by themselves. 
In contrast to Burton’s issue, the Corporation farthings are 
reasonably common finds and must have been issued in some 
numbers. 

The circulation patterns of seventeenth-century tokens 
in Norfolk
Many hundred seventeenth-century tokens have been 
recovered over the years and recorded with Norfolk Historic 
Environment’s Identification and Recording Service. At the 
start of 2007 the author began compiling a list of all those 
found in Norfolk from 1 January of that year. Many earlier 
records exist but the difficulties of trawling through the 
enormous number of paper files render extraction of this 
information an unenviable task. Nonetheless, work has begun 
and has brought the dataset to something in the region of 
1,500 records, a vast resource in comparison to the work 
being begun in other parts of the country where recording of 
finds has a shorter history and datasets are measured in the 
low hundreds at most.

There are problems. Not (at this stage) considering the 
evidence from outside the county is probably not an overly 
important omission; the picture from the neighbouring 
counties probably mirrors that of Norfolk with a number 
of local issues crossing the county boundaries and the odd 
further flung stray turning up. A greater problem is the 
uneven nature of metal detecting in the county, some areas 
being very intensively searched whilst others are very poorly 
represented. There are several reasons for this. Some areas 
may not have been searched. This may be coincidental, or 
a result of some areas such as the Thetford forest being 
physically difficult to detect, or because metal detecting is 
not allowed on some very large estates. Even where metal-
detecting is taking place, if the finds are not reported, then 
there will be no records.

Thus, to some extent, the maps show where metal 
detecting is taking place and the finds being recorded as much 
as anything else. Where even a slightly productive area has 
been searched for many years and the finds recorded, the 
token lists can be extensive. For example three more-or-less 
adjoining fields at Wymondham that have been detected since 
the turn of the century have between them yielded around 
70 tokens which are discussed below. These three fields are 
a very tiny area of Norfolk indeed and not even particularly 
productive as sites go but the tokens expressed as a percentage 
of the total records from Norfolk would suggest a very 
different story. 

Nonetheless, the dataset is still an immensely valuable 
resource and can, in the main, be used with some confidence 
to answer the questions put to it. Indeed, as discussed below, 
the relatively intensive detecting taking place in some areas, 
such as Foulsham and Wiveton is very instructive in the 
context of local issues. Furthermore, the general picture that 
emerges is also useful, particularly when considering tokens 
from the three cities of Norwich, Yarmouth and Lynn.



The distribution maps illustrated here have not been 
generated by grid references but have rather been placed 
around the centre of a parish. Spots of different sizes 
representing one, two or three tokens can be visually difficult 
to interpret and so each find has usually been represented by 
a single dot. Since the objectives of this paper are to examine 
the circulation patterns of seventeenth-century tokens within 
Norfolk, precise locations within a parish are not really 
necessary here, a find spot generated on the centre of the 
parish being perfectly sufficient. 

Postwick and the tokens circulating in Norwich
Huge number of tokens have been found at Postwick, just 
south-east of Norwich, and this requires comment. Whilst it 
is probable that a few of the tokens were lost in the fields of 
that parish by people carrying out transactions or working 
the land, the overwhelming majority were doubtless brought 
into Postwick in nightsoil from the nearby city of Norwich. 
Thus they represent not the activity of some enormous 
seventeenth-century market site at Postwick but rather the 
tokens that were circulating in Norwich itself. The other two 
Norfolk cities of King’s Lynn and Great Yarmouth, being 
seaports, probably dumped most of their nightsoil into the 
sea; certainly no comparable sites have as yet been discovered 
in their environs. 

Analysis of the large number of tokens found at Postwick 
should thus provide a picture of token usage in Norwich. 
This seems to be the case, the assemblage as a whole being 
dominated by many tokens issued by private traders in 
Norwich. These may represent tokens discarded as worthless 
after the decision of Norwich Corporation in 1667 to ban the 
issue of private tokens. It is far more likely, however, that 
most represent the loss of small coins of little value in the 
streets, gutters and cesspits of a large city during the 1650s 
and 1660s. 

The small number of private issues from elsewhere, when 
compared to the enormous number of Norwich tokens, is 
very instructive and hints at the general lack of acceptability 
of these non-Norwich farthings in Norwich. 

The Corporation issues
The distribution map of Norwich Corporation tokens shows 
a significant spread, with a concentration in a belt of territory 
running from north to south in the eastern part of the county 
(Figure 1). What is noticeable is the relative lack of tokens in 
the far west of the county, despite a high volume of metal 
detecting in this area, a wealthy area from at least the Roman 
period. The high level of detecting is eloquent testimony to 
the fact that the tokens are not there to be found in any great 
number. Yarmouth’s Corporation issues are reasonably well 
spread across the eastern half of Norfolk but, like the Norwich 
examples, few are found in the west of the county (Figure 1). 
Interestingly, the general distribution is close to that of the 
Norwich issues although there are fewer found in the far west 
of the county. 

The picture obtained for the distribution of Lynn’s 
Corporation issues is what might be expected from the 
circulation patterns of the Norwich and Yarmouth civic 

tokens (Figure 2). They spread across the western and central 
areas of the county but do not reach the eastern part in any 
great numbers. Some spread of Yarmouth and Lynn tokens 
might have been expected along the coast but the map does 
not really support this. A number of parishes in this area have 
been extensively searched and so the evidence does seem to 
suggest that the tokens were not there in the first place. They 
probably moved mainly by land.

The Diss Corporation issue of 1669 circulated relatively 
widely, spreading northwards into the centre of the county 
but not reaching the east or west in any numbers (Figure 1). It 
is almost certain that, when the Suffolk records are analysed, 
this spread will be found to extend southwards. Presumably, 
they quickly became a common sight in the local area when 
they were produced. Before 1669, however, Diss must have 
managed with tokens from elsewhere – or managed without 
them.  The distribution maps of the Corporation tokens offer 
important evidence for their relatively widespread circulation 
in Norfolk, especially in the parts of the county nearest to 
their place of issue. 

The private issues of Norwich, Yarmouth and Lynn
The distribution map of the tokens issued by Norwich traders 
stands in some contrast to that charting the spread of the 
Corporation pieces. There is some movement beyond Norwich 
but nothing approaching that enjoyed by the Corporation 
tokens (Figure 2). This was perhaps to be expected but the 
results are still illuminating. It seems that the name of 
Norwich upon a private token gave it some cachet but this 
still did not render the token usable very far beyond the city’s 
hinterland. Yarmouth’s private issues show a similar sort of 
spread (Figure 2). Apart from a number found at Postwick 
and a few at Wymondham, there is practically nothing from 
further west. This distribution must be significant.   

The tokens of King’s Lynn’s private traders do not spread 
far to the east and the distribution is what we might expect 
in the light of the Norwich and Yarmouth distribution maps 
(Figure 2). The tokens appear to have been accepted some 
distance away from Lynn but, as a rule, they do not tend to 
make it even half way across Norfolk and certainly not to the 
far end of the county. Their complete absence from Postwick 
which has produced over a hundred private Norwich issues 
is eloquent testimony to how they must have been viewed in 
Norwich.

In the light of the distribution maps of the private issues 
there can be little doubt that these tokens circulated far less 
widely than did the Corporation farthings. The reasons for 
this seem clear. Corporation issues had the backing of a town 
or city and were larger, well-produced pieces. In the light 
of this relatively limited distribution of the farthings issued 
by private traders in the three main centres of Norwich, 
Yarmouth and Lynn, some consideration of how widely the 
tokens issued by traders in the smaller settlements of Norfolk 
circulated is desirable. 

The issues of smaller settlements
The maps plotting the findspots of tokens issued by smaller 
centres are illuminating. So far there are several places where 
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metal detecting in the immediate area of such locations has 
furnished interesting results. 

John Wilch of Cley, described in contemporary records as a 
mariner, appears to have owned the George in Cley from 1650 
until his death in 1660. His tokens belong to Preston-Morley 
and Pegg’s group B, and this also places their issue to the mid 
or late 1650s. They have been discovered in large numbers in 
the immediate environs of Cley. This is due in large part to 
the efforts of Discovery Tours, an operation run by David and 
Trish Barwell where a number of mainly American visitors 
enjoy a detecting holiday in Norfolk for a few days every 
August. The areas they search include a number of fields 
in Wiveton, the parish next to Cley.  A paper published in 
2001 lists another six of Wilch’s farthings and a halfpenny 
of Richard Shawe that have not been included in this corpus 
(Carnell 2001). They further underline how common a sight 
in the locality the tokens of John Wilch must have been in 
their time.  

It is clear that John Wilch was a prolific issuer of tokens 
and yet his tokens do not, with a couple of exceptions, seem 
to have been found in the parishes beyond the immediate 
area of Cley (Figure 3). Why was this so? Partly, of course, 
the answer is due to the diligent efforts of Discovery Tours in 
finding so many of Wilch’s tokens in the area of their issue. 
But the lack of them elsewhere surely implies that they were 
either not much used or not widely accepted beyond the area 
surrounding Cley. One has been recorded from Hindringham, 
not very far from Cley, another from North Walsham and a 
third from Postwick. Since Wilch died in 1660 it is unlikely 
that his tokens would have continued to circulate much 
thereafter. This may have furnished a cause for their being 
discarded. Wilch was plainly not married when the tokens 
were issued; only his initials occur on the reverse and not 
the initial of a wife. Thus, it may be that his tokens became 
worthless on his death. Nonetheless, it would seem likely that 
many were lost whilst being used and their rarity outside the 
area is above all testament to the fact that they were not easy 
to use beyond the area of Cley. 

Foulsham is another area that has been subject to a 
high level of metal detecting. Interestingly, the picture is 
remarkably similar to that at Wiveton, a large number 
of Foulsham tokens being found in the immediate area in 
contrast to the very small numbers unearthed elsewhere 
(Figure 3). Tokens of both John Atthill and Edward Benn 
are common finds at Foulsham, those of Edward Benn, 
dated 1668, being particularly common. Benn’s tokens thus 
stand at the end of the series and there is so no question of 
them being discarded as valueless on his death. It remains a 
possibility that they were thrown away when farthing tokens 
were officially demonetised in the early 1670s. However, it 
is a matter of some conjecture as to whether the injunctions 
of Charles II took immediate effect in the small hamlet of 
Foulsham. Most likely, the find spots of John Atthill and 
Edward Benn’s farthings reflect the circulation patterns 
enjoyed (or not enjoyed) by the tokens in the time of their 
working life. They did not travel a long distance because they 
were not accepted very far from Foulsham.  

The parishes immediately adjoining Loddon have seen 
a reasonable amount of detecting although the actual area 

of Loddon itself has been little surveyed. The hinterland of 
Loddon has produced many of Henry Burroughs’ tokens 
dated 1667 and this distribution points to a similar situation 
prevailing as was the case at Cley and Foulsham. They did 
not generally travel very far at all but were presumably well 
known items of small change in Loddon itself and the very 
immediate area. 

Combining the tokens from the adjoining parishes of 
Upwell and Outwell on the Norfolk-Cambridgeshire border 
produces similar results (Figure 3). They were produced by a 
number of issuers, eight in total. Presumably these tokens also 
spread over the border into Cambridgeshire. Certainly a large 
number of Wisbech tokens are found in the same area. 

In all these cases the results are the same, demonstrating 
the way in which these tokens were accepted locally but not 
regionally. Probably if the name or design on a token was 
familiar then it would circulate. Evidently, the names of all 
these issuers from smaller settlements were not widely known 
beyond the hamlets where they lived and their circulation 
reflects this. Most of the other tokens are so rare, almost 
certainly due in the main to a lack of metal detecting in the 
immediate area of their issue, that distribution maps do not 
show anything, apart from reinforcing the picture of local 
usage. Two places, Swaffham and East Dereham, have just 
about enough examples to make discussion worthwhile. 
Again, the distributions emphasise the fact that the tokens do 
not travel a great distance although there is a slightly greater 
spread than is the case with the Cley, Foulsham, Loddon, 
Upwell and Outwell specimens. This is probably due to the 
fact that Dereham and Swaffham were large market towns 
and thus their tokens were accepted a little further afield. 

The Wymondham Survey
It is instructive to look at a list of token finds from one 
site and, in this context, the three fields at Wymondham 
mentioned above offer an interesting picture. These have been 
the subject of a metal detecting survey carried out since 2001 
by Mark Turner and the author. Since metal detecting at this 
farm is only allowed on stubble after the harvest and not 
on rolled or seeded land when searching is much easier, the 
conditions for recovery are not ideal. Nonetheless, the total 
number of tokens now stands at nearly seventy. 

Wymondham is a very large parish but the town itself 
only had two token issuers, John Burrell and Anthony Lock. 
Remarkably, no examples of either issuer have been recorded 
from Wymondham, either on these three fields or elsewhere 
in the parish. Nor have any been recorded so far from Norfolk 
as a whole. There is no doubt, however, that both men were 
residents of Wymondham in Norfolk. There is no place 
with a similar name in England and, in any case, Anthony 
Lock’s token specifically mentions ‘Windham in Norfolk’. 
Presumably, each issue was very small and the tokens 
correspondingly very rare. 

The list from the three fields is wide-ranging, containing 
a spread of tokens from elsewhere. Some travelled a long way 
before going into the ground. There are many Corporation 
issues, not surprising given their larger size and, as outlined 
above, their much wider circulation. There are fifteen from 
Norwich, fifteen from Yarmouth, five from Lynn, three 



from Diss, two from Lowestoft and one from Beccles. The 
private farthings come from a wide variety of sources, six 
from Norwich, five from Yarmouth, two from Hingham 
and Ipswich, and single examples from Beccles, Cromer, Eye, 
Lavenham, London, Lynn, Thetford, and Walsingham, with 
private halfpennies of Richard Athy of Westminster and John 
Brown of Leicester.

The picture here is the reverse of that painted by places 
such as Cley and Foulsham where local issues dominated 
locally and yet did not move very far away. Instead, at 
Wymondham, the lack of local issues must have meant 
that the need for small change was supplied from further 
afield. Indeed, the list from the site is remarkable for its 
diversity, showing a range that is not only unlike Wiveton 
and Foulsham, with their local tokens, but also completely 
different to Postwick with its very high percentage of private 
Norwich issues. 

The case of the Diss Corporation farthings and the lack 
of private issuers there (before 1669) discussed above might 
suggest that the situation was similar at Wymondham. 
Where local issues were not available, use seems to have been 
made of whatever came to hand. Indeed, did people travelling 
to Wymondham and Diss know that they were places where 
any farthings were accepted?

Non-Norfolk tokens from the county
Apart from a number of tokens from the adjoining counties 
of Cambridgeshire and Suffolk, examples from further afield 
are few and far between. The presence of the Suffolk and 
Cambridgeshire tokens is easy to understand, given the fact 
that these counties border Norfolk. With the exception of the 
tokens from places like Wisbech which sit very close indeed 
to the Norfolk border, most are the Corporation issues of the 
Suffolk centres of Ipswich, Lowestoft and, to a lesser extent, 
Beccles.

The other examples that have travelled into Norfolk from 
beyond Suffolk and Cambridgeshire are invariably either 
Corporation issues or the larger private halfpenny token. 
These include Corporation farthings of Worcester and Moreton 
Hampstead in Devon, and halfpennies of James Bolton of 
Blackburn, William Wilberfoss of Beverley, Henry Sneaton 
of Whitby, and John Brown of Leicester. Given their larger 

size, this is not surprising. Like the Corporation farthings, 
the larger private halfpennies had a greater intrinsic value. 
Nonetheless, it seems likely that their notional value of a 
halfpenny was discounted somewhat at so great a distance 
from their place of issue. Probably they did service as 
farthings. Of all the tokens found in Norfolk, the one that has 
travelled the furthest is a penny found at Oxborough issued 
by an uncertain trader from Lisburn in Ireland, probably 
Denis Magee (Heslip 1987, Plate 4.12). Although notionally a 
penny, it is difficult to see it as having circulated in Norfolk as 
anything other than a farthing.

What is surely significant is the fact that the 
overwhelming majority of tokens issued at some distance 
from Norfolk, apart from a few private issues of London and 
Southwark, are either Corporation issues or larger halfpenny 
issues of private traders. This must be important; plainly 
size did matter in the context of the acceptability of tokens 
from far-flung places. The presence of a few small London 
and Southwark farthings issued by private traders is perhaps 
best explained by the fact that the number produced was 
truly enormous and many could be expected to have travelled 
elsewhere in the purses of men and women leaving the 
capital for other parts of the country. It is difficult to believe 
they achieved much acceptance outside of London, not least 
because they invariably name only streets and other locations 
in the capital. It is unlikely that anyone in Norfolk would 
have heard of most of these places. 

Given the small number of these issues recovered from 
Norfolk, it is interesting that two represent types unknown 
to Williamson. A farthing of Will Rayner of St. Giles-in-the-
fields found at Surlingham (HER 58871, Marsden 2003, 347, 
no. 34, Plate 4.13) is one and a farthing from the Red Cross 
in Ratclif Highway found at Wymondham another (Plate 
4.14). They serve to illuminate how vast the issues were from 
London and Southwark and how often new varieties from the 
capital turn up. 

CONCLUSIONS

It is hoped that this summary of the work carried 
out by the NTP in the last few years gives an idea of 
what might be possible in the future. The recently 
published catalogue of Norfolk tokens in the Norwich 
Castle Museum collection provides a foundation for 
a fuller catalogue incorporating the best specimen of 
each issue known. In the meantime, the Appendix 
provides a consideration of the revisions to earlier lists 
in its discussion of the disputed material. Research on 
the issuers themselves is ongoing and will hopefully, 
in the fullness of time, link many of these small discs 
of bronze to the men and woman who had them 
produced. Work on the distribution patterns will 
continue indefinitely, for as long as metal detector-
ists record their finds, but it is hoped that the results 
published here will provide a starting point for consid-

Plate 4. Non-Norfolk tokens from the county.
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ering how these fascinating pieces circulated, not only 
in Norfolk, but in other counties.  

July 2015
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APPENDIX I. THE ATTRIBUTION OF SOME EXAMPLES TO 
NORFOLK OR ELSEWHERE
As mentioned above, Dickinson has made many useful 
suggestions on the attribution of some tokens placed by 
Williamson and others in Norfolk. These appear sound in many 
cases. However, the NTP’s work is ongoing and suggests revi-
sion in some cases. Examination of the online records can be 
useful and the records of tokens found in Norfolk can also offer 
help. It is useful to visit the evidence for each of these uncertain 
attributions individually.

Williamson 1: John Briggs of Aldborough. Williamson 
lists this token under Norfolk, Suffolk and Yorkshire whilst 
Dickinson and Norweb suggest Aldeburgh in Suffolk. A 
Yorkshire origin is probable although the Earl of Cranbrook 
had no doubt that this issue belongs to Suffolk, citing various 
records naming a John Briggs resident in Aldeburgh, Suffolk, 
in the 1660s and 1680s (Earl of Cranbrook 1947, 65-6). A 
John Briggs, son of John Briggs, was baptised in Aldborough, 
Norfolk, in 1646 (NRO CAT 0094816 IT1). No-one with 
the name of Briggs occurs in the hearth tax assessments for 
Aldborough, Norfolk, however, and none of these tokens have 
been recorded from Norfolk, suggesting that this issuer should 
be placed outside of the county. 

Williamson 3: Hugh Sherwood of Ashby. Williamson 
suggests Lincolnshire as a possibility whilst Dickinson prefers 
Ashby de la Zouch in Leicestershire. None of this issuer’s 
tokens have been recorded in Norfolk and the name Sherwood 
is hardly a name well attested in the county. A Hugh Sherwood 
is recorded as having died at Ashby de la Zouche in 1671. It is 
most unlikely that this token belongs to Norfolk.

Williamson 4: Joseph Sherwood of Ashby. As with 
the previous token, Williamson suggests Lincolnshire as a 
possible origin and Dickinson prefers Ashby de la Zouch in 

Leicestershire; the lack of any specimens recorded in Norfolk 
would seem to confirm this. A Joseph Sherwood died at Ashby 
de la Zouche in 1667. Again, this is very unlikely to have been 
a Norfolk issue.  

Williamson 10: Francis Westerman of Aylsham. It is made 
clear in the Norweb catalogue (Thompson and Dickinson 1992, 
plate 33, no. 2566) that this token belongs to Faversham in 
Kent, its attribution to Aylsham representing a misreading of 
FAVESHAM for AYLSHAM.   

Williamson - : John Starlen of Benham. This issue 
represents a new addition to the Norfolk corpus, the reading 
of both issuer and place of issue now being certain (Davis and 
Thomson 2009, Marsden 2014, 95, fig. 32). John Starling of 
Binham was assessed for six hearths in the Norfolk Hearth Tax 
of 1666. 

Williamson – (Dickinson 11A): James Wilson of Blaky. 
Williamson did not know of this token but Dickinson ascribed 
it, provisionally, to Blakeney in Norfolk. The Norweb catalogue 
was more circumspect, placing the token in the uncertain 
category. None are recorded from Norfolk despite much metal 
detecting having taken place in the immediate area. The correct 
attribution is arrived at by Thompson in a well-ordered 
discussion (Thompson 2009) which proves that Blakey in 
Lancashire is where this token was issued. 

Williamson 28 (Suffolk): Thomas Smith of Brampton. 
Williamson placed the token in Brampton, Suffolk, whilst 
Dickinson preferred Brampton in Northamptonshire. None are 
known to have been found in Norfolk and the denomination 
of a halfpenny would also be unusual for the county in any 
case. Scotney discusses the arguments with regard to Norfolk 
and Suffolk and suggests Brampton in Norfolk (Scotney 
2006). However, he admits to having no local knowledge of 
Northamptonshire and does not consider the possibility of this 
location being the correct one. The case he makes with regard to 
Norfolk and Suffolk is not enormously convincing. Sir Thomas 
Smith (Brampton in Norfolk) was probably of too high a 
social rank to issue tokens in the first place and the birth of a 
daughter in 1666 would require, given the TS monogram (and 
thus lacking the initial of his wife) on the tokens (which are 
dated 1668), the death of his wife Elizabeth in the intervening 
period.  It remains possible that Thomas Smith chose not to 
accord his wife recognition on his tokens even if she was still 
alive but this is unlikely. The Thomas Smith of Brampton in 
Suffolk had a wife, Margaret, living in 1668 and the lack of 
her initial on the tokens raises similar difficulties as for Sir 
Thomas Smith of Norfolk, a fact remarked upon by Wells in 
his survey of Northamptonshire tokens (Wells 1915, 33-4). 
The death of Audrey, wife of the Thomas Smith of Brampton in 
Northamptonshire, in 1665 would fit the lack of a third initial 
on the token and so Dickinson is probably correct. We should 
remain very cautious in ascribing this token to Brampton in 
Norfolk. It is almost certainly a Northamptonshire issue. 

Williamson 15: Thomas Willis of Burnham Market. 
Burnham in Essex is suggested by Dickinson. However, two 
of Willis’ tokens have been recorded from Norfolk, one from 
Heacham and the other from West Acre, both in West Norfolk. 
Judson cites a will proved in 1679 from Burnham in Essex 
where a Thomas Willis is mentioned in the will of his father, 
Francis Willis (Judson 1987, 29). However, the will states that 



Thomas Willis, the youngest son of Francis, was below the 
age of 21. Since the token is dated 1659, the will must have 
been prepared very many years before Francis Willis’ death 
were the Essex Thomas Willis to have attained an age to issue 
tokens in 1659. Even were a Thomas Willis of Burnham, Essex, 
the issuer, the likelihood of two of his tokens making the long 
journey to West Norfolk is very small indeed. Finally, a Thomas 
Willis of Burnham Market in Norfolk is recorded as having paid 
an aid of £2, 17s and 10d to King William and Queen Mary in 
1689 (Williamson 1891, 842). Thomas Willis should be placed 
in Norfolk.

Williamson 16: William Hanson of Caister. Williamson 
suggests Norfolk but Dickinson prefers Caistor in Lincolnshire. 
None have been recorded from Norfolk. The denomination of 
a halfpenny, very rare in this part of Norfolk (whether Caistor 
St Edmund or Caister-on-Sea), also argues for a Lincolnshire 
attribution. Nor does anyone by the name of Hanson occur in 
the hearth tax assessments and this token should be placed in 
Lincolnshire. 

Williamson 17: John Lathorp of Caster. Williamson 
suggests Norfolk but Dickinson prefers Caistor in Lincolnshire. 
As with the previous issue, none have been recorded from 
Norfolk. Again, the denomination of a halfpenny, very rare in 
the parts of Norfolk where there is a Caistor or Caister, together 
with the lack of any Lathorps in the hearth tax assessments, 
also argues for a Lincolnshire attribution. This token should 
also be placed in Lincolnshire.

Williamson 18: John Hancocke of Carlton. Dickinson 
suggests Carleton in Yorkshire (Williamson 59) whilst the 
Norweb catalogue is uncertain on the matter. There are a 
number of Carltons in Yorkshire and the surname is more often 
encountered in the Midlands and the North. None of Hancocke’s 
tokens have been recorded from Norfolk, and he does not occur 
in the hearth tax assessments (although they are incomplete), 
strongly suggesting that Dickinson is correct.

Williamson – (Dickinson 37A): Thomas Moore of 
East Dereham. An issuer unknown to Williamson. Listed in 
Dickinson (Dickinson 1986, 166, no. 37A) and in the Norweb 
catalogue (Thompson and Dickinson 1993, plate 2, no. 3033). 
His will, in the Norfolk Record Office, was proven in 1687 (PD 
86/159).

Williamson – (Dickinson 39A): Thomas Young of East 
Harling. Unknown to Williamson but listed in Dickinson 
(Dickinson 1986, 166, no. 39A). An example has been recorded 
from Snetterton (PAS database SF-9261C1).  

Williamson 41: William Didlesfold of Fakham. Dickinson 
suggests Fareham in Hampshire. No examples are known 
from Norfolk and the attribution of this piece to Norfolk is 
undoubtedly based on a misreading of FARHAM as FAKHAM. 
Thus, this token should be placed in Hampshire. 

Williamson 45: John Badcock of Fordham. Williamson 
lists this piece as belonging to Norfolk but also suggests 
Fordham in Cambridgeshire. Norweb agrees but the type is 
listed by Dickinson under Norfolk. None has so far been found 
in the Norfolk records. An example is, however, recorded on the 
UKFD database (UKFD-32078), found near Soham, very close 
to Fordham in Cambridgeshire, a good argument that this is 
not a Norfolk issue. Dyer (2002), in a concise and well-ordered 
summary, citing seven further examples from the area around 

Fordham in Cambridgeshire, effectively proves that this is an 
issue from that county. The records of John Badcock’s baptism 
(1637) and burial (1678) in Fordham (Cambs) that he cites 
render any further debate pointless.  

Williamson 71: Joseph Brebon ‘in Norffolk’, 1657. This 
enigmatic token was most probably issued by the Joseph 
Braban, hosier of Lynn, who issued Williamson 70 in 1666. 
None have been recorded from Norfolk which means that 
this supposition cannot as yet be tested. A Joseph Brabin was 
assessed for three hearths in 1664.

Williamson -: John Demster of Linn. This hitherto 
unknown issue has been published previously (Marsden 2014, 
95-6, fig. 33) and represents a new addition to the Norfolk 
corpus. Demster, a grocer residing in Sedgeford Lane Ward, was 
assessed for tax on three hearths in 1664. He was buried at St. 
Nicholas in Lynn on the 12th February 1687. 

Williamson 104: Michaell Hawk of Masham. This token 
does not exist, its place on Williamson’s list being the result of 
a misreading of an example of Williamson 7, issued by Michael 
Haukins of Aylsham. It had been ascribed (Dickinson 1986, 
234, no. 232) to Masham in Yorkshire, a reading corrected in 
the Norweb catalogue (Thompson and Dickinson 1993, no. 
4191).

Williamson 108: John Robinson of Narborough. 
Williamson suggests Narborough in Leicestershire whilst 
Dickinson suggests a Yorkshire attribution. None have been 
recorded from Norfolk despite much metal-detecting having 
been carried out in the area, and so an origin in the county is 
most unlikely. Finally, no Robinsons are listed in the hearth 
assessments. This issue should be placed outside of Norfolk.  

Williamson -, Dickinson 23B (unknown locality), 
Norweb 9330: Morrow Dobbs of Suche.  A token of this type 
was found at Sedgeford and has been previously published 
(Marsden 2014, 97, fig. 34). The token is listed in Dickinson 
in his group of tokens from uncertain localities (Dickinson 
1986, 259, no. 23B). However, a Morrow Dobbs is attested 
in a Tithe agreement of 1663 concerned with land in North 
Runcton, Setchey, Notley and West Winch; this has recently 
been published by Archer (Archer 2012) who provides further 
information and notes that Morrow Dobbs died in 1667. The 
name Suche on the token is clearly a seventeenth-century 
rendering of Setchey, a hamlet very near to Sedgeford. 

Williamson 239: John Hubbard of Stoake. There is no 
doubt that this is a Norfolk token since ‘NORF’ forms part of 
the legend on the reverse. The find spots of the two examples 
recorded from in Norfolk are Shouldham and Wretton, in the 
area of Stoke Ferry in West Norfolk, and so this was clearly 
where they were issued rather than Stoke Holy Cross near 
Caistor St Edmund. A William Hubbert was assessed for five 
hearths in 1666.

Williamson 243: John Cann of Stratton. Both Dickinson 
and Norweb suggest Stratton in Cornwall and the absence of 
any examples in the records suggest that this is correct. He is 
unknown in the Norfolk Hearth Tax returns.

(Williamson 212, Oxfordshire): Robert Cogell of 
Watlenton. The token was attributed by both Williamson and 
Dickinson to Oxfordshire. The denomination, a halfpenny 
would suggest, all things being equal, a non-Norfolk origin. 
However, the fact that four tokens of this type have been 
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discovered in the parishes surrounding Watlington in Norfolk, 
make it certain that this issue should be reassigned to this 
county (Marsden 2014, 97, fig. 35). The documentary evidence 
has been published (Thompson 2008) showing that Robert 
Coggell was assessed for two hearths in 1664. His will was 
proved in 1676.

Williamson 279: ‘G. H’ of Wilton. Dickinson suggests 
Wiltshire and none have been recorded from Norfolk, 
reinforcing this reattribution. Again, the halfpenny 
denomination makes this an unlikely token to have been 
produced in Norfolk. It almost certainly forms part of the series 
of halfpennies from Wilton in Wiltshire of which the following 
example is certainly an example. 

Williamson 280: William Newman of Wilton. Williamson 
suggests a Norfolk attribution but Dickinson preferred 
Wiltshire. The halfpenny denomination would suggest Norfolk 
was an unlikely origin. Kempson clearly proves that Dickinson 
was correct and that this token is from Wilton in Wiltshire 
(Kempson 1973, 127–9). He cites legal action taken against 
token issuers in Wiltshire, one of whom was William Newman, 
a weaver of Wilton. 

Williamson – (Dickinson 291A): Francis Bell of North 
Yarmouth. This token is listed in Dickinson and an example 
was in the Norweb collection (Thomson and Dickinson 1993, 
plate 13, no. 3315). Another was published by the same 
authors the following year, found in the Thames near Custom 
House Quay (Thomson and Dickinson 1994). A further 
example of this token found at Postwick (HER 31087) and 
recorded by Adi Popescu in 2002 was not photographed but is 
known from a description in the HER’s paper records. A Francis 
Bell was a Justice of the Peace in Norfolk and is mentioned in 
the records relating to an Act of Charles II in 1666–7 concerning 
the raising of money for building ships to maintain the war 
against the Netherlands (Marsden 2014, 96). He must surely 
have been the issuer of this token. 
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