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The farther away from Flanders that our investigation of the 14
th

 century, silver leeuwengroot 

(gros au lion, gros compagnon) coin type travels, the more difficult everything becomes. The 

coins themselves become {much} more rare and are often only seen in poor condition, 

relevant literature regarding the coins and the regions involved becomes scarcer and more 

vague (and inaccurate), different sources give wildly varying and contradictory information, 

experts on the subject do not exist, etc. 

 

Leeuwengroten with legends reading MONETA FALCN and MONETA FALEN (and 

“William” reverse legends) have traditionally been attributed to Valkenburg (Fauquemont), in 

the modern Netherlands province of Limburg. These attributions are based for the most part 

on the upon the legends themselves (and the lack of any other place names that ‘match’). 

 There is a third ‘William’ legend, MONETA FAUC’N, that has gone completely 

unreported by previous authors. 

 The exact transcription of the various ‘William’ legends on the reverse is a complicated 

business, and will be discussed in detail later. There are 4 basic sub-groups, divided by 

differing reverse, inner legends, all of which seem to be some form of William, Duke of 

Juliers (in Latin) 

 

There are several other (non-leeuwengroot) coin types that have clear “Valkenburg” legends, 

such as VALKENBORCH, VALKENB and VALKENK (see Menadier pp. 471-472, ref. 

18), and so an attribution to Valkenburg for the FALCN & FALEN (and FAUCN) 

leeuwengroten is not unreasonable. We have no particular reason to doubt the attribution to 

Valkenburg at this time, and we certainly have no better alternative to offer the reader. 



 2 

 

 

Leeuwengroten with MONETA FALEN obverses but ARNO (Arnold) reverse legends were 

attributed (by von Frauendorfer, ref. 10) to Fallais, south of Rummen (now in Belgium). 

This attribution is also based on the upon the coin legends (and the lack of any other better 

options), as well as on Chalon’s {incorrect} attribution of the ‘William’ coins to Fallais. 

Other (non-leeuwengroot) coin types that have clear “Fallais” legends are known. While we 

are not particularly confident in the Fallais attribution for the FALEN/ARNO coins, we have 

no better alternative to offer at this time (other than Valkenburg, of course). 

 The obverse of these coins is basically identical to the MONETA FALEN coins described 

above.  

 

 

Previous Literature 

Leeuwengroten from Valkenburg / Fauquemont are rare, and much of the previous literature 

regarding these coins is rather inaccurate (although the 4 main sub-types have long been 

identified). Perhaps the first author to discuss these coins was Chalon (ref. 4 & 5). 

The Schoo Hoard (1927, see ref. 37) was previously reported by Suhle (ref. 25). For the 

most part, Suhle’s report on the hoard is an excellent, reasonably accurate work. But for some 

reason, it seems to break down a bit when it comes to Valkenburg coins. 

 The coins from the Wittmund Hoard (1858, see ref. 29), and a small number of other 

examples, were available for study by Grote (et al) (ref. 12) and subsequently by Menadier 

(ref. 18). The Byvanck Hoard (c. 1835, see ref. 38), was reported by von Frauendorfer and 

the Wittmund Hoard by Dannenberg (ref. 8). 

Valkenburg leeuwengroten have also been mentioned in the works of R. Serrure (ref. 

24), Engel & Serrure (ref. 9), and Post (ref. 20). Some other relevant Valkenburg types have 

been discussed by Perreau (ref. 19, a fractional leeuwengroot) and by Joseph (ref. 15). 

 

 

Valkenburg 

Valkenburg was a small lordship in what is now The Netherlands (province of Limburg). The 

French version of the name, often used in numismatics, is Fauquemont. However, 

Fauquemont means falcon-mountain, while Valkenburg means falcon-town.  

  

The traditional interpretation of the William / FALCN legend as meaning FALCeNburgensis 

or FALcENburgensis seems to have originated with Chalon. (Presumably the FAUC’N coins 

read FAUCoNburgensis or something similar.)  

 

When investigating the legends on the coins, Grote proposed montis valconis or montis 

falconis 
[11]

, meaning falcon mountain, as a translation of FALCoNensis. The modern name of 

the place is Valkenburg (with a u, falcon-town), however, and not Valkenberg (with an e, 

falcon-mountain). Burg is derived from the older burcht, meaning ‘castle’ or ‘fortified place’ 

(around which towns usually sprang up). 

De Groot’s family tree (ref. 11, pp. 219-220) refers to the Heeren van Valkenberg, but all 

the other references read Valkenburg. (Confusingly, in the modern, local, Limburg dialect, the 

place is called Valkeberg or Vallkeberg.) 

 In modern Dutch, burg and berg are far from interchangeable, and are not pronounced the 

same (something vaguely like burr-ug and bearg, respectively). The castle of Valkenburg is 

indeed situated on a very large hill, but whether or not this could be termed a “small 

mountain” is debatable.  
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 The oldest known reference to the place is an ordinance of Henry III, King of Germany, 

dated 15 February, 1041, in which he bestows some towns on his niece Ermgard, including 

‘Falchenberch’. 

 

 

 
 

Valkenburg Castle, 2018 

 

 

 

William II of Juliers (1354-1361 or 1362) 

 

There is only one William in the list of Lords of Valkenburg, and that is William II, Count of 

Juliers (Jülich). 

It would appear from v.d. Chijs’ text on pp. 212-213 (ref. 7, reproduced in the Appendix 

below), that in 1354, Valkenburg came into the hands of Reinald of Schoonvorst, who in that 

same year traded the lordship to William, the duke of Juliers (in exchange for the Lordship of 

Caster). Apparently, the emperor raised the lordship to a county in 1356. The entire time, 

Walraven of Valkenburg contested all of this, claiming that Valkenburg belonged to him by 

rights, and in 1362 the emperor finally agreed with him and granted him the county (under 

several additional conditions). By 1381, the county was completely in the hands of 

Wenceslas, Duke of Brabant 
[6]

. 

 

Clearly then, leeuwengroten struck in Valkenburg for William of Juliers could not have been 

produced before (late?) 1354. In theory, they could have been produced until 1362. 

 

Presumably, at this time, the Flemish leeuwengroten in circulation were those of Issues I-III 

of Louis of Male. (Exactly what happened with the small Issue IV is unclear, however it 

ended with the murder of the mintmaster and the removal of the mint from Bruges to Ghent.) 

In December, 1354, production of the prolific Issue V began. 

 At some time in 1354 or 1355, production of large numbers of leeuwengroten began in 

Holland (HOLAND) as well. 

 It is clear that imitations in smaller regions (e.g. Looz) followed as well. Presumably, the 

Valkenburg leeuwengroten were part of this wave of imitations, although probably not until 

1357 when Brabant joined in. 
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The Rummen RUMEN leeuwengroten are clearly direct imitations of the Brabant FILFD 

(Vilvoorde) coins of duchess Johanna. It is unlikely that the FILFD coins were minted before 

mid-1357, therefore, it is unlikely that the RUMEN Coins were minted before 1357 either. 

Since the RUMEN coins share so many common characteristics with the Rekem, Horne and 

Valkenburg coins, for whatever reason(s), it seems likely that they were all minted around the 

same time, and that the Rekem, Horne and Valkenburg coins were not minted until at least 

mid-1357 either, making the likely date range something more along the lines of 1357-1362.  

 

See also Marc Habets (ref. 13 and the Appendix below), who states that Reinoud van 

Schönvorst sold Valkenburg to William of Juliers in 1355, that on 25 December, 1356 

Valkenburg was raised to a county, and that on 4 April, 1359, the emperor confirmed that 

Valkenburg “belonged to” of William of Juliers. 

Schulman (ref. 23 ), gave the dates of William’s reign as 1357-1361. 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

Legends on the Valkenburg Leeuwengroten 
 

As mentioned above, there are two basic reverse types of FALEN (etc.) leeuwengroot: one 

with an ARNOldvs legend, and one with what appears to be some form of GVILelmvs 

(William) legend.  The Arnold coin is “known” from only 2 examples (whereabouts currently 

unknown; see ref. 10, pp. 10-11). Most of the coins that we will be discussing in this current 

report are ‘William’ coins. 

 

 

 

WILLIAM 
 

The Obverse Legend 
 

Previous authors debated the correct transcription of the obverse legends, offering either 

MONETA FALEN or FALCN (or the incorrect even FALLN), as though one or the other 

must be correct.  

In fact, there are extant, legible coins with both legends, FALEN and FALCN, as well as 

a third: FAUC’N (unreported by previous authors). Faced with semi-illegible coins and an 

uncertainty over how to transcribe some of the unusual letter forms found on the coins, it does 

not seem to have occurred to anyone that there might be more than one type of obverse legend 

(variant spellings in the obverse legend of a leeuwengroot are, after all, not the norm). 

 

 

The Reverse (Inner) Legend 
 

The known Valkenburg leeuwengroten follow the first O round, second O long and the two 

O’s by the cross arms ‘rules’ employed on most leeuwengroten of any region, the latter 

guideline possibly causing the reverse, inner legends to become somewhat nonsensical, since 

superfluous O’s may have been included in the legend to facilitate the ‘two O’s by the cross 

arms’. 
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The exact transcriptions of the “William” legends remain unclear. Presumably, they all read 

something along the lines of : Gvillelmvs Ivlio dvx or Vilhelmvs dvx Gulic (William, Duke of 

Juliers), but the only consistent word is DVX / DUX. The legends seem to be borderline 

nonsense. 

Ignoring (for the moment) the various interpunction marks, and the use of U or V, there 

seem to be four basic inner legends (with the coins properly oriented, with the reverse, outer 

legend, initial cross at the top): 

 

a. OMI DVX  

OMI DVX GVL VIL     (VILOMI  DVX  GUL ?) 

 

b. OMV ICO 

 OMV ICO  DVX VIL     (VILOMV  I  CO  DVX ?) 

 

c. OMV GIO 

OMV GIO DVX VIL     (VILOMV  GIO  DVX ?) 

 

d. OLV MIO 

OLV MIO DVX GVI    (GVIOLVM  IO  DVX ?) 

 

 

For convenience, the four basic legends can be referred to as:  

 

OMI 

OMV ICO  (even simply ICO) 

OMV GIO  (even simply GIO) 

OLV 

 

 

The (partial) illegibility of most of the known specimens prevents us from making a proper 

comparison between the two different obverse legends (FALEN / FALCN) and the four 

different reverse (inner) legends. The few known FAUC’N coins all seem to have OMV-GIO 

reverses. 

 

We do not believe that the legends a-d listed above are in the correct, chronological order, and 

so our catalog sub-types A-D do not match up with the legends a-d (as given by Grote et al). 

Thus: 

 

 

catalog  Grote et al  legend 

 

     A    a   OMI (DVX) 

    B    d   OLV (MIO) 

    C    b   OMV ICO 

    D    c   OMV GIO 
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The Reverse (Outer) Legend 
 

There are 2 different forms of outer legend on the Valkenburg coins (as far as we can tell 

from the semi-illegible specimens available to us for study): 

 

 BNDIcTV q SIT q Nome q DNI q NRI q IhV q XPI 
 

 BnDIcTV q SIT q nome q DnI q nRI q IhV q XPI 
 

 

Notably, the word NRI (nostri) also has a Roman N, which is unusual even on leeuwengroten 

with Roman N’s elsewhere in the legend. (The same is true of the Rummen leeuwengroten 

with Roman N’s in the legend; see ref. 36). Only the Valkenburg OMV-GIO sub-type, the 

most common type seen today, has gothic n’s in the legend. The Valkenburg coins have 

either Roman N’s (only) or gothic n’s (only). 

 In most regions, leeuwengroten with Roman N’s in the outer legend are older than coins 

with (only) gothic n’s. Use of Roman N’s in the outer legend ceased in Flanders c. 1339, and 

most (but not all) other regions followed suit. The Valkenburg leeuwengroten were minted 

long after 1339, and so the Roman’s N’s might not seem to “belong” at all. However, there 

appears to have been a later wave of leeuwengroten minting in some of the smaller lordships 

around Brabant and Guelders (Rummen, Horne, Valkenburg etc.), presumably in the mid-

1350’s, and these coins show an initial (?) use of N’s (with or without other n’s) and a 

subsequent (?) use of n’s (only). For this reason, we suspect that the “legend d” (OLV) of 

previous authors comes between “legends a & b” (i.e. a – d – b – c, chronologically), because 

coins with this inner legend (d) have N’s in the out legend.  

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

Marks and Lettering on the Valkenburg Leeuwengroten 
 

There is a wide variance between the transcriptions provided by previous authors (Chalon, 

Grote, Menadier, Suhle) for legends of the ‘William’ coins, most of which seem to involve 

difficulties in reading the coins (i.e. not noticing pellets or apostrophes that are present on the 

coins), and differences of interpretation of the letters (C or E, etc.).  

Most of the FALCN / FALEN coins have a small pellet right of the initial cross, some of 

them do not, and several of the illegible specimens are suspected of having this pellet. The 

varying N/n’s of the outer legend have been discussed above. 

 

 

The C (or E) 

On the obverse, the problems of previous researchers originate with semi-illegible coins and 

an uncertainty over how to interpret and transcribe the unusual letter found on the coins after 

the FAL: C.  

We have coin examples available with a clear C as well as with a clear P , which means 

that all of the coins either read MONETA FALEN (and this C letter was intended as an E), or 

some read MONETA FALEN (P) and others read MONETA FALCN (C). Suhle points out 

this distinctive C (E?) used in FALCN (FALEN?); this same C is also seen on some of the 
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leeuwengroten of Cambrai. It is also seen on the unusual MONETA FCADB coins (see ref. 

31), which were minted at an unknown location.  

 

 
 

MONETA FCADB (mint unknown) 

Elsen 139-504 / 3.11 g. 

 

Note that the reverse of this coin is an exact copy of a Johanna of Brabant MONETA FILFD 

coin. The obverse legend may have some actual meaning, but it seems to be a sort of imitation 

of the Flemish FLAND. 

 

 

The U / V 

On the reverse, the difficult letters that previous authors had to contend with on the 

Valkenburg leeuwengroten were: u and v, which, as far as we can tell, can always be 

interpreted as V and/or U. (Of course, a word such as dux in Latin is often written as “DVX”, 

and on the Valkenburg leeuwengroten, both DUX and DVX are seen.)  

Several previous authors misinterpreted the v as a stylistic L (a problem that also comes 

up when attempting to catalog the leeuwengroten of Horne). But as far as we can tell, the 

letter is always a U (V) and never an L. It is possible that the FAUCN coins were not 

previously reported because they were being read as FALCN (FAvcn). 

 

 

The T 

Most of the coins appear to have pellet T’s in MONETA ( s ), but some of them have clear 

annulet T’s ( t ). It is possible that some (or all) of the “pellet T’s” were intended by the mint 

as annulet T’s, but got “mashed” during striking. 

 

 

The A 

Many of the coin have A’s in MONETA that are pelleted (é ) which, like the T’s, may have 

been intended by the mint as annulet A’s: ä. 

 

 

The Obverse N 

The unusual, final n seen on the Rummen (and Horne) leeuwengroten is also found on the 

Valkenburg coins: p . The extra ‘tail’(making the letter an N and not a D) is quite prominent 

on most of the coins. (In Horne this letter has always been interpreted by numismatists as a D, 

however. See ref. 33, p. 5.) The N of MONETA is ‘normal’. 
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Note that on the leeuwengroten of Valkenburg, Rummen and Horne, the N (n) of 

MONETA is ‘normal’, as are any n’s on the reverse. It is only the final N of the word after 

MONETA that ever has the unusual p letter. (See ref. 36 for a discussion of the Rummen 

coins, and ref. 33 and 34 for a discussion of the Horne coins.) 

 

 

             
 

       
 

Valkenburg 

 

 

             
 

Horne 

 

 

             
 

Rummen 

 

 

 

 

 



 9 

The Leaf Mark 

The leaf mark after MONETA on the obverse on the Valkenburg coins remains basically 

unchanged from coin to coin, and does not seem to have been used as a minting mark: 

 

       
 

The leaf-mark, shown upside-down as when the coin is properly viewed on the left,  

and right-side up (i.e. the mark itself) on the right. 

 

The stem of the leaf has a sharp hook towards the A of MONETA, and the leaf lobes are very 

distinctive, and basically identical to those found on the coins of Rummen, Horne and Rekem 

(Reckheim): 

 

    
 

Rummen (RUMEN) 

 

 

 
 

Horne (VIERD) 

 

 
 

Rekem (REDEK) 
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We suspect that this leaf mark may be imitating that found on the FILFD coins of Johanna of 

Brabant; it may be a sort of “signature” for a specific engraver of die punches. Unfortunately, 

we have frustratingly few photos of good, legible examples of these Brabant marks (or for 

that matter, Horne coins): 

 

 

 
 

FILFD coin of Johanna of Brabant 

 

 

 

 

 

The Large Pellet / Large Apostrophe / Initial Cross 

 

The Valkenburg leeuwengroten share certain other obverse characteristics with the coins of 

Rummen, Rekem and Horne: a large pellet to the left of the initial cross (sometimes with a 

‘normal’ pellet to the right), an unusually large apostrophe at the end of the legend, and a 

similar initial cross, with short arms that flare out only a little or not at all: + . 
 

 

    
 

Valkenburg 
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Rekem 

 

 
 

Rummen 

 

 
 

Horne 

(‘normal’ crosses are also seen on the Horne coins: + ) 

 

 

 

Although the same large apostrophes (and possibly large pellets) are seen on the Looz 

leeuwengroten, the other characteristics of those coins lead us to believe that they fall under 

the “Holland sphere of influence” rather than the “Brabant sphere of influence”, as the 

Valkenburg, Horne and Rummen (and Rekem) coins do (so to speak). 

 

 

_____________ 
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Although there are a small number of variations, the basic sub-types of the William coins 

seem to be something like: 

 

A  09,MI   DvX,   Gvl9,   VIL9,     N  (a) 
B  09\LV  MIo    DvX,   G9VI9,   N  (d) 
C  09\MV I9%co   DvX,    vIï9,   N  (b) 

D  09,MV  G9%Io9  DvX   vI9,ï   n  (c) 

 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

 

 

 

 

ARNOLD 
 

The ARNO Coins 

 

At this point in time, it is not exactly clear what is going on, but there seems to be some kind 

of relationship between the leeuwengroten of Valkenburg, and those struck in Rummen for 

Arnold of Oreye (extremely similar legends and markings). This relationship extends to the 

leeuwengroten of Rekem (Reckheim), Fallais (?) and to Horne as well. The reverse (inner) 

legend on the Valkenburg, ARNO type is identical to that found on one of the Rummen types 

struck for Arnold of Oreye (RUMEN type): ARNO QVC DOMNI. 

According to v. Frauendorfer (ref. 10), these coins were struck at Fallais. For whom they 

were struck is uncertain. (V. Frauendorfer’s attribution to William of Westmaele, based in 

part on Chalon’s incorrect attribution of the ‘William’ coins to the same, does not seem likely 

to be correct. William did strike other coin types at Fallais, however.) In fact, we do not 

know where the FALEN /ARNO coins were struck, whether at Fallais, Valkenburg, or 

some other location altogether. 

 

These ARNO coins are far more rare than the ‘William’ coins. So rare, in fact, that we have 

never actually seen a specimen ourselves. The only 2 examples that have ever been reported 

are found in v. Frauendorfer’s report on the Byvanck Hoard (<1860), which contains a poor 

photo of one of the coins. The whereabouts of these two pieces is currently unknown.  

Was this type struck for Arnold of Oreye, in imitation of the Valkenburg coins of 

William II of Juliers? It is difficult to tell from the available photo, but it would appear that 

the unusual Q of Rummen, Q, has been used on this coin as well. Why? On the similar 

leeuwengroot of Reckheim, struck for Arnold of Stein, a ‘normal’ D seems to have been used.   

 The legend of all of these ‘Arnold’ coins is, in fact, imitating that of the Brabant 

leeuwengroten of Jeanne (1355-1406), with its DVC legend. In Rummen, Arnold of Oreye, 

who was not a duke, cleverly altered the legend to QVC (presumably for Quaerbeke), at the 

same time making the Q look like the Brabant D. In Reckheim, Arnold of Stein, who was also 

not a duke, simply left the DVC on his coins, as it was on the Brabant original. But in Fallais 

(?), it seems that QVC was used, with the same deceptive Q as found on the Rummen coins. 

Does this indicate a coin of Arnold of Oreye? 

 



 13 

 

KNOWN SPECIMENS OF VALKENBURG LEEUWENGROTEN 
 

The coins under discussion in this report are very rare, and only a handful of specimens are 

known to us. Only a few drawings and (mostly poor) photographs had ever been published 

before our 2019 report on the Schoo Hoard (1927, ref. 37). Several of the pieces that were 

reported by previous authors remain unverified. It is clear from the previously published 

drawings and photographs that these reported coins are not specimens that are otherwise 

known to us. In other words, they can be counted among the “known” pieces, but we have not 

seen them ourselves for verification. 

 Most of the Valkenburg leeuwengroten “known” today originated with the Schoo Hoard, 

with a small number of other examples known from the Byvanck (<1860, ref. 38) and 

Wittmund Hoards (1858, ref. 29) and from private collections. All of the examples known to 

us are included in this current report. A great deal of the information contained herein comes 

directly from our report on the Schoo Hoard (ref. 37). 

We suspect that there are more examples of Valkenburg leeuwengroten hiding 

undiscovered (by us) in private collections or the collections of regional museums, but the 

specimens we have thus far found are as follows: 

 

 

Grote     Münzstudien lists 4 coins: 
       a: 2.17 g. (damaged edge, Berlin 2.14 g.) - OMI 

       b: 2.45 g. (Berlin 2.42 g. Wittmund coin) - ICO 

drawing of this coin 

        c: 2.89 g. (Wittmund Hoard, location unknown) - GIO 

        d: ? (de Coster collection, Brussels) - OLV 

 

 

 

5 Grote collection coins in Berlin: 

{1 Wittmund / 2.42 g.} - ICO 

1.96 g. - ICO 

2.36 g. - ICO 

1.90 g. - GIO 

{Berlin / 2.14 g. – OMI} 

 

 

 

Menadier    gives the weights for 5 coins : 
       {2.17 g. (damaged edge, Berlin 2.14 g.) - OMI} 

       {2.45 g. (Berlin 2.42 g. Wittmund coin) - ICO} 

photo of this coin 

        {2.89 g. (Wittmund Hoard, location unknown) - GIO} 

       {These are the same specimens listed by Grote} 

        

 2.25 g.  location unknown 

2.08 g.  location unknown 

         Menadier does not indicate with which legend  

these weights belong 
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Byvanck Hoard (c. 1835)  lists 4 coins: 
(v. Frauendorfer)    1 coin “FALEN” (William) / 1.97 g. - GIO (?) 

     1 coin “FALEN” (William) / 2.25 g. (?) (photo n
o
 8) 

        (listed by v. Frauendorfer as “GIO”) 

 

2 coins “FALEN” (William) 

2.25 g. - GIO (?) / 2.80 g. (?) (GIO, photo n
o
 9?)  

 

2 coins “FALEN” (Arnold) 

     2.00 g. (photo n
o
 10) / 1.75 g.  

 

locations all unknown 

 

 

 

Chalon, 1859    descriptions of 2 coins (OLV, GIO) 

Mr. Justen, locations unknown 

 

Chalon, 1866    descriptions of 4 coins (2 of which are the same as 1859) 

drawings of 2 of these coins {2.14 g. 1.96 g., Grote} 

J.E.H. Hooft van Iddekinge 

 

 

 

Schoo Hoard (1927)   11 coins + 19 fragments = 30 coins / 0 photos (Suhle) 

       13 coins in Berlin / 17 coins: locations unknown 

 

 

Schulman, 1975    sale of 1 coin (with photo), current location unknown  

- GIO 

 

 

 Wittmund Hoard (c. 1858) unknown number of coins (at least 2) 

         {1 accounted for in Berlin / 2.42 g. - ICO} 

         {2.89 g. location unknown - GIO} 

        any others (?) - locations unknown 

         

 

Künker 2018    sale of 1 coin (with photo), current location unknown 

- ICO 

 

 

Schulman 2018    sale of 1 coin (with photo), current location: private coll. 

        FAUCN / GIO 

 

 

 Centre Ceramique   1 coin  (source unknown) - GIO 

 



 15 

 

 

Wittmund Hoard (1858) / Grote / Menadier / (Berlin) 

In his Münzstudien (ref. 12), Grote listed 4 examples (a-d), and Menadier (ref. 18) later listed 

two more examples: 

 

a 2.17 g. “damaged edge, d.H.” (now in Berlin, 2.14 g.) 

b 2.45 g. the 2.42 g. Berlin/Wittmund specimen, “d.H.” 

c 2.89 g. Wittmund Hoard, “d.H.” 

d   collection de Coster, Brussels 

 2.25 g.  

 2.08 g. 

 

 

The last two weights were provided by Menadier, and presumably the coin or coins fall under 

one of the sub-types a-d. But Menadier does not provide the source for his information, and 

we cannot know if one of the weights he gave belongs with the de Coster coin (whereabouts 

currently unknown). What Grote meant by “d.H.” is also unclear (Den Haag?), but the 2.42. g 

and 2.14 g. Wittmund coins ended up in Berlin. 

 

 

In addition to the Schoo Hoard coins (listed below), there are 5 Valkenburg leeuwengroten in 

the Berlin collection which came from the Grote collection, at least one of which originally 

came from the Wittmund Hoard (<1860): 

 

2.14 g. OMI (a) 

1.90 g. OMV GIO (c) 

1.96 g. OMV ICO (b) 

2.36  OMV ICO  (b) 

2.42 g.  OMV ICO (Wittmund Hoard) 

 

 

 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / Suhle / Berghaus / Berlin 

In his description of the Schoo Hoard (ref. 25), Suhle reports 11 coins + 19 fragments, for 

which he gives the weights of 11 coins. Suhle considered any damaged coin to be a 

“fragment” (Bruchstücke); he sometimes listed the weights of damaged coins, but in most 

cases, he did not. Many of the Schoo Hoard “fragments” have disappeared, but in some cases 

it is possible to show that Suhle was listing coins that were only slightly damaged as 

“fragments”. In other words there were a total of 30 Valkenburg leeuwengroten in the Schoo 

Hoard, at least 19 of them damaged to some extent. (We say “at least” because in several 

instances, Suhle did not describe damaged pieces as Bruchstücke, so any of his 11 “coins” 

might actually have been damaged.) 

 There are 13 Schoo Hoard, Valkenburg coins currently in Berlin, which means that 17 

coins are missing. The weights of these missing coins were not listed by Suhle, since he 

described them as “fragments”. 
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The Schoo Hoard coins: 

 
wgt. listed 
by Suhle 

Suhle 
Num. 

weight legend 
cat. sub-type 

(legend) 

     

2.21 76 a 2.21 g OMI A (a) 

2.41 76 b 2.41 g ICO C (b) 

2.42 76 b n/a ICO C (b) 

1.87 76 c 1.87 g OMV GIO D-2 (c) 

1.95 76 d 1.95 g OMV GIO D-1 (c) 

1.74 76 d 1.73 g OMV GIO D-3 (c) 

1.62 76 d 1.62 g  * OMV GIO D-1 (c) 

2.33 76 e 2.33 g OLV B (d) 

2.16 76 e 2.16 g OLV B (d) 

2.39 76 f 2.39 g OMV GIO D-1 (c) 

n/a 76 1.41 g  broken coin ICO C (b) 

n/a 76 1.41 g  broken coin OMV GIO D-3 (c) 

n/a 76 1.28 g  cut half OMV GIO D (c) 

n/a 76 0.84 g  broken coin OLV B (d) 

 

 

* Suhle lists a coin at 1.62 g., which he describes as “very damaged”, but the 1.62 g. Berlin 

coin is not very bad at all. 

 

We found no coin in Berlin weighing 1.74 g, but rather one weighing 1.73 g. (not specifically 

listed by Suhle). Since this discrepancy falls within a reasonable +/- 0.01 g. margin of error, 

we feel that these are likely to be one and the same coin. 

 

 

 

 

Byvanck Hoard (c. 1835) 

 

There whereabouts of the 6 Byvanck, Valkenburg coins are unknown. V. Frauendorfer (ref. 

10) lists the following 4 William coins and 2 Arnold coins: 

 

 

v. Frauendorfer C 5a 1.97 g.  OMV , GIO      c / D 

v. Frauendorfer C 5a 2.25 g.   OMV , GIO      c / D 

v. Frauendorfer  C 5b 2.25 g.   OMV […] ICO (Byvanck 8)  b / C 

v. Frauendorfer  C 5b 2.80 g.   OMV \ GIO  (Byvanck 9 ?) c / D 

v. Frauendorfer  C 6[a] 2.00 g.  ARNO   (Byvanck 10)  

v. Frauendorfer  C 6[b]  1.75 g.  ARNO         

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________ 
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CATALOG OF COINS 
 

 

 

 

‘William’ Coins 
 

Grote 65 
[12]

  

Menadier 7 
[18]

 

v. Frauendorfer 5 
[10]

 

Suhle 76 
[25]

 

Lucas 7 
[15]

 
[16]

 

 

 

A. OMI DVX (a)    

OMI DVX GVL VIL  

 

B. OLV MIO (d) 

OLV MIO DVX GVI 

 

C. OMV ICO (b) 

 OMV ICO  DVX VIL  

 

D. OMV GIO (c) 

OMV GIO DVX VIL  

 

 

 

Note that we have rearranged the legends given by previous authors so that they reflect the 

correct orientation of the coins. 

 

We have relettered the legend categories given by previous authors (a-d) so that they reflect 

what we believe is the correct chronological order of the sub-types (A-D). 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

, Sub-Type A: OMI 
 

 

This is “legend a” of Menadier et al. 

 

We only know of 2 examples of OMI coins, both in Berlin, one of which came from the 

Schoo Hoard (1927). The other example came from the Grote collection, and appears to be 

the same specimen reported by Chalon (ref. 5). Both coins seem to be the same as one 

another, meaning that at this point, there are no known variants of this sub-type. 
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Ex- Grote collection / 2.14 g.   

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1879 Grote 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

 , + , M0nesé j Féï[C]p) 

 09,MIÝ    DvX[,]   Gvl9,   [V]IL9 
+ BHDI[cTV q SIT q Home q DHI q HRI …PI] 

 

 

 

 
 

Chalon X, 5 
[5]

 

 

 

It would appear that Chalon’s drawing was made from the coin that was in Grote’s collection 

and is now in Berlin. 
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Schoo Hoard (1927), [Suhle76 a-1] / 2.21 g.   

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

 , + [,] M0nesé j F[é]ïCp) 

 09,MIÝ   DvX,   Gvl9,   VIl9,   
[+ BHDIcTV q SIT q H…] DHI q H[RI q IhV q XP…] 

  

 

The C of FALCN is clear on this piece. The N’s in the outer legend look like H’s. There is a 

tiny, wedge-like mark after OMI, which is likely to be unintentional. We did not see any OMI 

fragment in Berlin (reported by Suhle). The C of FALCN has a tiny wedge attached to the 

bottom, giving it a forked look. 

 

 

__________________________ 

 

 

 

, Sub-Type B: OLV 
 
 

This is “legend d” of Menadier et al. 

 

We suspect that the OLV sub-type comes before the OMV GIO sub-type chronologically, 

because the former has some Roman N’s in the legend, while the latter has gothic n’s (only). 

All 3 of the Schoo Hoard (1927), “OLV” coins reported by Suhle are accounted for in Berlin; 

these are the only known examples of OLV coins. All 3 examples seem to be the same as one 

another, but they are far from being completely legible, and certainty about the legends is 

impossible. At this point, there are no known variants of this sub-type (but the coins are 

illegible in important areas). 
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Sub-Type B: OLV (cont.) 

 

   
 

Schoo Hoard (1927), [Suhle 76 e-2] / 2.33 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 [,] + . M0[ne]sé j F[él…]p) 

09\ïV   MIo   DvX[,]   G9VI9, 
[+BnD]IcTV [Hom…H] RI q IhV q XPI 
 

 

  
 

Schoo Hoard (1927), [Suhle 76 e-3] / 0.84 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

. + , M0n[e…ï]Pp) 

[…]   […o]   DvX,   [GVI9,]        
[…]me q DHI q HRI q […] 
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Sub-Type B: OLV (cont.) 
 

 

Also: 

 

2.16 g. / [ Suhle 76 e-1 ] 

 

, [+] M0nesé j Féï[…]p) 

09[\]ïV   MIo   [DvX,]   [GVI9,] 
+ BHDIcTV […] HRI q IhV q XPI 
 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

 

 

 

 

, Sub-Type C: OMV ICO 
 

 

This is “legend b” of Menadier et al. 

 

We know of 7 examples of OMV ICO coins; 5 in Berlin, (2 Schoo Hoard, 3 ex-Grote 

collection), 1 photograph from the Byvanck Hoard (v. Frauendorfer) and 1 in a private 

collection (Künker sale 2018). 

 Of these, 1 of the Grote collection coins was used as an illustration by Chalon (drawing), 

and other (from the Wittmund Hoard) was illustred by Grote and used by Menadier (photo). 

Most of the coins are at least partially illegible, but it appears that there may be (at least) 

2 variations, which may (or may not) represent 2 different “sub-types”. 

 

 

 

_____________ 
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Sub-Type C: OMV ICO (cont.) 
 

 

   
 

Wittmund Hoard (1858) / 2.42 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

  

, + . M0nes[é j FAïP]p) 

09\MV   I9%co   DvX,   vIï9, 
+ BNDI[cT]V q SI[…] q DHI q HRI q Ih[V] q XPI 

 

The lettering on this coin has a lot of ‘flourish’ to it, and the serifs on the letters are extremely 

long. There is a tiny mark between the two outer arms of the E (?) that seems to indicate that 

the letter is indeed an E. 

 When we visited Berlin to view the coins in their collection, it was thought that this was a 

Schoo Hoard (1927) coin. It has subsequently been determined that this is in fact a coin from 

the Wittmund Hoard (1927), and was illustrated in both Grote’s Münzstudien and in 

Menadier’s ZfN article: 

 

 
 

Grote, Münzstudien pl 16, 65 [b]
  [12]

 

described by Grote as being from Wittmund Hoard (1858) 
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Sub-Type C: OMV ICO (cont.) 
 

 
 

Menadier pl XIX, 11a 
[18]

 

the same coin (no source given) 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

The following 4 OMV ICO coins are currently in the Berlin collection 
[37]

. 

 

Schoo Hoard (1927) 

2.41 g. [ 76 b-2 ] 

 

 

 

, + , M0nesé j F[éïC]p) 

0[9,MV]   Idco   DvX,   vIï9, 
+ […] Nome q D[NI] q NRI q IhV q XPI 

 

The mark after OMV is unclear. This piece may be “the same as” the previous and following 

coin(s). 

 

_____________ 

 

Schoo Hoard (1927) 

1.41 g. [ 76 b-3 ]  (broken) 

 

 

, [+] M0nesé j [FaïC]p) 

09\MV   I9%co   Dv[X,]   vIï9, 
[+ BH…V q SIT Hom…PI] 

 

The coin is broken and the pellet after DUX is not completely clear. It is also double-struck, 

making the FALCN (?) unreadable. Possibly the same as the previous coin(s). 
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Sub-Type C: OMV ICO (cont.) 
 

 

Ex- Grote collection /  2.36 g. 

 

 

. + [.] M0nesé j […C]p) 

[…]   [I9%]co   DvX,   vIï9,    
+ […IT] q Home q […H]RI q IhV q XPI 
 

The head of the central lion interferes with the initial cross and the pellet to the right of it (?). 

The mark after OMV is completely illegible. 

 Possibly the same as the previous coin(s). 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

  
 

Ex- Grote collection / 1.96 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1885/51 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

, + M0nesé j Féï[…]p) 

09\MV   I%9co9   DvX,   vIï9, 
+ [BHDIcTV q SIT q Ho…] XPI 

 

There is an apostrophe after CO. The origin of this piece before Grote acquired it is unknown; 

it may well be from the Wittmund Hoard. 
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Sub-Type C: OMV ICO (cont.) 
 

 
 

Chalon X, 4 
[5]

 

 

It is clear that Chalon’s drawing was made from the coin that was in Grote’s collection and is 

now in Berlin. 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

 
 

Künker Auction Summer 2018, Lot 931 / 2.36 g. 

 

  

[. = , M0nesé f FalCn9] 
[0…MV]   I9%Co   D[vX]   [vIL,] 

 

We cannot be certain whether the obverse legend read FALEN or FALCN. The U of DUX is 

the sort of letter that caused Suhle (ref. 25) to misread the legend as DIX (see ref. 37, p. 68). 

There does not appear to be any pellet after DUX as on the previous examples, but the coin is 

not very legible. The mark after OMV is completely illegible. 
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Sub-Type C: OMV ICO (cont.) 
 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer 8 (Byvanck Hoard)
 [10]

 

 

 

, = M0n[eTa e FaLCn9] 

0[9,MV  I9&co[9]  DvX  vIL, 
 

 

 

The seventh and final example of an OMV ICO coin known to us. Unfortunately, the 

reproduction of the photograph is not all that good. 

 

 

__________________________ 
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, Sub-Type D: OMV GIO 
 

This is “legend c” of Grote, Menadier et al. 

 

 

 

, With Roman N’s 
 

 

D-1 
 

 

 

  
 

Centre Ceramique collection 

 

 

 , + , M0nesé j FéïQp) 

 09\MV   GdIo9   DvX  vI, [9l] 
[+ BHDIcTV q SIT q Ho… DHI q H…] 

 

 

Variant unmentioned by Suhle (annulet). Note the Roman N’s in the reverse, outer legend. 

Some of the Valkenburg coins have what appears to be a C with a bottom wedge that has 

“slipped upwards”: Q . Is this the sort of coin that cause the Schulman firm to misread the 

legend as FALKN (Lucas 7 d)? On this example, the shift is so bad that the legend almost 

seems to read FALFN. 
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Sub-Type D-1: OMV GIO (cont.) 
 

 

  
 

Schoo Hoard (1927), [Suhle 76 c-2] / 1.95 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 
 

, + //// M0nesé j Fäï[C]p) 

09\MV   G%9Io9   DvX   vI,9ï 
+ [BHDIcTV] q SIT q Ho[…]hV q XPI 

 
 
Similar to (if not the same as) the previous coin. This coin was listed by Suhle under his Item 

76 d (1.95 g.). Note the Roman N’s in the reverse, outer legend (that look like H’s). The 

reverse, inner legend is fairly clear, and there does not appear to be a pellet after DUX. The I 

of UIL has been notched to accommodate the pellet that follows. 

 

 

 

_____________ 
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Sub-Type D-1: OMV GIO (cont.) 

 
 
Suhle Item 76 f.    
Menadier —  

 2.39 g.� [ Suhle 76 c-1 ] / [ Suhle 76 f ] 

 

 

   
 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / 2.39 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 
 

 
[, + ,] M0nesé j FéïQ[p)] 
09NV  [GdI09  DnX]  nI,l   
+ [BH…No…]I q IhV q […] 

 

 
Suhle listed this coin under his 76 f because of the unusual legends. We are of the opinion that 

this is in fact a Suhle 76 c coin (OMV GIO) with mint error legends. 

  

The erroneous DnX and nI,l are simply DuX and uI,l with inverted (rotated) u’s. 

Also noteworthy is the use of a second round O in GIO. It seems highly probable that this is 

not a “new sub-type”, but rather, a die produced by a careless or inept die-sinker. We have 

therefore listed this coin under Suhle 76 c, its “intended” place (die-sinker’s mistake aside). 

There appears to be a Roman N in BNDICTV. 

 

 

 

 

_____________ 
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Sub-Type D: OMV GIO (cont.) 
 

 

Sub-Type D / OMV GIO 

 

, With Gothic n’s 

 

D-2 

 

The following cat. Sub-Type d coins have gothic n’s in the outer legend, unlike the previous  

coins, which, although partially illegible, have at least some Roman N’s. (Suhle made no 

distinction between the N/n’s when classifying the Schoo Hoard coins.) 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Ex- Grote collection / 1.90 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1879 Grote 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

 , + [,] M0nesé j FéïCp) 

 09,MVÝ   GdIo9   DvX  vI9,l 
+ BnDIcT[V q SIT q nome q DnI] q nRI q IhV q XPI] 

 

 

If there is a pellet to the right of the initial cross, it is all but invisible. There are no visible 

Roman N’s in the outer legend, which is mostly illegible, but in any case the n in BNDICTV 

is clear. 
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Sub-Type D-2: OMV GIO (cont.) 
 

 
 

Schulman Auction 357 (October, 2018), Lot 999 
[23] 

 

 

[, = M0nesé f FavCn9] 
[09,MV9   G9Io   DVX   vI9,L] 

 

 

We cannot be certain about the correct classification of this specimen. The only visible N is 

that in NRI, which is a gothic n. The Centre Ceramique coin shown above is the only 

“Roman N” coin with a legible N in NRI, and it is Roman. 

 

 

 

 
 

Schulman Auction 1975, Lot 1209 
[23] 

 

The poor photo is unreadable, but seems to show an OMV GIO DUX VIL legend on the 

reverse (the reverse should be rotated 90° clockwise). We cannot even hazard a guess as to 

the correct, obverse legend, but we are highly skeptical of the reported “FALKN”. 
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Sub-Type D-2: OMV GIO (cont.) 
 

OMV GIO Coins in the Schoo Hoard (Suhle 76 c)
 [37] [25]

 

 

A close study of Suhle’s classification of the Schoo Hoard coins (ref. 25), reveals that the 

OMV GIO sub-type should fall under his n
o
 76 c. 

 For whatever reason, Suhle’s otherwise accurate and detailed report on the Schoo Hoard 

breaks down somewhat in the section on Valkenburg, and Suhle became a bit sloppy in his 

work. Having seen the Schoo Hoard coins currently remaining in Berlin, it is clear that Suhle 

did not accurately catalog several of the OMV-GIO coins. We have ourselves numbered the 

coins 1-7 to keep track of them: 

 

2.39 g. �  [ 76 c-1 ] / [ 76 f ]  mint error  listed by Suhle under 76 f 

1.95 g.  � [ 76 c-2 ]      listed by Suhle under 76 d 

1.87 g.  � [ 76 c-3 ]      listed by Suhle under 76 c 

1.73 g.  �  [ 76 c-4 ]      listed by Suhle under 76 d 

[1.62 g.] � [ 76 c-5 ]      listed by Suhle under 76 d 

1.41 g. � [ 76 c-6 ]  (broken)    listed by Suhle under 76 d 

1.28 g.  � [ 76 c-7 ] (cut half)    listed by Suhle under 76 d 

 

As the reader can plainly see, only 1 coin was correctly placed under Suhle’s 76 c (coin 76  

c-3), although Suhle misinterpreted the DVX as DIX. He listed no OMV GIO DVX coins 

specifically, even though some others were indeed present in the hoard. 

 Suhle listed coin 76 c-1 under his 76 f because he felt that the odd legends demanded a 

new sub-type, while we are of the opinion that the legend contains upside-punches and is 

therefore a mint error coin (but still “Suhle 76 c”). 

 The other 5 coins were, for reason or reasons unknown, placed under Suhle’s 76 d, which 

was a sort of “catch all” with an illegible legend: “[…DVX…]”. The legends on the coins, 

however, are not so illegible that they cannot be properly classified as OMV GIO coins. 

 

Five of these seven “Suhle 76 c” are described in detail here below; the other two are 

described above (76 c-1 and 76 c-2). 

 

_____________ 

 

 

Suhle Item 76 c.   
“to Menadier 11c” 

 1.87 g. � [ 76 c-3 ] 

 

O.MV  G9%IO9  DIX  UI9,L    [sic]  Suhle 76c  

 

O\MV  G9%IO9  DVX  VI,L    [sic]  Menadier 11c 

 

 

 in fact :  09.MV  GdIo9  DvX  vI9,l   [ 76 c-3 ] 

09\MV G%9Io   DvX   vI9,ï  [ 76 c-2 ] 
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Sub-Type D-2: OMV GIO / Suhle 76 c (cont.) 
 

This is the only 76 c coin actually listed by Suhle under his 76 c. But Suhle’s legend 

transcription is wrong, since has misread the odd v on the coin as an I, and missed the 

apostrophe after the O in OMV.  

Menadier (ref. 18) has either seem an example similar to Schoo coin 76 c-2, or he got it 

right by accident (missing apostrophe (?) and v/V not withstanding).  

 

 

  
 

Schoo Hoard (1927), [Suhle 76 c-3] / 1.87 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1885/51 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

 [,] + M0neté [j FéïCp)] 

09.[MV]  GdIo9  DvX[,]  vI9,l   
+ BnDIcTV q SIT q […me q D…] nRI q IhV […] 

 

The pellet left of the cross is unclear, and there is no sign of a pellet right of the cross 

(although the serif of the M is very wide). There is a clear annulet T in MONETA. The pellet 

(?) after DUX is unclear. There are gothic n’s in the reverse, outer legend. The left side of the 

U of DUX is extremely wide, which caused Suhle to misread it as an I. 

 

This is the only “OMV GIO” coin listed by Suhle in his report, the erroneous transcription not 

withstanding. Based upon his counts, the other Schoo Hoard OMV GIO coins, of which there 

were at least 6 examples, as evidenced by the presence in the Berlin museum, must have been 

listed by Suhle under his 76 d (illegible legends), despite the fact that the legends are legible 

enough to determine that they are all OMV GIO coins. 

 Since there are no other OMV GIO coins specifically listed, there is category in Suhle’s 

report for said coins. Since Suhle’s sole description of an OMV GIO coin is flawed (there are 

no DIX coins, only DVX or DUX), then it stands to reason that Suhle 76 c must be the OMV 

GIO sub-type, with its correctly transcribed legends. The remaining 6 OMV GIO coins in 

Berlin are therefore Suhle 76 c coins. 5 of these were listed under 76 d (illegible), and the last 

was listed under 76 f, which Suhle believed had a DNX 
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Sub-Type D-2: OMV GIO / Suhle 76 c (cont.) 
 

 

 

 

The following are 

 

Suhle Item 76 c Type coins, in the Berlin collection and presumably from the Schoo 

Hoard, but not described in detail by Suhle anywhere under his Item 76. Based upon his 

counts, they were placed under the “catch-all” 76 d: 

 

 
[ Suhle 76 c-5 ] 
1.62 g.  

, + , M0nesé j FéïPp) 

09[,]MV   G%9Io[9]   DvX   vI9,ï 
+ [BnDI]cTV q SIT q […] q DnI q nRI q IhV q [XPI] 

 

A coin was listed by Suhle under his Item 76 d at 1.62 g. (?), specifically described as “very 

damaged”, a description that does not seem to fit the Berlin 1.62 g. coin, which is only 

slightly damaged. If a pellet was intended after DUX, it is not visible on the coin.  

 

 

_____________ 
 

 

OMV GIO 
 

Sub-Type D-3 
 

FAUC’N 
 

On the FAUCN coins (only) there is an extra apostrophe in the word (i.e. FAUC’N’). As 

mentioned above, it is possible that Suhle read these legends as “FALCN” and therefore did 

not feel the need to distinguish them from the true FALCN (not FAUCN) coins. 
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Sub-Type D-3: OMV GIO / FAUCN (cont.) 

 
 
[ Suhle 76 c-4 ] 

 

 

  
 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / 1.73 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

, [+ /] M0neté j [Fé]v[Q]9p) 

09.MV   G9%Io9   D[…X]   vI9,ï 

[…DIcTV q S]IT q nom[…] nRI q Ih […] 
 
 
Variant unmentioned by Suhle (FAUC’N). 
Listed by Suhle under his Item 76 d (1.74 g.).   

There is a clear annulet T in MONETA. The coin either reads FALEN, or the lower ‘foot’ of 

a C has shifted upwards. 
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Sub-Type D-3: OMV GIO / FAUCN (cont.) 
 

 

 

 

[ Suhle 76 c-6 ]   

 

 

  
 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / 1.41 g. 

Münzkabinett, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Acc. 1927/85 

Photo: Christian Stoess 

 

 

, [+] M0nesé j F[é]v[C]9p) 

09,MV   [G9]Io9   DV[,X,]   vI9,ï 

[…] q SIT q nome q  [DnI] q nR[I…]V q X[…] 
 

 

Variant unmentioned by Suhle (FAUC’N, DVX). 

(Bear in mind that Suhle was misreading some of the v’s as L’s, and so the FAUCN coins 

may have looked to him like “FALCN” coins.) 

Listed by Suhle under his Item 76 d (fragment, no weight given).   

The area around the initial cross is unclear, and there may be a pellet to the right. The letter 

after the U is unclear, but appears to be a C ( C ).  

The X of DVX is unclear, but appears to be bordered by two marks, which might be one 

or two crude pellets, although the mark (?) after the X seems to be rather angular and sharp. 

 

 

 

 

 
_____________ 
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UNKNOWN 
 

 

[ Suhle 76 c-7 ] 

[1.28 g.] (cut half) 

[A…FA]ïP[p…] 

09,MV   G9[%Io9]   […]   […] 
[+Bn]DICTV q SIT q nom[…] 
 

 

Listed by Suhle under his Item 76 d (fragment, no weight given).   

 

Many of the salient details are missing.  

 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

ARNOLD 
 

 

v. Frauendorfer 6 
[10]

 

Lucas — 
[16]

 
[17]

 

 

 

 

 

The only two examples of MONETA FALEN / ARNO coins ever reported originated with the 

Byvanck Hoard (1860), although their current locations are unknown. Unlike most of the 

other coins, with their ambiguous ‘pellet’ A’s, é, the coin illustrated by v. Frauendorfer has a 

clear annulet A in FALEN: A. 
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ARNO coins (cont.) 
 

 

 
 

von Frauendorfer, Byvanck 10 / 2 g. 
[10]

 

 

 

  

[. + M0neTé f FAïEn9] 
[09QV  c9&Do  MnI  aRn]   

 […] 

 

 

Based upon this photo, we cannot be certain that the reverse, outer legend is the standard 

BNDICTV SIT NOME… type; the first word does not seem to read BNDICTV. It is unclear 

whether the last n on the obverse is an p or not. 

 

 

According to v. Frauendorfer, a second specimen was also present (1.75 g., somewhat 

damaged), with slightly different legends (not illustrated): 

 

[. + MOneTA f FAïEn9] 
[O9&QV  cDO  MnI  aRn]   

 […] 

 

 

Note that v. Frauendorfer gives MOncTa (sic) for the obverse legend for both coins. He 

does not provide a transcription of the reverse, outer legend. 
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ARNO coins (cont.) 

 

 
 

von Frauendorfer, pp 10-11 
[10]
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FRACTIONAL COINS 
 

John, Lord of Fauquemont, Montjoie & Butgenbach (1346-1352) 

 

Lucas (1968) 4
 [16]

   

Perreau, RBN 1851, pl. VIII, 5
 [19]

 

v.d. Chijs pl. XX
 [6]

 

Menadier 6
 [15]

 

 

 

Only a very few fractional leeuwengroot types match a full groot type so precisely that we 

can say they are definitely associated with one another. The fact is, most fractionals do not 

match their associated groten exactly. 

 For example, we can be fairly certain that the Brabant GANDEN(SIS) LOVAIN 

fractionals “match” the GANDEN LOVAIN groten, and that the Holland MS GERT 

fractionals can be “paired up” with the MS GERT groten.  

The fractional coins that are associated with the HOLAND groten of Holland, however, 

have HOLANDRIE or HOLLANDIE legends, not HOLAND; they do not “match”. Some 

Flemish fractional types have “matching” FLAND legends, while other have FLANDRIE 

legends that do not “match”. Etc. etc.  

 

 
 

Perreau, RBN 1851, pl. VIII, 5 
[19]

 

 

 

 
 

Perreau, p. 109 
[19]

 

 

 

Note the central lion’s unusual tail. 
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Fractional Leeuwengroot (cont.) 

 

 

 
 

Perreau, p. 109 
[19]

 

 

 

Perreau’s description gives pellets that do not appear in his illustration, as does Menadier in 

turn: 

 

 

 
 

Menadier, pp. 464-465 
[18]
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Fractional Leeuwengroot (cont.) 
 

 

V.d. Chijs’ plate XX has three unnumbered coins at the top, the second of which is the 

Valkenburg fractional coin: 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

v.d. Chijs, Leenen Braband, plate XX 
[6]

 

 

 

 
 

v.d. Chijs, Leenen Braband, p. 214 
[6]
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Fractional Leeuwengroot (cont.) 

 

 

Dating This Coin 

Let us assume for the moment that this coin was indeed struck for John I and that the dates of 

his reign are correct at 1346-1352. No corresponding full leeuwengroot is known for John I, 

and it is possible, even likely, that none was ever struck. 

 

Note that Perreau (and then v.d. Chijs) mention a similarity between this coin and coins of 

Reinald II of Guelders (1326-1343) and Dirk of Looz (1336–1361), and John III of Brabant 

(1312-1355). These are, in fact, rather disparate date ranges, which do not help us very much 

in dating the coins. 

 

And just how similar are these coins?  

 

The Valkenburg coin has John’s name on the reverse and MONETA on the obverse. 

(1346-1352) 

 

The Brabant coin has John’s name on the reverse and MONETA on the obverse, the same as 

the Valkenburg coin. 

(c. 1339 ? - 1355) 

 

However… 

 

The coins of Looz have Dirk’s name on the obverse and MONETA on the reverse, which is 

not actually a match with the Valkenburg coin. 

(1336-1361) 

 

The coins of Guelders have Reinald’s name on the obverse and MONETA on the reverse, 

which is not actually a match with the Valkenburg coin. 

(1326-1343) 

(or possibly Reinald III (1343-1361)) 

 

 

Similar coins from Holland, unmentioned here by v.d. Chijs and not struck before 1354-1355, 

have count William’s name on the reverse and MONETA on the obverse, just as the 

Valkenburg coin. 

(c. 1354 - c. 1364) 

 

 

When were these long-cross, fractional leeuwengroten struck? It is clear that in Holland they 

were struck 1354-1355 and/or thereafter. 

 

It is clear that the Valkenburg coin must have been struck 1346-1352 (assuming that these are 

indeed the correct dates of John’s reign). This makes it impossible for the Valkenburg and 

Holland coins to have been struck at the same time. A potential difference of only two years, 

however, does not seem unreasonable; similar coins could have been circulating for a few 

years when Holland began minting them. 
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Fractional Leeuwengroot (cont.) 

 

 

 

It is uncertain when Brabant struck the long-cross fractional, despite assertions by Ghyssens 

(and perhaps De Witte) that minting began as early as 1339 (for which there is no evidence). 

It is therefore difficult to determine if there is any connection between the Brabant coin and 

the coins of other regions. The Brabant type is far too rare to cause us to believe that it was 

struck the entire period from 1339 until c. 1355. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

 

 

 

PREVIOUS LITERATURE 
 

 

It has always been our policy during our investigation of the leeuwengroten of all regions to 

review all of the previous literature and report the contents, so that the reader of our reports 

can completely ignore all previous literature (other than to double check our work, if desired). 

 A surprising amount has been written about the Valkenburg leeuwengroten, most of 

which is taken up with attempts at attribution of the coins, but all of the previous authors 

made errors in their legend transcriptions. This means that most of the following chapter will 

be taken up with rectifying these errors. Despite the best efforts of previous researchers, none 

of the transcriptions previously available are accurate in the fine details. And the study of 

leeuwengroten, and of coins in general, is the study of fine details. 

 

 

The Obverse Legend 

 

As previously mentioned, there is a wide variance between the transcriptions provided by 

previous authors (Chalon, Menadier, Grote, Suhle) for the reverse, inner legend of the 

‘William’ coins. Most of these variations seem to involve difficulties in reading the coins (i.e. 

not noticing pellets or apostrophes that are present on the coins). 

Previous authors were not in agreement as to the correct transcription of the obverse 

legend (MONETA FALEN or FALCN, or Menadier’s incorrect FALLN). Comparison of the 

available coins in Berlin, 14 from the Schoo Hoard and 4 coins from Grote’s own collection, 

shows that there are coins with clear legends reading MONETA FALEN, FALCN and 

FAUC’N. 

 

 Menadier (ref. 18) reports the obverse legend for the Valkenburg (?) coins as FALLN, 

while Grote (ref. 12) says it is FALCN (using a square C). According to v. Frauendorfer, 

Grote is wrong, and the correct legend is FALEN. The photographs provided by v. 

Frauendorfer, however, clearly show illegible specimens from which he could not possibly 

have made any accurate conclusions. (Presumably, v. Frauendorfer published photos of the 

most legible coins for his report.) In Suhle’s report on the Schoo Hoard (ref. 25), the author 

states that the Valkenburg coins found clearly show a FALCN legend. As it turns out, both 

FALEN and FALCN (and FAUCN) legends exist side by side.  
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Grote describes 2 Valkenburg leeuwengroten and states that they are from the Wittmund 

Hoard (ref. 12, p. 444); these coins are not reported in Dannenberg’s article (ref 8) on the 

same hoard. In his report on the Byvanck Hoard (ref. 10, p. 9), v. Frauendorfer points out 

Dannenberg’s omission of any Valkenburg coins from his Wittmund report. 

 

 

 

 

The Reverse, Inner Legend 

 

The reported reverse, inner legends are: 

 

 

a  O9,MI9  DUX    GUL9    VIL9  Grote / Menadier  

a-2  O9,MI9  DUX    GUL9,    VIL9  Suhle 

a-3  O9MI9  DUX    GVL9,    VIL9  Chalon (1866) 
 

b  O9\MV   I9%CO   DUX     UIL9,  Grote / Menadier / Suhle 

b-2   O9.MV   I9%CO   DUX,     VIL9  Chalon (1866) 

 

c  O\MV    G9%IO9  DUX    UI,L  Grote / Menadier 
c-2  O9.MV    G9%IO9  DIX    UI9,L  Suhle sic  1.87 g. 

c-3  O9MV    G9%IO  DVX    bMl   Chalon (1866) 

 
 

d  O9,LV  MIO  DUX  G9VI9   Grote / Menadier 

d-2  O9LV  MIO9  DUX  G9VI9.   Suhle 

d-3  O9,LV  MIO  DVX  G9VI9.  Chalon (1866) 

 

e  O9NV    G9%IO    DnX    NI,U    Suhle 

 

 

  

 

Legends a-d were reported by Grote, Menadier and Suhle (and Lucas), although Menadier 

transcribes all the U’s as V’s; on the coins the two letters are indeed different (Lucas does the 

same). Legend e was only reported by Suhle (ref. 25), and is likely to be a mint error. None of 

the previous authors indicate the forms of the O’s used on the coins. 

 

 

Note that we have taken the liberty of properly orienting the reverse so that the cross of the 

outer legend is at the top (12:00), and adjusting the transcribed legends of previous authors 

accordingly, for the sake of consistency and legibility. 

 

_____________ 
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CHALON (1859 & 1866) 

Ref. 4 & 5 resp. 

 

The tale of the Valkenburg leeuwengroot begins in 1859, when Renier Chalon published an 

article in the Revue Numismatique Belge entitled Monnaies de Falais (ref. 5). Chalon begins 

this article by describing the MONETA NNANE leeuwengroot, which may or may not have 

been struck for Arnold of Oreye, Lord of Rummen (see ref. 30), as well as mentioning 

Arnold’s FRAND and RUMEN leeuwengroten (see ref. 36).  

Chalon continues by describing two leeuwengroten with obverse legends reading 

MONETA FALEN, and different reverse (inner) legends: 

 

O9LV  MIO  DLX,  GVI9  [sic] 
O9MV  GdIO  …LX  bML.  [sic] 

 

Chalon proposed Fallais (south of Rummen, now in Belgium) as the mint place for this coin, 

based on the FALEN reading and the name Fallais. Chalon says that during the time of 

imitative gros au lion, the time of Arnold of Oreye, Fallais was held by William, Lord of 

Wesemaele and of Westerlo, Marshall of Brabant. Chalon proposes this William as a possible 

minter of the leeuwengroot under discussion. Chalon points out that later Wesemaele family 

members placed the name of Fallais on their coins. The only source that Chalon gives for 

these two gros au lion is a “Mr. Justen”, and he provides neither photographs nor drawings of 

the coins. This seems to be the first published mention of gros au lion of this type. 

 Chalon’s attribution seems reasonable enough… unless he has misread the coins and the 

legends, in fact, read MONETA FALCN. FALEN is easy enough to pair up with Fallais, but 

FALCN lends itself much more easily to an interpretation of Valkenburg (now in The 

Netherlands). 

 

It is interesting to note that the “missing link” in the 1859 article is the FALEN/ARNO type, 

subsequently reported by von Frauendorfer in 1909 (vF. no 10, ref. 10). By a set of amusing 

coincidences, Chalon has (erroneously) tried to attribute the FALEN / William coins to 

Fallais, while briefly discussing Arnold of Oreye, Lord of Rummen, and Rummen’s 

relationship to Fallais. He discusses the RUMEN coins, but does not mention their ARNO 

QVC DOMNI legends. 

Meanwhile, Chalon is completely unaware of another ARNO DVC DOMNI type – which 

has a MONETA FALEN legend – and which will be attributed to Fallais by von 

Frauendorfer, but under... William of Wesemaele and Westerlo. 

 

 

Chalon’s 1859 article is, for all intents and purposes, superceded by Chalon’s subsequent 

1866 article (ref. 6), again published in the RBN, entitled Monnaies rares ou inédits, in which 

he described 2 more gros au lion with ‘FALEN’ legends, and similar (but variant) reverse 

legends. These coins were brought to Chalon’s attention by J.E.H. Hooft van Iddekinge, and 

this time Chalon provides drawings. 

 As we have previously shown on several occasions, the illustrations in old numismatic 

works are not completely trustworthy when it comes to the fine details. In a great many cases, 

the coins have been idealized for the drawing, and unclear areas appear more legible than they 

actually are on the coin itself. Chalon’s drawings show FALEN instead of FALCN, but how 

sure can we be of the accuracy of his drawings? 

 In this particular case, we are lucky to have the actual model coins at our disposal, both of 

which are in the Berlin museum collection: 
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Chalon (cont.) 

 

  
 

Chalon X,4        Chalon X,5 
 

  
 

 

The drawings do not really match the coins all that well, and the fourth letter in the second 

word is in fact illegible on both coins. The E’s shown in Chalon’s drawings are inaccurate, 

and might be E or C, neither can be proven conclusively. For well over 100 years, 

numismatists have been misled by these incorrect illustrations. 
 

 

Chalon says that his fellow numismatist de Coster would like to abandon Fallais and find an 

alternative mint for these coins, but so far no reasonable alternative had been offered. Chalon 

still believed they all might be coins of William of Wesemaele 
[5]

.  

 

 
 

Chalon RBN (1859), p. 379 
[4]

 

 

 

 
 

Chalon RBN (1866), p. 206 
[5]
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Chalon (cont.) 

 

 
 

Chalon / RBN 1859, p. 379 
[4]

 

 

 

 
 

Chalon 1866, Pl. X, 4 
[5]

 

Now in Berlin, ex- Grote collection / 1.96 g. 

 

 

 

 



 49 

Chalon (cont.) 

 

 

 
 

Chalon 1866, Pl. X, 5 
[5]

 

Now in Berlin, ex- Grote collection / 2.14 g. 

 

 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

 

Engel & Serrure  

Ref. 9 

 

Engel and Serrure mention the Valkenburg gros au lion, also attributing them to William of 

Wesemaele in Fallais, but they do not provide any illustrations or references (ref. 9, p. 1116).  

 

 
 

 

 

_____________ 
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Münzstudien (Grote et al)  

Ref. 12 

 

On p. 444 (Bd. VII) of Grote’s work we find the following: “Die Münzen b und c kommen aus 

dem Wittmunder Funde.” 
[12]

. 

 

 
 

Münzstudien, Bd. VII, p. 444 
[12]

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Münzstudien, Bd. VII, p. 445 
[12]
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Grote / Münzstudien (cont.) 

 

 

  
 

Münzstudien, Bd. VII, p. 445 
[12]

 

 

 

“Die Löwen-Groten des Grafen Ludwig von Flandern waren eine in den Niederlanden so 

verbreitete und beliebte Münzsorte geworden, daß man sie au [auf?] vielen Orten 

nachmünzte. Ein Erkennungszeichen der ächten bestand, außer den Typen, nach der 

Ansicht der des Lesens  der Umschriften Unkundigen darin, daß die Schrift in dem einen 

der Kreuzwinkel mit einer Kreisförmigen Figur: dem O (ir. lud=Ovi=cus) anfing, und 

hiernach hatte dann der Stempelschneider der Nachmünzen die Buchstaben der Umschrift 

zu trennen. Dies ließ sich sehr wohl in Hennegau (han=Oni) und auch in Holland un 

Megen (..c=Ome=s), in Geldern (r=ein-Old wie er bloß für diesen Zweck  hier genannt 

wird, während er sonst stets RaynAldus heißt), in Looz und Horn (the=Ode=ric) und in 

Rümmen (arn=Old) ausführen; Herzog Johann III. Von Brabant musste aber die 

Umschrift mit dem zweiten Buchstaben seines Namens (i=O,du=x br=aba=nt) anfangen; 

Andere, die weder in dem Namen noch im Titel ein O hatten, wie der Herzog Wilhelm 

von Jülich, trugen kein Bedenken in dieser Verlegenheit das erste Kreuzviertel mit ganz 

sinnlosen Buchstaben  auszufüllen, und durch OMV noch einigermaßen das IO DV des 

Herzogs Johann Nachznahmen. Diese Wilkür fürhte dann noch andere Nachmünzer auf 

den Gedanken, es könne auch die gesammte? Umschrift süglich ganz sinnlos sein (v. d. 

Chijs a.a.D.G. 248, 260).” 
[12]

 

 

– Münzstudien 

p. 445 
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Grote / Münzstudien (cont.) 

 

It is interesting that Grote has noticed that something is going on with the O’s of the reverse, 

inner legend on the various leeuwengroten. He has noticed the first, round O in LVDOVIC on 

the Flemish leeuwengroten, and that this O and its position were copied on the many imitative 

leeuwengroten of other regions. His transcriptions of the coin legends are actually fairly 

sloppy, however: 

 

 Grote     correct 
 

lud=Ovi=cus    lvd=Ovi=c cO=mes  (Flanders) 

han=Oni     han=Oni=e cO=mes  (Hainaut) 

i=O,du=x br=aba=nt   i=O dv=x lO=t br=ab  (Brabant) 

the=Ode=ric    the=Od v=a hO=ten  (Horne) 

   the=Orv=c cO=mes  (Looz)  

arn=Old     Oi a=rnO=l de=rvm  /  O qv=c dO=mni=arn  (Rummen)   

..c=Ome=s    ..cO=mes  /  ..c=Omes  (Holland) 

iOh=ann=es c=Om  (Megen, fractional groot) 
[12]

 

 

 

Note that with the legends correctly transcribed in full, the nearly ubiquitous second O 

becomes obvious as well, something Grote apparently failed to notice (there is no second O 

on the Holland coins). He was also unaware of the ‘rule’ of first O round, second O long 

being used on the coins. It is also interesting that until we independently made the same 

discovery well over a hundred years later, no author since Grote has made any specific 

mention of the leeuwengroot O phenomenon, although several authors have noted that the 

imitative leeuwengroot legends copied the original Flemish and Brabantine coins in certain 

respects. 

 

Grote (Münzstudien Bd. VI, p. 444, ref. 12), felt that the correct reading was FALCN (i.e. 

FalCn), and that the coins had been minted at Valkenburg under William, Duke of Juliers 

(Jülich), as Lord of Valkenburg. Grote describes FALCN gros au lion with four different 

reverse legends, two of which come from the Wittmund Hoard (1858); these coins are not 

reported in Dannenberg’s article about the Wittmund find (ref. 8).  

 

 

 
 

Münzstudien pl. 16, 65 
[12]

 

Same coin as Menadier’s photo 

Wittmund Hoard (1858) 
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WITTMUND HOARD (1858) 

DANNENBERG (1883) 

Ref. 8 

 

In his report on the Wittmund Hoard, Dannenberg fails to report on any FALCN / Valkenburg 

leeuwengroten at all.  

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

 

BYVANCK HOARD (<1860) 

VON FRAUENDORFER (1909)  
Ref. 10 

  

Von Frauendorfer published photos of 3 Valkenburg specimens from the Byvanck Hoard 

(1860), and a lengthy discussion about the coins (pp. 9-11). He tentatively attributed both the 

FALEN / William and the FALEN / ARNO coins of the Byvanck Hoard to William of 

Wesemaele in Fallais. Von Frauendorfer gives these weights: 

 

1.97 g. OMV , GIO 

2.25 g.  OMV , GIO 

2.80 g.  OMV \ GIO  (Byvanck 9 ?) 

2.25 g.  OMV \ GIO  (Byvanck 8)  THIS IS AN ICO 

 

1.75 g.  ARNO  

2.00 g.  ARNO    (Byvanck 10) 

 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer, p. 10 
[10]
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Byvanck Hoard (1860) / von Frauendorfer (cont.) 

 

 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer, p. 10 
[10]

 

 

 

 

V. Frauendorfer points out Dannenberg’s omission of the Valkenburg leeuwengroten from the 

latter’s report in the Wittmund Hoard (ref. 8). 

 

 

 

 

vF Item C-5.   
 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer, p. 9 
[10]
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Byvanck Hoard (1860) / von Frauendorfer (cont.) 

 

vF C-5 a  1.97 g. (damaged coin); 2.25 g. (slightly damaged coin) 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer 8 
[10]

 

 

, = M0n[eTa e FaLCn9] 

0[9,MV  G9&co[9]  DvX,  vIL, 
 

 

Von Frauendorfer correctly begins his transcription of the reverse, inner legend with OMV, 

but his photographs need to be rotated 90° counterclockwise. Although the legend of the next 

coin (9) does indeed read GIO as v. Frauendorfer transcribes, the legend of coin 8 instead 

reads GCO, which makes us question his transcription of the legends of the other example 

listed (1.97 g.). 

 

 

 

vF C-5 b  2.25 g.; 2.28 g. 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer 9 
[10]

 

 

, = , M0neTa e F[aLC]n9 
[09.]MV  GdIo9  DvX  v[I,L] 
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Byvanck Hoard (1860) / von Frauendorfer (cont.) 

 

 

Von Frauendorfer has failed to note the pellet right of the initial cross on the obverse, clearly 

visible in the photograph. This once again causes us to question all of v. Frauendorfer’s 

transcriptions. 

 

 

One of the Byvanck vF C-5 b coins ended up in the A.E. Cahn catalog (1931): 

 

 
 

Adolph E. Cahn, Catalog 69, lot 28 
[3]

 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

ARNOLD 

 

 

vF C-6 
 

 
 

von Frauendorfer, Byvanck 10 
[10]

 

ARNO 

 

 

 

 

One of the vF C-6 coins was listed in the 1931 Cahn catalog: 

 

 
 

Adolph E. Cahn, Catalog 69, lot 29 
[3]
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SCHOO HOARD (1927) 

SUHLE (1931)  
Ref. 25 

 

 

 
 

Suhle p. 80 
[21] 

 
 

 

In his 1931 report on the Schoo Hoard (1923), Suhle states that the legends read FALCN, and 

attributes the coins to Valkenburg and William of Juliers, like Grote before him. 

  

A detailed discussion of Suhle’s report on the Valkenburg coin would take up an enormous 

amount of space here. We refer the reader to our report on the Schoo Hoard (ref. 37) for said 

discussion. 

 

 

 

As stated previously, the majority of the known Valkenburg leeuwengroten come from the 

Schoo Hoard (1927). Some (not all) of the coins from this find are currently in the collection 

of the Bode Museum in Berlin (Staatliche museen zu Berlin)+ the others are missing. Suhle’s 

report on the hoard lists the Valkenburg leeuwengroten as Item 76, with 6 sub-types, lettered 

a - f.  



 58 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / Suhle (cont.) 

 

 

The Schoo coins: 

 

 

item obv. obverse reverse reverse reverse reverse rev. 
        

1   OMI     
76 a-1 , = , FéïCp9 09,MI DvX,   Gvl9,   VIL9,   N 

        

3   OLV     
        

76 e-1 , = [,] Féï[…]p9 09[\]ïV   MIo DvX[,]   [G9VI9,] N 
76 e-2 , = , F[éï…]p9 09\ïV    MIo DvX[,]   G9VI9, N 
76 e-3 , = , […ï]Pp9 ? […]o DvX,    [G9VI9,]    N 

        

3   OMV ICO    
        

76b-1 , = , [FéïP]p9 09\MV   I9%co DvX,    vIï9, N 
76b-2 , = , F[éïC]p9 0[9,M]V   I9%co DvX,    vIï9, N 
76b-3 , = [Féï…]p9 09\MV I9%co   DvX,    vIï9, N 

        

7   OMV GIO    
        

76 c-1 , = , FéïQp) 09.MV   GdI0 DnX nI,l   N 
76 c-2 , = , Féï[C]p9 09\MV   G%9Io9   DvX vI9,l   N 
76 c-3 , = [FéïCp9] 09.MV   G9%Io9 DvX   vI9,l   n 
76 c-4 , = [,] F[é]v[Q]9p9 09.MV   G9%Io9 D[…]X vI9,ï n 
76 c-5 , = , FéïPp9 09[,]MV   G%9Io9   DvX vI9,ï n 
76 c-6 [, =] F[é]v[C]9p9 09.MV   G9%Io9 DV[,X,] vI9,ï n 
76 c-7 ? [Fé]ïPp9  G9%Io9 ? ? n 

        

13        
        

 

 

 

 

 

Although there are a small number of variants, the basic sub-types seem to be something like: 

 

09,MI   DvX,   Gvl9,   VIL9,     N  (a) 
09\LV  MIo    DvX,   G9VI9,   N  (d) 
09\MV I9%co   DvX,    vIï9,   N  (b) 

09,MV  G9%Io9  DvX   vI9,ï   n  (c) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 59 

Schoo Hoard (1927) / Suhle (cont.) 

 

 

 

As discussed above there are 4 main sub-types, based upon the forms of the reverse, inner 

legend. Minor errors aside, Suhle’s categorization breaks down as follows: 

 

Suhle 76 a  OMI 

Suhle 76 b  OMV ICO 

Suhle 76 c  OMV GIO 

Suhle 76 d  […DVX…] 

Suhle 76 e  OLV 

Suhle 76 f  mint error with upside-down punches (intended as OMV GIO) 

 

 

Suhle 76 f is a sub-sub-type of the larger OMV-GIO sub-type, and so it falls under the OMV-

GIO heading.  

Suhle 76 d is a sort of “catch-all” that Suhle seems to have used for “illegible” coins. 

Having inspected many of the same Schoo Hoard coins ourselves, we have come to the 

conclusion that not only are there no Schoo Hoard left in Berlin with legends so illegible that 

they would have to be written off as “[…DVX…]”, but that several of the coins listed by 

Suhle under his 76 d are, in fact, clearly Suhle 76 c coins (OMV GIO).  

Furthermore, Suhle failed to notice the MONETA FAUCN legend on some of the coins 

at all, and he misread one of the DUX legends as DIX. (As we stated earlier, Suhle’s report 

seems to have broken down at this point for some reason, and he seems to have gotten a bit 

careless, which is odd, considering the reasonably high quality of the rest of his report.) 

We have adjusted Suhle’s work accordingly in the following catalog so that it better 

reflects the reality of the known Valkenburg leeuwengroten, including the Schoo Hoard coins 

that Suhle himself reported. 

 

 

 

 

_____________ 
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MENADIER (1913) 

Ref. 18 

 

Much of what Menadier says about the Valkenburg leeuwengroten is simply repeated from 

Grote (ref. 12), but unfortunately, Menadier’s distillation process has removed some 

important information about the coins. 

 

 
 

Menadier, Jülich, p. 467 
[18]

  

 

 

 

Menadier gives “11a*”. Such an asterisk usually indicates the example shown as an 

illustration, but Menadier’s photo shows an 11 b coin. 

 

 
 

Menadier: ZFN 30 (1913), plate 19 
[18

 

Wittmund Hoard  (Berlin collection / 2.42 g.) 
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Menadier (cont.) 

 

 

Menadier gives an incorrect MONETA FALLN transcription, and his reverse outer legend 

transcription erroneously replaces the word DNI with DEI (Grote transcribed the outer legend 

as “BND ____ XPI”), among other minor problems. 

Menadier reported all of the V’s and U’s as V, regardless of what was on the coins. He 

provides the weights of 5 specimens, but does not say where these coins can be found, nor 

does he indicate which weight goes with which sub-type, nor where he got the weights from 

(three of them come from Grote): 

 

2.17 g. (Grote; “damaged edge”) 

2.45 g. (Grote; this is the 2.42 g. Berlin/Wittmund specimen) 

2.89 g. (Grote; Wittmund Hoard) 

2.25 g. 

2.08 g. 

 

Menadier cites both Chalon articles, Grote and v. Frauendorfer as sources (Grote also gives 

2.45 g. for his item b, which is the 2.42 g. Wittmund coin). 

 

When Menadier attempts to decipher the reverse, inner legend (p. 468), things end up going 

terribly wrong: 

 

 

 
 

Menadier p. 468 
[18] 

 

 

 

There are several serious problems with the passage after the Grote and v. Frauendorfer 

references. 

 

The plate in v. Frauendorfer’s MBNG article (ref. 10) comes between pages 8 and 9 and we 

presume that Menadier intended to indicate this plate when he said “page 9”. However, n
o
 5 

on this plate is a gros tournois, not a leeuwengroot: 
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Menadier (cont.) 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer, plate between pp. 8-9 
[18]

  

 

 

 

The only leeuwengroten pictured in v. Frauendorfer’s article (plate between pp. 8 and 9) are 

n
o
 8 and 9 (William) and 10 (Arnold), and we do not know which one Menadier meant to 

indicate (but presumably on of the ‘William’ coins), but we can see no “LVM” anywhere. 

Such a letter combination would indicate either an OLV MIO coin, or some other variant 

unknown to us (and not reported by v. Frauendorfer). (V. Frauendorfer reports no OLV MIO 

coins in the Byvanck Hoard, but rather 4 OMV GIO coins. But it is clear from the photos that 

n
o
 8 is an OMV ICO coin.) 

 

 
 

v. Frauendorfer, plate between pp. 8-9 
[18]

  

 

(Note that v. Frauendorfer’s leeuwengroten are not properly oriented and all need to be 

rotated 90° counterclockwise.) 
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Menadier (cont.) 

 

 

Things only get worse; after claiming to read “LVM” on one of the Byvanck coins, Menadier 

offers a proposed transcription that does not actually contain the letter combination LVM: 

 

DVX CULiancensis VILhelmvs O Montis Valconis Comes 

 

We have no idea why Menadier chose ‘Culiancensis’ instead of ‘Guliancensis’, until it is a 

typo. The word COMES would only be correct for an OMV ICO coin; not other sub-type has 

a C in the legend. Apparently the coin would read: 

 

OMV C DVX CVL VIL (?) 

 

…which is 13 letters and not the correct 12. Furthermore, this is not one of Menadier’s listed 

legends: 

 

OMI DVX GVL VIL 

OMV ICO DVX VIL 

OMV GIO DVX VIL 

OLV MIO DVX GVI 

 

Menadier’s proposed legend most resembles the OMI sub-type. However, even from the 

unclear v. Frauendorfer photos, it is clear that the word DVX (or DUX) does not follow 

whatever part of the legend (quadrant) begins with 0; in both (misoriented) photos, the DVX 

is in the top-left quadrant, while the OMI/OMV/OLV (whichever) is in the bottom right 

quadrant, with three letters between them. Neither coin is an OMI DVX coin. The o in front 

of the DVX (or DUX) is the end of ICO, GIO or MIO (reasonably clearly ICO for n
o
 8 and 

GIO for n
o
 9). 

 

Menadier’s transcription attempt should probably be ignored. Lucas (ref. 17) chose to 

repeat it verbatim. 

 

 

See the Appendix below for more about Menadier’s work. 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

BERGHAUS (1958) 

Ref. 2 

 

Berghaus, listing both the Wittmund and Schoo Hoards in his 1958 report, does not provide 

any legend transcriptions, although he cites Menadier as a source and attributes the gros au 

lion to Valkenburg and to William of Juliers. Berghaus does not add anything to our 

knowledge of the Valkenburg leeuwengroten. 
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SCHULMAN AUCTION 1975 

Ref. 23 

 

 
 

 
 

Schulman Auction 1975, Lot 1209 
[23]

 

 

 

In 1975, Schulman published a photo of a Valkenburg coin in their auction catalog (Lot 

1209), but it is not very readable. (In fact, none of the photographs published in previous 

sources are particularly good or legible until 2018.)  

 According to the catalog, the obverse legend reads FALKN. We can see no such thing in 

the photo we are of the opinion that it says FALEN or FALCN like the other known examples. 

 The reverse of the coin in the photo needs to be rotated 90° clockwise to be correctly 

oriented. 

 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

LUCAS (1978) 

Ref. 16 

 

As we have stated in several previous reports, Lucas’ works add nothing to our knowledge of 

the gros au lion (of any region). In fact, he usually only serves to confuse matters even more, 

because he has a tendency to distill important information down to incorrect summations (e.g. 

his legend transcriptions, in which he discards letter forms reported by previous authors). 

 

 

 

Lucas, text 
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Lucas 1978 (cont.) 

 

 

4 “esterlin (?)” 

Jean, seignery de Fauquemont, Montjoie & Butgenbach (1346-1352) 

cites RBN 1851, VIII, 5 [Perreau]; v.d. Chijs pl. XX; Menadier 6 

 

 

 

7 “blanc au lion” cites RBN 1859, p. 378 [Chalon]; R. Serrure 43; Menadier 11 

 

“Ces pièces, par suite d’une mauvais lecture avainent été données à Fallais par Chalon. 

Hooft v. Iddekinge les donnait à Guillaume de Wesemael, la restitutuion est due à Grote. 

Ménadier lit FALLN : il y aurait plutôt FALCN avec un C carré pur FALCenbergencis. 

La légende intérieure signifieraint : 

DVX CULiancensis VILhelmvs O Montis Valconis Comes 

Le o en surplus pour imiter les pièces des Louis de Mâle.” 
[16]

  

 

– Lucas p. 246 (ref. 16) 

 

 

… and yet Lucas still transcribes the obverse legend as FALLN (and does not cite Grote 65). 

Lucas’ proposed translation of the legend, which does not actually match any Valkenburg 

leeuwengroten, comes directly from Menadier, p. 468 (ref. 18). 

The O may indeed be a “surplus”, but the coin being imitated is the FILFD leeuwengroot 

of Jeanne of Brabant (1355-1406), not Louis of Male in Flanders.  

Lucas uses Chalon’s 1866 drawings as illustrations, but does not report any pellet after 

DVX, as shown in the drawing for Lucas 7 a. For his type 7 d, Lucas gives GIO DVX UI.L   

O’MV. Lucas does not appear to have bothered looking at the outer legends in these 

drawings, because he gives: +BHDICTVq SI DEI !IHVXPI, which is clearly taken directly 

from Menadier’s error. 

 Lucas’ sub-types are basically the same as those repeated in his 1982 book (see below). 

 

_____________ 

 

 

 

LUCAS (1982) 

Ref. 17 

 

“On avait attribué à Fallais (R.B.N. 1866, p. 206) des gros au lion, d’argent très allié et 

portant MOnETA FALEn. Ces pièces avaient été mal lues et portent en réalité FALLn ou 

FALCn; elles ont été restituées par H. Grote à Guillaume II de Juliers (1357-1361). Cf. 

Ménadier : Fauquemont n
o
 11.” 

 

 

– Lucas p. 9.1 (Fallais) 
[17] 

 

This seems to read as if Lucas was acknowledging the fact that both FALEN and FALCN 

legends exist, although he probably menat “or” and not “and/or”. 
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Lucas 1982 (cont.) 

 

 

Fauquemont: 

 

 

For his subsequent book, Lucas once again fails to correctly describe (all of) the obverse 

legend(s), stating that the obverse legends read FALCN or FALLN (sic), while saying that 

FALEN is incorrect (sic). Lucas lists the Valkenburg leeuwengroten as follows (sic): 

 

7.    O!MI’   DVX   GVL’  VIL’   (Menadier 11a)  [OMI] 

7 a.   O!MV  IdCO   DVX   VIL’   (Menadier 11b)  [OMV-ICO] 

7 b.   O.MV  CdIO   DVX   VI.L    (Menadier 11c)  [OMV-GIO] 

7 c.   O’LV  MIO   DVX   G’VI’    (Menadier 11d)  [OLV] 

7 d.   GIO   DVX   VI.L   O’MV    (Schulman 1975)  FALKn  [ — ]  

[sic] 

 

 

Lucas alters the incorrect outer legend from his 1978 article into a slightly better (but still 

incorrect) transcription: 

 +BHDICTV q SIT … DNI q HPI q IHVXPI  [sic] 

 

Lucas repeats the same nonsense “DVX CULiancensis VILhelmvs O Montis Valconis Comes” 

text from his 1978 CN article regarding the meaning of the reverse, inner legend, quoted 

above, taken verbatim from Menadier.  

Apparently, Lucas did not notice that the reverse of the Schulman coin in the photo needs 

to be rotated 90° clockwise. No other author reports any CIO legend (Lucas 7 b). 

We are of the opinion that Lucas 7 d does not actually exist (i.e. a MONETA FALKN 

type); it is based solely upon an incorrect reading of the coin Schulman 1209. Lucas has 

altered his 1978 transcription to: GIO DVX VI.L O’MV.    

 Lucas’ first 4 variants are basically the 4 known sub-types, but his specific details about 

the interpunction are not correct, and like Menadier before him, Lucas has discarded any 

distinction between U and V, which means his legend transcriptions are doomed from the start 

to be incorrect. 

 

  

_____________ 

 

 

 

KUNKER AUCTION 2018 

 

By 2018, when F.R. Künker auction catalog published a good photograph of a poor OMV 

ICO coin (Lot 931, 2.36 g.), reproduction techniques had improved, and the photo quality is 

much better than any photo seen up to that point. It is probably the first good photograph of a 

Valkenburg leeuwengroot ever published. Unfortunately, the coin itself is so poor that we can 

learn little or nothing from it. (See cat. Sub-Type C above.) 
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SCHULMAN AUCTION 357, 26 October 2018 
 

After many years of no Valkenburg leeuwengroten surfacing at all, a second example came up 

for auction in 2018. Schulman published a photo of a FAUC’N coin in their auction 357 

catalog (Lot 999), citing Lucas 7b and Menadier 11 c (sic). No legend transcriptions were 

provided. 

 While the coin is indeed an OMV-GIO coin, it is in fact Lucas — and Menadier — ; 

neither of these authors reported a FAUCN obverse legend. (Or perhaps: Lucas 7 var. and 

Menadier 11 var.) (See cat. Sub-Type D above.) 

 

  

_____________ 

 

 

TORONGO & VAN OOSTERHOUT (2019)  (ERRATA) 

Ref. 37 

 

 

In his description of the Schoo Hoard (ref. 25), Suhle reports 11 coins + 19 fragments, a total 

of 30 coins, for which he gives the weights of 11 coins.  

 There are 13 Schoo Hoard, Valkenburg coins currently in Berlin, which means that 17 

coins are missing.  

 

Unfortunately, the Schoo coin listed by Suhle at 2.42 g. threw us off a bit, and it appears that 

our attempts to remove the Wittmund coin from our Schoo report went slightly awry. The 

coin in Berlin that weighs 2.42 g. turned out to be from the Wittmund Hoard (1858) and not 

the Schoo Hoard, meaning that the Schoo 2.42 g. coin is missing. (The museum staff believed 

their 2.42 g. coin to be from the Schoo Hoard, an error that has since been rectified.)  

 

Table 11: Coins Reported by Suhle on pp. 111-114 contains the 2.42 g. Schoo coin (p. 114). 

However, Table 12: Weights / Checklist of the Schoo Hoard Coins in Berlin (2018) does 

not (pp. 115-119). 

 

 

Table 11: 
[37]

 

 

2.21 76 a Valkenburg 1  

? 76 a Valkenburg + 1 fragment 

2.50 76 b Valkenburg 2  

2.42 76 b Valkenburg 3  

2.41 76 b Valkenburg 4  

? 76 b Valkenburg + 4 fragments 

1.87 76 c Valkenburg 5  

1.95 76 d Valkenburg 6  

1.74 76 d Valkenburg 7  

1.62 76 d Valkenburg 8 Very damaged 

? 76 d Valkenburg + 13 fragments 

2.33 76 e Valkenburg 9  

2.16 76 e Valkenburg 10  

? 76 e Valkenburg + 1 fragment 

2.39 76 f Valkenburg 11  
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Torongo & van Oosterhout (cont.) 

 

 

Table 12:
 [37]

 

 

The first few rows as published (sic): 

 

2.21 76 a Valkenburg 1 80 �  

? 76 a Valkenburg + - X 1 fragment  (i.e. broken coin?) 

2.50 76 b Valkenburg 2 - X  

2.41 76 b Valkenburg 4 81 �  

? 76 b Valkenburg + - X 4 fragments  (i.e. broken coins?) 

 

Note that the count jumps from 2 to 4, since we had simply removed the 2.42 g. / 76 b row, 

erroneously believing that it did not belong because the 2.42 g. coin in Berlin came from the 

Wittmund Hoard. In fact, the row should have remained to indicate the missing 2.42 g. Schoo 

coin listed by Suhle.  

This was rather sloppy work on our part, and we offer our sincerest apologies to our 

readers. 

 

 

Table 12 (corrected): 

 

2.21 76 a Valkenburg 1 80 ����  

? 76 a Valkenburg + - X 1 fragment  (i.e. broken coin?) 

2.50 76 b Valkenburg 2 - X  

2.42 76 b Valkenburg 3 - X  

2.41 76 b Valkenburg 4 81 �  

? 76 b Valkenburg + - X 4 fragments  (i.e. broken coins?) 

1.87 76 c Valkenburg 5 82 ����  

1.95 76 d Valkenburg 6 83 �  

1.74 76 d Valkenburg 7 84 ���� 1.73 g 

1.62 76 d Valkenburg 8 85 ���� 
“Very damaged “ (i.e. “fragment”) 
This coin is not that bad…. 

? 76 d Valkenburg + - X 13 fragments  (i.e. broken coins?) 

2.33 76 e Valkenburg 9 86 �  

2.16 76 e Valkenburg 10 87 �  

? 76 e Valkenburg + - X 
1 fragment  (i.e. broken coin?) = 19 “fragments” 
total 

2.39 76 f Valkenburg 11 88 �  

  Valkenburg ? 99 � 1.41 g  broken coin 

  Valkenburg ? 90 � 1.41 g  broken coin 

    91 � 1.28 g  cut half 

  Valkenburg ? 92 � 0.84 g  broken coin 



 69 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The leeuwengroten of Valkenburg require further investigation, but we are thankful to have so 

many of the Schoo Hoard coins available to us for study. It is these coins in particular that 

have allowed us to remove some of the confusion regarding the FALEN and FALCN (and 

FAUCN) legends on the obverses. The ARNO coins remain a mystery for which we have no 

clear answer as of yet. 

 

 

_____________ 
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HABETS 
 

 

“Nadat Jan op 9 augustus 1352, als laatste heer van Valkenburg-Montjoie stierf, gaat zijn 

erfenis over op zijn 5 zusters Philippa, Maria, Beatrix, Margaretha en Elisabeth. Hoewel 

de rechtstreekse mannelijke lijn met Jan uitgestorven was, maakten andere mannelijke 

leden van het Huis Valkenburg aanspraak op de erfenis. Op de eerste plaats was daar Jan 

van Valkenburg heer van Born, zoon van Walram de Rosse, broer van Reinoud en oom 

van Jan de laatste heer van Valkenburg-Montjoie.  

Op de tweede plaats maakte Walram graaf von Sponheim als zoon van Elisabeth van 

Valkenburg aanspraak. Elisabeth was getrouwd met Simon graaf von Sponheim en was 

een dochter van Walram de Rosse, zuster van Reinoud en dat maakte Walram von 

Sponheim tot een neef van Jan de laatste heer van Valkenburg-Montjoie.  

Jan van Valkenburg, heer van Born, claimde dat Valkenburg een rijksleen was en dat 

een rijksleen niet in vrouwelijke handen kon overgaan. Deze claim kon de heer van Born 

echter niet hard maken, daar de keizer Philippa, de oudste zuster van de gestorven Jan 

van Valkenburg-Montjoie, tussen augustus en oktober 1352 beleende met Valkenburg. 

Deze Philippa huwde op 10 oktober 1352 Hendrik van Vlaanderen, heer van Ninhoven en 

Ressen in de Overbetuwe. Daar Jan van Valkenburg-Montjoie zijn bezittingen niet 

schuldenvrij had achtergelaten, leende Hendrik van Vlaanderen, als man van Philippa 

21,000 gouden schilden van Reinoud van Schönau.  

Op 1 mei 1353 verkocht Margareta van Valkenburg, vrouwe von Schönecken, “haar” 

deel van de “burch ind stat zu Valkenburch” waarop ze meende recht te hebben, voor 

11,000 gouden oude schilden aan Hendrik van Vlaanderen en Philippa van Valkenburg.  

Hendrik stelde daarop op 24 november 1353, Reinard von Schönau aan tot momber 

(voogd) over Valkenburg, Euskirchen, Bütgenbach, Sankt Vith en Heerlen, totdat de 

terugbetaling van het door Hendrik geleende bedrag zou zijn geschied. Op 11 maart 1354, 

beleende de Hertog van Brabant, Reinoud von Schönau met de Limburgse lenen: 

Montjoie, Bütgenbach, de hof te Rüdesheim, het huis Berg, de hof Boslar, de stad Sittard, 

de tol te Heister onder Gulpen, met de hof Eijsden met ¼ van Heerlen, met de helft van 

Mechelen en met de tol te Linne.  

Op 20 april 1354, verklaren Hendrik en Philippa dat zij hun aandeel in de 

heerlijkheden Montjoie en Valkenburg aan Reinoud van Schönvorst verkocht hebben. Zij 

verpanden hem eveneens de rechten op Montjoie die zij van Margareta hadden 

overgekocht, doch behielden de gekochte rechten op Valkenburg. Reinoud von Schönau 

werd vervolgens op 18 april 1354 door de keizer met Valkenburg beleend. Zowel Dirk 

van Bredero, heer van Gennep en de echtgenoot van Beatrix van Valkenburg († 28 

december 1353), alsook Walram van Valkenburg, zoon van Jan van Valkenburg heer van 

Born tekenen formeel protest aan tegen deze verkoop.  

Elisa van Valkenburg de vijfde zuster, die kloostervrouwe te Reichenstein bij 

Montjoie was, kon dit “verlies” van de voorvaderlijke bezittingen niet verkroppen en 

werd zinneloos. Zie liet zich naar Kasteel Valkenburg brengen, waar ze haar intrek nam. 

Ze was in de veronderstelling dat ze “vrouwe van Valkenburg” was en uit medelijden liet 

men haar in die waan tot aan haar dood in 1359. Deze Elisa staat ook bekend als de 

“Joffer zonder kop”, hetgeen verwijst naar haar zinneloosheid, naar het Duitse gezegde: 

“Sie hatte den Kopf verloren”.  

Terug naar de erfopvolgingstrijd. In 1355 verkocht Reinoud von Schönau zijn 

rechten aan Willem van Gülick die op de burcht Nideggen woonde en die op 25 

december 1356 door de keizer met Valkenburg beleend werd en waarbij Valkenburg tot 

graafschap werd verheven. Jan van Valkenburg, heer van Born, stierf op 3 maart 1356 en 
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diens zoon Walram van Valkenburg, heer van Born, gesteund door Walram von 

Sponheim, is het geheel niet eens met de gang van zaken, verzet zich met de wapens 

tegen de Hertog van Gülick. Formeel wordt er in 1357 een wapenstilstand tussen beide 

partijen gesloten, doch de vijandelijkheden schijnen voortgeduurd te hebben, daar Keizer 

Karel IV op 3 april 1359 aan Wencelaus, hertog van Brabant en aan Dirk graaf van Loon 

opdracht verstrekte de vrede te herstellen. Op 4 april 1359 bevestigd Keizer Karel de 

Hertog van Gülick in het bezit van Valkenburg en Montjoie. Walram gaf echter aan dat 

Valkenburg niet verkocht had kunnen worden door Philippa, daar het een rijksleen was, 

dat niet in vrouwelijke hand had mogen overgaan.  

De strijd bleef voortgaan en zowel Philippa alsook Walram hielden vast aan hun 

rechten. Daarop deed op 22 december 1362 Keizer Karel IV uitspraak in de kwestie en 

bepaalde dat Philippa haar rechten en vorderingen op Valkenburg zou afstaan aan 

Walram en deze zou Philippa daarvoor een lijfrente van 600 oude schilden per jaar 

moeten betalen, nevens 400 oude schilden in 1x te betalen en nevens 500 oude schilden 

verschuldigd aan Catharina van Spaubeek.  

Tot een overgave van de rechten en betaling is het niet gekomen, waarop Philippa 

haar rechten op Valkenburg op 4 maart 1364 tegen een betaling van een lijfrente van 

1200 oude schilden en 1500 mottoenen aan Hertog Wenceslaus van Brabant verkocht. Op 

11 mei 1364 verkreeg de Brabantse Hertog ook de rechten op Valkenburg van Maria van 

Valkenburg, abdis van Sint Aldegonde te Maubeuge en via Dirk van Brederode ook de 

rechten van Beatrix van Valkenburg. Op 8 november 1364 verkrijgt Wenceslaus van de 

Hertog van Gülick stad en kasteel Valkenburg, Oud-Valkenburg, Houthem-Sint Gerlach 

en Eijsden in pand. Walram van Valkenburg, heer van Born blijft hardnekkig op zijn 

rechten staan en een samenkomst in 1365 te Maastricht tussen hem en Wenceslaus mocht 

niet baten. Het geschil werd voorgelegd aan de Landvredebond tussen Maas en Rijn en 

deze bepaalde op 19 juli 1365 dat Walram Wenceslaus in zijn bezit moest laten en alle 

onterecht geheven belastingen moest terugbetalen. Door de verkoop aan Wenceslaus van 

de rechten op Heerlen op 7 december 1378 door Jan van Broekhuizen, heer van 

Wickrath, kwam op die datum het gehele Land van Valkenburg in het bezit van Brabant-

Luxemburg.  
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