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To my mother Lauretta and my father Dino



The Tower of Hercules at La Coruitha, Spain, said to be the oldest continuously operated
lighthouse site in the Western World. Here in June 1984, the author learned of the
death of his father, and promised to carry out a task in his memory. This book fulfills a

part of that pledge.

A view from the author’s Battery Park
apartment in lower Manhattan in May
1991, just after the first Gulf War.
Looking past the south tower of the old
World Trade Center, up Liberty Street,
the road was like a dark canyon, but at
its end was the New York Federal
Reserve Bank, basking in sunlight. Its
structure dominated and confined the
subdued roadway below. At that
moment the author realized it was time
to concentrate on this work.
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PREFACE

The final words of our last chapter were written on Labor Day at
Qak Street Beach in Chicago. A week later on September 11, 2001, New
York’s World Trade Center was attacked.

That event, the world has been repeatedly told, “changed every-
thing.” To the author, however, rather than a changed world, it seemed
more a case of our gaining a greater realization or understanding of what
the world had already been allowed to become.

But since the book hadn’t gone to the printer, as the illustrations
were still being assembled, there was the opportunity to see if indeed
changes were called for. We added a few notations in the Introduction,
also in the section on Islamic monetary traditions, and the new European
Monetary System. Several paragraphs were added to the reform propos-
als in Chapter 24, to analyze some of the dangers the attacks pose for
temporary interference with our Bill of Rights and our constitutional
Republic, and thus the prospects for monetary reform.

The events of September 11th, and the potential for further attack,
do not alter the book’s thesis, or monetary concepts and history present-
ed. Rather, those horrendous, inhuman acts and threats show all the more
strongly the pressing need for security, which can only be brought about
through a strong long term commitment to justice. And that includes -
even depends on - a just monetary system.

The matters we discuss in this book have direct impact not only on
our daily lives, but on the direction our civilization will take. That can
still be in our hands, if we choose to make it so.
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"Universal historians will be valuable only
when they can reply to history’s essential question:
What is power?”

“History can only be explained by introducing
a power which they apparently do not recognize.”

Leon Tolstoy, War and Peace



MONETARY AWARENESS
IS THE CRUCIAL MISSING ELEMENT

To begin understanding how the world’s power structure operates as
we enter the third millennium, citizens must first become aware of cer-
tain monetary concepts.

On a national level the behavior of the stock exchanges in the late
1990’s appeared to break free of any connection to the real world. As if
by magic, wealth and power were quickly and effortlessly amassed and
concentrated, as never before, into the hands of a small part of the pop-
ulace. At the same time growing numbers of normal working people
were placed under greater financial stress, falling behind into debt or
even bankruptcy. Such developments threaten American Democracy,
especially when they occur together.

While financial promoters hailed the coming of a “new era” of ever
rising share prices, it was clear to many that something was seriously
wrong - but exactly what was it? When the markets began to falter, peo-
ple were vaguely aware of a monetary cause of the predicament and just
before September 11, 2001, the Federal Reserve Chairman’s image alter-
nated between “hero” and “rogue,” depending on who was asked.

While September 11th was a tragedy for most good people around
the world, it has also provided some with a convenient “cover story” to
take the blame for the results of flawed systems and policies - dilemmas
that were fast coming home to roost anyway.

However, these problems go beyond the shortcomings of any indi-
vidual and are rooted in the false structure of our monetary system. To
understand how America is currently mis-ruled requires that we under-
stand the real monetary causes of the difficulties. To solve them will
require that our money system be based in law - not in lies.



On a global level, organizations such as the International Monetary
Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization, long assumed
to be serving the financial needs of mankind, have come under attack by
youthful demonstrators, charging that their real intent in promoting
“globalization” is not to serve but rather to ensnare humanity in a type of
perpetual bondage. Statistics do support their charges.

Yet on both the national and international levels, meaningful criticism
should also present a better alternative to the present monetary regime and
its tendency to consider mankind as so many economic units. To formu-
late such alternatives we must first examine the nature of money.

MONEY IMPACTS EVERYTHING

The effects of a flawed money system are not limited to economics,
and while monetary knowledge can lead to wiser decisions on personal
investments, society’s preoccupation with speculation is itself a symp-
tom of the wider disease.

Since the monetary question directly impacts all areas of human
activity, in order to make real progress towards justice, a clean environ-
ment, a sound energy policy, decent health care and retirement systems,
and greater real freedom of choice and action for the citizenry requires
the monetary problem to be addressed and solved first.

International developments also demand such knowledge. In Europe
the formation of the European Community is among the most important
geopolitical events of recent centuries, on the magnitude of the original
formation of the United States, and is bound to affect world events far
into the future.

A major part of this new political reality is the merging of Europe’s
national moneys into a single currency - the Euro. Although the media
concentrates on the political and economic aspects of the European
Union, history indicates that the monetary area will be of paramount
importance in shaping the European Community.

PRIMARY IMPORTANCE OF THE MONETARY POWER

The secular power in society is exercised largely through its mone-
tary and banking system. While much attention is focused on the elec-
tions of presidents, prime ministers, and representatives, the real out-
comes in society, such as whether there will be general economic justice,
or whether some groups will get special privileges, are often quietly
determined by the structure of the society’s money system.

These monetary decisions will most directly impact citizens’ daily



lives, more so than the activities of Congress, the President or the
Judiciary. Monetary decisions determine how money is made available
in the community and who gets it - whether it finances industry and
more environmentally friendly production and much needed infrastruc-
ture, or goes into speculation and other forms of corruption. It will
determine levels of employment and unemployment, incomes, interest
rates, and much more. It will shape health care and education and even
the arts. It will continue to determine whether the home population is
protected from biological and other attack, or is left to fend for itself.

Depending on their structure and implementation, monetary institu-
tions are in a position to do great good or harm to the society they are
supposed to serve. Citizen awareness can affect how these institutions
are formed and run. Since beginnings often determine the long range
functioning of institutions, it would be best if such knowledge can devel-
op and influence the European Monetary Union in its formative stages.

But even if this awareness requires more time to mature, it can still
be applied later, should the money system falter and require structural
reform. That’s the monetary task we face in America today.

OUR THESIS

The thesis of this book is that a main arena of human struggle is over
the monetary control of societies and that this control has been and is
now exercised through obscure theories about the nature of money. If it
had to be summarized in one sentence, it is that by misdefining the
nature of money, special interests have often been able to assume the
control of society’s monetary system, and in turn, the society itself.
Describing how this has been done historically will make these concepts
clear and vital, and hopefully sweep aside the mystification in which
money has been purposely shrouded. Guidelines for monetary reform
are then presented, to end the private control of monetary systems and
instead assert the public societal role to control money under the rule of
law, rather than the whims of men.

THE MAIN OBSTACLE - THE MYSTIFICATION OF MONEY

A major problem to understanding money is that, because so much
power is exercised through monetary systems, those who control the
systems and receive special benefits have protected those privileges by
shrouding the monetary concepts in secrecy and confusion.

These smoke screens, applied for centuries, have actually caused
many of the principles of the science of money to be lost, as various arts



and sciences disappeared during the dark ages. These principles are lost
to the general public, and to many in the economics profession, some of
whom have further confused the monetary picture.

MONETARY HISTORY HAS BEEN IGNORED

The mystification process succeeded largely because of the domi-
nant method economists have used to study money. From Adam Smith
to the Austrian School, they’ve placed too much emphasis on theoretical
reasoning - logical argumentation - rather than on direct observation.
Furthermore, they’ve tried to exclude considerations of morality from
their theorizing. About a century ago, the great monetary historian
Alexander Del Mar wrote:

“As a rule political economists...do not take the trouble to study the
history of money; it is much easier to imagine it and to deduce the prin-
ciples of this imaginary knowledge.”!

That this tendency has continued up to the present is confirmed by
the self-admitted methods of Ludwig Von Mises, who in The Theory of
Money and Credit, one of the bibles of the Austrian School of
Economics, wrote:

“The proof of a theory is in its reasoning.”?

That might make sense if he were discussing mathematics, but not
economics. Von Mises actually attacked historical research:

“Knapp, as one of the standard bearers of historicism in political
economy, had thought that a substitute for thinking about economic
problems could be found in the publication of old documents.”

Knapp had launched his own verbal salvo in the introduction to his
State Theory of Money:

“I hold the attempt to deduce [the nature of money] without the idea
of a state to be not only out of date, but even absurd.” (p. vii)

The combatants in this struggle don’t stop at sarcasm, but sometimes
get quite harsh toward those who disagree with their monetary views.
Von Mises slurred Benjamin Franklin, the great scientist, inventor, and
American revolutionary leader. With Franklin silent in his grave, Von
Mises accused him of making positive observations about paper money,
because he was a printer and would benefit financially.

The reason that knowledge of monetary history is so crucial is
because it can take generations for the effects of a money system to
become apparent. Therefore the available empirical data - the facts - on
money exist mainly in history. By ignoring, even ridiculing, historical



study, such economists unwittingly cast aside whatever limited use his-
tory can make of the Scientific Method, and the benefits to be derived
from it. It’s no accident that most of the “guiding lights” of such schools
were formed intellectually before the power and benefits of that method
were truly recognized.

MONETARY HISTORY HAS BEEN CENSORED

Another obstacle is that monetary history has been heavily censored.
For example, in the Athenian Constitution that comes down to us, we
can find how the garbage was collected, but search in vain to learn how
the Athens state coinage system operated. “The Minister of finance is
veiled in obscurity,” wrote Andreades.3 Solon’s great monetary reforms
can barely be pieced together from his poetry and, “There is no record
of (his) introduction of coinage into Attica,” wrote Freeman.* Rome
offers a picture that is by no means complete and unambiguous. “Rome
has no literary remains,” wrote Ridgeway.>

MONETARY DATA IS OFTEN MISINTERPRETED

Still another obstacle is that 19th and 20th century historians tend to
apply Adam Smith’s monetary concepts in their work and mis-evaluate
the monetary data that has survived. Economists often do worse. When
the recorded facts conflict with their favorite theories, it’s not unusual
for them to dispute the facts with a statement such as: “we know that
can’t be right.” They reverse the proper relation between facts and theo-
ry. Sound thinking requires theories to conform to the observed facts.

OUR PURPOSE

The purpose of this book is to contribute some insights from history
to clarify these monetary ideas in order to provide a sound conceptual
basis for crucially needed monetary reform in the United States, and also
to maximize the potential for a good outcome of the new European
Monetary Union. Our method is to focus on important principles of the
science of money, derived directly from historical examples of monetary
systems and thought. We then incorporate them into proposals for
American monetary reform, and briefly evaluate the new Euro system’s
structure.

Since my personal re-discovery of these concepts resulted from
chronologically examining monetary events in history, I'll recount them
to you in the same way, ordered in time. My task is to make sure you will
find that monetary history is never dry or dull, for it is the story of
power!



A special notice and caution to readers and researchers:

As we trace the monetary thread through several thousand years
brief presentation such as this shouldn’t lay claim to finality in
respects. The study of monetary history, theory and reform continues
advance, making this a work in progress.
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An objective of the American Monetary Institute is to expand sev-
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Subsequent editions will have additions, clarifications and correc-
tions called for by continuing study and communication with other
researchers, who are encouraged to bring their relevant work to our
attention and be acknowledged for so doing.

READING THIS BOOK

The author recommends reading one or two chapters a day. Though
the material is presented chronologically and is most comprehensively
understood when read that way, some readers may also use it in
reference style and focus on sections of immediate concern. If a partic-
ular historical period is not your cup of tea, then consider moving to the
next Chapter until you find information that draws you more deeply into
the book’s themes. It is there; and once that happens, the reader may see
the significance of other periods in a more meaningful light.

Two cautions are made: Our concentration on the primacy of mone-
tary matters does not deny the sometimes primary importance of other
factors, occasionally even of chance, in determining the unfolding
course of human events. That said, we do point out that this book looks
at history in a new way - it is 2 monetary interpretation of history.

Second, when the monetary views of historical figures are attacked
or praised, it does not mean that their other views or life work is there-
by denounced or embraced. When we do find such monetary “heroes”
and “villains,” it will be made explicit.

Finally, please bear in mind as you read this work that we are a char-
itable organization, dependent on public support for our continuing
research. This will continue if enough of those who find these views valu-
able will take the next step and join the American Monetary Institute as
Supporting Members. Details may be found at the end of the book.

(Introduction end notes are with the Notes to Chapter 1. Please note that

wherever quotations are emphasized in bold or italic type, the emphasis has been
added.)



CHAPTER 1

THE ORIGINS OF MONEY
SYSTEMS

“...Money exists not by nature but by law.”
Aristotle (Ethics, 1133)

The battle for control over society’s monetary power is fought at
many levels, even in theories about monetary beginnings. The origins of
money are shrouded in uncertainty. Very few facts are yet available,
making most ideas about it a kind of educated guesswork. But the dom-
inant theory reflects the desires of present day forces intent on keeping
government from exercising an appropriate monetary role. Three gener-
al types of origins have been put forward - a sacred or religious origin,
a social or state origin, and a commercial or trading origin. This last the-
ory, being preferred by economists, has received the most promotion.

THE “TRADING” ORIGIN OF MONEY

According to this scenario, in a pre-monetary society goods were
traded directly or bartered for each other. The need for money arose
because the goods to be traded weren’t always equal in value, and
because traders might not desire the particular goods offered at a partic-
ular time. In theory some commodity, because of appropriate qualities,
such as high unit value, portability, divisibility and consistent composi-
tion, became more and more used as an intermediate item in barter - as

“amedium of exchange.

In theory, this usage increased its liquidity, which further improved
its use in exchanges, so that it eventually became agreed upon as a
money commodity. Traders were willing to accept it because they knew
that they could more easily exchange it for desired items at a later time.
The money commodity’s physical qualities also made it a convenient



measure of value, or accounting, and at least a temporary store of value.A

Some economic schools promote this origin theory because they
want to keep the government out of monetary decisions in the present
day, and therefore prefer a market-oriented origin theory, which does not
depend on a governmental or other institutional decision. But they may
be allowing the present day obsession against government to color their
judgment.

For while the trading origin sounds quite plausible, it does not stand
up to close scrutiny. The scenario already presupposes high levels of
development - the recognition of private property as separate from trib-
al property; the recognition of contracts - the trades; and presumably
some system to enforce them. Could these conditions exist unless some
other form of money were already in use?

Considering that cattle was a favorite early money, the trading scenario
loses a good part of its credibility. It’s really an attempt to show the origin
of metallic money, not of money. But the crucial question of what gave

metallic money its value is not answered, or seriously considered.®

THE “SOCIAL” ORIGIN OF MONEY

The anthropologist A. H. Quiggin presents a very different origin
picture in her book, 4 Survey of Primitive Money. While anthropology
by itself cannot establish an historical process or event, it may give use-
ful clues. Her idea was that by studying money in primitive societies still
in existence, some clues on monetary origins might be found:

“The evidence suggests that barter...was not the main factor in the
evolution of money. The objects commonly exchanged in barter do not
develop naturally into money and the more important objects used as
money seldom appear in ordinary barter. Moreover the inconveniences
of barter do not disturb simple societies...this is the state of affairs over
about half the world at the present day (1949).” And,

“The objects that are the nearest approach to money substitutes may

AThis “origin” was originally put forward (in “modern” times) by John Law
in his book Money and Trade Considered. Law was blamed by many for
bringing down France’s money system in the early 1720s. Carl Menger, the
founder of the Austrian School of Economics, resurrected Law’s theory in his
Principles of Economics (1871). Despite its name, this school is primarily
active in the U.S. Their ideas have been taken up in late 20th century America
by the Libertarian political party. For example, Robert Nozick used Menger’s
“Origin” to launch (p.18) his book, Anarchy State and Utopia, one of the
Libertarians’ bibles.



be seen to have acquired their functions by their use, not in barter but in
social ceremony.”” Her anthropological studies showed that standard-
ized payments for brides and blood money for injuries and deaths were
the main uses for money.

THE RELIGIOUS ORIGIN OF MONEY

Paul Einzig and Bernard Laum have presented the case for a sacred
origin of money. In Primitive Money, Einzig notes that:

“Primitive man was guided largely by non-economic considerations.
Among these the belief and fear of supernatural forces...This factor
plays an overwhelmingly important part in the life of primitive man and
for this reason religious requirements are apt to play a more important
part in the origin of money than economic requirements. The evolution
of the economic system in general was itself largely influenced by the
religious factor.”8

Laum’s historical research is presented in his book Heileges Geld.
Money’s origin, he found, lay in religious cult, as the prescribed sacri-
fice to the gods, and payment to the priests. As such it became a “crea-
ture of legal rights,” the oldest such right being the “rite” of the gods.
The norm for religious payment then spread to private payments. Laum
concluded that the Greek city state came to hold the monetary power
“because it held the cult.””

So the original development of money may have arisen out of the need
for uniform sacrifices or dues to the gods, and fees to the priests. The com-
bination of fear of the supernatural, plus respect for the priests’ ability to tell
the right time to plant crops, and their primitive knowledge of both medi-
cines and poisons, would have been a very powerful influence.

CATTLE WAS AN EARLY MONETARY STANDARD

Developments in archeology, numismatics, and other disciplines
will continue to give us a clearer picture of monetary beginnings.
Although we may never know exactly how the earliest money arose, it
may have been from a combination of the factors described, which were
in any case likely to be closely linked. We do know that one of the most
widely used moneys and measuring units for large transactions was the
ox or cow. From Ireland to the Mediterranean to Africa, cattle were used
as a means of exchange, and especially as a measure of value.
Furthermore, they appear to have had a fairly stable value, with three to
four cows exchangeable for one slave woman in ancient Ireland and in
Homeric Greece.!0



CIVILIZATION’S TIMELINE

Let us place money into the context of the major milestones of
human progress:

Starting around 30,000 BC, a progressive refinement is apparent in
human existence until social and economic forms of agriculture
appeared around 10,000 to 7,500 BC. This took the form of hoe garden-
ing done mainly by women. Because hoe gardening was more produc-
tive than hunter gathering, scholars have theorized it led to matriarchal
societies dominated by women.

From around 6,000 BC the horse was tamed, and sheep, goats and
cattle were domesticated, so that by 5,000 BC there existed a mixed cul-
ture based on animal breeding and hoe gardening. The great plow revo-
lution, starting about 4,500 BC, was complete by 4,000 BC. The remark-
able plow enabled the first city civilizations to quickly arise.

THE ANCIENT ORIENTAL MONEY SYSTEM

The form of social and economic organization taken by these early
urban communities in Egypt, Assyria, and Sumeria is known as the
Ancient Oriental System. It embraced the “concept of a living King as
the divine representative and savior of the whole human race, who had
the power to organize the welfare of the whole world.” A powerful Royal
household, in conjunction with a temple hierarchy, held centralized con-
trol over the economy. Compulsory labor service could be required for
public works, and the Pharaohs instructed what and how much to plant,
and how much of the harvest would go into storage.'?

Agricultural commodities by weight served as the primitive money
system in the ancient Oriental societies. They also used metallic com-
modities, particularly silver by weight. Thus when money is discussed in
the Old Testament, as metal by weight, it has less to do with divine inspi-
ration than with the lingering influence of the primitive Oriental systems
in place prior to 600 BC, when the Bible began to be orally created.

It is presumed that in earlier agrarian societies, loans had been made
in seed grains, animals and tools to farmers. Since one grain of seed
could generate a plant with 100 new grain seeds, after the harvest farm-
ers could repay the grain with interest in grain. Similarly, when animals
were loaned they could be repaid with interest in the form of sharing in
any new animals born.

The Sumerians used the same word - mas - for both calves and interest.
A similar Egyptian word meant to give birth. What was loaned thus had



the power of generation, and interest was a sharing of the result.
According to Heichelheim, this was changed in old Babylonia: “The

main ancient oriental innovation in this field was that inorganic materi-

als were treated as if they were living organisms with the means of

reproduction,” he wrote.!?

THE USURY ERROR

It would have been a major conceptual error to allow usury to be
charged on agricultural loans denominated in metals, especially if the
interest and principal was to be paid in metal. For one thing, metals are
“barren” - they have no powers of generation. Any interest paid in them
must originate from some other source or process, outside of the bor-
rower’s understanding or control. Money and power would concentrate
in the hands of lenders.

This structural flaw was alleviated by the central authority. Although
the Royal household was the largest lender and charger of interest, it
took decisive action to minimize the harmful effects of usury, by peri-
odically declaring agricultural debt forgiveness. It also set official prices
for valuing various farm commodities, in effect monetizing them.

“In the earliest city cultures every form of exchangeable goods could
be used as money,” Heichelheim reports, estimating that 12 to 20 such
commodities were monetized. He thought that price lists such as
Hammurabi’s price tables (and those of Sumer, and of Mesopotamia)
have been misinterpreted as price controls when they are really official
exchange rates of various commodities when used as money.!?

This meant that borrowers, depending on their harvest to repay
loans, wouldn’t be harmed by seasonal market supply and demand
forces, as the increased supply from their harvest tended to push market
prices lower. Thus the effect of monetizing these commodities was to set
minimum floor prices for them, when used to repay loans.

But the usury error struck in Europe, and by the time the practice of
usury reached Greece and Rome, over a millennia later, repayment and
interest of metallic loans for agriculture were being demanded in metal
or coinage. This practice was not sustainable, and as we shall see, it led
to horrendous societal problems wherever it occurred.

DID “MONEY” ARISE IN ORDER TO STANDARDIZE DEBT?
Recent research on the monetary activities of Mesopotamian temples,
by Michael Hudson’s scholar’s conference, shows a connection between

debt and the origin of money.!# There we first encounter interest-bearing



debt. Credits extended by temples were denominated in barley and in sil-
ver. Hudson postulates that temples developed money as an accounting
tool - a means of denominating debt - in order to standardize their

accounting procedures.B

IRON DISRUPTED THE ANCIENT ORIENT

The foundations of the oriental societies were shaken by the intro-
duction of iron around 1400 BC, which spurred great migrations into
areas like Greece, Italy, and other parts of Europe by nations which took
advantage of the new weapons to conquer more conservative peoples.
Iron created as much turmoil as the great plow revolution because pre-
viously unworkable heavy soils in southern Russia, Italy, Spain and
Germany could be worked with the iron plow.

Even after the oriental societies faltered, the temple cults, which had
performed monetary functions for the Royal households, continued to
exert an oriental influence on money systems. They developed earliest
and most powerfully in Egypt and Mesopotamia:

“By the second millennium BC the temples of Re, Ptah and Ammon
had become organizations of great power...In the Harris Papyrus of the
11th century BC we find recorded the tremendous holdings of the God
Ammon, his [headquarters] centered at Thebes [the fabulous
Luxor/Karmak complex]. This household controlled great stretches of
arable land and the slaves to work them. It owned towns on the Red Sea
coast and in Syria. It owned ships for carrying its surplus beyond the
bounds of Egypt. Industrially it was a great and self sufficient unit,”

B Hudson notes that temples had made advances of food - two meals a day - to
sustain farmers working on temple lands. This probably gave rise to the region’s
sexagesimal (based on 60) counting system for weight and monetary units:
“Inasmuch as food rations were to be consumed twice daily, the temples and
palaces divided their monthly measures into 60 units [their calendar used a 30
day month]. This made the typical small meal measure — one ‘quart’— 1/60th of
the monthly ‘bushel’ allocation”...This sexagesimal system...spread through-
out the Sumerian economy, including the units of weight used to measure sil-
ver. The large institutions based their accounting systems on the equivalency of
one mina of silver per ‘bushel’ of barley. Dividing the mina weight into 60
shekels of silver made each shekel equal in value to a ‘quart’ of barley. This par-
ity enabled the institutions to keep their accounts in a bi-monetary stan-
dard...calculated readily and equally in terms of silver and barley.”!4

For accounting convenience 3rd millennium BC interest on silver loans
was calculated at 1/60th per month - one shekel per mina, which was 12/60th
per year, or 20%.



wrote William Linn Westerman. !>

Egyptian temples made check-like transfers of grain between depos-
itors, even to branches at different cities, supporting the view that grains
had been monetized.

Egypt had the largest and most densely settled population of the
Mediterranean world, making it more of a nation, or at least a river state,
than a city state. It had one of the most advanced priestly classes, which
Herodotus tells us traced their chronology back 17,000 years, yet no coin
of the Pharaohs has ever been found. However, glass and porcelain
scarabs have been found in large numbers, prompting speculation by
some monetary historians that at one point the scarabs constituted a
money system.'®

ABSTRACT “TOOL” MONEY IN THE WEST

The newer Western societies organized themselves on a more indi-
vidualistic basis than in the ancient Orient, functioning with less central
control. Money took on more abstract forms in the West; advanced forms
that were outside of the monetary traditions of the Orient.

In 1991, high in the Austrian-Italian Otztaler Alps, the 5,000-year-
old body of a man was discovered on a melting glacier. Among his pos-
sessions was a well-preserved copper ax which mystified experts who
determined it couldn’t have been very useful as an ax.

la. Tool moneys probably
began as usable utensils and
evolved into a primitive token
money, as representations of
tools. These crude abstract
moneys developed both to the
east and west of the ancient
oriental cultures (Babylon),
where they were unknown.
This fish hook money is from
Larins, Persian Gulf. As it
becomes used as money, 1
evolves into 2; and 3 evolves
into 4.




It may have been an early form of what is called “tool money.” This
money form, in the shape of tools (hooks, knives, axes, shovels), pre-
sumably started out as real, usable tools, valued for their function. Then
over time, as their use as money became dominant and their “tool” use
became unimportant to their value, their form as money became their
defining characteristic while their possible use as tools became almost
non-existent,

Such tool money developed both to the east of the ancient Orient, in
China, and to the west in Europe. We concentrate here on the Western
developments. Heichelheim writes:

“Cattle...was an often chosen primitive measure...but more often a
further form of money was popular among the Greeks and the other new
racial groups...especially for the more local trade...this was ‘metal tool
money.” These were not carefully weighed and examined, but were
accepted...if they had the traditional form and appearance....””

Tool moneys were used over substantial geographical areas, within the
tribes or nations that recognized and sanctioned particular forms of them.
The oriental system of metal by weight was still potentially relevant for
more distant trading.

MONETARY ROLE OF THE GREEK TEMPLES

Sir William Ridgeway, in The Origin of Metallic Weights and
Standards, described the Greek temple activities of a later period:

“The Temple shrines of Delphi and Olympia, Delos and Dodora
were centres not merely of religious cult but likewise of trade and com-
merce...merchants and traders taking advantage of the assembling
together of large bodies of worshippers from various quarters to...
‘tempt’ them with their wares. The Temple authorities encouraged trade
in every way; they constructed sacred roads, which gave facility for trav-
eling at a time when roads were almost unknown...and placed those who
traveled on them under the protection of their god...at the time of the
sacred festivals all strife had to cease...offering a breathing space for
trade and commerce - hence the probability is considerable that the art
of minting money...first had its birth in the sanctuary of some god.”!$

This development may have been an isolated event. Qu;,ggln
describing how real metal hooks, knives and spits used as money
became transformed into token representations of such objects, writes:

“To us looking backward, the next step appears obvious and
inevitable, but it was only in rare spots, possibly only in one rare spot,



that the final stage was reached, and definite weights of metal, rounded,
flattened and stamped, can be called coins.”!?

THE MONETIZATION OF GOLD

Between roughly 1500 BC and 1000 BC the money systems of
Mediterranean societies began shifting slowly but directly, from a cattle
standard to a gold by weight standard. It appears that the temples played
an important role in monetizing gold.

In the ancient world, gold would have been the easiest metal for
primitive man to obtain. It occurs geologically in ore bearing reefs asso-
ciated with volcanic activity, and was present in most mountain ranges.
Though the metal would have been hard to extract from rock, weather
and erosion broke the rock down, separating the pure gold particles and
depositing them in river beds in easy to mine “placer” deposits. Since
gold doesn’t decompose or oxidize, the deposits would have remained
intact until men found them. Copper would have been the second easi-
est to obtain, and silver would have required the most developed tech-
nology of the three.

We can surmise that at a very early date gold, which was used orna-
mentally, was accepted as donations or fees to the temples, along with
agricultural and animal produce. Unlike the organic donations which had
to be consumed, the gold would remain. Over time, a large proportion of
the existing gold would accumulate in the temples.

This is supported by the vast amounts of gold and silver that
Alexander the Great later seized in 330 BC from the eastern temples at
Susa, Ecbatana and Persepolis, estimated at 740,000 talents, including
2,200 metric tons of silver valued at 180,000 talents.?%

The size of these hoards indicates that they were not accumulated for
economic reasons, for they could never actually be used in commerce.
“Supply and demand had little to do with the production of precious
metals,” concluded Francis Amassa Walker, once head of the US Bureau
of Statistics.?!

Augustus Boeckh, in The Public Economy of Athens, concurs
that “There was an abundance of the precious metals, although not,
to be sure, in circulation...A great quantity was kept from circula-
tion (by Darius)...In Greece, also great quantities were kept from
circulation, and accumulated in temples.”?2



The abundance of gold held by the temples after centuries of suc-
cessful accumulation would be one reason to monetize it. Just so much
artwork and ornamentation would be tasteful. Just so much might be
traded for intended use as jewelry, or introduced into circulation as
loans. Only so much was prudent to hold in reserve. Thus the commod-
ity value of gold would tend to drop over the centuries as more gold was
accumulated, unless the Temple used its deep pockets to hold it back off
the market in useless storage.

THE “CONSECRATION” PROCESS REMOVED GOLD

One visible aspect of the withdrawal of gold appears in a long-stand-
ing tradition: a “consecration” process in which gold or coinage was
buried in the foundations of Temples or similarly walled up.
Archeologists have unearthed substantial numbers of coins buried with

1b. Aristotle and his student Alexander the Great. Alexander’s quest was
not for treasure! The metal he seized was put into circulation as coinage
to support his military and cultural operations. This caused the prices of
practically all commodities to double over a fifty year period, according

to price lists from the temple records of Delos.22



the foundation stones of the great Temple of Diana at Ephesus. Roman
historian Livy described another case:

“Gaius Sulpicus...collected from the spoils a considerable weight of
gold, which he walled up with hewn stone in the Capitol, and so dedi-
cated,” during the war with the Gauls in 359-358 BC.?*

Tacitus describes the survival of this custom 400 years later, on the
restoration of the Capitol by Vespasian around 69 AD:

“Contributions of gold and silver and virgin ores never smelted in

the furnace...were showered on the foundations.”?>

Monetizing the gold - declaring a fixed amount of it equal to one
cow - would alleviate the problems of gold abundance. Further, a more
abstract form of money is created, able to symbolize or represent sub-
stantial wealth with a small physical quantity, whereas the value of a
cow would tend to be limited by what people saw as the value of its
products.

The Temples held such a large portion of the existing gold that they
could control it. It would be difficult for others to obtain substantial
amounts except through them, and they could create a value for it by
accepting it for their “services,” which people considered a necessary part
of life. Even, for example, to pay for “temple prostitutes” as described by
Herodotus and Strabo, for later periods.?® Our studies suggest this “con-
trol” factor as potentially more important than intrinsic value considera-
tions; that money is more a question of power than economics.

WHAT DETERMINED GOLD’S VALUE?

The answer to this important question must recognize that gold was
probably not so scarce in the temples. The value of a cow or ox is fairly
concrete. It can give milk and fertilizer, or pull a plow, create more cows,
or ultimately give its hide and meat. What, however, determines the value
of a piece of gold or silver which is not even consumed?

Who decided what the ratio of cattle to gold would be, and how did
they come to this great financial decision of antiquity? Economists from
Adam Smith down have assumed that the value of gold is determined by
supply and demand, cost of production, and market factors. However, as
we shall learn from the way other similar values were determined, such
as the gold/silver ratio, it is likely that this decision was much more arbi-
trarily made.

It’s more likely that this policy decision was designed to improve the
power of the “Who” part of the question - the priesthoods of the great



Temple cults. So the real point is not what, but WHO gave gold its value.
How it was done was to translate gold’s value into the unit societies
were used to - the cow. In Homeric times, just before the widespread
introduction of coinage, the relation between gold bullion and cattle was
1 cow or ox equaled 130 grains weight of gold, which was known as a
“talanton.” Each grain corresponded to the weight of a grain of wheat.
One hundred thirty grains is just under 1/4 ounce, or about 8 grams.
“The gold unit represented originally simply the conventional
value of the cow as the immemorial unit of barter,” wrote Ridgeway,
who conjectured that 130-135 grains was selected partly because it

fits conveniently into the palm of the hand.?’

This institutionally determined convention or standard appears to
have been adopted around the Mediterranean for several centuries.
Simple gold rings found in Egyptian ruins weigh 128 grains. Similar
gold jewelry found by Schliemann at Mycennae, Agamemnon’s home,
weighed 130-135 grains, as well as rings found on the island of Aegina,
just 20 miles off Athens.

GOLD WAS AN EARLY “FIAT” MONEY

The 130 grain convention would, over time, confer or identify a
monetary value on that amount of gold as equal to a cow. Supply and
demand would not be a major factor, as the temples had ample supply,
the power to hold it off the market, and the power to create a demand for
gold by requiring it for their services.

This would make gold one of the early fiat moneys used by man. A
fiat money is one whose value is decreed and fostered by institutional
decision. The process of monetization confers value on the symbol to be
used as money.

Gold also has a commodity value. With gold these two attributes
have always been confused, so that people speak of gold money as being
“intrinsically” valuable. They are referring to its commodity value. But
in reality this commodity value is only responsible for a part of the price of
gold. Perhaps a larger portion of its value is due to its designation as money,
because this assignment caused vast amounts of gold to be held off the mar-
ket in various treasuries.

THE EAST INFLUENCED MONETARILY

Over time, with the powerful sponsorship of the Eastern temples,
gold would supplant cattle, and come to be valued as money. The
spreading of this concept westward is one of the earliest examples of s
theme that has recurred throughout Western history: monetary control



usually went from east to west.

In this process the “East” made “gifts” of gold to the West. King
Gyges (682-52 BC) and King Croesseus (561-46 BC) of Lydia in Asia
Minor made large gifts of gold and silver to the temples at Delphi and
Branchidae, the two main temples of Apollo. Such donations did not
always benefit the donor - the Oracle’s bad advice to Croesseus led to his
rapid downfall at the hands of the Persians. But using the East’s money
generally brought Eastern influence.

Thus when the Cretans went to Delphi in 480 BC to ask the Oracle if
they should join the other Greeks in the war against Persia, the Oracle of
Delphi ridiculed them and kept them out of the fight.

“The Persians invaded Greece, the famous battles of Thermopylae,
Artemisium and Salamis were fought (and) the Delphic Priesthood came
near to collaborating with Persia,” wrote Seltman, “For 50 years after the
Persians were defeated, Olympia rather than Delphi became the spiritu-
al center of Greece.”?8

The Priests of Branchidae openly sided with the Persians and had to
emigrate east after their defeat. About 150 years later Alexander The
Great, in his conquests, came across the descendants of that Priesthood
living in a community just south of Samarkand. Alexander uncharacter-
istically killed them all and had the town razed to the ground, giving
humanity a lesson in the importance of not forgetting this type of treason.

Then there is Herodotus’ report of Alcmeonides, the Athenian who
the ruler Croesseus permitted to take as much gold out of his treasury as
he could carry, multiplied by two! This treasure established generations
of the Alcmeonid family, which became a center of power and contro-
versy in Athens. Were these cases of international generosity or of trans-
planting - insinuating - a gold money system and ultimately Eastern
influence into the West?

GREEK CITY STATES INTRODUCE COINAGE

Exactly when coinage was introduced is still debated. China’s oldest
document, the Shu Ching, says coinage originated there in 1766 BC,
while the Shu Chi (written from 163 to 85 BC) dates the origin from the
Emperors Shun and Yu, in the 3rd millennium BC.

In the West, Plutarch’s Parallel Lives says Theseus issued coins in
Athens with the “impression of an ox,” about 1260 BC. Pausanius dis-
cusses coins in Troezen (near Epidavrous) around 1200 BC with a trident
and the head of Athena (Book II, Argolics, Chapter 30). However, numis-
matists and economic historians prefer to place the date at about 700 BC,



and the place at Lydia on the western coast of present day Turkey. They
consider that as the time true coinage became systematized, and we have
specimens of some of the coins.

THE COINAGE “COMPROMISE”

Coinage of gold and silver has been viewed as a compromise
between the more abstract fiat tool money forms of the West and the
more materialistic metal by weight system of the Orient. For while the
money was made of gold, it was valued by tale - the official form and
stamp.2®

Lydia was organized largely on the Oriental model but fresher Greek
societies were on its western border. Coinage didn’t start in the Lydian
capital of Sardes, but on the border in the Greek cities of Ephesus and

Miletus, which were allies or subjects of the Lydian Kings.3¢

THE MIDAS WARNING

Interestingly the legend of King Midas arises from this region - a
story powerful enough to reach us through nearly 30 centuries of most-
ly pro-gold indoctrination. Ovid related the story in his Metamorphoses:

Midas was granted one wish by the Gods, who wanted to know what
mankind considered the greatest gift. A kind man who ruled his kingdom
fairly, Midas was not one to think very deeply about what he said, and
though already wealthy, he quickly wished that whatever he touch be
turned to gold. He soon realized his error when he could not eat the food
he touched and his beloved daughter Marygold turned into a statue when
she hugged him. The God Dionysius took pity on Midas and allowed the
waters of the Pactolus river to cleanse him of the power and reverse its
effect, restoring his daughter.

We usually view the Midas legend as a warning against greed, but
perhaps it is more of a monetary warning against idolizing gold. The
story remains a powerful block to making a fetish out of gold. It helps
us to keep from contusing the value and proper role money has in human
life with a cold, dead commodity for its own sake.

EACH CITY USED ITS OWN COINAGE

Coins at first were very crude and stamped on only one side. From
the reign of Amyntas II (393-369 BC) of Macedon, Alexander’s grand-
father, coins were well stamped on both sides. Perhaps the word “mint”
evolved from his name. The word “coin” is modern, from the French
“coigne” - a corner or wedge, derived from the Latin cuneus, a term for
the wedge or punch used in striking coins.



Coinage was introduced under the political authority of each city
state, in response to their needs. It brought obvious advantages over
bullion as the uniformity of the coins material was assured by the minting
authority and need not be tested. Perhaps more importantly, it was a way
to limit or define the total amount of money legally authorized to circu-
late in a particular jurisdiction.

“Coinage in the Greek cities was the monopoly of the state, and the
use of the local coins was compulsory in the territory of a given city,”
wrote Rostovtzef. Coins from other cities could circulate only if counter
stamped by the city authorities.3!

Hasebroek’s Trade and Politics in Ancient Greece gives an example
of restrictive coinage legislation:

“The Athenian decree of 420 BC (S.I.G., 87) lays down that ‘if any
man in the allied cities coin silver money, or does not employ the
Athenian coins, weights and measures, but foreign coins, weights and
measures, he shall be punished according to the earlier decree of
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Ic. Though there are earlier references to coins in ancient texts, systemat-
ic coinage is considered to have first developed in the Greek city states
of Ephesus and Miletus on the border of Lydia (now western

Turkey) in the 7th century BC.



2.312 grams; 9.8 mm.

1d. Early Lydian coins were often made of electrum, a mixture of gold
and silver occuring in nature, and were stamped or marked on one side,
with the punch mark on the obverse. Above is an Ionian gold “hecte” (1/6
stater) of the late 7th century BC.

le, Below, is a sixth century BC gold stater of King Croseus, at 135 grains.

8.038 grams;19 mm.
(135 grains)

Clearchus. Private persons shall...hand over their foreign money; the
city shall change it...they shall pay it into the mint where the superin-
tendent shall receive it’....”3?

Prof. Kolin Kraay, in Greek Coins confirms that:

“The issuer in all identifiable cases proves to be the supreme politi-
cal power in each city or state; there is no evidence in the Greek world
for the private issue of coins by bankers or merchants.””33

We are used to thinking of bullion and coinage as convertible to one
another, but that wasn’t widely practiced in Europe until the 16th and 17th
century free coinage laws of Holland, Spain and England.

Bernard Laum said the monetary power was in city hands because
they also held the cults. But while each city revered a particular god
above the others, the cults operated internationally, often as bankers.

GREEK TEMPLES AS BANKS

Temple treasuries often functioned like banks, loaning not only their
own money, but money that had been entrusted to them for safekeeping,
Prof. Andreas Andreades wrote:



“The only ‘great capitalists’ were the Panhellenic shrines at Delphi
and Olympia, earlier Ephesus and at Athens. The shrines were extreme-
ly cautious on loans. Of 13 state debts [owed] to Delos, Island of Apollo,
two were paid in full; two never paid the interest; eight paid irregular-
ly...The state loans were short term - five years or less...As security the
Temples received concessions on public revenues and mortgages of
fields and buildings...the interest rate was 10-12% per year.”4

The revenue of local temples came from the same sources as the city
revenues - dues, fees and fines. They received 1/10 of many fines col-
lected by the city, and 1/10 of war spoils. But the largest source of tem-
ple revenues was from donations and death bequests. Internationally
important temples such as on Delos island, a stone’s throw from
Mykonos, and at Delphi, about 100 mountainous miles west of Athens,
received many of their bequests from foreign lands.3>

The city states respected the property of foreign temples and rarely
seized it, but the international temples’ interests did not always coincide
with those of the cities’ which were more tied to one piece of real estate
and one citizenry.

“TREASURERS OF THE GODS”

Battles had occurred between cities and temples, as when the
Athenians invaded and took possession of Delos island and its Temple
of Apollo, in about 425 BC. The oracle of Apollo’s Temple at Delphi
commanded them to leave, and they did. The temples could form power-
ful alliances as in about 418 BC, when during the Peloponesian War the
treasurers of 10 major temples were united into one board, calling itself

the “Treasurers of The Gods.”3® Such combinations had the potential to
create monetary problems for a city by moving gold or silver into or out
of it. With their own local coinages, the city states could “disenfran-
chise” foreign coin and metal hoards and exercise more control over
their destiny.

State coinage then may have resulted from a power shift, a “devel-
opment,” or an understanding between the city states and the interna-
tional temple cults - between government and religion. The city coinages
were still closely associated with the temples, with the city’s mint
annexed to a particular temple. In Athens, the mint was at the sanctuary

of Stephanephore (Theseus).3’

THE 130 GRAIN STANDARD “RELIGIOUSLY” CONTINUED
The Greek city states continued the old 130 grain standard in the



new coinage. Ridgeway’s examination of gold coins of several cities
from 600 to 200 BC shows that they were minted within five grains of
Homer’s Talanton - the ancient ox/cow unit:3%

Indian Dharana (600-500 BC)............ 130 grains
Croesseus Gold Stater (¢c. 550 BC)......... 128 grains
Darius’ Persian Daric (¢. 5S05BC)......... 130 grains
Rhodos gold coin (early 4th cent. BC) . ..... 130-35 grains
Thasos gold coin (c. 400 BC) ... .......... 135 grains
Athens gold coin (c. 400 BC) ............. 130 grains
Philip II’ s Macedonian Stater (c. 345 BC) . . . 130 grains
Bactrian Stater . . ............ ... .. ... .. 130-32 grains
Babylonian and Phoenician coinage ... .. ... 260 grains

(a double 130, possibly indicating that a yoke

[pair] of oxen was more normal in this advanced area).

Some of these coins conform to the Attic standard, probably insti-
tuted by Solon about 594 BC; or to the earlier 130 grain Euobic standard,
on which the Attic was based. This was nearly identical to the Persian
standard, which the Persians probably adopted for use with the Greeks.*
Later, many coins were minted at about 145 grains.

By focusing on the similarities of these coinages, Ridgeway’s Origin
of Metallic Weights and Standards, published in 1892, presented a pow-
erful argument for an institutional origin of money. Carl Menger,
founder of the Austrian School, felt compelled in 1892 to issue The
Origin of Money, an excerpt from a previous book, which argued from
theory for a market or trading origin of money. Menger’s “Origin” is
promoted by the Austrian School with an aura of being historically
based, but this author has demonstrated that Menger’s view is entirely
theoretical, by pointing out that Menger’s historical references all argue

180 degrees against Menger’s own thesis.*?

PROBLEMS WITH “INTRINSICALLY” VALUABLE COINAGE

Coinage was a big improvement over the ancient Oriental money
systems because it was legally valued and its quantity could be con-
trolled by law. But it was still vulnerable to manipulation and other
defects mainly because its metallic content could interfere with its mon-
etary function, since the metal was considered valuable apart from the
coin form.

Del Mar wrote, “It was only necessary for an enemy to quietly with-
draw some of the precious metals in circulation, or as quietly to add



1f. Cyzicus; Priest sacrificing a ram.
16.05 grams; 269 grains electrum,
(double 135); ¢.475 BC.

Ig. Gold Daric of Darius;
7.74 grams; 130 grains;
522-486 BC.

Ih. Thasos; satyr
abducting a nymph;
8.73 grams silver; 146
grains; 411-390 BC.

1i. Macedonian gold
Stater of Philip II;
8.56 grams; 21 mm;
143 grains;

382-336 BC.

Prof. Ridgeway identified a 130 grain weight consistency in several old

Mediterranean coinages, such as the Croesseus Stater, fig. le, p. 24; the

Cyzicus coin, fig. 1f above; the Persian Daric, fig. 1g above; and others.
This argued for an institutional rather than a market origin of money.



illegally fabricated, albeit full weighted coins, to the circulation, in order
to produce a prolonged financial crisis, and alter the entire relations of

society.” Changes in mining, or even in the fashion of wearing gold jew-

elry, could affect the money system.*!

Greek silver coins would later turn up in India in substantial num-
bers as silver objects of trade. But this did not help the functioning of the
money system in Greece.

HIGH POWERED COINAGE WAS LIMITED IN USE

The early Lydian coins were made of electrum - a mixture of gold
and silver. These and the gold coins from various cities could be used for
major transactions but were not suitable for everyday trading, even less
than trying to do all local shopping with only hundred dollar bills would
be today.

Silver coinage, which could be used in everyday commerce, finally
developed further to the west on the island of Aegina around 630 BC,
Corinth in 610 BC, and in Athens about 600-590 BC, in Solon’s era.
Peisistratos later unified the issue of Athen’s coinage, minting the
famous silver “Owls,” which remained popular from the 6th to the 2nd
centuries BC.

SMALLER SILVER COINAGE REVOLUTIONIZES GREEK SOCIETY
The Greek silver coinage was issued in large pieces close in value to

the small electrum coins, but also in coins at 1/10 the value of the elec-

trum coins, and less. These readily available small coins became

1.

In the mid-500s BC
Pesistratos began mint-
ing the Athenian Owl
coinages in many small
denominations. This 4
drachma piece dates
from 449 - 404 BC, is
24.7 mm across, and
weighs 17.1 grams.




indispensable for everyday use, replacing the old tool money, making
it possible for small measures of agricultural and industrial products to
be easily bought and sold. Small farmers and craftsmen became able to
establish savings, broadening the economic infrastructure, which was an
essential precondition for Periclean democracy:

“...and here only in three mints (Aegina, Corinth and Athens)...an
economic development led to a higher pattern (or revolution) before the
late 6th century BC than anybody had yet thought of...the traditional
power of the aristocracy gave way before tyrants and finally before
democracy...merchants here attained social distinction for the first time

in world history,” wrote Heichelheim.*?

BUT THE USURY PROBLEM REQUIRED SOLON’S REFORMS

The negative effects of the ancient oriental practice of treating inan-
imate and organic materials identically for purposes of agricultural usury
had been alleviated by monetizing other commodities. But in the Greek
city states, prices and required acceptance of agricultural commodities
were not monetized by central authority but valued by more individual-
istically determined markets. Charging usury on coinage led to severe
problems which required Solon’s monetary interventions.

In Athens about 600 BC the class of free small farmers was vanish-
ing, with land becoming concentrated into the hands of the Oligarchy. In
the words of Professor Calhoun:

“Before the introduction of coined money the peasant farmer
borrowed commodities and repaid the loan in kind, and...was prob-
ably able to meet the obligation without great difficulty; but after
the introduction of coined money the situation became decidedly
more difficult...he must take a loan of money (to) purchase his nec-
essary supplies at a time when money was cheap and commodities
dear. When a year of plenty came and he undertook to repay the

loan (in money), commodities were cheap and money was dear.”43

J.G. Milne’s highlighted another obstacle to the farmer: Through an
obscure process, the lenders controlled the exchange rates of silver
between Athens and the Island of Aegina, at that time the source of
Athens’s silver coinage:

“He got from the lenders coins which were valued at the Aeginaten
rates, and then had to pay the interest on the loan by means of his pro-
duce which he sold at the Attic (Athenian) rates: with the result that the

rate of interest was in effect increased by something like 50%.”%



Unable to get out of debt, eventually bad weather or a poor harvest
would bring foreclosure on their land, and even bind them into slavery.
This enslavement grew to crisis proportions, when Solon came to
Athens’ rescue with his “Seisachtheia” or “shaking off” of burdens.
Personal slavery was no longer allowed as security for debts. The rest of
this momentous reform has been “censored out of the records” and is

found mainly in Solon’s poems.** He canceled such existing debt con-
tracts, and gave back land that had been seized. Farmers who had been
sold into slavery abroad by those to whom they owed money were

“bought” back and returned to Athens by Solon.*6
In addition, Solon used the ancient oriental method to alleviate the
usury error: he declared a definite minimum monetary equivalent for

each agricultural product, in effect setting floor prices for them.*’
Solon was probably the first to introduce locally minted silver

coinage into Attica, switching from the “Aeginatic” to the lighter weight

“Attic standard” where a 130 grain silver coin was valued at 2 drachmas.

1k. Solon decreed
several monetary
reforms for
Athens’ debt crisis,
including monetiz-
ing agricultural
commodities to off-
set usury’s destruc-
tive effect on farm-
ers. These laws
were later studied
and partly copied
at Rome.




This reduced coinage weights by about 3/7 ths, ending the lender’s for-
eign exchange advantage. According to Aristotle, Solon increased the
amount of coinage in circulation, obtaining the silver from Corinth. He
favored smaller farmers and helped them by setting a maximum size on
land holdings. But he did not go so far as to redistribute the land in equal
portions, as Lycurgus had done in Sparta. Thus this important early
reform was unpopular with everyone, farmer and moneylender alike.
Solon’s reforms were essentially protectionist. He forbade export of
all agricultural produce except olive oil, which brought lower food
prices and better quality foods to the home market. Foreigners had to pay
special fees to sell in Athenian markets. Solon’s laws against female lux-

uries reduced imports of such items into Attica.*®

In his travels as a youth, Solon had functioned as a merchant and
understood commerce. Yet he blamed Athens’ problems mainly on the
rich Oligarchy. He became known as one of the seven great wise men,
and presented the Oracle of Delphi with the “wisdom gift” which
became inscribed on the temple entrance there: “Know thyself” and
“Nothing too much.”

Solon wrote that he based his laws on an overriding Greek principle
- his ideal “eunomia.” Aristotle would later call it “mesotes” and the
Roman Cicero called it “aurea mediocritas” - the perfect balance
between conflicting extremes. Solon’s intent was to establish eunomia
by law - a perfect balance in state and society.

Solon’s reforms achieved such international recognition that 145
years later, in 454 BC, a small settlement on the western Italian
Peninsula sent a delegation to Athens to study his legislation, parts of
which became incorporated into their legal code when they returned
home to Rome.

EVIDENCES OF A LOST SCIENCE OF MONEY:
LYCURGUS’ NOMISMA SYSTEM IN SPARTA

Coinage was one way to limit the negative commodity aspects of the
ancient eastern money systems. But an even more fundamental approach
in harmony with the nature of money is described in Plutarch’s Parallel
Lives. As a member of the Delphic priesthood, Plutarch recounts (in 100
AD) the first documented attempt to establish a “nomisma” money system,
by Lycurgus of Sparta in the 8th century BC.*

According to Plutarch, Lycurgus had traveled widely, visiting India,
Spain and Libya. On the island of Crete, once home of the dominant
Minoan culture, he met the lyric poet Thales “the lawgiver.” They



returned to Sparta and Lycurgus, who was of Sparta’s royal house, took
control of the government, and established a constitution based on the
Cretan model, which became one of the longest lasting in the Greek
world. He instituted land reforms and other measures aimed at cleaning
up a corrupted society, “whose whole wealth had centered upon a very
few,” wrote Plutarch.

Lycurgus launched his reform by posting 29 armed volunteers to
spread fear in the marketplace of Sparta. An important part of these
reforms was a new monetary system. He made it illegal to use gold or
silver as money and legislated that a number of elongated iron discs
would be used for money instead.

Furthermore the iron discs were purposely made useless for any-
thing else by dipping them in vinegar while they were hot to make them
brittle. The “intrinsic” value of the pieces was purposely destroyed. Each
iron disc weighed just over Y% kilo, and was called a Pelanor, because
they were shaped like small cakes (pelanoi).

The Pelanors were a form of “Nomisma,” as described below by
Aristotle. According to Heichelheim some have “been excavated from
the deeper levels in Sparta.”>? However, to date, the American Monetary
Institute has been unable to locate any specimens at the British Museum,
the Athenian Numismatic Museum, or the Smithsonian Institute.

Lycurgus’ money system appears to have been based on law, where
the value of the money was probably determined in part by decree, and
mainly by the legal number of units in circulation, not by the commodi-
ty of which it was made. Alexander Del Mar, one of the few researchers
to have understood it, calls it a “nummulary” system. Today we can call
it a fiat or token money system, where the total amount of money
allowed into circulation is regulated by law and where the value of these
symbols serving as money depends on limiting the number in circulation.

In Sparta’s case it seems to have worked well for about 3% centuries,
during which time she became a premier Hellenic power. It was aban-
doned about 415 BC, after Sparta embarked on campaigns of foreign
conquest and captured large amounts of gold and silver. The historian
Polybius recounted:

“But once they began to undertake naval expeditions outside the
Peloponese it was evident that neither their iron currency nor the
exchange of their crops for commodities which they lacked...would
suffice for their needs.”!

Such a fiat system, based on law, was normally limited to domestic



boundaries, much as the older tool money had its social boundaries.

The misnamed “Classical” economists - the Adam Smith school -
with their primitive materialistic view of money as gold and silver com-
modities by weight, have had great difficulty understanding the Spartan
money.

For example, the numismatist Francois Lenormant doubted the
Pelanor tradition: “But we can’t believe he dipped it in vinegar to render
it useless, because only by its value as merchandise, given and accepted
for its metallic value could the bars circulate and serve as exchanges...its
only originality is in its use of iron in place of other metals.”>?

Most 20th century economists are unaware of Sparta’s fiat money
system. A few, unable to envision the abstract nature of money or per-
haps concerned that this money represents a threat to their monetary the-
ories, claimed that the vinegar treatment would have been ineffective in
ruining the iron.

Over time token money systems like Sparta’s were adopted by some
other city states and records of some of them have survived:

In Ionian Clazomenae (20 miles west of present day Izmir, Turkey),
thin iron discs were stamped and used for money as evidence of debt,
like a note promising convertibility into money. This would not have
been a true nomisma system, since Clazomenae’s iron discs were evi-
dence of debt, and thus were not money itself.

In Byzantium, before it became Constantinople, iron money was in
use in 431-404 BC, where it was called “Nummus Spartaeus,” and
“sidareos.” It consisted of discs of thin sheet iron impressed on one side.
Del Mar called it “the best substitute for paper notes which the condition
of the mechanic arts permitted at that time.” But in this case, Boeckh
insists that the iron was not an evidence of debt, it was the money itself.
In other words they were an advanced money system.>3

Athens also briefly used fiat systems, first in a war emergency situa-
tion in 407 BC, when she melted the partly copper statue of Victory for
coinage. Then again in 390-350 BC, “Timotheus issued a numerary
money composed of copper discs highly overvalued. These were receiv-
able for all payments, the public dues included, and were nominally
redeemable, at an indefinite time, in silver,” wrote Del Mar.5

Syracuse, on the island of Sicily, used a token money of tin at four
or five times its commodity value, and of silver at about double its
commodity value under the rule of Dionysus from 387 BC. A few years
later, the ruler of Syracuse hosted a visit by Plato, raising the possibility



of his involvement in the monetary system.

Most importantly, Rome also adopted a nomisma system using cop-
per, and making little compromise with the East. In Chapter 2 we show
why an awareness of this concept of money is necessary to understand
Roman history. Subsequent chapters will demonstrate its continuing
importance in the development of the Western world.

ARISTOTLE EXPLAINS “NOMISMA”

Money in Greece came to be known by the word NOMISMA
because it attained its authority by law (or binding custom) which in
Greek is “nomos.” Aristotle (384-322 BC) gave the culmination of
Greek thought and experimentation on money:

“All goods must therefore be measured by some one thing...now this
unit is in truth, demand, which holds all things together...but money has
become by convention a sort of representative of demand; and this is
why it has the name nomisma - because it exists not by nature, but
by law (nomos) and it is in our power to change it and make it useless.”
And he continues:

“Now the same thing happens to money itself as to goods - it is not
always worth the same; yet it tends to be steadier...money then acting as
a measure makes goods commensurate and equates them...There must
then be a unit, and that fixed by agreement” (Ethics 1133).

There is much more here than meets the eye; Aristotle’s brief
description has never been bettered, and is seldom equaled.

Aristotle’s strong condemnations of usury also take on greater rele-
vance in light of our analysis of the ancient Oriental system’s usury
error, for Aristotle’s main argument against usury was that money is ster-
ile and not capable of “breeding” interest.’> In Chapter 7 we discuss this
in greater detail, and why some twentieth century economists are agree-
ing with Aristotle’s conclusions on usury.

Significantly, the term “nomisma” is seldom found in early Greek
texts. Leslie Kurke, of U.C. Berkeley, finds it in Herodotus in the 400s
BC, but not again until Aristotle, over a hundred years later. In harmony
with our view that monetary history has been censored, Kurke believes
the concept of nomisma was suppressed in an ongoing struggle between
oligarchic forces arrayed against public money, and the developing,

more democratic, public sphere of the Greek Polis, which introduced

and controlled this new payment mechanism.>%

As we shall see, this “private vs. public” battle for the control of the



money power is a recurring theme throughout history, and continues to
this day.

PLATO AND ARISTOTLE AGREE ON MONEY

Although the Platonic method was overly theoretical, without as
much regard for history and the facts as the Aristotelian school demand-
ed, Plato (427-347 BC) and Aristotle closely agreed on the nature of
money.

In the Socratic dialogues on wealth (Eryxias)®’, Plato tells us “The
Carthaginians used money of this sort: something which is the size of a
4 drachmae coin is tied up in a small piece of leather. What it is no one
knows but the makers. A seal is next set upon the leather [by the state]
which then passes into circulation.”>8

Plato mentions that in Ethiopia engraved stones were employed as
money, and confirms that Sparta’s system consisted of iron money which
“had been rendered useless,” referring to it as based on the “Doric” system.

Plato favored a fiat money system for his “Republic.” His strict mone-
tary regulations show an awareness of serious problems with the “precious
metal” moneys. In Plato’s money system:

“The law enjoins that no private individual shall possess or hoard
gold or silver bullion, but have money only fit for domestic use.
...wherefore our citizens should have a money current among themselves
but not acceptable to the rest of mankind....”>° And:

“Then they will need a market place, and a money-token for pur-
poses of exchange.”®0

Both Aristotle and Plato noted the paramount monetary principle -
that the nature of money is a fiat of the law, an invention or creation of
mankind and society, rather than a commodity.

This important principle, part of a lost science of money, must now
be relearned in the 21st Century - the 3rd Millennium - in order for
humanity to achieve the monetary reform necessary to move back from
the brink of nuclear disaster, to move away from a future dominated by
fraud and ugliness, and to progress toward a world of justice and beauty.
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CHAPTER 2

ROME’S BRONZE NOMISMA
- BETTER THAN GOLD

“The Roman adoption of a national and exclusive
copper coinage produced a revolution in the monetary
system of all civilized nations.”

Humphreys, Ancient Coins and Medals

In the war for control of society’s money power several battles have
been fought in the arena of Roman numismatics. Today the field is lit-
tered with the debris of these skirmishes. Indeed, some principles
involved in the early Roman monetary system still threaten the validity
of the political economist’s “modern” economic and monetary doctrines.
That’s why I have stated the conclusion they were avoiding, as the title
of this chapter.

When Lycurgus established iron nomisma in Sparta, to the west at
Rome a new culture was beginning which would come to dominate the
Mediterranean world, both militarily and monetarily. The Greeks were
artistic; the Romans practical. Greece faced east; Rome faced west. So
go the stereotypes of these cultures. But one thing that truly set Rome
apart was her money system.

The growth of Rome from a small village in the 8th century BC, to
creator and ruler of the WORLD ORDER, resulted in large part from her
bronze money. In the east, gold and silver were being coined as money,
but Rome chose to base her money on bronze - a mixture of mainly cop-
per, some tin and a bit of lead. And not just commodity bronze, but mon-
etized pieces called the Nummi, or Nomisma.



I ask the general reader not to be discouraged by the level of detail
this chapter presents, for it is needed to clarify some questions in the
field, for specialists. Also, describing nearly two thousand years of
Rome’s monetary history in just a few pages requires that we apologize
in advance to numismatists and historians alike. Most generalities will
have exceptions. Thousands of years have elapsed; documents and other
evidences are rare. If it is brought to our attention that any of their
researches of particular significance to our main themes have been
missed, they will be noted in future printings.

ROME WAS MONETARILY ISOLATED

The decision of Numa, Rome’s second King (716-672 BC), to insti-
tutionalize the use of bronze instead of gold and silver for money had far
reaching consequences. Copper would be easier to get since much of the
precious metals were stored away in eastern temple establishments.

But even more important was the disenfranchisement of the gold/sil-
ver hoards, and therefore much of the power of the eastern temples and
merchants. This wouldn’t be total because their gold and silver could
still be traded in Rome as merchandise. But without the monetary power,
gold would be limited to jewelry use and to Rome’s needs in foreign
trade. Thus the ability of the eastern temples or merchants to control or
disrupt Rome’s money would be greatly reduced and Rome would have
a better chance to control her own destiny.

When over 2,000 years later, the United States rose to become the
dominant world power, we didn’t have this advantage of monetary inde-
pendence. But during both of the two great crises of America - the
Revolutionary War and the Civil War - monetary systems completely
independent of Old World Power were temporarily erected - the
Continental Currency and the Greenbacks. And though both have been
harshly criticized, these independent currencies saw America through
the crises, and served her well.

Rome’s monetary decision was probably not accidental, for Numa
was renowned for his high intelligence. Was it a conscious way for
Rome’s leaders to reduce outside influence? Numa was from Rome’s
Sabine territory and considered himself a descendant of the Spartans. He
inaugurated new religious institutions such as the Sacred College and the
Pontifex Maximus, which existed throughout Rome’s history and con-
tinue today in the Catholic Church. It’s notable that when Plutarch, the
historian priest of Delphi, described Numa in his classic work Parallel
Lives, he designated Numa of Rome and Lycurgus of Sparta as parallels.



At first Rome’s monetary independence had only a domestic effect:

“The busy farmers of the (Roman) plain seem all the while to have
cut themselves off from contact with the Phoenician traders who so con-
stantly bartered with the neighboring cities of Etruria,” wrote Tenney
Frank in his Economic History of Rome.!

But as her power grew the policy gained international significance:

“The Roman adoption of a national and exclusive copper coinage
produced a revolution in the monetary system of all civilized nations; for
as the Roman conquests spread we find the gold and silver coinages of
other countries disappearing and the Roman copper with Roman weights
and measures taking their place, and that with a rapidity truly astonish-
ing,” wrote Humphreys in Ancient Coins and Medals.? No, this is not an
example of “Gresham’s law;” of “bad” money driving “good” money
out of circulation. That process only occurs when two moneys that have
the same legal value, contain different commodity values, as discussed
in Chapter 12.

Rome had precious metals and could probably have used them for
money if she wanted. Numa established a goldsmith’s guild as one of
Rome’s early corporations, and later gold and silver bars were cast and
stockpiled in her treasury. But Livy says “marked bronze pieces were the
only legal tender in 406 BC...although other metals were available in

large quantities, and were even cast by the State.””

When under siege by the Gauls in 389 BC, Rome agreed to pay a
ransom of 1,000 pounds of gold to cease hostilities. According to one
over-dramatized account, while it was being weighed out, Camillus
mounted a counter-attack and defeated the Gauls! Pliny mentions 4th
and 3rd century BC laws that forbade precious metals mining in Italy.
Rome may have discouraged their production.*

Humphreys summed it up:

“As the Spartans...are said to have adopted iron money, the
Romans, who have been otherwise compared to that people, adopted
copper in contempt of the gold and silver of their neighbors, which they
were acquainted with but would not adopt...foreign money of gold and
silver circulated in Rome from the earliest period.”> But these coins
were not money in Rome; they were merely merchandise.

ROME’S TRADITIONAL HISTORY 1S BEING RE-VALIDATED
There has been a pseudo scientific bias among some scholars to dis-
card Rome’s early history as “fabulous” and “legendary” in the same



way that misguided antiquarians denied the existence of Homer’s Troy
until Schliemann uncovered that ancient city in 1870. But today a more
sane view is beginning to prevail:

“...it is not necessary to be convinced a’priori of the inaccuracy of
the annalistic account...” wrote Bloch in The Origin of Rome, “(T)hanks
to pottery found on the spot, excavations have been able to show that the
oldest layer, corresponding to the first occupation of the site, belongs to
about this date (mid 8th century BC)...Excavations have amply con-
firmed the picture painted by Livy...There is no doubt that all the archa-
ic rituals attributed by Livy to the eighth or seventh centuries...can be
traced to the earliest periods of Rome; the archeological evidence and
(comparison of rites)...leave no room for doubt.”®

Archeologists have even found some of the hut foundations in the
original settlement area on the Palatine hill, as well as the later foundations

Foarum
Juali

Cor{y'ra‘

TANTUM
MARE

4 Lopadusa




of the “Regia” palace built by Numa.

“The ancients never doubted the existence of the Roman Kings,”
wrote Peruzzi, stressing that fresh data show “the substantial reliability
of the Roman tradition as a whole...The kings of Rome are historical
characters who mark definite chronological periods.””’

Numismatists-especially from the “English”-school have been very
quick, sometimes even eager, to discard monetary evidence in ancient
Roman literature when it conflicts with their viewpoint. In doing this
they have insisted that Rome’s money system is a much more recent cre-
ation than the texts indicate, partly because of the limited evidence of the
coin hoards that have been found, and the difficulty of dating them.

Understandably they are concerned with coins first, and with the
analysis of ancient Greek and Latin texts, only second. But also their
monetary ideas have been shaped by the dominant Adam Smith school,
which tended to regard pieces of gold and silver as the only “real”
money (see Chapter 12). Since early Roman money was based on bronze
and on law, confusion and misunderstanding easily occurs.

A hundred years ago Del Mar made this harsh criticism:

“Such a school (the political economists) exhibits no claims to be
regarded as authorities on either the principles or the history of money.
They have been taught to look upon money as so much metal, whereas
it is plainly an institution of law. It is as though measures of length and
volumes were regarded as so much wood, because it has been found con-
venient to make yardsticks, pecks and bushels of that material.””

While views are slowly changing, in some ways those pre-concep-
tions still linger, though the world’s economies have functioned without
even the pretense of metallic money for decades, and for centuries have
been dominated by paper money and credit. Hopefully this book will
help end those prejudices, and certainly the 1985 publication of
Peruzzi’s Money in Ancient Rome will guide serious researchers to a
more accurate appreciation of the ancient texts.

Our approach takes the ancient monetary references seriously, in
their proper context, unless disproved archeologically. Especially when
they describe monetary events that would have been called for by
Rome's known political changes.

I also caution against expecting a linear development, progressing
over time from a primitive towards a more advanced monetary system.
As the reader will find in our chapters on American monetary history,
thatis not guaranteed, or necessarily even probable. It’s not unusual to find



that an earlier system, based on law, was far superior in terms of concept,
than later ones that then tended to become dominated by special interest
power factions.

KING NUMA’S REFORMS - A BRONZE STANDARD
AND A NOMISMA UNIT

The initial political development - the foundation of Rome - would
soon call for a monetary event - the establishment of an official standard
or measure of value. The texts tell us this was given by Numa
Pompilious, the 2nd King of Rome.

Before Numa, bronze already had a crude monetary function in
Rome, where metal lumps of it (““Aes rude”) were traded by weight. (For
clarity, we choose to capitalize AS, Aes, Asses and Ace throughout.) By
the time of his accession, it had progressed to include cutting weights of
bronze from thin stips, to arrive at exact amounts. Numa’s inauguration
date (716 BC) is therefore the latest possible time for bronze to have
been given a monetary function in Rome, according to the evidence of
the ancient texts. Later, during and after Numa’s reign, the money sys-
tem progressed to cast bronze, and marked bronze bars, and over time it
became an abstract system where limited issues of coins had a value
much higher than their commodity content.

Earlier attempts to discard Numa as a mythical figure are being
abandoned. Emilio Peruzzi’s Money in Ancient Rome notes that:

“It is certain that Suetonious reported a Roman tradition according
to which Numa had been the first to give his subjects monetary bronze,
and called such pieces nummi.”

Peruzzi at length establishes the reliability of the 354 AD
“Chronographus” text on Roman history.” While he can’t identify the
now lost sources which the Chronographus author depended on, Peruzzi
notes that the records of the Arval brotherhood founded by King
Romulus could still be perused in Rome after 382 AD, and the very
ancient Lupercal (wolf) cults which pre-dated Rome’s founding were not
abolished by the Senate until 496 AD. Either could have been the source.

Peruzzi cites Chronographus’ description of Numa’s gift on ascend-
ing the throne as:

“Indisputable evidence Numa Pompilious ‘gave aces of leather, and
to the soldiers 2 % Aces cut in bronze.””!? But just what does this mean?
The Roman Ace or Aes or AS, was 12 ounces (one Roman Pound) of
bronze, about 325 modern grams. Some later texts would report that the



Asses were signified by leather, wooden or clay “coins.”!! This is really
not so unimaginable as it has sounded to some, even to Peruzzi. Milne
noted that: “(I)n the Greek trade world nomismata of leather are record-
ed: in Assyria Sargon issued half shekels of lead: clay tokens are found
at Palmyra and in Mesopotamia...”!?

However, it’s unlikely that such an advance toward abstract money
would have been made in Rome at that early date, and with the present
state of evidence, we will go with Peruzzi’s careful linguistic analysis of
the various texts: that the other items referred to, leather, wood and clay
were being valued in bronze rather than representing it.

WHY THE “2 %2” AMOUNT?

We should ask: why does a King bother with 2% ? Why not leave it
at 2, or go to 37 The next King, Ancus Marcius (639-616) also gave a
“donatium” of 2% Aes to the soldiers, on celebrating his rise to the
throne.13

At the time of Numa’s accession, there may have been a need to rec-
oncile two different measuring systems - one counted in tens and the
other based on twelve. As part of this process Numa added January and
February to the Roman Calendar, extending it from 10 to 12 months.

The “2'%” unit could have been a way to reconcile the weights and
values of the two systems, there being four such 2% “units” in a ten
count, and very close to ten units in a 24 count (double twelve).

THE “NUMMI”

It was probably at a later point in Numa’s reign that nummi or
nomisma were introduced. The ancient texts tell us that Numa began the
casting of rough bronze bars, with a substantial admixture of iron which
gave them a reddish appearance.'*

Such pieces would be the precursors of the early bronze bars marked
with a branch-like design called “ramo secco” - dry branch. The term
nomisma can just as well refer to a cast bar as to a coin. For example
Sparta’s 1’4 pound iron pelanors were called “noumisma” by Xenophon.

Numismatists assume that this “nomisma” represented a Roman
Aes, or 12 ounces of bronze. But since the term nomisma was specifi-
cally applied to the giving of 2% Aes, in our view it more likely repre-
sented 2%2 Aes or 30 ounces of commodity bronze. Numa’s major reform
would then have been the adoption of the nomisma, a monetary unit
representing 2%z pounds of bronze - 2}2 Aes.



The weights of these earliest bars found in ancient hoards range

from % pound to 7 ¥ pounds.!> Later they were cast at a more standardized
5 pounds. Note the potential relevance of the 2% unit to these weights.

If Numa’s name is connected with his monetary innovations, it
would mean that he was named after them rather than the money being
named after him, since the term nomisma denoting money was of Greek
origin. The monetization of Bronze under Numa would indicate some
state control over that industry and indeed one of the early corporations

(the third) that he organized was a bronze smith’s guild.'®

KING SERVIUS’ MONETARY REFORM:
MARKED BRONZE BARS

Servius Tullius (578-534 BC), the sixth of Rome’s seven Kings,
built the great “Servian wall” around Rome, which continues to impress
visitors today. He first subdued the adjacent Etruscan society and then
extended Rome’s dominance over the nearby Latin peoples, establishing
a Federation of the Latin nations with the Temple of Diana on the beau-
tiful Aventine Hill as their common shrine. Your author had the good for-
tune to live on that hill for a time.

In this second political phase, the expansion of Roman influence and
control required changes in government organization and in the money
system. Again the ancient texts provide descriptions of the King’s actions.

For military and taxation purposes Servius organized Roman citi-
zens into a more regimented society divided into six classes by wealth,
to determine how much they paid in military dues. Members of the first
class had assets valued at over 100,000 asses; members of the sixth class
had less than 11,000 asses. Wealthier citizens had to contribute more, and
the first two classes fielded over half the “Centurys” composing the Army.

This Latin Federation required a more sophisticated money system.
While the Latins were somewhat accustomed to using bronze, cattle and
sheep had also served as a measure of value. The bronze bars were now
cast in a more pure form, measuring 6% x 3% inches and standardized at
about 5 pounds each. They are found in ancient hoards in and around
Rome.!”

Servius is credited as the first to mark these bronze bars, most like-
ly initiating the ramo secco design, followed by a kind of fishbone
design, and after Servius, the images of animals were used.!® These bars
are called “Aes Signatum” by scholars today, but that’s a modern term,
not from Rome. According to the texts, Servius also cast some bars of



2c. Flying horse design; 154 mm long.

Types of Aes Signatum. The "ramo secco" (dry branch) design type, at top, has

been definitively dated to the reign of Servius Tullius (578-534 BC). It evolved

into a “fishbone” pattern (not shown). Eventually Aes Signatum had animal
patterns. These pieces generally weighed 5 Roman pounds.



silver, but none have been found.!?

Perruzzi tells us that this money affected a large part of Italy and was
“a legal tender - not a doubt about it...With the adoption of the Aes
Signatum under Servius, bronze already used with a monetary function,
becomes legal tender in Rome,”2? and he noted that:

“...Aes signatum circulated widely, well beyond the frontiers of
central Italy: pieces of it reached as far as south western Sicily, where a
fragment has been found [at Bitalemi] associated with Greek pottery dat-
able to 570-540 BC.”?!

The “Bitalemi” dating is highly significant for it corresponds exactly
to the Servius time period. It dates the bars of Aes signatum about two
centuries earlier than some numismatists of the English school have until

now been willing to acknowledge, and it is not the earliest of them.©

HOW SERVIUS MONETIZED THE BRONZE PIECES

The most intriguing part of Servius’ monetary reform was in con-
nection with his new census system, as related in detail by Dionysius of
Halicarnassus and Lucius Piso. Servius divided the city and the coun-
tryside into regions and required everyone of the same district “to con-
tribute a certain coin per head, men paying one kind, women another,
and children yet another...and to know the number of those living, newly
born and died and came of age, he prescribed which coin relatives were
to contribute for each one - into the treasury of Juno Lucina for the new-
born, into that of Libitina for the deceased, into that of Juventas for those
arriving at manhood. From those coins he would know every year the
total of the inhabitants and which of them were of military age.”??

Rudi Thomsen, in his work Early Roman Coinage, relied on misin-
formation from another numismatist, Ridley, and simply discarded this
written tradition as “bearing the stamp of legend.” But Peruzzi conclu-
sively demonstrated Ridley’s error.??

We are not told what these nomisma consisted of. They could have
been the bars - the Aes signatum. Or the inconvenience of such large
pieces may have led to their being cast in smaller, more coin-like form.

C For numismatists: "The technical inspection of the (fragment) enables us to
determine that the fragment does not belong to the most ancient class of such
items: this ingot has a more rectangular and regular shape; the edge flashes (due
to the imperfect contact of the two valves of the mould) which are a feature of
earlier specimens have disappeared: the mark of the ‘ramo secco’ itself is regu-
lar and of neat outline." L. Breglia, "Annali", as cited in Peruzzi, p. 217.



Their value was either an Aes - a pound of bronze, as is generally
assumed, or the 2%2 Aes we have postulated.

THE ROMAN AES GRAVE

The first type of coins used in early Rome, called the “Aes grave,”
were large round 9 to 10 ounce discs cast of the same material as the
bars. This is the only coinage found to date that could conceivably cor-
respond to the nomisma. The earliest among these Aes Grave are the
deity Janus double headed coins. Over time they became smaller and
lighter while keeping similar designs, with what looks like the number 1
on them. But one what? Probably one nomisma.

2d. Aes Grave of 222 BC, or earlier;
about 10 Roman ounces (.85 Roman
pounds or 274 grams); 61.8 mm.

Aes Grave began as large cast
discs of the same material as the
Aes Signatum. These coins most
likely developed from the nomis-
ma infroduced by Servius for his
census counts, and the number
“1” probably represents one
nomisma, valued legally at 30
ounces of bronze. The Roman
pound weighed 320-330 modern
grams.

2e. Aes Grave with value mark
above the Janus heads.




Up to the present, archeological finds of these coins cannot be dated
to such an early time as Servius, and may have developed as a legal insti-
tution of the Roman Republic, not the monarchy. Numismatists have
noted the uniqueness of the Aes grave but don’t agree on dating them.
Burnett wrote, “There are no obvious forerunners in Italy for the Aes
grave: it seems likely that the Aes grave of other non-Roman communi-
ties was itself derived from the Roman model.”** Rudi Thomsen, per-
haps trying to smooth the generally antagonistic tone toward Rome of
the English school (to which he did not belong), still managed to put his
foot in his mouth:

“The Romans...actually made an original contribution on one
important point. About 289 BC they invented the Aes Grave.”?>

This unfortunate attitude still permeates the study of Roman numis-
matics. Some of those responsible will be taken to task below. But the
one hundred year old view of Alexander Del Mar, who truly understood
nomisma, deserves attention:

“With regard to the Janus-faced circular copper coins (Aes grave),
which Francois Lenormant ascribes to the period of the Gaulish inva-
sion, B.C. 384...although these pieces are now regarded as Aces, they
may have been nummi, afterward called sesterces, or pieces of 2% Aces,
the figure “1” upon them signifying one nummus instead of one
Ace...That these coins were connected with the nummulary system of
the Republic there can hardly be a doubt.”26

WHY DID NOMISMA CIRCULATE AS MONEY? -
LEX ATERNIA TARPIA
About 84,000 persons were registered in Servius’ first census, prob-

ably in 554 BC.?’ Dionysius called the coins “noumismata” and “a trib-

ute imposed per head.”?® Servius had designated three temple treasuries
to accept the per capita nomisma payments and failure to comply was
made punishable by death and confiscation of property.

This is an ancient example of the primary monetary principle that an
abstract symbol can be given value by accepting it for taxes. Later, under
the Republic (from 509 BC) a Roman law, the Lex Aternia Tarpeia of
454 BC identified values for the coinage in terms people understood.
Each Ace was 12 ounces of commodity bronze. The law fixed one sheep
at 10 Aces, and one ox at 100 Aces. We think one Nomisma was 2 1/2
Aces. This is a documented example of Ridgeway’s explanation in
Chapter 1, of how the eastern temple cults earlier had established a value



for a metal coin, by relating it to cattle.

On the model of Solon’s Reform the same law extended the legal
tender function to the animals themselves (one sheep = 10 Aces and an
ox = 100), so that the animals need not be sold in a market, but could be
tendered directly for fines; in effect establishing “floor” prices for the
animals and indicating that the nomisma issues were quite limited.

Theodore Mommsen, the great 19th century German historian of
Rome, believed that the Lex Aternia law indicated the limited circulation
of coinage at that date (454 BC). The author’s inclination is to agree that
by then, almost a hundred years after Servius’ institution of the Aes sig-
natum, it is quite likely that the smaller, more convenient representa-
tional Aes grave would have been devised. Consider that the Lex Aternia
laws were written upon the return of the two ambassadors Rome had
sent to Athens to study Solon’s legislation. Remember from Chapter 1
that an important part of Solon’s remedies for Athens’ were monetary
reforms including the monetization of some agricultural goods, during
the period of the introduction of coinage there. The Lex Aternia similar-
ly does this in Rome for cattle and sheep.

Consider also the story as told by Livy of senators making what was
called a “showy affair” by actually delivering wagon loads of bronze
bars to pay army units in 406 BC. This description indicates that such
delivery was not normal. Though Livy tells us that marked silver didn’t

exist yet, perhaps some smaller, less showy instrument such as the Aes

grave nomisma were in use.’

THE ROMAN REPUBLIC’S FIAT MONEY

“...the Roman monetary system was a numerary one, and the numis-
matic relics which have so long been regarded by the learned world as
copper coins, were essentially irredeemable notes stamped (for lack of
paper) on copper, and devised and designed to pass in exchanges for a
much greater value than that of the material of which they were com-
posed,” wrote Alexander Del Mar.30

Because numismatists tended to view the value of a coin by its metal
weight, when faced with unmistakable evidence that Roman coins were
worth more than their commodity content, they apply the term “over-
valued” to such coinage. But it’s like calling a $100 bill overvalued,
because of the low commodity value of the paper it is printed on. Thus
Thomsen remarks:

“There was undoubtedly since the beginning of Roman bronze



coinage an overvaluation of more than one third...(and in) the lighter series

of Aes grave, this overvaluation was even increased (to double)...”!

But such terminology is too easily misunderstood. One may say the
nine or ten ounce Aes grave coin, worth (Thomsen thought) one pound
of bronze, was a third overvalued. But when that nine ounce disc has
later evolved into a two ounce (“sextantal”) coin, still valued at an “AS”
- a pound of bronze, it would have been worth six times its weight, or be
500 % “overvalued;” and when it later became a one ounce (“uncial”)
coin, it was worth 12 times its weight. This abstract, legal nature of the
system should be clearly identified.

Now consider if the value that the nomisma referred to is not one
pound of bronze, but 2 pounds as we postulate with Del Mar. Later, in
the evolution of the struck bronze coinage, when they become identified
by the term “AS,” we agree that they probably then represented 12
ounces of bronze. That’s what “AS” means, literally. No one knows just
how nomisma and “AS” evolved in relation to one another, and the
numismatists may not have been on the lookout for such clues, which
could draw them even further from their concentration on metal. But
Andrew Burnett discusses an interesting case:

“After 225 BC the (Roman bronze) system prevailed, and it quickly
spread throughout Italy...In Sicily it co-existed with the Sicilian system
whereby one talent of three denarii equaled 120 litrae; presumably therefore the i
AS, which circulated extensively in Sicily, was worth 2 % Litrae (pounds)™?

Therefore this possibility cannot be excluded for the “AS” at that
time in Rome also.

Under the Republic, the nomisma’s value as a pledge or representa-
tive token became several multiples of its bronze content value. For
while it started out at 9 to 12 ounces, it probably had a legal value of 30
ounces of bronze. At some point, the “AS” unit of 12 ounces of bronze
becomes the standard on which the coins are issued and the weight of the
coins signifying an “AS” were then continuously reduced; to six ounces
after the 1st Punic War (264 - 241 BC); down to two ounces in about 217
BC after the 2nd Punic war started (218-202); and down to one ounce a
its end. Yet Del Mar noted that “Nowhere in Roman history do there
appear any complaints of these reductions.”

Under this bronze nomisma, republican Rome grew powerful, stay-
ing independent from Eastern power and blocking the easy establish
ment of Eastern financial beachheads on Roman soil. Under this bronz
money, Rome developed and gave the world a system of law that is stil



2. The "Romano" coinage.
Rome’s earliest silver bullion
pieces weighing 7.58 grams, or
127 grains were used in 'for-
eign" trade with the Greek
towns in southern Italy from
about 330 BC. They had no set
value markings and did not
circulate in Rome itself.
This piece is from 275-270 BC;
7.355 grams; 21.8 mm.

2g. About 240 BC, "Roma"
coinage (weighing 6.55 grams)
replaced the Romano issues,
and were again not for use in
Rome; and had no value
markings.

This piece is from 241-235 BC;

6.43 grams; 19 mm.

2h. The “Quadrigatus”, a later
version of the Roma bullion
coins began in about 225 BC,
and weighed 6.77 grams.
Again with no value marks
and not for circulation in
Rome.

This piece, from 222-205 BC;

weighs 6.604 grams; 22 mm.




consulted after 2300 years - a legal system separated from religion to a
higher degree than seen before in antiquity. Del Mar wrote:

“Rome’s numerary system lasted 200 years (he dates it roughly from
385 BC), during which all that was admirable of Roman civilization saw
its origin, its growth and its maturity. When the system fell, Rome lost
its liberties. The state was to grow more powerful and dreaded, but that
state and its people were no longer one.”33
Tenney Frank echoed Del Mar:

“Bronze was indeed the only metal coined at Rome...during the

whole period of rapid expansion that made her supreme in Italy.”3*

UNIFICATION OF THE ITALIAN PENINSULA

In 338 BC Rome dissolved Servius’ Latin Federation, constituted
herself as its successor, and undertook the unification of the peninsula.
This political and military activity required some monetary maneuvers,
but Rome insulated her population from them:

“(W)hen Rome sent her armies into Campania...her generals found
themselves in contact with...peoples who used silver currency. In order
to buy army equipment from them it was necessary to have...silver
money; and the soldiers must also have desired their pay in a curren-
cy...(accepted) where they were billeted. Silver was accordingly pro-
vided for use in Campania... Why the government did not bring this silver
coinage to Rome during the fourth century it is difficult to under-
stand...The scarcity of these coins on Latin soil...would seem to indicate
that Rome did not encourage their circulation northward,” wrote Frank

Frank thought Rome’s first silver coins known as the “Romano”
type began about 330 BC. Burnett places it from 310. This timing fits
fairly well with Rome’s monetary requirements for the conquest of the
south. According to Burnett the Romano coins were succeeded by the
“Roma” types around 240 BC, and these were followed by the
“Quadrigatus” coinage about 225 BC.

These three silver coinages minted by Rome had an important fea-
ture in common: they had no marks of value but were bullion coins val-
ued for their silver content. As such they were not part of Rome’s regu-
lar monetary system, but were for use with “foreigners” - the Greek
cities in the southern peninsula - and they are found mainly in the south-
ern regions. This brings to mind the rules Plato established for his
Republic, where citizens had token money for use with each other, but
gold or silver were to be provided for foreign trading.



In contrast, from the beginning nearly all of Rome’s bronze coins -
the cast Aes grave and the later struck bronze coins - had value mark-
ings. With the unification of the peninsula the towns in the south began
to mint bronze coinage based on Roman measures.

ROME vs. CARTHAGE

It took until 266 BC for Rome to unify the Italian peninsula into a
commonwealth - just in time to face Carthage’s growing power.
Carthage was a 9th century BC Phoenician colony on the north African
coast, at present day Tunisia. She was originally established as a way
station for importing metals from the western mediterranean back to
Sidon and Tyre. Her language was Canaanite Hebrew and as she devel-
oped toward empire, dominating parts of nearby Sicily, conflict with
Rome became inevitable.

In Amold Toynbee’s analysis, Carthage had occupied the African
coast and only took possession of the hinterland farming areas from the
native population from 450 BC, when she instituted a system of slave
plantation farming. Carthage was a plutocracy:

“The prestige of the Carthaginian nobility was based above all on
wealth,” wrote the Charles-Picards.?® She never developed a manufac-
turing industry but maintained a powerful navy to enforce her trading
relations:

“The Phoenicians made their profits in the western Mediterranean
not by selling home made manufactures, but from a middleman’s trade
and from finance - particularly by keeping the price of precious metals
in the under developed regions under Phoenician control much lower
than the price in the economically more advanced areas,” wrote
Toynbee, who concluded, “Carthage was parasitic.”3’

Interestingly, generations of English readers have been given a very
different and more sympathetic view of Carthage by Christopher
Marlowe’s exceptionally popular drama Dido, Queen of Carthage.

THE DESTRUCTION OF ROME’S MONEY SYSTEM
IN THE PUNIC WARS
The great double war with Carthage (264-241 BC and 218-201 BC)
placed severe stress on Rome’s republican institutions and money system.
When the 1st Punic war began Rome’s money system was com-
posed of the various Aes signatum, the heavy and light cast Aes grave,
and several types of struck bronze coinage; an AS became signified by



a six ounce coin, described as semi-libral (half a pound).

But especially in the 2nd war, with Hannibal and his elephants rav-
aging the countryside, Rome was no longer able to insulate her domes-
tic economy from the silver coinage. Carthage’s long standing sophisti-
cation in manipulating gold and silver prices could thus translate into a
military danger for Rome.

Burnett thinks Rome demonetized and melted down the earlier
coinages in about 212 BC, soon after the 2nd Punic war began, and that
virtually all coins circulating in Italy and Sicily were replaced with the
new silver Denarius. But he couldn’t fully explain it:

“It is not exactly clear why Rome adopted this aggressive new policy...

Roman coinage cannot be understood using only a commodity ori-
ented concept of money, but the clues are there! For example Crawford
makes a telling point about the ancient bronze bars before Servius:

“(B)oth types were highly ferruginous copper and would have been

useless as metal without further refining.”*

Only when one understands that it was not the bronze commodity
that gave the money its value, but Rome’s legal commitment concerning
them, does it become clear that she could demonetize the coins in the
hands of the enemy, or in towns wavering in their allegiance. Thus the
old coinage could not be used to pay for military operations against her.
In order to obtain new coinage, friends would either have to exchange
the old for it within some time limit or perform vital services for Rome.
This brings to mind Aristotle’s description of money from Chapter 1:

“...it has the name nomisma - because it exists not by nature, but by
law (nomos) and it is in our power to change it and make it useless.”

If Burnett is correct about the demonetization, Rome did exactly
that: the demonetization was a wartime measure to isolate Carthaginian
power. With Carthage’s experience in exploiting monetary weaknesses,
Rome was forced to make a monetary response as well as a military one.
But in doing so under desperate pressure, she made grave monetary errors.

INTRODUCTION OF THE SILVER DENARIUS

Unlike the previous silver bullion coins, the Denarius, minted at 72
to the pound of silver, was made a part of the Roman money system,
with a marked value of ten Asses. Rome also minted silver sesterce, at
four to the denarius. Thus each sesterce was worth 2 ¥ AS, exactly the
old nomisma’s value. This inextricably linked the existing bronze
coinage with the fate of the silver denarius. The word “money” comes

38



from this coinage, which was minted at Rome’s temple of Juno Moneta.

Much ink has flowed in numismatists attempts to understand how
the Denarius was valued. Especially since it was long thought to have
been introduced in 269 BC when the coin representing the AS was
“libral” - almost 12 ounces in weight. Since the 1/72 pound silver
Denarius was worth ten Asses, or 10 pounds of bronze, numismatists
were dismayed when they originally calculated that the silver to bronze
ratio would have been an impossible 720 to 1.

But they are treating the denarius as a commodity, when Rome had
made it into money! At the time of the denarius’ introduction in 214 BC,
the Aes, or 12 ounces of bronze, was represented by a two ounce coin.

Denarius of 144 BC.
8.58 grams; 22 mm.

2i. Note the value mark “10” or X on the Roman Denarius. Numismatists
fought over dating their introduction, but neglected to examine and
understand the legal, not metallic basis of the Republic’s money.

Victoriate of 205-195 BC;
2.59 grams; 15.9 mm.

2j. The Victoriates succeeded the Quadrigatus in about 214 BC for use in

foreign trade. Their large issue concurrently with the silver Denarius shows

the Denarius was not merely intended as a commodity coinage.
Victoriates weighed 3 scruples (3.4 grams, or 57 grains).



In all likelihood, the Romans similarly overvalued the silver coin by
about six times the value of its commodity silver content. Thus the ratio
could not be calculated by comparing the weight of monetized silver to
the weight of commodity bronze!

But not understanding this, when the numismatists pushed the
denarius’ introduction date forward to 214 BC and saw the bronze coin
representing the AS then weighed two ounces, they got a more reason-
able ratio of 120 to 1; using this method, not realizing they were com-
paring monetized bronze to monetized silver, they accidentally came up
with the right ratio!

Considering the number of decades (over a century really) spent on

2k. During the crisis stage of the 2nd Punic war, Rome borrowed gold jew-
elry from its citizens, and used its 4,000 pounds of treasury gold to mint its
first gold coinages: The "Oath scene" coin (above) was to remind allies of
their solemn oaths of allegiance (6.9 grams, 18 mm).

21. The Mars/Eagle gold coins (below), a more warlike theme, were issued
in denominations of one, two and three scruples (1.1 grams, 2.3 grams
and 3.4 grams respectively). The 3.4 gram coin was 14 mm. in diameter.




this “problem,” one is tempted to say “serves ‘em right” for ignoring Del
Mar, who pointed this out about a 115 years ago in his Money in Ancient
Countries.

Tenney Frank came closest to the solution in 1920, writing:

“When in 269 Rome reformed her coinage on a new system she was
able to restore the old ratio of 120 to 1, which had for some years fallen
to 20 to 1.”40 But he did not consider, as Del Mar did, that this could
result from a six fold raising of the value of monetized, as opposed to
commodity silver, or that the 20 to 1 ratio was most likely the result of
comparing monetized bronze to commodity silver.*! His 269 BC reflects
the older dating estimates.

There is an important clue showing that Rome did not intend the
denarii as mere commodity valued coinage. Contemporary with minting
the denarius, she began issuing the silver Victoriates in large numbers.
These were in fact bullion coins with no value marks; a replacement for
the quadrigatus.*?

ROME’S FIRST GOLD COINAGE

More than 500 years after her founding, in about 218 BC at the start
of the Hannabalic crisis, Rome borrowed gold jewelry from her wealthier
citizens and minted her first gold coinage, the “Janus/oath scene” pieces.
Then again in about 209, she also used the 4,000 pounds of gold in her
treasury for an emergency minting of the gold Mars/Eagle series.*3

These events give an insight into the difficulty of reconstructing a
history of Roman money from the physical evidence of the coin hoards.
Thomsen estimated that just the 4,000 pounds could have made 256,000
coins; yet there are only 40 extant specimens of the “oath scene” gold
coin, and only 108 specimens of the mars/eagle gold coin in existence.

Pliny later blasted the new gold coinage:

“The next crime committed against the welfare of mankind, was on
the part of him who was first to coin a Denarius of gold. A crime the
author of which is unknown...would that gold could have been banished
forever from the Earth, accursed by universal report, reviled by the
reproaches of all the best men, and looked upon as discovered only for
the ruin of mankind.”**

Pliny’s anger seems strange today, but the life or death struggle with
Carthage presented opportunities for an emerging plutocracy to abuse
Rome’s monetary system and achieve its own ends at the expense of
their society. For example, there is the matter of how the jewelry loans



were valued. Indications are that the gold was valued at a 20 to 1 ratio
with silver, about double the normal ratio in Rome at that time.4> This
would mean that if repayment was later made in silver, at the normal 9
or 10 to 1 ratio, the lenders got a 100% profit, perhaps to make up for
the value of the artwork lost to the melting pot.

NUMISMATISTS BEHAVING BADLY

Though we generally criticize some numismatists for overempha-
sizing the trees and ignoring the forest, the following is not meant to
denigrate the important research that such scholars are carrying out. In
particular we are grateful for the work of Thomsen, Burnett, Kraay,
Milne, Sutherland, Crawford, Jenkins, Grierson, and yes Mattingly, to
name just a few. This chapter could not have been written without citing
some of the important facts they have established.

But viewing Roman money as a commodity has led to a distortion
of Roman history, and in one particular case, to what amounts to an
attempted subversion of Roman numismatic study in a shameful display
combining chauvinism, stubbornness and even a degree of deception.
Unfortunately this episode must be described, since only one numisma-
tist dared write about it, and readers deserve to know.

Harold Mattingly, an important numismatic scholar, nevertheless
unfortunately brought insupportable prejudices to his Roman studies.
Right from the introduction of his book Roman Coins his attitude is
clear:

“As long as we find Rome content with her cumbrous native methods of
exchange, we may reckon her as an undeveloped. . .as a barbarous people.”™

What is such a statement doing at the beginning of a book on Roman
coinage before any evidence has been presented? By page 3, this preju-
dice favoring his own nation’s use of gold and silver leads to abuse of
the subject matter:

“But all these early studies may be dismissed out of hand,” he tells
us, discarding the early traditions. He even attacks, without giving rea-
sons, the genuineness of the 454 BC Lex Aternia Tarpei law.

Finally it degenerates into a preemptive attack and slur against some
of those who might disagree with him: “Patriotic pride seems to play its
part in insisting in every detail on the early greatness of Rome.” This is
a clear case of psychological projection.

The deception incident was brought to light by Rudi Thomsen in his
monumental three volume work, Early Roman Coinage. In 1932



Mattingly and E.S.G. Robinson came up with a new timing for the issue
of the Denarius, which had been thought to be 269 BC based on the texts
of Pliny and Livy. Instead they placed it in 187 BC, reflecting in part
Mattingly’s tendency to re-evaluate downward the age of Roman
coinage and institutions. Incredibly they based this mainly on their inter-
pretation of a comedy of Plautus.

Then the discovery of the Minturno coin hoard was made, which
proved the denarius was already in existence in 191 BC (later the
Morgantina hoard would date the denarius to at least 211 BC). Thomsen
{a Dane) wrote:

“Thus the Minturno hoard presented a serious obstacle to the new
English chronology of the early Republican coinage of Rome...Seltman
hurried to the rescue of his compatriots by asserting...that a ‘careful
perusal of Mr. Newell’s account of the. . .hoard leads to no final conclusion.””

Thomsen politely concluded that:

“(Seltman’s) report of the contents of Newell’s work, written with
the purpose of supporting the Mattingly-Robinson chronology, is
absolutely unreliable...above all he did not allow his readers to under-
stand Newell’s (viewpoint). Nevertheless in spite of its apparent unreli-
ability it has never been attacked, and...no later scholar has subjected
the Minturno hoard to a more profound scrutiny.”*’

All that to protect a four year difference in a 2,000 year old chronol-
ogy! But how can one repair the loss of trust in the sincerity of the schol-
arship? Hats off to Thomsen for speaking up. Apparently Newell, an
American numismatist, was too polite to raise objections.

THE FALL OF ROME’S REPUBLICAN MONEY SYSTEM

Most 19th and 20th century economists, favoring gold and silver
over copper, have misinterpreted the introduction of silver as progress.
Only Del Mar recognized the use of silver and gold as a regression from
legally based nomisma back toward more primitive commodity money.

Because of the various family markings on different Denarius
issues, and the fact that a substantial portion of the silver taken as war
booty went to the victorious patrician generals, Del Mar believed that the
patricians issued the coins privately, under state license, reaping a 500%
gain on their silver by having the state stamp a coin. Private issues are
known to have occurred just before and during the civil wars of the 1st
century BC.

Numismatists now view the earlier denarii as state issues. But the



effect would have been similar if the Roman mint obtained silver from
private sources at the full monetized value of the coins rather than its
commodity value, giving the private supplier a six fold profit on their silver.
But even if we assume that the emerging plutocracy of wealthy
patricians and equestrians in one way or another used the overvaluation
concept necessary in a nomisma system to plunder Roman society, that by
itself wouldn’t have destroyed Rome’s money system. Although the “prof-
it” on overvaluation should (and may) have gone to the society as a whole,
what broke the system was that the issues of these coins were unlimited.

LIMITATION OF ISSUE WAS IGNORED

Del Mar accurately noted that limitation of issue, the primary mon-
etary requirement for a nomisma or numerary or fiat money system, was
being ignored.

With the coinage of the Denarius, Rome had a mixed system that
could not be lastingly defined. The Denarius was 73 grains of silver orig-
inally valued at 10 aces. The silver Sesterce, at Y the Denarius, was
equal to 2 '2 aces, exactly the nomisma’s value. But the value of the
bronze coinage was a legal concept, not a market one, and depended on
the limitation of its issue. The value of the Denarius and Sesterce, since
their issue was unlimited, would eventually have a commodity-based
market value.

In 168 BC, Rome obtained 75 million denarii worth of silver spoil
from her conquest of Macedon. Significantly, the coining of Victoriates,
Rome’s bullion silver coin, was stopped at this point, in favor of the
denarius. It appears to have taken about 60 years for the Denarii to sta-
bilize with their silver commodity value.*®

The bronze money could not escape the effects of unlimited silver
coinage. Crawford says the production of bronze was temporarily
stopped in 146 BC.*? Burnett tells us that very little bronze coinage was
issued after 150 BC.

In 141 BC, 63 years after the introduction of the denarius, it was re-
valued at 16 Asses. But was it the denarius, or the As (or both, perhaps
one falling and the other rising) that was changed?

The limited data we have indicate that prices were not greatly affect-
ed. Burnett notes that from about 200 BC to 100 BC wheat prices
approximately doubled, a tiny annual increase. Thereafter they remained
stable until into the 1st century AD.’Y Crawford concurs that, although
there were very substantial amounts of silver coined from 157 BC, only








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































