Chapter 19

Mints, Moneyers and the Geography of Power in Early Medieval England and its Neighbours
RORY NAISMITH

Thanks to the inscriptions on early medieval coins, the locations where they were made – mints – are among the best-recorded selections of places in Europe. This paper seeks to demonstrate that the establishment of mints at particular times and places depended above all on contemporary governmental and social conditions. The later Roman Empire had emphasised the centrality of a few large mints closely tied to the fiscal system, but its successor kingdoms in England, Francia, Italy and Spain followed different criteria. Production was often organised on a more personal than institutional basis through the mediation of moneyers, and commercial activity, administrative functions or military/political significance could all dictate the production of coin. It is essential to consider the interaction of these and other factors in shaping the role of a mint, as well as the diversity in function and scale that could apply within even one territory.
Introduction
Scholars of the early medieval West are accustomed to the general idea that coins are an important source for tracking the geography of power, especially when there is a dearth of other textual or archaeological evidence to go on. Coins are often inscribed and usually attributable to a fairly precise date and origin. They bridge the gap between the material and written records very effectively, and are an eloquent source when contextualising either excavated sites or historical records of a place. Nonetheless, it is unclear how to interpret the significance of locations where coins were struck, at least when assessed in isolation. Mints sometimes loom large in discussion of places and power in early medieval Europe, but what must not be forgotten is that the context of production varied tremendously from one location to another. That context must affect any reading of a mint-place’s significance.
 
Minting in itself was relatively undemanding in time or resources, if carried out on a small scale: in essence, all that was needed to set up a mint was a furnace, bullion, a few tools and a craftsperson with appropriate skills. In later medieval Italy, small ‘mints’ could be set up in minutes so as to score propaganda victories by striking coins in a prestigious spot such as Genoa’s harbour, the walls of Pisa or even inside Arezzo’s cathedral.
 Few coins would have been made under these circumstances, but that was not the point. Any location could theoretically serve, and so one must be on guard when applying to a mint-place any preconceptions of what coin-production might signify. It is easy, for instance, to be seduced by images of grandeur and formality, or at least of hustle and bustle, such as one might associate with an ancient or modern mint about which much more background information survives. One well-known example is the British Royal Mint. Yet even this illustrates how several different demands have guided the physical location of the institution. The Royal Mint was, from at least the 13th century, situated in central London – indeed, within the Tower itself until 1809, when it moved to a more spacious building nearby. This position made a firm statement about the importance of the mint in the national economy and consciousness, and kept it under the watchful eye of central government. In 1967 the mint was moved out of London to a much less grand industrial site at Llantrisant in Wales, when space and a boost to the regional economy became priorities.
 One might contrast this with another modern mint at Pilgrim’s Rest in South Africa, set up in 1902 by the government of the South African Republic in the later stages of its war against Great Britain. By this time, the Boer government was essentially on the run, and this remote mint consisted of a motley collection of soldier-craftsmen and their untrained assistants. With considerable difficulty they turned out 1,000 gold coins to support the war effort before swiftly moving on.
 Both the Royal Mint and Pilgrim’s Rest were mints – but it is only with awareness of their historical circumstances that the scale of the difference between them becomes clear.

In the case of Anglo-Saxon England and its neighbours there are relatively few surviving coins and even fewer written records pertaining to coinage to indicate whether a mint-place was more like London, Llantrisant, Pilgrim’s Rest, Arezzo cathedral or indeed something completely different. Mints were not united by anything besides having at some point been the location for coin production. This, if anything, is the principal point of the present paper: more often than not a mint was the result rather than the cause of other local developments. In itself minting did not necessarily signify anything beyond some demand, for whatever reason and perhaps for only a short time, to make coins in a particular location. Mints were above all bound to the uses of early medieval coins, the latter generally being of mid- to high value yet widely used by many different groups for many different things.

Key considerations for patrons, craftsmen and customers in setting up a mint-place included administrative needs, security, economic demand, the local geography of power and, sometimes, symbolic resonances. Who produced a coin could also matter as much as the location where it was minted. Furthermore, any analysis of minting in early medieval England and the rest of western Europe will only make sense when viewed against the background from which it stemmed, in particular late Roman and Frankish traditions, and their offshoots in other parts of the post-Roman West. In this brief survey only a sketch of these developments will be offered, paving the way for discussion of Anglo-Saxon minting institutions.
  

Late Roman Origins and Western European Comparisons
In the late Roman world, all minting (of gold, silver and copper-alloy issues) was restricted to a tightly controlled and closely centralised network of a few large centres: often only half a dozen or so for the whole empire, and sometimes only one for gold, which was closely associated with the personal presence of the emperor and the operation of the fiscal system [FIGURE 1 NEAR HERE] (Figure 1). This mint (or mints) received gold or silver ingots and then issued coins which would be used by the central government to pay its obligations across the empire; in turn, those coins would be used by the populace to pay taxes.
 

One might say that customers served the needs of the minting and administrative system in the later Roman Empire, whereas in much of the post-Roman West the minting system came to serve the needs of customers.
 Early medieval mints essentially served the needs of private customers who would bring in precious metal that they wished to have minted – a practice which late Roman emperors vigorously opposed.
 Fiscal demands continued to play some part in guiding the patterns of production, and explain why it was gold coinage alone which survived on any scale in the barbarian kingdoms of the 6th and 7th centuries.
 But these impositions only affected minting in so far as individuals owed tax or rent in cash which they had to get by whatever means necessary. The axis of state-driven taxing and minting was broken.
The transition away from the late Roman minting system can be seen most clearly in Merovingian Gaul. There, the large late-Roman mints broke down but the demand for gold coin (and to a lesser extent other metals) persisted, and prompted the establishment of a new coinage in the early 6th century, which at first was imitative and not attributable to a specific source.
 But from the later 6th century a great many mints began to be named explicitly on the coinage: perhaps over 800 all told (Figure 2).
 [FIGURE 2 NEAR HERE] Some of these locations were relatively substantial, and can be identified with cities which attracted visitors and wealth, but the majority were surely minor places then as now, and their mints were probably small and temporary set-ups. It has been suggested that many such Merovingian mints were rural estate centres where local landowners needed to have gold minted into coin. The spread of minting was hence perhaps a result of intensifying aristocratic exploitation of local estates and the taxes or rents expected from them,
 as seen in a celebrated episode in the 7th-century vita of St Eligius – a rare written account of Merovingian minting.
 Some individual mints or clusters of mints can be associated with properties mentioned in aristocratic wills, or landholdings known from other sources; one group of mints appears in lands associated with the 7th- and early 8th-century Carolingians, for example.
 Further clues are given by mint-appellations. Most Merovingian mint-places were simply vici; civitates were rare and largely confined to known episcopal centres. But castra, castella and palacia occasionally occurred, and it is also revealing that some tremisses bore legends such as racio domini, racio ecclesiae or racio fisci (i.e., ‘the account of a lord, church or fisc’) or even mallus (a court or meeting).
 

Localisation of minting also made it more difficult simply to accept the quality of coins based on where they had been made, and necessitated a further prop to their reliability, which came in the form of the name of the craftsman responsible for manufacture: the moneyer. Elite influence on minting (if and when it occurred) was normally silent, and even direct references to the king are extremely rare, probably because of a tradition going back to the 5th century that portrayals on gold coinage were intimately and exclusively linked to the Roman emperors.
 For this reason busts of generally imperial character were the only outward sign of regal authority on most Merovingian coins, and the moneyer was the key point of personal reference. Exactly who the moneyers were is rarely known: one of them, St Eligius, rose high in royal service on the strength of his abilities as a goldsmith and cleric.
 Further moneyers are referred to by Gregory of Tours and other writers as wealthy inhabitants of cities.
 But although most individuals remain highly obscure, the importance of the moneyers as a group is not in doubt, and they indicate a coinage which was the product of a large, geographically dispersed cohort of officials cum craftsmen who collaborated with the landholding elite.

In the Frankish kingdom the prominence of the moneyers was a feature of the Merovingian era, surviving the transition from gold to silver around 675 but not the advent of the Carolingians.
 Pippin III (751–768), the first Carolingian king, undertook a major reform of the coinage soon after his accession as a result of which its administration was transformed. The number of mints fell substantially, and reference to the moneyer ceased. Mint names, along with the king’s name, became the principal point of reference, and other personal names found occasionally on early Carolingian denarii are normally interpreted as those of counts or other magnates who were now charged with supervision over a mint.
 When Louis the Pious (814–40) and Charles the Bald (843–77) legislated on coinage in 9th-century capitularies, they did so by addressing counts with charge over a mint.
 From this time onwards mints were closely identified with counts and counties, which had an important impact on their distribution in relation to centres of elite power – that is to say, coins were made at locations where the counts themselves had influence, typically cities (civitates) or occasionally fortresses (castra) and estates or villages (vici).
 Greater complexity emerged in the late and post-Carolingian territories of the later 9th and 10th centuries as more and more authorities, including many monasteries and bishoprics, introduced or usurped their own coinages along with other formerly regal rights.
 Recognition of the current king gradually gave way in west Frankia to either the name of a dead king or emperor, or explicit recognition of a count or church.
 In the realm of the Ottonians and Salians a similar situation emerged as a result of the growth of minting in Germany in the 10th and 11th centuries: the king or emperor was never recognised at many of the eighty or so new mints named in royal diplomas from this time, which normally established a mint (moneta) as a means to encourage and control local commerce, typically in conjunction with a market (mercatum) and toll station (teloneum) placed under the jurisdiction of a local potentate.
 Power and economics thus combined, at varying levels from the king down to local elites, to guide the location of minting within the Frankish empire and its successors over several centuries.

The east and west Frankish experiences of power and minting can be contrasted with those of neighbouring kingdoms. In Italy, for example, there remained a very close relationship between minting and centres of urban authority on the late Roman and Byzantine model. Only around 15 locations are known to have issued coin across the peninsula between the late 8th and 11th centuries, and still fewer were of any substance or duration. These were walled cities, most with a long history of civic, ecclesiastical and commercial prominence. The focus on a few strictly urban mints persisted even as Roman authority was replaced in much of Italy by Gothic, Lombard, Byzantine, papal and Frankish rule. Italian mints generally continued to recognise the name of the appropriate king, emperor or pope throughout the early Middle Ages (often until the 12th century), normally without direct reference to any local elites or moneyers.
 The contrast with Frankish developments is striking, and reflects the more urbanised character of government and aristocratic power in early medieval Italy.
 One might see Visigothic Spain as presenting the middle ground between these extremes. There, a relative profusion of mints appeared in the 7th century: about 95 all told, though as in Merovingian Gaul the majority of these operated only briefly and on a small scale. Most production took place in cities like Cordoba, Mérida, Seville and Toledo, in regions where agricultural production and aristocratic power were strongest. Interestingly, many of the smallest Spanish mints were located at what must have been villages or estate-centres in the mountainous northwest, which probably reflect vestiges of local Suevic political and ecclesiastical geography.
 The latest major study of these coins, by Ruth Pliego-Vázquez, posits an important fiscal role for the Visigothic currency, which would have important ramifications for the motives behind minting in particular places. Visigothic mint-places may often represent tax-gathering centres, with a leading role being played by the larger cities. In consisting almost entirely of gold tremisses, the Visigothic system is comparable to that of contemporary Gaul, though there were important differences, above all the maintenance in Spain of a strict unity of design and royal recognition, less localisation of minting in most areas and perhaps a longer-lasting link between coinage and taxation.
 

The high degree of atomisation characteristic of the Merovingian minting system was thus an extreme, though a relatively greater number of mints than in the late Roman period was a common feature of the early medieval West. This expansion must on some level reflect the smaller scale and relatively weaker infrastructure of post-Roman kingdoms, and their continued demand for minting – rather than just coinage – on a local scale. This is an important distinction. A successful monetary economy, even in the medieval or ancient period, did not necessarily depend upon a large number of mint-places. The small number of mints supplying the large monetary needs of the late Roman Empire has already been noted. Numerous mints generally reflect localised structures of power and communication rather than a strong monetary economy. They could exist for many reasons besides a buoyant money supply. Indeed, creation of a new minting facility could be a response to lack of coinage in a district rather than surplus of demand. The most explicit evidence of this comes from some of the royal diplomas which granted minting rights in the Carolingian Empire and its successors.
 For example, a few months after a major coin-reform in the west Frankish kingdom in 864, Charles the Bald issued a charter to the local bishop permitting the establishment of a new mint in Châlons-sur-Marne, citing as reason the inconvenience caused to the church by the lack of acceptable coins in the vicinity.
 An attempt to foster use of coin during lean times was probably one factor in the creation of new mints in the Carolingian realms from the 9th century onwards, alongside the atomisation of regnal rights and privileges in the 10th century and after.
 The details remain obscure, however, as the pattern of minting from about 900 is difficult to follow, especially in western and central parts of the former Carolingian Empire: many coinages in this region became immobilised (i.e. fixed and unchanging in type) for generations or even centuries beginning in the 10th century.

Mint-Places in Anglo-Saxon England
The story of minting in Anglo-Saxon England shows off the best and the worst of what can be determined about where coins were made and why. At the outset of the period, the English coinage was one of the most frustratingly obscure in Europe. The earliest English coins produced at the start of the 7th century took their cue from contemporary Merovingian currency.
 They were made of gold, and looked to Frankish and Roman models for visual inspiration. But England did not possess all the same conditions that gave rise to the distinct character of Merovingian coinage: most notably, it lacked the highly developed structures of elite landholding that produced such a complicated geography of minting, and also the surviving elements of Roman culture and government that shaped the use of Merovingian coin. There is no evidence that Anglo-Saxon currency fulfilled a similar fiscal role, or that there was any widespread tradition of Latin literacy behind it.
 As a result, there are precious few inscriptions on English coinage before c. 750. What can be said is that over the century and a half before this the volume of coined money in circulation gradually expanded, until, in the early decades of the 8th century, there were more coins being used and lost than at any other point between the 4th and 13th centuries.
 This came at a time of more general economic dynamism in the whole North Sea region.

The currency was, therefore, potentially a very lucrative resource, but it was probably not subject to regnal-level control initially. From its inception there were a number of designs being used, probably at several different minting-places in southern and eastern England.
 These were largely concentrated in the southeast during the gold coinage of c. 620–675, but spread outwards after a switch to minting in silver took place. During the period of the so-called sceattas or early pennies from around 675 to 740,
 at least 30 places – and quite probably more – issued coin on some scale. The coins betray evidence of what seems to have been a diffuse system; one in which a range of individuals and institutions could take it upon themselves to issue coins.
 Some of the largest issues are believed to have been made at emporia such as Southampton, London, York and Ipswich.
 Even these attributions must, without mint-names, be accepted with caution. Find-distribution points to origins in the correct area, and analogy with later, clearer periods suggests that the largest coinages generally were associated with major centres of trade and production, at least in the later (‘secondary’) phase of production.
 More guesswork is involved in the attribution of the many small coinages with a find-distribution focused on the area southeast of a line from the Wash to the Solent. These could be either subsidiary issues from a wic or the output of a lesser mint-place in the vicinity. Estate centres, minsters, markets, meeting places and other foci of elite and communal authority might all have served as mint-places at this time.

Occasional inscriptions on early gold and silver issues give some clues. A few name kings – specifically Eadbald of Kent (616–40) and Aldfrith of Northumbria (685–704) – or ecclesiastical issuers, such as a few coin-types which bear the words monita scorvm for moneta sanctorum, ‘money of the saints’. Anna Gannon has also pointed out that many of the elaborate and elegant designs on these early coins carry sophisticated religious significance.
 Christianity was of course a powerful force among the laity in Anglo-Saxon England, so one should not automatically assume that all coins carrying a Christian message were issued by the Church, though some are so complex in their meaning that one assumes a person of considerable learning – probably a cleric – had a hand in the design.
 

When inscriptions do occur on early Anglo-Saxon coins, it is most common for them to consist of personal names without any hint of regal or ecclesiastical authority. These names can most reasonably be interpreted as belonging to moneyers. An appreciable proportion of the diverse coin-issues from this early period may well have been the products of moneyers working on their own account for a multiplicity of patrons. The origins of this strong personal focus in the making of English coins probably go back to Merovingian influence in the early 7th century, but in England took a different course and sharpened over time.
 Indeed, when inscriptions became a more regular part of coin-design in the mid-8th century the moneyer’s name emerged as the norm in southern England (and in Northumbria from the 790s). The immediate background of this was a string of near-contemporary coin-reforms in five Anglo-Saxon and Frankish kingdoms, all of which saw a reassertion of the quality and consistency of silver coinage, and (in all but one case) broader, flatter coins similar to those used for the rest of the Middle Ages.
 These new coinages also, crucially, saw the establishment of explicit reference to royal authority. The prominence assigned to the moneyer at this stage created a precedent which was to underpin minting in England for centuries: a close bond between the king and the moneyers. Ealdormen were excluded from direct involvement with minting, and bishops had only a restricted role, the latter perhaps representing a hangover from the early Anglo-Saxon period. Even the name of the actual location where the coin was made lost out to the name of the moneyer and his royal patron: mint-names were used only occasionally before the 970s. 

That is not to say moneyers could work wherever and however they wished, and in the period c. 760–875 there seems to have been a tendency towards a small number of large mints. There may have been as few as six clearly identifiable mint-places active in England at this time, although in practice these may have been supplemented by several smaller, less easily detectable ones.
 The fewer mint-places of the 9th century were not a consciously constructed system, but rather the survivors of the much larger clutch of mints active earlier in the 8th century. The major mints clustered in the east, presumably to take advantage of incoming foreign silver, and at locations which enjoyed commercial and administrative prominence: Canterbury, Ipswich (?), London, Rochester, Southampton (?) and York. These supported, under Offa (757–96) and his successors early in the 9th century, a substantial revival of the monetary economy. The numbers of moneyers active at each of the six mint-towns was often large and relatively stable, implying some sort of control over their number, such as was explicitly imposed in a law-code of the early 10th century.
 The point of restricting mint-places was to facilitate, control and protect the moneyer’s relationship with his customers. This is why re-expansion of minting in England, when it began around 875, was at first largely silent with respect to mint names: what mattered was providing more places where moneyers could work. Mint-names hence served primarily to complement the name of the moneyer and help in tracking him down in case of malpractice. 

Expansion of the Anglo-Saxon minting system began in the reigns of Alfred (871–99) and Edward the Elder (899–924).
 Five new mint-places were named in their kingdoms during the period c. 880–900: Bath, Exeter, Gloucester, Oxford and Winchester.
 A related process took place in Viking-held territory. There, York was revived as probably the sole mint north of the Humber, while a number of mints sprang up further south. Some of these were named: Norwich,
 Lincoln,
 Leicester
 and a couple of disputed locations possibly including Great Shelford near Cambridge
 and, still more tentatively, Rocester in Staffordshire.
 At Torksey in Lincolnshire, where the Viking Great Army wintered in 872–3, material evidence for minting has been found by metal-detectorists.
 There were probably many more mint-sites on both sides which went unnamed, but a total of 52 locations can be identified as mints in England between about 880 and the 970s (Figure 3). [FIGURE 3 NEAR HERE]
This expansion brought diversification of minting, which came to serve more explicitly as a vehicle for local military, cultural and political statements, and was not so strongly driven by economic forces. A very rare group of coins issued in the years around 900, late in the reign of Alfred and early in that of Edward, exemplifies what connotations minting could carry. Unusually for English coins of this date, they name the mints where they were made, including Bath, Exeter and Winchester. Also unusually, they give a very long and precise title for the king. In the past these have sometimes been interpreted as marking the foundation of boroughs,
 but another possibility is suggested by a pair of highly unusual coins; the only known English silver pieces intended as more than a penny. These two coins both feature the same obverse design (and royal style) as the pennies, but about 10.5 grams, and were probably intended as sixpences (on the Carolingian standard of c. 1.7 grams). On the reverse they bear the word elimo, for elimosina, or alms. This may provide a clue to the purpose of the whole series. Asser’s life of King Alfred records that the king allotted one half of his revenue to the Church, which included provision for the poor and for support of churches in Mercia and Wessex.
 These coins might represent survivors of issues made at or for the important minsters in Bath, Exeter and Winchester, perhaps subsequently distributed to the poor. 

Only under King Æthelstan (924–39) were mint-names adopted on a large scale, presumably as a belated recognition that the number of mint-places now made location a desirable supplement to the moneyer’s name. The coinage of Æthelstan reveals that by c. 930 at least 35 places were producing pennies, staffed by between one and 25 moneyers each. These included some large and long-established centres like London, Canterbury and York, but also many new additions.
 Further mints appeared under subsequent kings, though mint-names did not become universal or permanent until a major reform instituted late in the reign of Edgar (959–75). In the century after this, 103 mints were named on the coinage (always, of course, with the moneyer), 85 of which can be located with confidence, though it should be noted that a maximum of about 70 operated at one time. All of these mints would change design every few years, meaning that relatively exact chronology is possible, as well as precise attribution.
 Studies of this late Anglo-Saxon coinage have been carried out in enormous detail, for which reason important questions of scale and organisation within and between mints can be considered in unusual depth.
 What emerges is that London, Lincoln, Winchester and York between them accounted for well over half of all coin-production in England,
 whereas some of the other mints active in the late 10th and 11th centuries are represented by only a few surviving specimens. Naturally one assumes that the surviving sample is a tiny fraction of what was originally made, which is why it is important to consider representation among single-finds (usually interpreted as a random sample of the English currency, lost in the course of circulation) and how many stamps or dies are represented among the surviving sample. These criteria provide a better guide to the level of original production and contribution to the kingdom’s monetary economy. To take one example, the small Somerset mint of Watchet is represented by just six extant specimens of Cnut’s Pointed Helmet type (none of them single-finds), issued in the 1020s, all of which were struck by one moneyer from a single pair of dies.
 York, in the same type, is known from at least 964 surviving coins (including seven single-finds), struck by 27 moneyers from 146 obverse dies and 234 reverse dies.
 In both cases there is reason to believe we have a fairly complete view of how many dies were used, and it is quite clear that there really was a world of difference in the nature of minting activity at these locations. Other evidence backs up this contrast: York was, by any estimation, a major town with busy markets and craftsmen, and was the sole mint catering to the monetary needs of England north of the Humber. It had been a mint since probably the 7th century and had acquired its probable monopoly of minting in Northumbria by the 8th, establishing a precedent which persisted more or less down to the 1080s. Watchet, on the other hand, was a minor fortress, named in the Burghal Hidage, but had little sign of urban activity in Domesday Book. It did not face the North Sea or the Channel, which seem to have been the main thoroughfares bringing silver to England at this time,
 and could probably not count on substantial or constant demand for fresh coin. Its one moneyer was probably active only occasionally. 
Reasons for the Number and Distribution of Mint-Places

There was a genuine difference in nature as well as scale between these minting operations. The eastern part of England was generally dominant, and within it the leading mints were key centres of population and exchange, typically on the coast or with access to the sea. Local commercial activity was one contributing factor in this region’s success, and the emphasis Anglo-Saxon rulers placed on use of the local currency also played into the hands of moneyers in eastern England. Converting the silver of incoming traders into English pennies undoubtedly added significantly to the productivity of coastal mint-towns. A similar pattern can be seen elsewhere, not least the port-towns of Dorestad and Venice, which were among the most important mint-places of the Carolingian Empire.
 

In practice, the large majority of the currency was thus produced at a small proportion of the 100+ mint-places of late Anglo-Saxon England, and this trend would only strengthen over time. The dramatically larger coinage of England around 1300, for example, was mostly the product of London and Canterbury, supplemented by about nine ecclesiastical and temporary mint-places (the latter only operating at times of recoinage).
 Mechanisms of communication and distribution were not appreciably more advanced than in the late Anglo-Saxon period, meaning that it was no more necessary for practical purposes to have a mint within close proximity during the 11th century than in the fourteenth – and in any case the brief or on-off existence of many Anglo-Saxon mints meant that the network never was quite as dense as a map of all mint-places seems to suggest.
 It follows that the comparatively small currency of the 11th century and before simply did not need a plethora of mint-places. Something else was behind the drive for local minting.


In England, the era of expansion in minting coincided with a stronger emphasis on dispersed foci of local defence and administration, usually referred to as boroughs or byrg (singular burh).
 Many of these gave rise to later towns, but archaeological excavations have shown that few hosted substantial trade, production or population before the 11th century.
 Minting was one of a host of functions the byrg fulfilled, along with market and especially defended redoubt that could be used as a retreat in the face of Viking or other attacks.
 Not every burh fulfilled all of these roles all the time: in the earlier part of the 10th century minting in particular would have been occasional, driven by visits from traders with foreign coin, or by locals who needed to turn bullion into cash. The urban status of the byrg was based more on administrative than economic criteria, and the terminology used for them was generally the same regardless of differences in size and function. The capacity to host a mint therefore depended on institutional status, while the scale and duration of minting depended on the size and role of a place. This was recognised in one (probably 10th-century) law-code, preserved only in a Latin rendering, which specifies a distinction between arrangements for minting in a ‘principal town’ (summo portu) and ‘any other town’ (omni alio portu) – but it still presupposes that ‘towns’/portus were the venue for minting.
 The minting network that resulted could extend and contract as the needs of local government changed. In the early 11th century, coins were produced at several recently established ‘emergency’ fortresses built in the face of recent or imminent Viking attack, such as at South Cadbury in Somerset, or Cissbury in Sussex.
 What mattered more than the scale of any particular mint-place was the name of the moneyer who worked there, and that he normally be based in what contemporaries defined as a town – a message which comes through loud and clear in 10th-century legislation.
 England’s many new mint-places were therefore ‘urban’ only according to culturally specific criteria, and in isolation the presence of a moneyer is no guarantee of a large population or economic significance. 

There were two practices particular to late Anglo-Saxon England that made the eight decades between about 980 and the Norman Conquest especially rich in minor mints. The first was the process known as renovatio monetae or renewal of the coinage: systematic replacement of most of the currency by reminting it into a new type. This was revived at the end of Edgar’s reign, and repeated multiple times under his son Æthelred II (978–1016).
 The second was the raising of tributes (from 991) and taxation (from 1012) to resist the Viking threat, both of which had to be paid in gold or silver.
 These processes surely galvanised minting activity in general, but also had a darker side. Coined money was one of the key nexuses between local society and larger, kingdom-wide networks. It was generally placed in the hands of individuals who were already powerful and influential.
 This responsibility produced many opportunities for them to feather their own nest, and as a result the currency could easily become a tool of exploitation. One suspects that going to a small local mint was, for many Anglo-Saxons, not simply like choosing to patronise the early medieval equivalent of a pricier but convenient and familiar corner shop as opposed to the bigger, cheaper suburban supermarket. 

Recoinage by definition required people to exchange their cash. How they went about that task is never explained in any surviving text, but coin-finds firmly indicate that they did it.
 Recoinages must have seen productivity peak at large and small mints alike – with the difference that at small mints production perhaps ceased altogether after the recoinage period (of perhaps a few months, if Carolingian precedents are any guide).
 Moreover, much of the business of moneyers at smaller mint-places during these periods did not necessarily involve melting down or minting coin at all. Their role involved money-changing as well as the making of fresh coin.
 Coin-finds show that a high proportion of new pennies of each type came from the major mint-towns even in regions with numerous local mint-places. The suspicion must be that exchange played a proportionally larger part at small mint-places, with the bulk of the circulating medium percolating out from larger centres and being supplemented only where necessary by local acts of coining. If the major mint-places were serving the needs of large swathes of the kingdom as well as their own hinterland, this would help explain the glaring geographical disparities in minting, and the massive levels of output achieved at some places in this period.

Tributes and taxes can also help to explain this dynamic, for there is evidence that at least some payments were gathered at London, and so the burden of minting generated by these payments may well have fallen disproportionately on the moneyers based there – even if the silver they turned to coin perhaps came from a much wider area, and perhaps even profited from the exercise.
 On a local basis, the need to drum up cash to pay one’s share of a tribute or tax would have been another pressure that drove people to the moneyers. It is entirely credible that some of the latter played a direct part in the ruthless mechanisms that were created to extract and redistribute precious metal.
 Under these circumstances there was an obvious element of coercion; this could also have obtained in recoinage processes as well, especially if the local moneyer or mint was under the thumb of an influential figure. 
Visiting a moneyer meant more than just making or exchanging coins: it was an opportunity for social inequalities to be manipulated. It may be significant that so many of the small mint-byrg of southwest England – the most richly provided with mints in the kingdom – were also royal properties.
 One thinks of the complaints in 9th-century Francia that landowners were fleecing the poor by buying grain cheap at harvest and selling dear in times of hunger.
 Minting and money were one more arena in which the elite could profit indirectly. Tenants and others would have had little say over where they went for their market or minting needs, or what prices they would pay. The minting system in general, and probably minor mints in particular, had the potential to exploit as well as facilitate recoinage and tax or tribute gathering. That is probably one reason why they were so popular and persistent.
Conclusions
Minting and the exercise of power were an unsettled pair. Rulers and members of the elite could (though by no means always did) dictate where minting might be allowed to happen, but had much more difficulty in directing the flow of bullion and exchange connected with coin. Hence major mints in late Anglo-Saxon England coincided closely with major towns: nodal points in interregional exchange with persistent access to flows of commerce and foreign silver, on which they surely depended for a large part of minting business. Conversely, smaller mints could be created by a broad range of demands, but accounted for a much smaller proportion of overall output. This is an important distinction, with a long history behind it. Similar arrangements may have already prevailed in England in the early 8th century, when huge quantities of early pennies/sceattas came from leading towns to mingle with smaller issues from lesser centres. Merovingian Gaul was different, in that a plethora of small mints accounted for a larger share of the gold currency. Localised aristocratic interests had a decisive influence on production, though circulation remained vibrant. Commerce in general seems to have become a stronger force with the silver issues of c. 675 and after, in contrast to a perhaps greater emphasis on fiscal and elite demands in the 6th and early 7th centuries, though all these requirements had influenced minting for a long time and would do so to some degree across the Middle Ages. The abiding point must be that mints were rarely the sole feature which drew people to a location: rather, minting took place at centres of economic, symbolic, military and/or political power whenever the need for it arose. 

Finally, to an important degree it was not where but who that mattered, especially in England. A survey probably drawn up in the 1050s, preserved in the so-called Winton Domesday of the 12th century, names a number of moneyers and their properties in Winchester, making it quite clear that each moneyer was essentially his own mint.
 There are several reasons to think that this had been the norm in England for centuries, not least from finds of dies at several locations and from traces of a possible die-cutting workshop discovered in London.
 Anglo-Saxon law-codes, charters and other documents never discuss mints as institutions: they speak only of moneyers, and particularly of moneyers working on the king’s behalf. In England the personal aspect of minting provided a vital counterpart to the geographical. Even a stronger emphasis on the location of minting in neighbouring European kingdoms never effaced the personnel charged with minting, either at the level of patronage or manufacture. The name of the place complemented, or should be understood as shorthand for, that of the local ruling authority, while the individuals responsible for coin-production were often prominent members of society. Italian documents show that moneyers in Lucca, Milan, Pavia, Rome and elsewhere occupied a relatively elevated position in the early medieval urban community, though none put their names on coinage.
 In every part of Europe both production and circulation depended heavily on interpersonal ties – a key ingredient of all power in the early Middle Ages. We should bear this in mind whenever considering why a place was a mint. Any straightforward equation of mints with towns, boroughs or other institutions is bound to be dangerous. Across Europe mints evolved in many and complex ways, governed by the geography of power. The reasons for setting up a mint could thus vary tremendously, and each needs to be viewed critically as a product of local circumstances.
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