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Abstract

Coins are commonly encountered on Roman archaeologites ancare viewed asn excellent

means of dating these contexts. Consequently, andtgsften focused on the visual elements

2F || O2AyQa RSaAalys ylLyYSte GKS AYIFI3ISNE FyR f
circulation, use and acceptance of coinage, there is a heavy reliance on static and rigid wear
categories (worn, slight worn and unworn) which focus on the visual preservation of the
object. However, these categories are highly subjective and rarely defined. Moreover, coin wear

is due to human interaction with the object from its production, through its use and into its
deposition and therefore can hiatrinsically linked to the social relations of which they are a

part.

¢KAEd (KSaira Kha FLLXASR F 0A23INILKAOFE | LILN
production, use and deposition (see Chapter 6). The methgyotyeated has gone beyond

wear as a static concept and has instead explored twelve different aspects, which until now have
Fff 0SSy O2yaARSNBR dzyRSNJ G4KS dzyYoNBftl 27F
individual entities, further information othe production, use and deposition of coins can be
considered. In turrenabling a more cohesive understanding of coins as objects in their own

right.

This new approach is applied to coins from Lancashire (see Chapter 8) as well as evidence from
the site d Plantation Place, London (see Chapter 9). In total over 1400 coins have been recorded
from Lancashirgof which over 1000 have been individually examined and recorded to explore
the 12 components of wear. The Lancashire dataset has demonstrated tbgtaphical
approaches can providew interpretationsof the acceptance and use of coinage. For example,
whilst further work in this area is needeid,we accept that one reason for notches on the
outside of a coin may be a result of cpimduction and we subsequently analyse their presence
againstthe backdrop of chronology, we can begin to see the visual effects that political unrest
would have had on the process of striking coins, with more notches present at times of political
instabih 1 @ ® CdAzZNIKSNY2NBX o6& O2YyaARSNAYy3I FI OG2NE
perforations, we can begin to explore the visual political messages that societies are accepting,
assimilating withand projecting back into society. Finally, we can alsd staunderstand the
attitudes of a coin using society through the ways in which coinage has been clipped. During the
clipping process the bust of the emperor on the obverse is almost always left intact, suggesting

that, whilst coinage may have been ciatered a commodity, there was still a need to retain the
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imperial portrait- either out of respect for the ruler or because intrinsically a coin could not be

a coin without this feature.

This systematic and repeatable approach to coin wear has enallenieadetailed biographical
picture to be constructed. By considering coinage as an object with its own unique biography,
rather than just a dating tool, it has been demonstrated that these objects can be invaluable in

understanding the changing functiof coins as an object in their own right (see Chapters 10).

Furthermore, a biographical approach has highlighted that there are multiple diffe@nal
relationshipgeflected in the biography of a coin; from the maker who can leave his mark on the
coint & GKS LRAYG 2F LINRRAZOGAZ2YS (2 GKS dzaSNI 2N
in some cases the potential for the depositor in the ways in which the coins are deposited or
lost. Consequently, by adopting a biographical approach to coinsawéegin to add another

layer of understanding to archaeological sites, which goes beyond the use of these objects as a

tool for dating (Chapter 1).
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Glossary

Asc Low value copper alloy denomination Roman coin. The equivalent of 16 denatrii.
Aureusc High value, gold denomination Roman coin. The equivalent to 25 denarii.
Clippedc a coin which has had the edges intentionally cut off.

Corrosiong Irreversible damage to the surface of an object due to a chemical reaetigrthe

green patina on copper alloy coins.
Cracked; Damage to a surface usually in the form of lines where a material has split.

Creolisationg A linguistic term from historical archaeology, focusing on two languages being

merged into one.

Denariusg High value silver denomination Roman coin. The equivalent of 16 As.
Dupondiusc Low value copper alloy denomination Roman coin. The equivalent of 2 As.
Globalisationg The process by which people and territories become interconnected.

Mis-Struckg Where the imagery on a coin is not produced in its intended fdeng. the bust is

off centre on the coin flan.

Notch¢ An incision on the edge of a surface.

Nummusc Low value copper alloy denomination Roman coin, introduced in the third century.
Perforation ¢ A hole made by piercing a material.

Plastic Deformatiorg A permanent change in shape of a solid object.

Primary Context; The first stage of an object biography. The birth/creation stage.
Romanisationg The process by which people became Roman.

Scratchedg score or mark on the surface of an object.

Secondary Context The second stage of an object biography. The life/use stage.
Sestertiusg Low value copper alloy denomination Roman coin. The equivalent of four As.
Siliquag High value silver demoination Roman coin. Introduced in the fourth century.

Surface Damage damage to the surface of an object
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Tertiary Contextg The third stage of an object biography. The death/depositionestag
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 TraditionalNarratives

Figurel.1-1. Copper alloy radiate of Claudius 1l 2ZBBOAD

Traditional numismatic techniques often focus on coin identification based on imagery and

legend. For example, Figure 4llabove is a copper alloy radiate of Claudius Il, dating te 268

270 AD (Harris Museum 2019). The obverse (heads) of the coin refgreseéght facing

radiate bust, so named due to the radiate (spiky) crown worn by the Emperor, whilst the

reverse (tails) of the coin depicts Victory advancing right holding a wreath and palm, with the

f SASYR NBIFRAY3 dazxL/ ¢hwLtenrdfersipahdtitliéshSdbytbedI Sy R 2 F
individual represented in the bust and enables identification of the Emperors. Similarly, the
legends on the reverse of the coin signify the individual deities represented. In this case, it is

the legend that helps usiéntify the reverse figure as Victory.

Additional information, such as the Roman Imperial Coinage reference (i.e., RIC 107 for the coin
depicted in Figure 1:1) may also be included as means of identification, as well as the Reece
period group ie., Petiod 13 for Figure 1-1) for chronological comparisons. Contextually, this

coin forms part of the Worden hoard along with 125 other issues. The hoard was discovered in
1850 in Low Meadow, Worden and divided between Mrs Farrington and the Preston Society fo
the Diffusion of Knowledge. One hundred and eight coins from the hoard were later acquired by
the Harris Museum in 1948Robertson 1948, 215Pue to the preservation of the coins, it is
thought that the hoard was likely to have been deposited shortterathe reign of Probus
(Historic England Research Records: Monument Number: 42&3fhay also be possible to
FaaAdy | 6SENI OFGiS3aa2aNE G2 (GKS O02Ay Ay 2NRSNJ
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There are multiple different wear systems thraay be usedd.g.,Casey 1986, 151; Brickstock
2004, 7; PAS 2019 etc.), and each may assign a slightly different category dependent on the
individual synthesising the data and their interpretation of the assigned definitions. For example,
the PAS (2019%cord for this hoard suggests that the coins are thought to be in poor condition,
which may be synonymous with all coins being considered as very worn. However, if this
individual issue is considered and ascribed a wear category it can be argued thgtoniy be
considered slightly worn (Brickstock 2004, 7), or worn (Casey 1986,d&p&hding on the
individual who is looking at it and tireexperience of coinsThis demonstrates the subjective
nature of wear recording systems, which may have an impadhe overall interpretation of

the coins.

Archaeological interpretations using coin studies tend to concentrate on the understanding of
this categorised data in order to discuss coin loss, distinguishing between the presence of coins
and their types asxciated with different social spaces; towns, the countryside and military sites
(Reece 1995).

As such, it appears that the issues surrounding the analysis of Roman aeiristh
methodological and contextual. Methodologically, there appears to be litth@sistency
regarding the specific coin information that is recorded in specialist reports, despite English

| SNAGFASQA Llzot AOFGAR2Y 2F GKS 4Gt NP-RidgdGoin2 y = !
WSLIR2 NI aég o0. NARO1aid2071 Hrequired far c@ndztdlofugs) iffelpediive S A y
of whether a full catalogue for the site is intended to be published at a later date. Téble 1.

below highlights the factorshat are recommended for recording and demonstrates which
factors have been recordddom 10 different site report¢Edwards and Webster 1985, Buxton

and HowardDavis 2000, Buxton and Howaldhvis 2000b, Brickstock 2005, Brickstock 2007,
Bidduph 2011, Jones 2011, Ward 2012, Bowsher 2015, Gddapablishedl. Six of these were

LlJdzo f AAKSR FFGSNI 9y3IftAaK | SNAGIFEISQa 3IdZARSE Ay
However, only one of these publication records all of the factors outlined by the guidelines,
Plantation Place, indicating that, according to thglsh Heritage guidance, the remaining five
publications are omitting evidence from their coin reports. Consequently, these site reports may

be limiting the interpretations that can be made about the coin assemblages from their
respective locations. The ast recorded factor is denomination, with &kn site reports

including this in their coin catalogu¢his factor can be considered a unique identifier of coinage

and therefore central to their definition. Furthermore, the inclusion of denomination exgbl

certain interpretations to be made based on the wealth of an assemblage, as the majority of
denominations are associated with particular material types (eag.aureus is one of the

denominations made from gold). This may explain why material typetisarfactor that is
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selected by the guidelines for publication, as material type can be inferred from the
denomination. However, it may be argued that the link between material type and
denomination requires a level of pexisting knowledge and is thergfexcluding information

from the analysis of coinage. The least recorded categories across the 10 selected publications
are weight, diameter and die axis, with only two reports recording these categories (Plantation
Place and Metchley). The lack ofrecord 3 2F (G KS&S FIFO02NBESZ RS&LII
of their inclusion, may be limiting the scope of coin current studies. These methodological
discrepancies between site reports may also impact the wider contextual analysis, as they limit
direct comprison of multiple sites unless the original archive is sourced to account for the

publications which omit certain categories from their reports.

1.2 Breaking Tradition
As demonstrated ifablel.2-1, many coin publications do not record all of the factordined

by the 2004 document, therefore limiting the data provided by these reports. By breaking away
from this traditional model and approaching coinage from the perspective of creating an object
biography, we can begin to explore their potential in moedail. Considering this, if we +e
examine the radiate of Claudius Il (Figure-1),lwe can observe that there are notches on the
outer edge of the coin, which are likely to occur at the point of production when the coin is
struck. These notches do not agar to be considered a flaw by Roman standards as the coin
was uncovered as part of the hoard suggesting its use as official currency in circulation,
originating from an official Roman mint and making its way to Britain. Analysing this may inform
us of theintrinsic value of coinage in Roman Britaithat the overall look of the coin was not
AYLERNIFYG FYR GKFG y200KSa R2 y2i AyTtdsSyoS
value. Furthermore, the Claudius Il example also demonstrates evidd#nuoeésstriking, with

the obverse design focused off centre to the right of the coin. By analysing the frequency of mis
struck coins in any given sample against the traditional data recorded (such as time period and
material type) we can begin to make ferences about the intrinsic value and aesthetic
standards of coinage in the Roman period. Moreover, by considering the wear and condition of
the coin against other factors (rather than only attributing a numerical value to it) we can begin
to interpret cdn hoards in a new way through analysis of the type of coins that appear and the

nature of the circulation of these coins before being buried as a hoard entity.
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Bremetenacum
(Buxton and

Howard-Davis 2000
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(Godwin
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(Bowsher
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Tablel.2-1 Recorded Features Across Coin Publication
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The Claudius Il example (Figure-1)has highlightedn advantage in movirfgeyond traditional
narratives and considargcoins as artefacts in their own right, with their own unique biography.
Reinvigorating coin research in this way will enable coins to assist in providing a more detailed
interpretation of historical communit&on an international, national, and local scale. This thesis
aims to explore this by examining coinage from the county of Lancashire and demonstrating how
the methodology can be applied outside of this region by comparatively exploring the site of
Plantaion Place in London. Plantation Place wakectedas it offered an available contrast to

the Lancashire examples in site type and chronology, whilst still maingarsignificantsample

size of coins. Therefore, this comparison would demonstrate whetiemethodology could

be used to construct Aiographyof RomaneBritish coins, as opposed to just RomaBidtish

coins found in Lancashire, which is particularly imporiahen considemguse and deposition

phases of the biography.

By applying new methodologies to coin interpretation in particular, we may begin to unravel

how these objects can inform the construction of these identities within Roman Lancashire,
going beyond simply identifying the point in time and ruling Emperor trepresent. By
considering physical attributes of coins as a consequence of their biography, it is possible to
ARSYUATE 6KSy GKS&aS FddNROdziSa INB fA1Ste (2

demonstrates about the use and acceptancehef object in a coirusing society.

1.3 Aim
The fundamental aim of this thesis is to analyse coinage in more depth than has previously been

LISNXY¥AGGSR o0& OGNIXYRAGAZ2YEE YNNI GAGBGSES | ff26A)
FTNRY (KS IditdipSal thévimpthrougiNi® lifecycle to its deposition. This will enable

an understanding of the value of a biographical approach to Roman coinage and its potential
application in the field of Roman archaeology. This method requires new factorkeo ta
precedence in the analysis in order to progress from the subjective and undefined wear

categories currently in use.
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1.4 Objectives
Considering the aim outlined in Section 1.3, the objectives of the thesis are as follows:

1) What features and propentis give a coin its function as a coin, and how can these be linked

to the intrinsic worth of the object, outside of its economic function

2) Can a new methodology focused on an object biography be created and applied to Roman
coins from Lancashire? Theéntion is that the factors recorded will each relate to an aspect of
I O2AyQa 202S00G 0A23INYLIKE O6LINRPRAZOUGAZ2Y S OAND

from Lancashire and Plantation Place, London.

3) Do the results from this study demonstrdiew a biographical approach can better inform
on the use and acceptance of coinage in the Roman world? How could this approach be of

benefit to coins found in archaeological context in the future?

It is hoped that this methodology can be applied or addpte suit coins uncovered in
archaeological contexts across different time periods enabling an object biographical approach

to have a more prominent contribution in our understanding of the past.

In order to answer the questions outlined above this thesgisfirst examine the chronological
context of Roman Britairgnd the strands of archaeological theory pertaining to Roman Britain,
including Romanisation. Furthermore, ardapth examination of the Roman economic system
and the role of object biograptal theory will also be conducted to provide an understanding of
the parameters this thesis is working within. The ways in which these two strands of archaeology
may intertwine is outlined through the methodologhapters, which outlines the biographical
features of a coin which will be applied to Roman coin samples from Lancashire and Plantation
Place in the subsequent results chaptdfmally, this thesis will aim to go beyond traditional
narratives and explore how the recorded factors may deepen ourerstdnding of Roman

coins, and allow these valuable objects to be seen in a new light.
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2 UNDERSTANDING THE CHRONOLOGY OF ROMAN BRITAIN

2.1 PreRoman North West Britain

Analysis of lron Age communities in North West Britain is extremely difficult dinetiack of
archaeological evidence and material culture uncovered (Hodgson and Brennand 2006). This
AdadzS KlFra SR G2 GKS NB3IA2y 3ISySNrtfeée oSAayd
period (Haselgrove et a2001). The Archaeological Resaursssessment for the North West

has suggested that the scarcity of archaeological evidence may be indicative of small dispersed

settlements which could reflect an egalitarian society (Hodgson and Brennand 2006, 51).
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Figure2.1-1 A map to show the distribution of Iron Age tribes in Britain
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If we consider the numerous tribal communities known to occupy the Southern regions of
Britain, it isreasonable to suggest that the North was also made up of many disparate
O2YYdzyAGAS&asE RSEALAGS GKS oNRBFR f1F0St 2F GKS
(Figure 21)® LG A& GKSNBT2NB Ll2&adaArAof S (Klparatew. NA 3|
communities occupying the landscape of Northern Britain aather thanbeing one unified

culture, perhaps represent a federation of societies (Braund 1984Alfgrnatively, these

smaller tribal groups in the region may have been governed btlgantes, who acted as a a

higher ruler of these groups (Hartley and Fitts (1988]tlis important to note that much of the
knowledge of Iron Age communities and their cultural labels is based on contemporary Roman
writings, and it is therefore diffizt G (2 Saidl 6f AaK 6KSGKSNI GKAaA

is accurate or merely a product of Roman invention (Hodgson and Brennand 2006). The
W, NAIFyiSaQ INB YSyiliAaAz2ySR o6& ¢l OAaildza FyR |I¢
(Higham 1987, 7and throughout these documents is assigned several definitions. In general, it

is used to encompass the entire Northern community, with Ptolemy identifying the tribe as
WaOGNBGOKAY3I &SI G2 aSl Q dusestiefteSrivnio® speifically to = ™M 1 ¢
refer to the community directly associated with Cartimandua, the queen of the Brigantes. It is
argued that this duality of meaning ascribed to the term suggests that it may simply represent

an example of a dominant community acting as a patimmperipheral tribes (Higham, 1985,

102). The lack of knowledge surrounding the social structures of Iron Age communities in
Northern Britain highlights the need for more extensive, developriedt archaeological
excavations within this region in orday provide a deeper insight into the Iron AgeRoman

transition (Hodsgon and Brennand, 2006).

It is often assumed that the Brigantes, under Cartimandua, were Roman allies following the
invasion of Britain, particularly after she handed over Caratacibadroman army in AD 51
(Hanson and Campbell 1986, 73pacitus implied that the queen of Brigantes obtained her
wealth as a direct consequence of her assistance to Rome (Tacitus, histories, Ill, 45). However,
whilst several possible locations have beewmplered for the capital of the Brigantian territory

there is still no definitive answers as to where the power centre for this northern tribe was
located.The lack of investigated and published sites in the northwest means that, understanding

2T Y. QA BINPEKES 2t 238 Aa 2 T udlifonad argurBerts, 2ugges that G S NJ,
the capital of the Brigantes is located at the hillfort of Almondbury, near Huddersfield (Hanson

and Campbell 1986, 74), other possible locations include Barwick in vdesi, a hillfort has
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been identified under Norman archaeology (Hansom and Campbell 1986, 74), which is thought
to be in a better strategic position than Almondbury, through the easst route across the
Pennines, as well as enabling nedbuth communicdabn only 4km away from the later Roman
road from Lincoln to Aldborough (Hanson and Campbell 1986, 74). Howkgeonly other
archaeological evidence from the area comes from two stay Roman coins finds, one of the
Republic and one of Claudius, and therefi is difficult to be sure datheir stratigraphy within
pre-Roman contexts. Two other possible sites are also mentioned in the archaeological
literature, one at York and the other at Aldborough, though no knownRwenan architecture

has been identifiedt either site (Hanson and Campbell 1986, 75).

Campbell and Hanson (1986, 75) suggest that up until the point of their 1986 publication the
Wy2ail 200A2dzaQ €20 GA2y F2NJ GKS OFLRAGEHE 27
complex at Stanwk, North Yorkshire. However, extensive excavation at thésiween 1981

and 2011 andts subsequenpublicationin 2016 (Haselgrove et.amay provide considerable
evidence in favour of this location being the Brigantian capitaé excavations revisl an Iron

Age enclosure, roughly forming an irregular pentagon in shape and composed of curving arcs of
earthwork (Haselgrove 2016, 13). The remains represent a large upcastthanto three

metres in height, fronted by a single ditch of similar depttd accompanied by counterscarp
(Haselgrove 2016, 13). Within the perimeter there are two internal earthworks also dating to

the IronAge (see figur@.1-2).
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Figure2.1-2 Haselgrove2016. A plan of the Stanwick Enclosure

The first, Maiden Gill, blosloff access to the northern part of the interior, dividing the area
from the rest of the complex (Haselgrove 2016, 13). The second internal earthwork forms the
southwesternside of the¢ 2 T a { KN dz3 K thdugiz@tKili sséudérn end the] >
earthwork all but vanisheand isonly traceable through a shallow scarp (Haselgrove 2016, 15).
The 198189 excavations revealed six periods of occupation, originating in 80/70BC all the way
through to the 17-18" Century ADThe first five periods cover the Iron Age through to the
Roman period, dating from 800 BC to AD 655. The excavations of these perio@gure?2.1-

3) highlight a series of intercutting ditches agdllies as well as posgtoles indicating a four post

and six post structure (Haselgrove 2016:489. Period 6 looks at the later cultivation of the site

in the 17" and 18" centuries, which is defined bjé¢ remnants of ridge and furrow (Haselgrove
2016,49).
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Figure2.1-3 Haselgrove 2016. Plan to show the distriution of features at Stanwick
The wealth of material evidence also indicates the complex eatfithe site. Three coins have

been associated with these excavatioftse first dateso the Iron Aggspecifically 20 B AD

10)and is associated with Corieltavi trilem the East MidlandéHaselgrovand Kenyon 2016,

183). The second coin is a denarius of P. Petronius Turpilianus and is a rare find in Britain and

the third a imitation dupondius of Claudius |. Together Augustan denarii and the imitation
Claudius | are typical finds in Southern Brifailowing the invasion in AD 42. However, their

presence at a site which was abandoned by the time Roman coinage was prevalent in the

geographical area is unusual (Haselgrove and Kenyon 2016, 186). Nine first century brooches

were identified during the case of the excavations (Allas@dones and Haselgrove 2016, 191)
Sixteen crucible fragments were identified which could represent up to thirteen different vessels
O0[ 26 0KSNJ) HamcE HnAnoxX 2yS 2F gKAOK RA&ALI &3
the inner face, as well as coppery residue on two of the other vessels which implies-atipger
metal working may have been being undertaken at the site. The pottery recovered numbered
1424 sherds, spanning the late Iron Age to later first century AME\2016, 207). The Iron Age
pottery forms one of the largest excavated collections from the north of England, whilst the

Roman assemblage represents early finewares and amphorae (Willis 2016, 207).

As demonstrated the site represents a complex seriestafctures, which along with the
material evidence suggests a rich and diverse past throughout the Iron Age petmtie early
Roman period something which is rare from the archaeological evidence of the North of

England.
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Haselgrove (1996) highlighthat there are very few hillforts in Cumbria and North Lancashire,
despite the favourable upland nature of the surrounding geograptmefew that have been
identified are comparatively small in nature compared with the south of Britain. For example,
Cadslecliff is a small hill forthat shows evidence of stone and timber ramparts in its early phase.
Radiocarbon dates from this site remain uncalibrated but indicate dates for théinstidentury

BC (Harding 2017, 47). With no calibrated dates for ttéstsie accuracy of the dating evidence

is uncertain and therefore the lifecycle of this site could be shorter or longer than reported.

Whilst widespread and distinct settlement evidence for Iron Age communities in the Métt

is considerably lackinthere is some evidence of the types of activities these communities may
have been participating in. It is thought that Very Coarse pottatguetage a type oflow-fired
pottery, was used in the transportation and drying of salt (Nevell 2005, 9). Neodb, 12)
highlights that evidence of Very Coarse pottery published from Great Woolden Hall provides a
secure date range spanning the entirety of the Iron Age period. However, there is very little
artefactual evidence of the Iron Age period in the Nortesdof Britainand, whilst examples of
Very Coarse pottery do offer an Iron Age date there are insufficient quantities of other pottery
types and a distinct lack of other artefactual evidence to offer a sufficiently broad picture of the
period. Very Coarspottery may provide evidence of salt transportation; howewbe lack of

other pottery types implies a reduction in the use of ceramics throughout the Iron Age (Hodgson
2006). The lack of material culture from this period in general does little to stippor
interpretations of trade and exchange, particularly in Lancashiseit is difficult to track the
movement of objects and people during this time. Furthermore, this lack of distinct artefactual
evidence makes it increasingly difficult to identify perraahsettlements, which does little to

add to the archaeological knowledge of the Iron Age in North West Britain.

Another example of Iron Age activity comes from pollen analysis from Lancashiodh has
previously suggested thatide scaleclearance ocaued in the landscape around the time of the
Roman invasion. However, the vegetational history from the Forest of Bowland would instead
assign this forest clearance to be of Iron Age origins (Mackay and Tallis 1994, 571). The study
implies that there is amitial gradual decline in tree pollen in the Forest of Bowland from 1060BC
36BC, followed by a sharp drop by around 60%, consistent with a specific phase of woodland
clearance occurring during the Iron Age (Mackay and Tallis 1994, 578). This widespread
clearance of woodland is likely connected to human interaction with the landscape, and thus
can be seen as evidence for communities occupying the North West during this period. Despite
this, there is still a lack of archaeological evidence to support permtasettlement in the

region.
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Moreover, not only is there an absence of archaeological evidence for Iron Age communities in
life but there is also little evidence for them in death. The archaeological record for Iron Age
burial practices in the region Bomewhat absent, with a rare possible example being three

inhumation burials found at Croshy Garrett (Whimster, 1981).

Due to theabsenceof literary resources from Iron Age Britain, as well as the obvious bias of
Roman literary accounts in referencingtiva communities, it is often difficult to construct a
narrative for preRoman populations. As such, the evidence provided by Iron Age coinage has
often been used to tryo reconstruct these narratives and analyse the successes and failures of
kingdoms anetlites (Creighton 2000, 1). The coinage of Iron Age Britain, and more widely North
West Europe is thought to have been based around the gold staters of Philip of Macedon
(Creighton 2000, 26). The obverse (or face design) depicts a stylised head of petleas

the reverse depicts a twhorse chariot. As the Iron Age communities began to mint their own
coinagethese designs became more loosely based on the original depictions. For example, the
reverse designs on Armorican coinage depécsingle horseoften with a human head, whilst

the charioteer who was usually present on the chariot itsedfs often excluded from the design
(Creighton 2000, 26). In addition, other elements can frequently be found added to the reverse
design of the coinage. For erale, in the case of th€oriosolitaeribe (living in modern day
Brittany) there is often evidence of a lyre or boar underneath the horse design as shown in Figure
2.1-4 below.

Charioteer HumanHeaded

Charioteer off Coin

Human Headed

Figure2.1-4 Images of two Coriosolitae Coins to show the reverse design differences
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It is impossible to know the extent to which Iron Age coinage was used for a monetary economy
in the manner that it is in modern society. However, it is probable that the imagery chosen for
coinage in this perio@ould have projected ideologies or evoked feeling amongst the audiences
that were exposed to them. This can be implied when we consider the authority attributed to
the horse as a symbol of power. Creighton (2000, 22) highlights that the relationshipdretwe
horse and man was fundamental to the notion of kingship and authority. As such, the presence
of the horse on coinage may serve to perpetuate the concept of control, influence and the elite
amongst Iron Age populations. Current archaeological evidenceunding Iron Age coinage in
Britain suggests that following the import of coinage from Gaul, coin production in Britain began
in earnestn the middle of the first century BChis led to the development of a series of regional
styles, whereby the horsand chariot design was replaced to feature just a horse (Creighton
1995, 286). Furthermore, as the influence of Rome gréhere was an influx of Roman

influenced imagery being portrayed on the coinage of Iron Age Britain.

Whilst little may be understoodegarding the use of coinage in this period, the consistency in
quality of the coins produced suggests their production may have been influenced by a central
tribal authority (Allen 2007, 9). However, it is possible that the role of the individual may have
played a greater part in the stylistic variance in comparison to the centralised production of
Roman coinage. It is following the arrival of Commius in 55 BC as a middleman between the
natives and Caesar that we first begin to see deviation from the rtraditional Celtic coin
designs as they begin to incorporate letters, individual names and legitimation titles such as that
of Rex (akin to the term king) (Creighton 1995, 289). The example Bigwe 2.15) is a gold

stater produced in the east of Britain by the Catuvellauni and Trinovantes tribe, struck under
Cunobelinus. The obverse depicts a corn ear with the letters CAMV and the reverse depicts a
horse with ladder mane and a horizontal branch above, withletters CVN below the horse
Although minted in the Eastern region of Britain, the coin was discovered in Yorkshire and the
Humber in the North of England and is thought to be associated with the Silsden hoard, one of
three hoards found in the territty of the BrigantesRAS, 2010 The exact reason for the
presence of Southern Iron Age coins in sparsely inhabited Northern territories is unknown,
though it may indicate that their presence demonstrates mobility of native communities

attempting to flee Rman control.
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Figure2.1-5 SWYOREDCT75. An example of an Iron Age Gold Stater Recorded on the PAS. Portable Antiquities
Scheme. 2019.

The northern most evidence for coinage production in Iron Age Brigiattributed to the
Corieltauvi tribe (located in modern day East Midlands) (De Jersey 2007, 2). The imagery
portrayed on the coinage of the Corialta follows the common reverse depiction of a horse,

whilst the obverse is thought to portray a boaeg Figure 2.56), rather than the stylised Apollo

depicted on the Iron Age coins of Gaul.

Figure2.1-6 NLM-62D9D7An example of an Iron Age Silver coin Recorded on the PAS. Portable Antiquities
Scheme. 2022.
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The absence of coin evidence further north of this area would suggest that the inhabitants north
of the Corieltavi were not exchanging coinage, which is in keeping with current knowledge of
Iron Age Lancashire and the lackesfdence of populations in theegion. However, regarding

the North West more broadly, Hodgson (20@3) highlights that there is evidence of coins in
the region, specifically at the possible port of Medlgirral peninsulaAt this site numerous
coins dating to the first century B@¥e been uncovered, suggestiagganised exchange was
taking place between local elites and foreign tradeétewever, the scope of this evidence is
limited, as the majority of thevidence is unstratified havirlmeenuncovered in the 19 century
(Hodgsor2006, 54)andthe fact that the evidence is limitet the Wirral peninsulaloes little

to suggest that a widespread ceirsing society was in operation during this period.

From the brief analysis aboyi¢ would be possible to suggest that Iron Age communities in the
North West were smaller disparate communities. Due to the lack of archaeological evidence
currently uncoveredit could be argued that Roman and P&&iman texts have a significant
impact onour interpretations of the period, something which Hodgson (2006) implies cannot be
taken as a reflection of the communities and their identities. It would appear that Iron Age coin
use is limited in the North West and may reflect communitirezg lackedpre-existing interaction

with the Romans prior to Roman invasion and therefore had no use for coins as a means of

exchange.

2.2 RomarmBritain

Prior to the successful Roman invasion of Britain in AD 43, it is important to note that Iron Age
tribes already hd pre-existing contact with the Roman elite and in fact, there had been failed
attempts by the Romans to conquer Britain before any successful invasion occurred. An example
2F GKA& Oly 06S aSSy Ay [/ Sal NR& [ltisdrgue®thaD 2 y |j d:
the initial expedition from Gaul to Britain proved difficult for the Roman army who were not
used to the seas and tides of tli&hanneland had no experience of fighting in the shallows
compared with native Iron Age tribes (Creighton 2086). Classical texts imply tlehanging
attitudesof Iron Age Britonswith tribes submitting to Roman rule only to later revolt against it.

C2 NJ SEI Y LIz Wdrdle&gibesNith#Age tribes first being overcome in battle during
the initial landng in Britain, only to then band together and renew the war following four days

of peace Gallic Wars 4.30)This event led to Caesar mounting a larger scale campaign against

Britain in 54 BC. Classical texts would suggest that the initial landing o&thgign was more
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successful than that of 55 BC due to the sheer number of Roman vessels involved in the conquest
(Gallic Wars 58 ® / -GalkclWdd@efer to Roman armies defeating the Trinovantes tribe

with other surrounding Iron Age tribes surred& y3 (2 w2Yly O2yGNRBf o085
treatment of them GallicWars5.20 KA f ad /I Sal NDa Ay @Faizy 27

a Roman dominance in the landscape, and instead can be viewed as an alliance between Iron
Age tribes of SoutherBritain and the Roman senate, it should not be underestimated. This
initial contact between Iron Age Britain and the Roman world can be seen as providing the
groundwork for the largescale Roman invasion of Britain in AD 43, despite the North West tribes

being largely unaffected by these efforts.

2.2.1 Invasion and Post Conquest
The exact reason for the invasion of Britain in AD 43 is still open to much debate. The accounts

written by Dio suggest that Claudius was persuaded by an exiled British Prince, usdtaini
attack the island (Dio RH 60.19, Black 2000, 3). Suetonius alleges that the Emperor Claudius was
Y2PSR o0& GKS ySSR G2 OStSoNIXGS | aANBILG @AO0i
interpretations of Tacitus implies that it was the mineveg¢alth in Britain that provided an

incentive for conquest (Collingwo@shd Myers1936).

The invasion of Britain was led Bylus Plautiusvith four legions of citizen troops @ugusta,
XIVGemina)XHispanaand XX) leading the conquest (Salway 2001, B exact landing place

of these troops during the invasion has been the subject of much delébster (1993, 94)
interprets passages from Dio when discussing the nature of the landing party; from the written
sources it could be suggested that theasion forces sailed in three divisions so that they could
not be prevented from landing. Alternatively, it could imply that there were three different
landing places, or three different groups of ships so that they could not all be defeated by the
nativesat once.Fulford and Frere (20048) suggest that this traditional model saw the Roman
army land in Kent, and defe&aratacus and Togodubnus before the battle at the Medway
Archaeological evidence in favour of this traditional model may be seen irotrel lof 46 aurei

near Sittingbourne, which were minted in AD 41 (Fulford and Frere 2001, 48), as well as the
evidence for a campaign camp at Richborowfgtth is taken to be associated with the initial
landing (Webster 1993, 95jurthermore, the presencefdwo probably forts at Canterbury and
Faversham are also thought to date to the invasion period (Fulford and Frere 2001, 48), with the
fort locations perhaps providingecessary protection and supplies to the advancing Roman
troops. Following this more mthly route from Canterbury to Rochester, would have
strategically allowed Plautius to receive supplies by sea throughout the advance, whilst the

presence of the Thames Estuary may have added an element of protection, meaning that
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military efforts would ha&e only had to focus on the left sid€ontrastingly, Black (2000, 4)
suggests that the Claudian ditches present at Richborough were to protect the landing ships,
with the campaign camp being at a more strategic location further inkreishbourneSauer
(2002,337) offers alternative models to the invasion of Britain in AD 43, suggesting that perhaps
instead of sailing from Boulogne to Richborough, there were alternative réudesthe mouth

of the Sine to Chichester or Southampton. Evidence wrofa of this can also be found in the
historical passages from Diwho suggests that soldiershvo were becoming disillusioned with

the invasion, regained their courage when tight arose from the east and shot over the sky to
the west, in the same dir¢ion in which they were sailing (Dio 60, 19, 4), which would be
possible following this alternative route from the Seine (Sauer 2002, 33&yer (2002, 358)
implies thatthe route via the south coast, through the territory of the Doubunni, and onto the
Thames Estuary imore likely, and that, after learning of the RomlarNJY @icibées en route,

had surrendered before they had reached their territory, which may explain the lack of
archaeological evidence in the aré®egardless of the exact landing plat¢e¢he Roman army in

AD 43 it is likely that many lron Age communities in these southern regions may have been
communicating and trading with Rome, prior to the invasion, and that the structure of these
communities as smaller groups may have made it edsitethe Romans to take the landscape

by force if necessary.

As discussed previously, it is thought that the native Britons were made up of smaller disparate
tribes, which can be exemplified when investigating the Dobunni tribe. Dio suggests that part of
the tribe was ruled by the Catuvellauni (Dio RH 20.1) and this is supported archaeologically
through coin analysis, which implies there were two rulers for the Dobunni tribe, with the
northern half being ruled by Cunobelin (Webster 1993, 97). Previoiidlgs been held that
broader tribal groups would have designed and minted their own coinage for local trade and
exchange. However, the Dobunni provides an excellent example of how these broad distinctions
can no longer be upheld. By analysing the presasfoeninage with inscriptions dedicated to
known kingsin this territory, we can begin to see patterns emerging. For example, coins of
BODVOC seem to be concentrated to the east of the region (east of the Severn and north of the
Avon), whereas coins of Cl@Rseem to be concentrated to the west (both sides of the Severn
Estuary, in Wales and Somerset) (Leins 2008, 107). Consequently, it can be suggested that the
broader tribal name of the Dobunni may be an umbrella term for smaller tribal units operating
within the same area. Whilst the coin evidence is more easily traceable archaeologically for the
Dobunni tribe, it can be argued that interpretation would be similar across the entirety of Britain,

including the North West region.
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Moreover, pottery evidencén the form of amphorae and wheghrown vessels (Morris 1994,

383) suggests that thEouth East of Britain may have already been trading with Rome (Dannell
1977, 231) and as such, it was assumed that the two were allies (Webster 1993, 97). For
example, aLittle Waltham in Essex, detailed examination of pottery has suggested an increase
in the use of nodocal handmade pottery spanning from the mid Iron Age into the early Roman
period (Morris 1994, 383). The subsequent death of Cunobelin appears to hanealmatalyst

for the surrounding tribes buckling under the pressure of Roman advancement. This implies
that, with force, the native tribes would crumble and surrender, encouraging a policy of divide
and rule (Webster 1998, 97). This therefore suggestsrit@e recent archaeological evidence
reinforces traditional arguments. For example, it is Collingwood (1936, 5) who suggests that the
conquest of lowland Britain was only able to take a stable hold due to the assimilation of the

pre-existing cultures oftte Iron Age tribes and the invading Romans.

By the summer of AD 4&amulodunum hadallen, and an arch was constructed in Rome to
commemorate the victory, stating that 11 British Kings had surrender@iaodiugCIL vi, 920).
Following this victory, t XXth legion were left to establish a permanent base whilst the other
three legions pushed on to conquer the rest of Britain (Potterd Johns1992, 40).
Dendrochronologicatvidence from London around this period, suggests thatroad system
between Veulamium,the Walbrook CrossirgndRutupiae was constructed as part of the wider
changes in the areand the foundations of Londiniunand was finalised around AD 47/48
(Wallace 2015, 14)This suggests that either the roads weanéentionally constructe around

an already existing city, or that they converged on the site where Londinium was being
constructed (Wallac015 15).The strategic advantages of Londinium as a central hub are
crucial, with somescholars arguing that a tradifmprt model was central to its importance, due

to the easy access to the Continental trade routes via the Thames and the Channel, and its
position near the road and trade network (Walla2@15 19). The lack of archaeological
evidence for preRoman structures and communitigslingley 2018, 9)also suggests that
Londinium provided neutral ground for the establishment of an important Roman settlement as
it was unhindered by prexiging communities who may have had little or atbegiance to the
Roman armies (Wallace 2015, 19ingley (201825) highlights that there is little archaeological
evidence to suggest a military contribution to the foundations of Londinium and instead
supports the idea that the tradingort modelof merchants wishing to exploit the benefits of
the port and the central location of the city appears most likBlycavations of Roman London
suggest that the core area of the initial occupation veanitred around Cornhill. A large,
gravelled surface has beegentified just north of the two main roads, suggesting the location

of an early market area for the city, Hingley (2018, 31) suggests that the laying, resurfacing and
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maintenance of such a large area may also imply its significance as an early adtiviaistra
centre. Pitts 2015) supports this, by suggesting that the evidence in the area from Roman
pottery fits the same patterns as early military sites and therefore may imply that the city was
settled by civilian communities as well as urban trad&éhesecond phase of this marketplace
saw the construction of three large buildings aligned emsst (Hingley 2018, 31). The
southernmost building is interpreted as being a timlgarth structure with a veranda facing
outwards onto the main easwest street (khgley 2018, 31) and therefore may represent a shop
front. The easternmost room contained large quantities of charred grain (Hingley 2018, 31) and
therefore may indicate that the store was supplying grain for the urban population. A small
fragment of waterpipe has also been identified to the south of the southernmost building
(Hingley 2018, 31) which may suggest that an agueduct had already been constructed in this
area to supply water to the core area of the new Roman London. To the south of thesedsuildin
at the modernday Fenchurch Street, an aisled hall has been identified, which following
reassessment is thought to pdate the Boudican uprising of AD/61 andhas been compared

to the market halls at places like Verulamium (Hingley 2018 82¢dinum because a significant
location during the Boudician revolt, following the death of Prasutagus the leader of the Iceni,
and abuses against Boudica, her family and her people (Hingley 2018, 51). Her forces contained
people from tribes across the southeast Britain, and saw Camulodunum, Londinium and
Verulamium ransacked and burnefélcchaeologically, the evidence for the Boudican revolt can
be seen in the burn deposits found in the urban stratigraphy throughout Loaddrthis was
followed by periods of @nsolidation after the revolt where London and other effected areas
were rebuilt. For example, an early Roman fort at Plantation Place was erected shortly after the
Boudican revolt took place in around AD 63 (Dunwoadial. 2015, 39), the archaeology of
Plantation Place is discussed in more detail in Chapters 9.1 and 9'h@.8onquest of Britain
merely represents the beginning of Roman intervention, which would last over 400 years and
see a changing dominance in the social, political, economic, aigibred landscape. One such
way of measuring the spread of Roman control across Britain is to explore the introduction of
Romanstyled towns. Previously, archaeology has focused on two conflicting strands. Firstly,
whether the introduction of these new towhlueprints represents acceptance of Roman rule.
Secondly, whether the continued military reoccupation causedltical Roman elites to fear
losing their power and therefore needed to be seen to play a larger role in spreading acceptance

of Roman rule iner to consolidate their own personal positions (Wacher 1975, 37).

Gosden (2005, 198) proposes that whilst Roman material culture from nearby Gaul had been
traded with the Britons for a century before the invasion, the invasion itself acted as a tatalys

for the influx of culture immediately postonquest. He suggests that these imports invoked
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subtle and fundamental shifts in societal expression through bodily ornaments, food and
pottery, public and domestic architecture, and the exchange of coinsr&xtimgly, King (1984)
highlights that whilst Roman material culture did see an influx into Britain, this concept relies on

the adoption of culture being a onmay flow. Therefore, the contrlow to this (i.e, the

diffusion of native British culturaimarS NBE G2 GKS w2Yly FN¥Yeéo A& RS
(1984) suggests that one way of tracking the flow and cefitna of cultural ideals is through

the examination of food, with Goody (1982 guingthat food fulfils functional needs as well as

enabling cultural and ethnic identities to be projected.

YAy3dQa omdpyno adi dBRtBh nilifay gitds, tdwkd, and villasYiithys@emingly
KSF@Ate WYw2YlFyAaSRQ OdzZ GdzNBE KIF @S KAIK LINE LR N
Contraa G Ay 3t e WdzyNRBYl yAaSRQ NHzNJ forgéah Mddeirecént S K
studies, such as Albarella (2008), suggest that the change in animal husbandry from Iron Age to
Roman is a much more complicated picture than the frequency of aniom&sfound on sites.

Using the example of EIms Farm and Colchester, Albarella (2008) is able to demonstrate the
change in the size of cattle and sheep identifigabviding a much broader view for the changing

nature of domesticates across the Roman peribdr example, the gradual increase in the size

of cattle at Colchester occurred across the span of the Roman period, and the presence of large
cattle at some soutleastern sites suggests that the changes in animal importation and,
ultimately the change idiet of RomaneBritish populations, was not just a consequence of the
Roman invasion (Albarella at al 2008, 1844). Instead, the transition in animal size is suggestive
of a much more complex picture, which goes beyond whether a sitensideredmore orless
Romanisehan another. Rather, the change in domesticates is a consequence of a more

complicated social, political, and economic series of negotiations between two cultures.

The introduction of new plaAbased components offers another avenueassess the extent of
Roman influence in Britain. It has been implied that the presence of exotics alludes to a
willingness to assimilate with Roman culture, whereas an absence would indicate the inability
or unwillingness to adopt new foodways (van der Weeal. 2008, 12). Moreover, it has been
suggested that as a result of Roman invasion, food usage changed dramatically, highlighting that
there is a transition from Iron Age practices of personal consumption and-soadd tributes to
chiefs, to a larger scalend more technical food based economic market. However, it is possible
that in a similar manner to the early considerations of animal husbandry summarised above, we
may be oversimplifying the patterns in order to fit into the widely used model of Roman and
Native comparatives (outlined in Chapter 3). As such, more recent studies have aimed to look at
the transition from the early to late Roman period in order to ascertain why the changes in

consumption may have occurred at a political, social and econowet lésing achaeobotanical
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data from London, Livarda and Orengo (B49) hae identified that the distribution of sites
featuring new plartbased components supports their widespread presence across the town
and their surrounding areas. This suggestmttincreased consumption, rather than
advancements in the means of distribution, was the main factor in introducing theselpaert
materials. By the middle Roman phase there appears to be a transition as to where these new
materials are found, with adavy focus on port areas (Livarda and Orengo62@50) thus
suggesting that London was changing from an area of high consumption to an arela stale
redistribution. Conversely, the late Roman phase suggests a similar distribution to the early
Roman jpase. However, there are less shared species and varieties of exotics present (Livarda
and Orengo 204, 251). It is important to consider the tenuous state of political control during
the late RomaneBritish period, which could have had repercussions modeed distribution

sites and trade networks.

As can be seen from the brief introduction of the Roman invasion provided above, the invasion
itself was a complex web of tactical advancement, leading to a break down in the disparate Iron
Age tribes of the &ith.

However, as demonstrated by the food production evidence alone, the introduction of Roman
culture was not a widespread phenomenon. Rural areas and the unconquered north retained
their Iron Age culture until they were occupied in AD 70s (see Ch@fe3) and, whilst the

conquered began to introduce aspect of Roman culture, it is clear that elements of their native

heritage were retained.

2.2.2 Mid to Late Roman Britain
Following the initial period of occupation in BritairgrRan control moved northwardswith

dendrochronobgical evidence from Carlisle suggesting Roman activity in the form of a timber

fort as early as AD 73 (Hingl@p12, 14). This was the result of an increased need for
consolidation in the north, possipbrought about as a result of thBoudican revolt, and the

need to prevent an uprising in the north of Britain. As such the construction of a fortified military
road, the Stanegate, just south of thedig KSNB | I RNAFyQa 21 tf ¢2dzF
(Hingley 2012, 14) took place duritige reign of Trajasometime between AD 81 and 11This

route used a preexisting road built under Agricqglthrough a natural gap formed by the valleys

of the Tyne and Irthingand connectedwo important forts, Corbridge on the east and Carlisle

on thewest (Breeze and Dobs&000). It is thought that this route acted as a strategic road

rather than an official frontier, as it provided key points, of one day marching intervals, which
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would protect the movement of troops and supplies between officiahiions (Breeze and
Dobson 2000)

Further strategic and defensive would be constructed in the North of Britain over the course of
the century Beginning withk S  O2 y a & NHzO ( A 2 y(Figarg 2.2.21) Rk vasQa 2 |

undertaken in the AD20s andemained in use until the fifth century.

“\m BIRRENS
N

Figure2.2.2-1. Breeze 2017, 22. A Map to show the location of Hadrian's Wall and the location of its Roman forts

| FRNAFYQa 21ff F2f{t26SR (GKS al YS RiReddyfo I & K
the SolwayFirth andwas comprised of a stone rampart akshapedditch running 60 miles

from east to west (Hingley 2010, 227). From the Medieval period untl#e© Sy (i dzZNB | I RNJ
Wall was thought to be built to defend the civilised occupants of the lowlands from the
barbarians, the Picts of the Scots, to the north of the wall, with Hingley (2010, 227) suggesting
that the physical embodiment of the wall hastedt as a spatial signifier for thieoundary
0SG6SSy 9y3IflyR FYyR {O2Gfl yRd ¢KS dfbrindings !l a |
the expansion of the Roman Empire to an end, with fortifications also being built along the
German frontier duringte same period (Birley 1977, 130). In terms of its physicality, it is
thought that the wall would have been approximately 3.6 metres in height, though there are no
surviving areas of its full elevation anywhere along its line (Hingley 2012TH8)wall vas
constructed by soldiers from three Roman legionsltiugustathe VI Victrixand theXX Valeria

Victrix, with 211 centurial stones uncovered across the length of the wall attestinigsto
constructionby Roman legionary detachments (Hingley 2012, Z@e wall was maintained
throughout its lifecycle, with periods of substantial rebuilding being associated with the Severan

period (Birley 2005, 183At intervals of one Roman mile, milecastles were constructed along
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the wall, and contained two entrancés allow passage through the line of the frontier (Hingley
2012, 23).This may indicate that the function of the wall itself was less about keeping people
out of Britain, but instead about controlling their movement across the boundEng. most
significgy & F S G dzNB  2afethe 12 RalJottsypesiionéd lalbng its lengitHodgson
2017,60)where soldiers were garrisongubssibly to protect Britain from invaders and also keep
those under Roman rule within their territorif. the mile castles weréor the control of social
mobility then the forts might be an indication of the force that could be used to maintain control

if necessaryThe wall forts are thought to be spaced at approximately every seven to eight
Roman miles (Breez2017, 21), with fots that were not in their exact expected location
explained as being moved to defend specific locations. For example, the fort of Chesters is
located a mile east of where it is expected, and this is thought to be to enable the crossing of
the North Tyne ad Stanwix to be protected (Bree2817, 21). Alternative explanations for forts

that deviate from this distance can be seen due to the nature of the topography, for example in
the case of Halton Chesters which may have been moved to avoid the slope nfHbibvand
Housesteads moved occupy higher ground, giving a strategic advantage (Beze21)

| 2yaSljdsSyates GKS O2yaidNHOGA2Y 2F | FRNRFyYyQa
stationed along it, suggest that the first century was a periocbofsolidation, where significant

efforts were placed on protecting and maintaining control of a broader Roman Britain.

By AD200, Roman Britain had been part of the wider Empirerfearly twocenturies and was

a crucial member of the political, militargpcial and economic fabric that held the Empire
together (Cleary 1990, 1). However, this period sees a wide scale shift in the control of Rome
over its Empire. This shift occurs amongst a backdrop of political upheaval with the period
referred to as thed ® OSy G dzNBE ONR aAA &é¢ 6/ €SI NB  wsthgpingg MO P
tradition of geographical advancement as a means to legitimise the power of the Emperor could
be considered as the beginning of its own downfall. Watson (1999, 5) supports this,notion
stating that geographically the Roman Empire had become too large to be ruled by a single
individual for any significant length of time. Evidence from this can be found in the chronology
of the Emperors themselves, where 60 different individuals ruledEmpire (either solely or
jointly) during the third centuryRortable Antiquities Scheme, Emperor Guide 2QI#)nson
(2014, 70) highlights the fragile state of the Roman Empire following the death of Gordian Il in
AD 244, when both Diocletian and Maman were appointed Emperors, and tligmpirewas
divided into two halves. Subsequently, frontier armies favoured their own commanding officer
as candidates for full imperial power, even threatening civil war. It is possible that the lack of
control over he imperial armies only serves to highlight the disunity of the period (Johnson
2014, 70).
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This dissent and lack of political control began to filter into other aspects of Roman life. For
example, economically, the third century saw greater monetisatioth the commercialisation

of exchange and higher levels of urbanisation. Hopkins (1980, 102) describes this period of
monetisation as a series of smatlale changes in the production, distribution and consumption

of goods. For example, in less sophaid regions, centres of agricultural production were
forced to sell an increasing amount of their primary products in local markets in order to meet
increasing tax demands. This produce was consumed by local artisans who crafted smaller
quantities of hitper value goods to be traded or locally consumed. This system led to ever
increasing agricultural demands, an increase in labour, the growth of town sizes and the
development of local markets and lowlstance trade (Hopkins 1980, 102). Furthermore, the
decrease in governmental wealth meant that tax money was used to pay the military factions,

money that they could then input back into the economic cycle through personal purchases.

However, Reece (1973, 236) highlights that the third century saw eitlf@rgage in coin supply

or a restricted use of coinage. From this, it is possible to reason that the cycle of paid taxes
subsequently being used to pay the military suggests that the Roman government were in a
period of crisis during the third century and such, were not acquiring enough money to retain
control over theEmpire at large. Moreover, the periods of debasement scattered across the
Roman period, indicates an effort to regain some control of the economy. Evidence of
debasement can be seen wheratking the extent of silver content of silver denarii. By decree

of Caesar Augustus in 15 BC, silver denarii were expected to have a silver content of
approximately 95% and be produced to fit into a set weight range (Pense 1992 TRit3Nas
perhapsto allow the rigid economic system to be upheld, where one gold aureus would be the
equivalent of 25 silver denarii. However, the silver content rapidly declinedtbheerourseof
RomaneBritish occupationparticularly in the third centuryfrom 50% in AD 1®to below 5%
towards the end of the third century. It is possible to suggest that these periods of debasement
RAR fAGGES (2 NBOGATE (GKS O9YLANBQA FAYFIYyOAL
debasement during the reign of Diocletian was gidafailure. It is suggested that the
introduction of the nummus (a low value bronze issue) encountered a public reluctance to
accept the coin based on its value. It is possible that this was because its market value was much
higher than the value of its etal, and whilst thisnade them more profitable to mint (which

was a centralised commodity), it may not have encouraged widespread acceptance (Harl 1996,
154).

In addition to political and economic upheaval, the third century also saw substantial dpiritua
shifts. Immediately post conquest, the native Britons were able to continue to worship their own

gods, with Watts (1998, 1) suggesting they were frequently animistic and associated with nature,
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war, and fertility. However, as Roman culture began to spraaross Britain, so did their
religious practices, with temples erected in a new Rom@ettic style and the introduction of

gods as human representations. This acceptance of new religious practices enabled the Imperial
cult to be introduced as an offidipart of religious life (TacituAnn. 14.31). Watts (1998, 2)
suggests examples for this acceptance is exhibited in the presence of gods such as Jupiter, Juno,
and Minerva. Archaeological evidence for the worship of traditional deities, combined with the
introduction of Roman gods, can be seen at the temple of Sulis Minerva in Bath, Somerset
(Gerrard 2007, 148). Here Sulis, an indigenous deity associated witfivlifg, was fused with
Minerva, a Roman goddess associated with wisdom and warfare. Arclggeadlexcavations of

the site have produced coins dating to the fourth century, suggesting that the temple was
continuously used from its early conception through the entirety of the Roman period. It is likely
that the political and economicrisesfacingthe population throughout the third century had an
impact on religious practices. Watts (1998, 10) highlights the increased popularity of cults, such
as those associated with Bacchus (saviour god), which were most common in towns and on the
sites of villagHutchinson 1986). This is fitting with the implication that these areas were where

the economic and political strife would have had the most impact.

2 jGQa 6mppy > MHO AddzZaA3Sada GKFG GKS FANRG N
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Examples of Christian expression in Roman Britain can be seen at Colchester, where a church at
Butt Road was built, and burials orientated wesist (Crummyet al., 1993, 60). Additionally,

there is a cemetery at Ancaster which also appears in the efrbedtury (Wilson, 1968), and

by the mid4" century a small chapel and baptistery had been built on what is considered to
have previously been a pagan site intdim (Watts 1998, 13). Moreover, it is around the mid

4™ century in which pagan temples seemingly begin to fall out of use. An example of this can be
aSSy G D2ao6S01Qa CIFNXYZ gKSNB I+ GSYLXS I yR
Mercury, was abndoned by AD 350 (Hull 1958, 229). The evidence from Colchester may suggest
that there are the beginnings of decline in the Roman town during the fourth century, although

the Saxon raids reported by Ammianus provide evidence of fourth century coin hoards.
Additional evidence of the construction of a Saxon sunken floor hut constructed in th&"mid

century (Faulkner 1994, 118) may indicate that Colchester was still an inhabited totean

that exemplifies the effects of diminishing Roman control anditiflex of Saxon influence.

On a broader scale, Esmonde Cle&®1(, 21) highlights that the Roman empire provided
internal and external security, a political system and structures at several levels, a judicial
system, a civil administration, politicahé religious ideologies, and economic frameworks

including currency. Therefore, following treollapse of the Roman Empire in Britain, the
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withdrawalof directadministration in AD 410 (Pett913 318) and thending of official Roman
coinage being supg@ld to the province,6 S Ol y &SS (i KSy SGaRlitdifLJa S
(Esmonde Clearg011, 21).Archaeologically, these events have often led to a definitive end of
Roman Britain being accredited to approximately AD 4E8asibly, the end of official
intervention may have left a power vacuum, leading to the collapse of financial, civil and judicial
administration.However,Esmonde Clean2011, 22) highlights that this process is unlikely to
have occurred instantaneously, with those in positions of power trying to maintain their control
and status for as long as possible. However, it would have been difficult to maintain a social,
economic andpolitical system without the power that is behind an official and widespread
empire. These changes to the fabric of social order may be more difficult to pick up in the
archaeologicallandscape andhave potentially led tomore subtle changes never being
acknowledged, in favour of trying to identify what is Roman ardht isPostRoman.Reece
(1980 84) discusses thevidence from Wroxeter, when suggesting that the construction of
timber buildings around AD 370, pesate the presence dPw 2 Y I ystnedbiiilthéuSes and
administrative areas. This suggests that the landscape was being repurposed at the point of the
Empires decline in the province. Whilst, these buildings may have followed a Roman
organisational design, they seem to have been confinedht areas of earliest Roman
occupation of the city (Reece 1980, 84). Due to its location on the Welsh border, it may be

implied that Wroxeter would have fallen out of the Empire early on and by the late fourth

Y

centurywasreSa G 6f AAKSR N A R YDAt H RYQA yawaSiSOS wmop

this repurposing of the landscape cannot be considered to be culturally Roman as it was likely
constructed after Roman rule in the area had ceased (Reece 1980, 84), and therefore it perhaps
falls into ths new dichotomy of social organisation which is neither Roman nor Medieval and
instead exists between the distinct chronological boundaries assigned by archaeology as a
discipline.This may be supported through the evidence provided by small finds, wénicshow

a change in use of artefacts through the decline of the Roman Empire and into the fifth century.
Cool 2014 14) demonstrates this through the changing use of glass vessels, which arrived in
Britain at the time of the invasion forces around AD 43avicTrajanic assemblages
demonstrate the widest variety of glass vessels, from cups and beakers, to jars and jugs, to larger
bottles and toilet andyeneratpurposeflasks (Coa2014, 15). However, by the later second and
early third century half of a gés vessel assemblage was focused on drinking cups, and by the
fourth century this proportion had increased further. This suggests that glass has gone from
being a common material for all types of containers in the early Roman period, to being almost
solely reserved for tablewares, and more specifically drinking vessels, by the early fifth century
(Cool2014 14). If we consider the trajectory of change in the use of glass veéksalghout

the Roman periodthen it is perhaps unsurprising that Angdaxonglass using continues this
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pattern. Therefore, this should not be taken to reflect a change from Roman to-Saglon but

as part of a much more complex change in social organisation.

As such, it can be argued that the third century saw a concurreneeoofomic, political, social,
and spiritual changes, whiaghay haveaccelerated the process whereby one system could be
replaced by another (Alféldy 1974). Consequently, this set into motion a set of circumstances

which would later become the undoing of lRan controlin Britain

2.2.3 Roman North West
Outside of the evidence produced by archaeological excavatiounshof our knowledge of this

LISNA2R A& NBtALFY(d 2y OfLifeioh Agrbldvritten hEAD & This dzO K

biographical accountetains a strong focus on the barbarian nature of native Britons and their

willingness to conform to Roman ways of life. For examfatgjcola 21discusses that native
NAG2ya oSNB WNIzZRS YR RAALISNBESRQ | yRuegi KI G !
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emphasis on the role of the Romans as the conquerors to provide civility to thR@r&an

communities, and the use of language suggests that these cortiggiwere willing and grateful

to conform to Roman societal patternit.is possible that this is the beginnings of what would

later be known as Romanisation (see chapter 3.1 for discussion of Romanisatien¢by the

conquered communities are introdudeto Roman societal structures, material culture and

religion and adopt these as the new social norHowever, a the rebellion oBoudiccavould

suggest, not all native Britormeay have been aaccepting of Roman contrals the classical

accounts would gggestand consequently activelyesisted the imposed cultural changes.

It is crucial to recognise the possible bias of Tacitus, and how this bias may have affected
O2y G SYLRNI NE NBO2NR&® C2NJ SEI YL S5 ¢ OAldza ¢
his account of thé\gricolarepresents a biographical account of his ofather-in-law. This may
gosomewayi 2 SELX Ay GKS t1F01 2F ONRGAOFt GNRGAY
the strong focus upon the failings of others (Birley 2000,)2B84breover, when considering
FY20KSNI 2F ¢ OA ( dzatke HiStarigsie§avdlnip tNe- AkRian dyRasditds

essential to acknowledge that Vespasian provided his rank as senator, and he was subsequently

promoted by both Titus and Domitian ggsctively (Birley 2000, 234).

It is important to remember that this biographical account of the life of Agricola was not
intended to be taken as gospel by archaeologists and historians. It was created merely as an
account of the time, from the point of weof Tacitus. However, due to the scarcity of classical

texts and, in some cases archaeological evidence, the lack of context for the period has meant
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that these texts have often been used, interpreted and perpetuated throughout archaeological
discussion $hotter 2004, 26). The inherent biases of Tacitus and our reliance upon these
classical texts could be considered a detriment to archaeological interpretation of Roman

presence within Britain.

If we consider the archaeological evidence for this period, it is apparent that, whilst Britain was
conquered in AD 43, the advance nodid notbegin in earnest until the AD 70s. Smaller groups

of troops had entered the North West through the 50s and &0keep the peace and quash
smallscaleuprisings. However, few permanent military sites were erected during this period
(Shotter 2004, 28). This is supported archaeologically through the dating of fort sites and the
use of dendrochronology. Archaeolodickata suggests that the initial turf and timber fort at
Carlisle was constructed around AD 72, with the dendrochronology supporting this assertion
(McCarthy 1995, 492). Moreover, evidence from Ribchester indicates that the early turf and
timber fort was onstructed in AD 74 (Howaildavis and Buxton 2000). It is therefore possible

to suggest that Roman control in terms of occupation did not occur in the North West until this

period, in line with previous assumptions from contemporary texts.

The North WesArchaeological Research Framework indicates that on the surface, the data set
in this area is well studied, with a reasonably widespread distribution of sites across the region.
However, when we consider the work undertaken by Rral Settlements of R@n Britain
(Allenet al. 2018) projectwe can begin to identify the shortcomings in the evidence available
from the North. Looking at the regional distributions in rural settlement evidence, it is
noticeable that the North is severely lacking in sitesipared to other regions in the country
(graph2.2.31 below).
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Figure2.2.31 Regional Distribution of Rural Sites in Britain

The Roman sites we are aware of are well excavated and published, such as those at Lancaster
and Ribchester, but the wider Roman landscape of North West Britain is poorly understood due
to a lack of widespread excavation. Furthermore, there is a lack ligation of some sites in
Lancashire and importantly, new sites are being discovered all the time, for exam|ferttaen

fort at Burscough(Baldwin, S pers.comm July 2018). The following sections outline the most
documented military, industrial, ruralna funerary evidence for Lancashire, with locations
highlighted in Figure 2.2-3.
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Figure2.2.32 map to show the location of known Roman sites in Lancashire

2.2.3.1 Military Evidence

The best archaeological evidence available for the Roman occupation of the North West is
perhaps that which ifocused around both the presence and activities of the military. Philpott
(2006) supports this by highlighting that this is the most recognispdca®f the Roman period

in the North West, due to the amount of attention devoted to understanding it. He notes for
example that, between 1811 and 2003, Ribchester had approximately 100 archaeological
interventions in the form of excavations, evaluatioasd watching briefs that have often
focused heavily upon the military presence (Philpott 2006, 62). Furthermore, whilst there are
many identified forts in the North West (thBoman Rural Settlement Projdodicates 23

records across Lancashire and Cumbhilpott (2006) argues that our understanding is still
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somewhat limited, due to the small scale of the excavations that have been carried out. The
largest andoerhapsmost famous military installation, which extends through the North West,

A& | | WalxBregz@ 2019, Hingley 2012, de la Bedoyere 2010, Breeze and Dobson 2000).

Published excavations in Lancashire suggest that there are three distinct fort sites in the county:
Ribchester, Kirkham and Lancaster. A further possible fort has been idéritifiBurscough,
West Lancashire by the presence of earthwork traces indicated on Lidar analysis (Historic
England 2020), though this site is not fully excavated and remains largely unpublished. Of the
three sites, Ribchester could be considered the mistailed and understood, due to the

extensive excavation in the arégigure 2.2.341).

Observations made during sewer
improvements 1976 - 1978

1989 - 1930 excavations

1980 excavations

Ribbiesdale Milt 1980

Stone fort (various excavations)
Sheltered housing accommodation 1980
Playing fields

Playing field excavations 1968 - 1969
Bathhouse

1977 excavations
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Figure2.2.3.21 A map to show the various excavations that have occurred at Ribchester, Buxton and Bawiard
2000

32| Page



The Roman fort at Ribchestir oftenunderstoodas having two distinct phases, with the first
phase focused on the establishment of a timber fort during ADFHowardDavis and Buxton
2000). However, revaluation by Webster (2017, 23) suggests that this should be expanded to
the earlyto mid-70s to mid80s AD. Archaeological excavations of the site indicate that this
first phase of construction consisted of a timber strapped turf rampart built on a corduroy
foundation and incorporating a tower (Howakhvis and Buxton 2000).i#@nce for three large
ditches, which merged into one towards the site gates of the fort, were also uncovered. A
secondary phase of construction was undertakehich saw the demolition of the early timber

fort, and the reconstruction of the fort in stone.

Archaeological evidence also depicts an increase in metalworking activity during the early
second century, with reports suggesting that the fort fell into decay during AD 135 (which
O2AYyOARSaE gAUGK 2S0aiGSNRa OHnmT I soibrs eled Saa Y
advancing further North into Scotland, ahead of the construction of the Antonine Wall (Howard
Davis and Buxton 2000). However, recent excavations by the University of Central Lancashire
within the interior of the fort have revealed featuresuch as a wicker lined well, which
radiocarbon dates indicate was constructed in calAD 131 (pers. Comm. Mdsi€)6J21). This
suggests some activity may have continued at the fort site during this time. The subsequent
withdrawal from the Antonine Walh AD 163 appears to have led to a reoccupation of some of
the abandoned forts in the North West. It is suggested that the construction of the stone fort at
Ribchester may relate to this phase (Potter 1979, 179), with evidence for the reoccupation of
Ribtester after AD 175 by a Sarmatian cavalry unit (Hopkinson 1928, 10), where it is thought
that the Roman forspace transformed from a militafunction tobecame aurbansettlement

for veteran soldiers.

Evidence from the 1970 and 1978 excavations suggéist¢ rebuilding and subsequent
demolition of barrack blocks during the third century, with the remodelling of defences and
blocking of the west gate (Edwards and Webster 1988, 6). Thus, implying that the fort space
continued to be used in some form wefltd the fourth century. This is supported by the
evidence of late Roman pottery identified by Thomas May in the granary excavations (Edwards
and Webster 1988, 14). Furthermore, Webster (2017, 25) highlights that, from the published
evidence so far, the edence north of the granaries suggests activity continued at the site into
the late fourth century. Whilst it remains difficult to provide an accurate end date for occupation
at Ribchester, Webster (2017, 25) emphasises that occupation continuing intcathefiéh
century cannot be ruled outExcavations by the University of Central Lancashire have suggested
that the presence of possible structures on the site have provided evidence of Huntcliffe and

Crambeck ware, which also suggests continued activitythe fifth century (pers com. Morris,
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J. 10/01/2022) Edwards and Webster (1988, 14) point out that the late Roman defences of
Britain are heavily concentrated on the Saxon Shore of the east and south. However, the
evidence provided by continued excéiem at Ribchesteras well as the forts along Hadrians
Wall, like the extensively excavated Vindolanda, which has been continually explored since
1970, implies that occupation and/or reoccupation of forts in the North West continued until
the end of the Bman perial, consequently having amportant effect on the archaeological

record.

The University of Central Lancashire also excavated at Ribchester Roman fort between 2015 and
2019 examining theNorth Eastern gatehouse and the area to the easttlodé granarieg(see
figure 2.2.3.12). The aim of the excavations was to examine the later Roman activity that was
taking place on the site, as well as investigate the changing use of the fort throughout its
occupation Whilst postexcavation analysis frothe excavations is still ongoingis possible to
outline some of the main features uncovere@ihe northern ditch of the stone fort was
identified, along with the wall of the stone fort and the eastern guardhodgilitionally, the
excavations uncoverealsection of the interior easwest intervallum road. In the southern parts

of the trench a number of phases of activity were identifisetluding late fourth and early fifth
century postpads, thought to be associated with a late furnace which contaivielérece of
glass and metal working. Below this feature was a fourth century timber building, identified
through the presence of beamsloésd postholes. Second century layers in this southern part
of the trench also revealed at least four kilaed a timbe lined well was identified in the

northern part of the trench, thought to be associated with the construction of the stone fort.
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Figure2.2.3.22 Aerial photo of the Ribchester Revisited Trench in 2018, Birtles, M

The evidence of nithry activity at Kirkham is less well understood than at its Ribchester
counterpart. The earliest phases of military occupation at the site are evidenced through three

LI NI £ f SheWSAtRAGARSE 2F w2Yly RIbiOS Théevidizicdi 2 y |
suggests that the southernmost ditch would have had the shortest life span and was deliberately
backfilled. The remaining two ditches provide evidence of silting ammditewhich would have
prolonged their use. Pottery evidence from the ditchkews several fragments of handade,

handfired vesselsgs KA OK Y| & AYLX & AYyOGSNIOGA2Y 6A0GK (GKS
there were: 62 sherds of Samian Ware, 39 sherds of Coarse ware vessels, four sherds of
amphorae associated with South SjEh olive oil vessels, six sherds of Wilderspool mortaria, 16
sherds of rustic ware and sherds of Black Burnished Ware 1 also identified (Buxton and Howard
Davis 200D, 16). The lack of evidence of distinct structures and the relatively short lifespans o

the three early ditches may suggest that this phase was part of a temporary camp at Kirkham

(Buxton and Howard Davis 209)®).
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The second phase of activity at Kirkham is associated with a small, square defended enclosure.
The presence of postholes idsithis enclosure suggests a possible timber structure however,
due to its size, it is unlikely to represent a fort space. Instead, this enclosure is thought to
correspond to a signal station or fortleissociatedwith costal signalling (Buxton and Howard
Davis 200D, 25). The dating of this phase is more complex, as the stratigraphic relationship
between phase one and two is unclear. However, the two phases there is a clear chronological
distinction between these earlier phases and the third phase ofjation at the site. This third
phase of activity at Kirkham is linked to the construction of a fort itself, due to the presence of
a stonerevetted rampart fronted with red sandstone and defended by a large ditch (Buxton and
Howard Davis 2006 27). Intermally, there was evidence of a cobbled surface and building
structures. This phase of the fort is thought to be constructed during the late first or early second
century. The pottery assemblage from phase three is consistent with earlier occupation on the
site and provided evidence of Samian ware, amphorae, mortaria, Black Burnished Ware, with
the addition of some Greyware. Other finds included two fragments of medieval pottery, an
irregular melon bead, a copper alloy brooch, fired clay from potential lalssnall amount of

tile and brick, and fragments of worked wood (Buxton and Howard Davi2086}]

Additional excavations at Kirkham have identified a possible bathhouse associated with the fort.

In 2009, Oxford Archaeology North conducted excavations nc {0 aA OKI St Qa w3
excavations took place approximately 70 metrestheastof the fort site, where a substantial
RomaneBritish masonry building, furnished with heating system, wiasovered (See Figure
2.2.3.13). Additionally, there were the remains of wooden structures at the site in the fofrm

posts and stakes, preserved by waterlogging (Zant 2010, 2).
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Figure2.2.3.23 Oxford Archaeology North, 2010. Plan to show the two trenches excavated at 46 St Michael's Road,
Kirkham P21.

The only datable artefactual evidence from the site was a single sherd of Black Burnished Ware

Fabric |, dating to after AD 120.

The lifesparof the fort and associated buildings at Kirkham are open to much debate due to the
lack of clear archaeological structures at the site and the limited excavation that has been
conducted. The lack of evidence for later periods suggests that the fort hdraperiod of

occupation and was likely to have been abandoned around the mid second century AD.

Excavations at Lancaster show many phases of activity, with periods of occupation and
abandonment over the centuries (Shotter and White 1990, 16). Howeviglerce of a detailed
chronology at this siteemainsharder to pinpoint. Excavations in Lancaster suggest that the fort
site was situated on Castle Hill, which may have been due to its proximity to the river, which
would have been closer during the Ronyzeriod. The first to early fourth century fort was on
the summit of the hill and was laid out in the traditional playing card format. From the mid fourth
century onwards however, a new fort with external bastions was constructed and appears to
have more shilarity to the Saxon Shore fort type (Shotter and White 1990, 16). This later fort
would have extended further down the north and east slopes of the hill. Whilst few-taraje
excavations of the fort at Lancaster make it difficult to pinpoint exact sl&te construdbn, it
appears that the firspermanentfort at Lancaster has its constrim in the late third century

(70s to mid80s AD). Typically, as with the fort at Ribchester, these early constructions were

square or rectangular with clay and tugmparts and were surrounded byshaped ditches,
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with an intervallum road around the outside (Shotter and White 1990, 18). Elements of these
features have been uncovered at Lancaster, with east, west and north sides of the fort identified
through a twoephase turfandtimber fort. On the northern side of the fort were the remains of
two phases of timber buildings, potentially barrack blocks, which had been destroyed by fire
(Shotter and White 1990, 19). The presence of an early second century inscriplioatds
occupation during the Trajanic period and excavations have identified the presence of a stone

revetment added to the outer phase of the teathd-clay rampart.

By the late second and early third century, there appears to be a phase of abandoament
Lancaster, with considerable silty deposits being found during excavations. This ties in with the
advances to Scotland and may indicate the movement of stationed troops northward. It appears
the Roman fort at Lancaster sees a resurgence in occupatiomgdine midthird century, with

the evidence of dedication slab suggesting a reconstruction of the fort byAkheéSebosiana
around the bathhouse and basilica (Shotter and White 1990, 23). The translation of the

dedication slab reads:

WOC2N) GKS$ 2@ Y NBNIX® 2V -ho@GOruiEf dnd tRetasilidd Rstaved i K
from groundlevel, when fallen in through age, for the troopers of the Sebosian Cavalry
WSAAYSY(ds t230GdzydzaQ hoys dzyRSNI hOdGl gAadza { | 6A
the charge of Flavius Ammausius, prefect of cavalry; dedicated on August 22nd in the consulship
2F [/ Syaz2Nl FyR [ SLIARIARIBEOD 20K F2NJ 6KS aSO2yR

However, no recovered architectural evidence has been dated to this period. Finally, by the
fourth century there is evidence for a major new military construction at Wery Wall, with
surviving masonry representing the core of a polygonal external bastion (Shotter and White
1990, 23). Whilst there is evidence of multiple phases of military occupation retaster
between the first and fourth centuries, the structural evidence makes it hard to interpret. The
predominant evidence for occupation comes in the form of artefacts with coins, pottery and the

dedication slab all providing more fixed dates than thi@imal structural evidence.

2.2.3.2 Industrial Evidence

In the context of this analysis, industrial sites are limited to those whose main purpose appear
to be in the mass production of RomaBuoitish goods (pottery, metalworking ejc To date,
evidence of industal activity in Lancashire has been limited to one key site, Waédale,

with minimal evidence being found elsewhere in the county, such as a possible kiln at

Quernmore.

Walton-le-Dale is located in the modern borough of South Ribble, south of Rrefhe area has

seen many smalcale excavations, starting with Ernest Pickering in 1957. Howleaecaster
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University Archaeological Unit conducted the largestle excavatioin 198183, with follow

up work in 1996. The majority of information abouet site comes from an unpublished site
report from these later excavations. PRoman activity at Waltote-Dale suggests an open
agricultural landscape, which transitions into a grid of rectangular plots facing onto a significant
road scheme in the Romareriod (Gibbons and Howaildavis2001, 15;Burnhamet al. 1998

389). There is evidence of a possible roadside burial due to-eigubar feature containing box
fittings and pottery (two Greyware jars and a Samian ware plate). However, no human remains
were recovered (Gibbons and Howabdvis2001, 18). The presence of a large round building
structure measuring eight meters in diatee and isolated from the rest of the development in

the southern most area of excavation, implies that industrial activities would have taken place
at the location. Within this structure, a succession of heavtlasidentified, which have been
associatedwvith iron working due to the presence of hammerscale (Gibbons and Helvavis

2001, 22). Stratigraphically, the two hearths could have been used at the same time. The layout
of the structure is such that the entrances would have been positioned to allawimum
airflow through the building (Gibbons and Howalbdvis2001, 163).

Wild (2002, 271) suggests a military function for WalkeiDale due to the layout of the site,
with the quantities of coin and pottery excavated suggesting an occupation date Afite90
(Wild 2002, 271). Furthermore, one of the buildings identified to the west of the road provides
evidence of multiple small rooms and internal wellsis coupled with its isolation from the rest

of the complexmay point toward an official use (@ions and Howardavis2001, 164; Cleary
1998, 390). The implication of any official use of the site could suggest that this industrial
complex would have transported crucial supplies to military bases in the North Whstis a
concept further supportedby the presence of Waltele-Dale on major transport routeseasily
accessible from Chester, Manchester, Ribchester, and Lancaster. Whilst there are signs that the
site was damaged by fire, the archaeological evidence implies that the site was coptirasll

for industrial processes into the third century, where erosion at the site makes late Roman
activity difficult to ascertain (Murray 2010, 7). There is some evidence &dhé Eastern part

of the site for reorientation or reoccupation away frometfRoman road, which may signal a

change of use towards the end of the Roman period. (Gibbons and Hdyeid?001, 165).

The only other possible industrial evidence can be seen from identified kilns at Quernmore. It is
believed that pottery made in theddlns has been found at the fort in Lancaster (Webster 1991,

11). Excavations at Quernmore by Leather in the 1970s provided evidence of kilns and kiln waste,
suggesting pottery was being made at the site. The excavations uncovered a mortarium maker
stampW¢wL¢+QY FfFy3aISR YR OFNAYyIFIGSR o02¢ftasxs S@S
11). Further evidence at Quernmore suggests that this site was one of the only places in the area
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producing stamped tiles, which implies an official involvement atdite (Webster 1991, 11).
Additional evidence for kilns at Quernmore was found during the installation of a new pipeline

by British Gas. Site notes by Robert Bellis identified a kilrx 2Zm x 50cm on an eastvest
orientation and there were traces of silt the western open end (Hudson 1993, 30). The kiln
appeared to be constructed from discarded tiles, with a narrow flue offset from the kiln centre

and extending 1m into the fire area (Hudson 1993, 30). A second kiln was also identified, which
was not a sl permanent structure like the first kiln, instead it would have needed to be rebuilt

after each use. Box excavations from this second kiln uncovered broken tiles, one example
O2yGFAYyAy3 GKS AYLINAYGd 2F | T2EQAE intlididgihe & 6 ¢
fAL 2F F mHéE LRG AY NBR FFIONRO Ol dzRaz2y wmdpdo =
of industrial activity at Quernmore outsida# these kilns. Therefore, whilst it is clear some level

of industrial activity was being undaiten it is unclearas tothe nature and degree of this
operation. The evidence here provides some proof of snsakile industrial activity, with the
potential for centralised involvement originating from the stamped tiles produced. As some
examples of thi pottery have been found at the fort at Lancaster, it may be implied that the
industrial activity occurring in Quernmore was focused on local supply and demand rather than

long distance trade.

Whilst the Waltonle-Dale and Quernmore evidence suggestd thencashire did have a small
number of sites where industrial activity was prominent, it is also important to note that there

is evidence of industrial activity elsewhere in the county. For example, the Roman fort
excavations at Ribchester conducted bg thniversity of Central Lancashire between 2015 and
2019 have provided evidence of the use of kilns within the fort space. Post excavation analysis
from these excavations is ongoing but stratigraphicaligse kiln features appear to be later
than the wel excavated onsite and therefore it is possible these date to the late second century

(pers. Comm. Morris,Q6/08/21).

The above outline of industrial sites in Lancashire suggests that our knowledge of these spaces
is limited by the small scale of excaieais that have occurred, with many of these sites also
remaining unpublished. The best understood archaeological evidence for Roman North West
Britain comes from known military sites within the region, which have a much longer occupation
than can be seenhtough the industrial evidence outlined above. Consequently, this raises
questions as to where goods such as pottery and glass may have been manufactured and
transported from during the third and fourth centuries when the use of known industrial sites

suchas Waltonle-Daleis thought to have declined.

40| Page



2.2.3.3 Rural Settlements
Rural settlements are defined here as those spalcascontain settlement evidence but are far

enough removed from military spaces to be considered their own entity.

The evidence for rutasettlements in Lancashiie minimal and to a degreginconclusive. The
Roman Rural Settlement Proje20(5) highlights the potential for four development led sites
identified in the county: two in Lancaster, one in Lathom and a yet unpublished site in Roulton

le-Fylde.

A potential rural settlement site located in the South West Campus at Lancaster ligivexs
excavated by Oxford Archaeology North (OAN) between 2002 and 2003. In 2002, OAN excavated
99 trial trenches in the area, six of which revealed a boundary ditch, with radiocarbon dates
suggesting it was in use from AD 138, as well as pits andhearth dating from AD 26423
(BagwelR004, 10). This initial evaluation was followed by a geophysical survey produced by GSB
Prospection in 2002, to explore the potential for a Roman settlement at the site of the boundary
ditch. The unpublished geophyalcsurvey identified the potential for a circular enclosure
(Bagwell2004, 10), resulting in further excavations before development. A circular gully was
identified containing ten possible postholes, associated with the construction of a roundhouse.
(Bagwdl 2004, 15). The lack of artefactual evidence makes dating the possible roundhouse
structure difficult, with only one posthole containing a single sherd of RorBaitzh pottery
(Bagwell2004, 15). Within the potential roundhouse space, to the sewdst of the building,

was an oval feature containing a large fragment of beekype quern stone, signifying that
cereal production and processing was taking place at the Biagwell2004, 15). Excavations of

the circular enclosure also identified anotheagment of a beehivéype quern stone from the

ditch structure Bagwel004, 16).

Limited dating evidence for the site has made it difficult to identify when the farmstead would
have been occupied. The presence of the beelype quern stone suggestsiate Iron Ageor

early Roman occupation is most likely, but the lack of other artefactual evidence makes this
difficult to confirm. A series of radiocarbon dates were taken from environmental samples, with
the primary enclosure ditch suggesting a date @f 28316 Bagwell2004, 20). Carbonised
grains from the lower fill of one of the postholes returned a date of ARBH whilst the upper

fill of a different posthole provided a date range from AD 127 to 322. The charred remains from
the boundary ditch spefied a final date from AD 13879 Bagwell2004, 20), suggesting
occupation for the farmstead could be between AD 79 and 379. The presence of Iram Age
RomaneBritish quern stone may imply initial occupation in the earlier part of this date range

and represents the transition from Iron Age to RomaButish occupation phases. Perhaps the
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most interesting evidence from this site comes from the environmental samples collected during
excavation. The presence of blackberry, elderberry, stwesild cherryand a hazelnut shell
indicates local plants were being used as a food source. Additionally, the lack of chaff in the
samples suggests that cereals were not being processed around the main enciagvee||

2004, 29). However, cereal grains such as banbgat and oats were identified in the ditch fill

and roundhouse indicating they were being consumed at the site. Late prehistoric information
from sites in the region are virtually naxistent and Romaand Early Medieval plant records
from North Lancadhe are also rareRagwell2004, 29). The presence of this range of plant

material therefore implies that the site is of regional significance.

CdzZNIKSNJ SEOI @ iA2ya Ay [FyOFradsSNI 6SNB dzy RS NI
Lancaster University Archaeology Unit (LUAU) in 1997 -tixftytrenches 30m x 1.5m were
excavated in order to highlight areas of archaeological importance (1198%) 5). Only one of

these trenches seemed to be significant, Trench 47. This trench contained a hollow that provided
evidence of charcoal, slag and burnt stone, which may be linked to-soadd industrial activity

such as the smelting of metal ores smaltlscale salt making (LUAU 1997, 10). Targeted
trenching carried out on the earthwork complex on the sceatistern boundary of the site
produced small amounts of Roman pottery. Trench 57 produced the largest concentration of
pottery, with fragments of mphora, Grey ware and two vessel fragments of a soft sandy
oxidised fabric (LUAU 1997, 36). Trench 58 also produced a small amount of pottery evidence in
the form of calcitegritted (possibly Huntcliffe Ware, which would suggest a late RorBaitish

date), and an oxidised fabric vessel fragment (LUAU 1997, 36). The presence of pottery in the
makeup and subsequent collapse of the earthwork indicates the feature was in use during the
RomaneBritish period (LUAU 1997, 10). Furthermore, two cut featurefénsbuthwestern
enclosure may also imply the presence of a structure on the site. A spread of dark soil between
these two cut features has been interpreted as evidence for intact floor layers (LUAU 1997, 11).
Whilst the function of the siteisunclear§h & A GS YI LJ NBLINBaASyGa | Wyl
to the Roman periodpossibly an extended family group living an Iron Age lifestyle under Roman
administration (LUAU 1997, 11). This interpretation is supported by sites that have been
identified inthe Mersey valley through aerial photography and excavation, and therefore sites

in the Lune valley may be interpreted in a similar manner (LUAU 1997, 11). For example, a
number of single enclosures have been identified on the Wirral and at Halewood, aigich
generally more oval in shape with some having the more rectilinear form associated with

RomaneBritish dates (Cowell and Innes ¥#9977).

Excavations were undertaken at Dutton House farm, Lathom by the National Museum Liverpool
Field Archaeology UniNMLFAU) between 1998 and 2002. Six trenches were excavated,
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providing evidence of a possible RomaBiitish Farmstead, as well as five possible roundhouses
dating from the Iron Age to the early Roman peridgoyvell2003, 1). However, the main
evidence fom these excavations that is considered to be solely Roummnes from Trench IX,
which demonstrated the presence of trackways and field boundaries. The trackways showed
distinct linear depressions, which have been interpreted as being ruts left by tcavtdling
through the areaCowell2003, 6). It is believed that movement along the trackway had caused
a series of hollowedut areas. The presence of RomaBnotish Orange Ware and Black
Burnished Ware in one of these hollows suggests that the occupétiie farmstead had access

to Roman objects Gowell 2003, 7). Further evidence from Trench IV indicates that the
roundhouses were abandoned in the early Roman period. A second trackway was also identified
at the site, slightly soutlwest of roundhouse Awhich also contained Roman pottery. However,
this second trackway was truncated by a medical ditch and therefore it is difficult to identify
whether the two features (roundhouse 4 and the second trackway) were in use at the same time
(Cowell2003, 8). Th presence of a series of roundhouses indicates that a farmstead was likely
to be located in Lathom during the Iron Age period. The later evidence for Roman pottery on
the site provides some indication that the use of the site continued into the RorBaitish
period, with the roundhouse structures being abandoned during this phase of occupation and

possibly replaced by new building structures following more Roman architectural design.

Perhaps the most obvious form of rural settlement in the RomBritishperiod is that of villas.
Collingwood (1930, 208) defines villas as isolated farmhouses on their own land which are
Ww2YFIYyAaSRQ AY RS&aA3dy YR RSO2NI A2y D | 2 6 S
Britain than in the north, with analysis by Bomghs (2003, 16) regarding Roman Villas in
Northern Britain, providing little evidence of such structures, with no known villas north of
Cheshire. This is supported by the evidence provided byRibwman Rural Settlement Project

(2015), which suggests th#te most northern villas can be associated with Cheskénw,villas

found in eitherLancashire or Cumbria. The possible villas in Windermere and the Eden valley do

not correspond to our broader knowledge of RomaBiitish villas and as such, are no longe

believed to fit into the prevalent villa model (Burroughs 2003,16).

Whilst there is evidence for the construction and tenancy of an extsal settlement at
Ribchester and a larggcale timber building at the Ribblesdale Mill site (Buxton and Howard
Davis, 2000), these sites appear to be connected to the military through their construction and
design. This is due to the interpretation that the evidence from Ribblesdale Mill may represent
a local market or commercial activity at which the auxiliary aabry soldiers may have traded,
supported by the paleoenvironmental evidence for cereal production at the site (Holavis

and Buxton 2000, 147). The concept of extraral and commercial settlement at Ribchester
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coincides with a themé¢hat appears to ke increasingly common when looking for evidence of
civilian settlement in the North West of Britain (Philpott, 2006, 72). This is supported by James
(2001), who suggests that the military as a unit were not-sdfficient and therefore the
presence of dilian material at and surrounding military sites should be a future consideration
when undertaking researciThisis perhapsespecially crucial in the North West region where

there is little other evidence for civilian settlements, other than those witlitany influences.

2.2.3.4 Funerary Evidence

Funerary archaeology often provides another key mechanism for understanding the social,
political and economic practices of past societies. By exploring the relationship communities
have with their dead and the assatid rites and practices that occur, we can begin to
understand key aspects of social organisation. Evidence of distinct cemeteries in the North West
are severely lacking, with few well excavated examples coming from this rabmse that have

been excmated are usually restricted to Cumbria. The RomBntish cemeteries from
Brougham (Cool 2004) and Low Borrowbridge (Hair and Helavis 1996) aramongthe few

to have received major publications, with other examples at Birdoswald, Broogdér-
Stainnore and Beckfoot providing limited evidence (lles and Shotter 2009, 93). In Lancashire
however, there are even fewer examples of Romdniish burial practices, with the Rural
Settlement of Roman Britain Project (B)highlighting only three possible and distinct sites;
Aldcliffe Road, King Street and Penny Street, all located in Lancaster. Due to the wealth of
published material indicating military activity in Lancashire as noted above, it seems surprising

that thereis notmore significanarchaeological evidence of cemeteries in the county.

The excavations at Penny Street, Lancaster occurred between 1995 and 2003, by the former
Lancaster University Archaeology Unit (which had become Oxford Archaeology North by the
time of the 2003 excavations). This work revealed a number of Ro#atish burials across

GKS RAFFSNBY(H LKIasSa 2F SEOFIGIiA2yd ¢KSaAasS A

edited volume by Zaret al. Therefore, the data below is reliant upshis report.
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Figure2.2.3.41 APlan of the 1995/96 excavations at Penny Street, Lancaster, Zant et al.p2309

Excavations at 779 Penny Street in 1995/@Figure2.2.34-1) provide evidence of a single
distinct cremation burl in a Black Burnished Ware jar (Zahal. 2009, 21). The jar appears to
have been smashed in antiquity with the sherds scattered. Bone fragments recovered from the
feature were generally too poorly preserved to identify, however there was one fragfranmt

a human radius. An additional 17 sherds of pottery were also identified within this feature, five

of which are thought to belong to d%3o0 4™ century calcitegritted vessel.

Two large intercutting features were also characterised on the sitefifdt®f thesewas largely
destroyed but provided some evidence sihall, calcinedbone fragments and 10 sherds of
pottery; seven of which were the same type of calgtitted pottery identified within the
cremation feature discussed above (Zamtal 2009, 22). A small cut at the bottom of this
feature also displayed some evidence of bone; however, this material could not be recovered
due to its poor preservation. The latter of the two intercutting features provided further
evidence of burnt bone anthree sherds of pottery, with its upper fill containing calarmne

and 22 pottery fragments a sherd of which is associated with a third century Nene Valley
colourcoated beaker (Zanet al. 2009, 23). The sherds identified in this feature appear to

represent backfill and it remains unclear what they may represent. Further layers overlying

these two intercutting features provide evidence of burnt bone fragments and 49 sherds of
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pottery, the majority of which is undiagnostic and can be dated betweersd¢ioend and fourth

centuries.

Two small pits identified on the site may provide evidence of further potential disturbed
cremation burials. One of the pits contained fragments of calcined bone and five sherds of
oxidised and grey wares, whilst the secontigontained few small fragments of burnt bone,
which was too poorly preserved for identification (Zantal. 2009, 24). The features identified

at 7779 Penny Street during the 1995 and 1996 excavations suggest that some form of
cremation practices mayave been taking place at the site. The archaeological findings provide
minimal evidence for human bone; the small amounts that have been discovered are largely
undiagnostic, making it difficult to identify how many individuals were present. It is clea so
burials were taking place, but whether these were an intimate burial for a known individual or
a cemetery for the wider community in Lancaster is open to interpretation. Following the
demolition of a building in 2003, 81 Penny Street was also excavatexlexcavation area
overlapped slightly with the northern extent of the -#B Penny Street excavations (Zaial.

2009, 24). Only one possible burial was identified at the site, where a small pit contained
evidence of deliberate packing. Subsequent gsial of the soil sample collected from the pit
provided evidence of three small fragments of burnt bone, two were likely human and one
fragment was likely bird bone. Also contained within the pit was a single hobnail and a sherd of
undiagnostic grey warena the base of the pit provided evidence of a stake hole likely to be
from an earlier feature (Zardt al. 2009, 25). Between the two trenches excavated in 1995, the
60nrarea excavated in 1996 and the additional trench in 2003, a large area of Penyh@tree
been excavated and the evidence for a Rom8nitish cemetery at the site is minimal. However,

the evidence that is present does suggest that some foofrburial practices were occurring at

the location, with a single disturbed cremation site beiggntified.

The site of Streamline Grange, King Street, Lancaster was excavated in 2001 and is considered
to be the largest excavation in the area. The developriedtproject covered an area of
4336n%, however only 600fwas considered ra area of archaeological interest and was
therefore excavated (Zamt al. 2009, 25). The site was comprised of two distinct stages. Firstly,

a RomaneBritish ditched enclosure dating to the early second century and secondly, a potential
RomaneBritish cenetery dating to the mid second to third century. Ten cremation burials were
identified along with six larger rectangular to stdetangular features, which were interpreted

as being inhumations. Whilst not all of the features contain human remains omlatsefthey

are interpreted as graves due to their shape. The evidence for these burials or potential burials

are outlined inTable2.2.3.41 below.
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Cremation/ | Feature Location on Site Human Remains Artefacts
Inhumation | Number
Inhumation | 142 Eastern arnof Phase 1a enclosure ditch| None Present None Present
Inhumation | 147 Eastern arm of Phase 1a enclosure ditc| None Present 34 Hobnails
84 Pottery Sherds
Inhumation | 155 Southern Ditch Small quantities of cremated borg| 2 Iron Nails
adult/sub-adult 13 years old + Black Burnished Ware Fragments
Inhumation | 152 Southern Ditch Small quantities of burnt bone; | 9 Iron Nails
Adult over 18 Several Abraded Black Burnished Ware Fragme
Inhumation | 132 South of Enclosure Ditch None Present Small Fragments of a€y Ware jar (AD 25840)
Inhumation | WB5 Watching Brief None Present 7 Iron Nails
Cremation 103 Phase 1a Enclosure Ditch Remains of possible female aged 7 Wilderspoolrough-case beaker (mid to late secofr
35 century)
Fragmentary remains of two Black Burnished W
Fabric | jars (mid second century)
93 Hobnails
Cremation 156 Centre of earlier ditch Burnt Bone ¢ probable two| Few pottery sherds; including Black Burnishe

individualsc 1 subadult 1618 and 1
immature individual (represented b

a few skull fragments)

Ware Fabric |
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Cremation 104 Eastern arm of Enclosure Ditch Cremated Boneg Possible femal¢ Grey Ware Jar (Second Century)
over 18
Cremation 162 Extreme South East of Enclosure Ditch | Adult ¢ probably Female; Aged 18 | 51 Iron nails
25 (likely under 23) Possible fragment of burnt animal bone
Remains of a young infant and t
remains of a young adult/suadult
(16-20)
Cremation 105 Southern arm oEnclosure Ditch Small amounts of burnt bone; | Black Burnished Ware Fabric | jar (late second to
unsexed individual over 18 third century)
2 iron nails
Cremation 113 Adjacent to the north western edge of 1 Small amounts of cremated bong| 2 fragments of Black Burnished Ware Fabric |
unsexed adlt over 18 (mid second to mid third century)
Cremation 150 Southern Enclosure Ditch Little to no burnt bone None Present
Cremation 112 Outside South East Corner of Enclos| Fragments of burnbone ¢ unsexed| fragments of Black Burnished Ware Fabric | jar
Ditch adult over 18 120-160)
Cremation 120 Outside South East Corner of Enclos| None Present None Present
Ditch
Cremation E112 Evaluation Phase Small fragments of burnt bone | Some fragments of animal bone

unsexed probable adult

2 corroded nails
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1 small fragment of Black Burnished Ware Fab

(Hadrianic or later date)

Cremation | WB3 30m South of Enclosure Calcined bone fragments possible| 6 nails
femade adult aged 210 1 burnt animal bone fragmentiKely pig/sheep)
Cremation | WB9 30m South of Enclosure Calcined bone 11 iron nails

4 fragments of Black Burnished Ware Fabri

(second century)

Table2.2.3.41 Information from Zant et al. 2009. P22D. Table collated by Victoria Le Quelenec
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From the inhumation evidence from King Street, it is perhaps Feature 147 that is the most
interesting. No human remasnwere identified within the feature, but it did contain 84 sherds

of pottery, representing the largest pottery assemblage from the site. This includes 40 sherds
from a small (nearly complete) Wilderspool Flagon dating to the late first to second centuries
fragment of a northern Gaulish coloapated indented beaker (late first to early second
centuries) and part of a cornigém beaker, dating to AD 8030 (Zantt al. 2009, 33). The latest
ceramic material from the site comes from Feature 132, whiaftained small fragments of a
Grey Ware jar, dating to AD 2830 (Zantt al. 2009 35). This suggests that the site could have
been potentially in use for at least four centuries, with the presence of six sherds of Black
Burnished Ware indicating a dateofin the Hadrianic period onwards. In addition, the 37
examples of calcitgritted fabrics suggest a late third to fourth century date for many of the
contexts (HowareDavis 2009,37). Together, these two pottery types make up 30% of the
pottery assemblage ém the site. However, four out of a possible six inhumations provided no
evidence of human remains, with the remaining two inhumations only containing small
quantities of burnt and cremated bone. The evidence from the cremation burials provides a
more subgantial insight into the burial practices taking place in Lancaster during the Remano
British period. From the 12 possible cremation features, four could be assigned sex, all of which
were female. Furthermore, there is evidence to indicate that three iddsds were under the

age of 18.

Thompsoret al. (2016, 830) suggests that many auxiliary units came from the Rhine and Danube
areas. As such, the Roman army was not a single unified entity but instead comprised of
culturally and ethnically diverse groupisat were embedded in a larger community of ron
military personnel located within larger indigenous populations. Evidence from cemeteries
outside the North West indicate the presence of women and children being buried in cemeteries
outside of military ingllations (Anderson 2009, 123; Stylegar 1993, 230). This suggests that
family units weremoving together to the military installations at which the soldiers were
stationed. The evidence provided from the cremation features may therefore represent family

members of stationed military personnel or those individuals associated with the vicus.

There appears to be a distinct change in funerary practices throughout the ReBréish
period, with early, more native, styles of cremation being replaced by inhiemdiurials
towards the early third century (Isles and Shotter 2009, 91). This is supported by the work of
Smithet al. (2018) who have explored thgfe and Death in the Countryside of Roman Britain
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and mapped the proportions of cremation and inhumatiaurials from the late Iron Age to the

Late Roman period$igure 2.2.34).
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Figure2.2.3.42. Graph taken from Smith, A. 20F&oportion of cremation and inhumation burials over tinp218.

In contrast to the general RomasRritish pattern of cremation and inhumation, the evidence
presented from Lancaster suggests that cremation remained the dominant burial rite in
Northern England throughout the Roman Period (Isles and Shotter 2009, Blimfortant to

note that the soil conditions at the funerary sites in Lancaster may not be conducive for good
bone preservation (Isles and Shotter 20091) and therefore the survival of human bone
material from any potential inhumation burials, suchtlagse from King Street, may be minimal

at best. This has potentially skewed interpretations of RomarBritish funerary rites in
Lancashire towards cremation burials. If we consider a more extensively published Romano
British cemetery site from nearby Cunirwe can find further evidence to support this claim.
The RomandBritish cemetery at Brougham was uncovered during rescue excavations in 1966

67 by the Ministry of Public Buildings and Works due to road improvements in the area.

There is also evidencd alternative funerary rites taking place in Lancashire that do not feature
any human remains. These come in the form of monuments erected for the dead, as
demonstrated by the presence of an early Roman cavalry tombstone at the Arla Foods Depot

site inLarcaster (See Figu2.3.43).
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Figure2.2.3.43 Roman Cavalry Tombstone from Lancaster. Universheothester
Archaeology Unit Report, 20Q2..

The site was excavated by the University of Manchester Archaeological Unit (UMAU) between
2003 and 2006 and provided evidence of a ragldich served as an access point from the south

to Lancaster in the norttand two associated ditchedN¢ble 2007, 32). Stylistically the
tombstone suggests a date from the late first to early second century AD, indicating it was
erected within a 24year period, occurring between the construction of the Roman fort at
Lancaster ad the development of the road systemi@ble 2007, 33). It is believed that the
tombstone itself was moved from its original location to a new setting in a later phase of the
development. This may be due to the raising of the ground surface level cabsitantbstone

to be partly obscured in its original settinbldble 2007, 32). In this new location, another

fragment of an inscribed stone was found in the packing used to hold the original tombstone in
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place. The interpretation is that this fragment repeess another unrelated tombstone, which
is thought to have been broken before this fragment was used as packing matkidé007,

39). The inscription on the original tombstone reads:
Dis

[M] ANIBVS INSVS VODVLLI

[FIL] IVS CIVE(S) TREVER EQVERWGAE

[T] VICTORIS CVRATOR DOMITIA [H F C]

¢CKAa OGNryatlradSa (G2 We¢KS D2Ra 27 (ak&troopgriS NG 2 N
the Ala AugustaCuratorof the squadron of Victor. Domitia, his heir, saw to the erection of this

Y2 ydzY Sy (i Q2007{ 30@ AsisBdd) an alternative interpretation for the fragmentary
inscription found in the packing material could be that it represents informathat was

omitted from the inscription on the cavalry tombstone. This is because it is unusual for an
inscription to omit the age of the deceased and the number of campaigns on which they served
(NobleH nnt X pmOd ¢ KS F NI IYLS yhigh KNBED KAYOR2QINMARLI0AS2 yii NNB
KAa FAFGSSYGK OF YLI A3y Q 2 NI4)Withs inkckipiion Telat@sitcS S y i K
the number of campaigns, it could be argued that it is an addendum to the original tombstone,
supported by the fact that the two inscriptions were both made from sandstone derived from

the Lancaster area (Shotter 2004)9However, if this fragmentary inscription is related to the

age of the individual then it is unlikely to be part of the original tombstone.

The cavalry tombstone itself is highly decorated and is thought to be one of the most striking
Roman tombstoneso have been found in BritairSpotter 2007 87). From the inscription we

can see that the individual commemorated belonged to the Tredyesdno were considered to

be formidable warriors. The cult of the human head was considered especially importduet to t

Celtic tribes. The presence of this depiction may indicate that, whilst the Tiewdra served

AY w2Yly L dzEAfALFNE dzyAld KFEFR 0S02YS Y2NB ww?2
in their practice and were not outlawed by Roman authoritedes and Noble 2009, 74).
Perhaps the most interesting evidence from this tombstone comes from the juxtaposition
between the highly decorated tombstone and the inscription. The suggestion is that the already
sculptured stone may have been purchasedhwiite inscription being added subsequently by a

second individual (Shotter 2@087).

Importantly, no human remains were identified during the excavations at the Arla Food Depot
site. Therefore, whilst the erection of a tombstone does indicate a funguaagtice, there is no

evidence of where the individual commemorated was buried. The presence of a highly
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decorated tombstone with associations to military successes may suggest that the individual
was killed in battle and therefore the family member (iisthase Domitia, his heir) did not have

a body to bury. Alternatively, as the tombstone indicates the specific Celtic tribe that the
commemorated individual was from, it may be instead that his body was returned to be buried

with his ancestors rather tharemain with his garrison unit in Britain.

¢KS | SNRAGIF3IS DFEGSsre NBFSNByOSa |y FFTRRAGAZY
containing fragments of food and amphora enclosing charcoaled human remaisexcavated

in Ribchester in 1967 (Historindtand Research Records, Monument Number 43676). However,
these burials appear to never have been officially published and there is little further evidence

to corroborate or expand upon this discovery.

The funerary evidence from Lancashire is minimalesst bwith only Lancaster providing clear
evidence of a cemetery location. The evidence for inhumation burials in Lancashire is open to
much debate with soil conditions leading to poor preservation of bone. The proof of cremation
burials seems more conclusiwith possible cemetery locations at Penny Street and King Street,
Lancaster. The evidence for military presence in Lancashire during the R&ritisio period
seems overwhelming with the existence of forts in Lancaster, Ribchester and Kirkham.
Therefore it can be implied that the lack of development led and research excavations in
Lancashire compared to elsewhere in the country means that we are yet to find extensive

evidence of the lives and funerary practices of individuals from the period.

2.3 Summary
The evidence outlined above illustrates that there is a wealthrohaeology relating tRoman

occupation in Lancashire. This occupation is largely focused on military presence with known
forts at Lancaster, Ribchester and Kirkham, with new sites beimgifiéel such as the possible

fort at BurscoughHowever, there are gaps in our understanding, relating to rural and civilian
settlements with those known sites being outlined abovehas already been argued here that
this may be due to a lack of strucad development led and research excavations in Lancashire
compared to elsewherd-dowever, this apparent gap in our knowledge could also be related to
the ways in which archaeological disciplines are interpreting the evidence based on traditional
theoretical models of Romans versus native®man archaeological discourses are often very
military dominated spheres and traditionallyere has been a focus on the ways in which-non
Roman spaces became Roman and the dichotomy between the two identities. CRegites

to explore these theoretical models in more detail in order to understand how they have
changed and adapted over time, and the ways in which these continue to influence

interpretations of Roman archaeological evidence.
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3 Romanisation

As demonstratedn Chapter Two, Roman Lancashire is dominated by military activity, which
poses interesting questions with regard to the interaction between individuals in the Roman
military and those who inhabited Lancashire prior to the Roman invasion. It is therefore
important to consider the role that theoretical archaeology has played in understanding these
relationships, before we can begin to consider the role an object biographical approach may
have in furthering our understanding. The key theoretical conceptsiwhitempt to explore

these relationships are Romanisation, Globalisation and Creolisation. Pethapsost
AYLRNIFYy G @SG vYz2ald O2yGSyidiAizdza 2F GKS&ASTI Aa
and complex past, and has been widely debated ima&ological discourses since the early

MbpnnQaaod

The adoption and use of the term alone is widely disputed in Roman archaeslegyjof
example Millett 1990, Hingley 1996, Hill 2001, Laurence 2001 and Heeren 2013). There are clear
divides within the discijphe surrounding the use of the term and whether its implementation in
archaeological discourse holds any relevance to the subject. The apparent disparities and the
large body of literature concerning the theory make it difficult to identify areatlompasing
definition. However, it can be suggested that other theoretical concepts used in the Remano
NAGAEGK ¢g2NIR INB 2F04Sy FYFf3aFYlIGSR Ayd2 GKS
TO KAIKEAIKGEA GGKIFG w2Yl yA & ladumbrgla térmdo codngedla O2 v
Ydzt GAGdzRS 2F &aSLI NI GS LINRPOSaasSaoQ
It can be argued thaRomanisation is a product of twentieth century archaeological thinking.
However, similar processes and approaches to Roman archaeology were being conceived during
the Eizabethan and Jacobean period, under the guise of a diffdsentwor&  WOA GAf A G &
(Hingley 2008, 428).
| A@At AGe aGdzRASE F20dzaSa 2y GKS WNBadzZ G 2F w
2008, 428), and is a conceptiginating from the work of William Camden, a sixteenth century
antiquarian. He suggested thais Britain was incorporated into the Roman Empirayent
WFNRY 6SAy3a || NBY23GS YR o6 NDIFNRdzda AaflyRQ i
(Pary, 1995, 34). As such, civility studigsre used to justify how the Romans were able to
conquer Britain and mapped the pathway for their expansion across the island, providing them
with new moral concepts that affected every aspect of daily life (Hirzdé3, 428). The notion
of civility studies laid out by William Camden is something that prevails in archaeological thinking

up to the twentieth century, remaining in line with nationalistic dntperialmotives of Britain
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during these periods. A classixanple is the work of Edward Gibbon, an eighteecgmtury

historian and politician, who wrote six influential volumes titlElde History of the Decline and

Fall of the Roman Empir&hese volumes were heavily influenced by his privileged upbringing

and political aspirations, which supported the rights of societal elites and the benefits that
advanced nations could bring to conquered territories (Rogers and Hingley 2D14, is

important to consider that Gibbon was writing against a backdrop of theicle@ y 2 F . NJ& (
Empire and therefore anycomparisonwith previous successful empires would ultimately

f SAAGAYAAS . NAGFAYQa LRaAldA2yd [/ 2yaSljdsSydafte
interrogating archaeological data as opposed to justifyingesu political expansion. This
y2GA2y 2F SYLANB ¢l a y20 az2tSte NBAaIGNAOGSR |
(1845) first three volumes d?6mische GeBichte drew upon the work of A. Keine and defined

a unified model of the Republic of lgan order to explain why indigenous communities decided

to integrate into an expanding Romd& LA NB ® | Ay3If S& ounnpI omL
appreciation for this process was born from his desire for a unified GernTais/is another

crucial example ofairchaeological theories being impacted by the nature of contemporary

politics.

As can be seen, pigventieth centurytheorieswere based around nationalistic motivebus
enabling modern imperial desires to be likened to the Roman Empire and becoming a
justification for expansionThis theoretical concept following a cultural historical approach
continues throughout the early and mitdventieth century, and ultimately is the framework for

the creation of Romanisation as a theorem. It is important to lelsth the development and
motives of culture history as a broad archaeological theory before wehcame in onthe
Romanisation model with an emphasis on Rom&mitish archaeology. This is because these
two models are intrinsically linked, with culturestory greatly influencing the development of

Romanisation.

Shennan (2000, 811) highlights that the fundamental aim of culture history was to characterise
cultural traditions, focusing on spatial distributions and development through time.
Furthermore, themost important assumption made when using a culture historical approach
was that chronological changes represented social traditions, suggesting that these traditions
can only be changed when one group is replaced by another. Archaeologists followihge cu
history approach would therefore see changes in architecture, material culture, or social and
religious practices, as changes in groups. For example, Willey (1945) suggests that studies of
Peruvian pottery styles and traditions are interesting fet@ent of culture history, because of

the distinct stylistic differences between the North and South. Northern Peruvian wares are

focused on simplistic colour combinations of red on white, whilst the southern traditions place
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a greater emphasis on multglcolour combinations (Willey 1945, 56). In the 1940s, these
differenceswere interpreted in terms ofhe resilience of regional cultural patterns and implied

that these traditions would remain steadfast until changed or replaced by emerging societies or
groups. Qulture history as an approach links to the political backdrop of the period in which it
gka ONBIFIGSRT GF1Ay3 2y | Y2NB ylrdA2yrtAadaAao
their destinies (Jones 1997). It could be argued that thisoolthelped shape the conception of

Romanisation during the same period.

¢tKS O2yOSLIi 27F Ww? Y iBjtishdarclindobyy Das origitiskiritfe wark of | y 2
Francis Haverfield (1905, 1915). Haverfield ultimately viewed Romanisation as a period of
progressive change and development, whereby native social groups in Britain became
increasingly Roman posbnquest (Hingley 1996, 39). In this context, Roman is considered as
WG KS RSFTAYAGS FyR O2KSNByYy(d OAQAft Acafolloming § 2 F
Romanisation model, the changing material culture, social practices and religious beliefs can be
seen to be caused by the desire of 8eE A &G Ay 3 f 201t LR LJzZ | GA2Yy &
Haverfield also notes that it is the tolerance of Renwiich did not forcibly demand conquered
nations to conform, which made adopting the cultueeen moreattractive (Haverfieldl905

188).

Throughout the 1930s, Collingwood, a student of Haverfield, developed an alternative
interpretation of Romanisatiomlacing a greater importance on the fusion of ideas and culture
0StisSSy (KS Www2YlyaQ FyR (4KS WblFidA@SaQe 1S |
2F w2YlFyAaldAaz2y Aa | KEBONAR OdzZ GdzNBE GKI G Aa
differSy G FNRY SAGKSNR 6/ 2f t Ay 9 éeed R bhis linepaf enduiro H 0 @
l & WRA & ONB LIThisicon&ft fin§ tekepedtbrough the work of Said (19946®5
GKAOK adza3sSada aGKFdG Iy AYyRAJA&dxefaihe sdsialA LIS O
discourses that are in placessentiallythat our perspective is based on environment. This
approach led to new explorations of archaeological landscapes, focusing on the communities
who inhabited places, as opposed to those wheduthem (Fincham 2000, 30)attingly 2015

9) suggests that this theory can be developed into discrepant identity which looks to identify
differences in the use of material culture within the archaeological record, and then assesses
whether these represat distinct expressions of identity. For example, the fact that the Romano

Celtic temples in rural areas do not provide evidence for inscriptions, specifically inscribed altars,
suggests that the practice of religion may have been very different in th@aenanities, which

goes beyond levels of literacy (Mattindd915 19).However, viilst Collingwood highlighteih

the 1930gsthat Romansation was a process of cultural amalgamation, it can be argued that he
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still viewed Roman culture as a homogenous whalith conquered nations ultimately
0SO2YAY3 WYWw2YlyYyQod

Theconceptof Romanisatioas been the subjedf ongoingarchaeological debatesince the

time of Collingwood For example, Brendel (1979) proposes that Roman culture itself was a
O2YoAylLtlGAazy 2F O2avYz2LRtAGlIY AyFfdSyOSa FTNRY
Creighton (2006, Qighlightsi K & / 2t t Ay3¢22RQa fAYyS 2%Fnhel yI &
G26ya o0SAy3a WSRAzOFGSRQ FyR LIS2LXS tAQAYy3 AY
influenced by contemporary preconceptions and biases of urban versus Thestvidence for

this is based upon population estimates and primitive agricultarathods due to a lack of
cultivable geology. It can be suggested that the cultivable areas in Roman Britain were inferior

to those elsewhere in th&mpire and therefore there was little financial gain for the Romans

to overhaul native British farming meals (Collingwood 1929, 266). In contrast, archaeologists

of the early 1900s believed that towns were purely of Roman creation and therefore owed their
successes and origins to Romanisation (Collingwood 1929, 266). This infers that people living in
rural areas were uneducated natives, as opposed to the Romanised communities that inhabited
towns, and ignored the concept of a hybrid culture that manifests differently dependent on

social, political and economic conditions of an area.

Alternatively, Rivet (138) implies that it was the countryside that demonstrated a more civilised
cultural identity 6 A G K WOAGAEf AASRQ daviestiethi dérBury &¢hgedl&ieali 2 T
RAAO02dzNESO Sljdzr GAYy3 (G2 YSIYy Ww2Yl YA &&shasd Ly
seen through an increased use of Roman artefacts as well as in the adoption of Roman
architecture (such as villas) but fails to recognise or consider the fact that agricultural methods
remained traditional (Hingley 2000, 139). Debatably, thisgdacheavy emphasis on the role of
villas in rural areas, and as such normalises their presence. This is not necessarily supported
archaeologically, as shown by data from timere recentRural Settlement of Roman Britain
project (Allenet al. 2018) which dentified 327 villas, as opposed to over 2000 farmsteads. One
reason for this contrast may be geographic in nature. Villas as a phenomenon seem to be largely
restricted to central, south and eastern Britain, which Sargent (2002, 225) suggests could be
indicative of native elites responding to Roman rule in different ways. Sargent (2002, 225)
highlights that each province within the Roman Empire would adopt imperial culture in different
ways, in a process of twway acculturation. The south of Britain hadapeintroduced to Roman

culture frequently preconquest during peaceful acts of trade, and therefore were perhaps more
open to adopting elements of Roman architectural design. In contrast, the north of Britain was
introduced toRoman culturenorethrough the process of military occupation, and the negative

connotations associated with this. Therefore, it is possible to suggest that the role of villas in
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rural Roman Britain were not as significant as purported by Rivet, with villas only composing a
small pecentage of rural settlement types found in the archaeological record in Britain, and only
becoming more common into the fourth century. Moreover, and crucially to the Romanisation
debate, this argument still maintains sixteenth century constructs oftgiahd the duality of
Ww2YlFyQ YyR WbliA@SQ>x a ¢Sttt Fa Odz G§dINE KA:

another.

Millett (1992, 2) reimagines the concept of Romanisation in his publicitierRomaisation of

Britain. Here he argues that if we are to understand the concept of Romanisation, we need to
begin to appreciate the different societies within Britain and how thegriactions with Roman

culture produced a RomanrBritish province. Milldt(1992, 2) argues that Romanisation was

always a tweway process of acculturation, seeing the interaction of two different cultures and

the information, and traits that passed betee the two. Therefore, the process of
w2YLFyAaladAaz2y gla y2i a2YSGKAyYy3a OGKFG 61 & AyAd
British community, but instead was an ongoing negotiation by groups of people, with other
groups of people. Thus, allowinlget preRoman population of Britain to be active participants

AY GKSANI FR2LIGAZ2Y 2F Ww2YlyQ Odf GdzNBE OK22ah
this adoption took place. Consequently, the approach to Romanisation was different depending

on the specific culture groups that were interacting with each other. Mil{@B92, 66) accepts

that in generalRome would adapt the prexisting social groupings of conquered nations, with

Rome accepting that by winning over native leadership more or lessratitcally guaranteed

support for Roman rule amongst the wider populations of conquered societies (Fulford 1991,

307).

Woolf (1997, 340) suggests that throughout archaeological discussion, the reimaginings of
Romanisation all share the same flawed and améntal assumption. Whether explicitly or
implicitly, they all accept thaRomanisatioris based around the conflict between two peoples

and that this conflict inadvertently leads to clashes between cultuf@smove past these
traditional views of Romarlisi A 2y~ ¢S AyaidSIFIR ySSR (42 NB2SOi
AYGSNI OGA2y 0SGoSSy Gg2 OdAZ G§dzZNBaAaQ FyR Ayads!
AYLISNRALFE Odzf G dzNBQ: 2yS 6KAOK &adzZLlSNBASRSR S| NI

Q)¢

earlier cultures of indigenous communities (Woolf 1997, 341).

Ly FFOGz GKS ARSEF 2F | Ww2YlIyQ Odzf GdzZNB 4 |
I NBdzSa GKIFG GKS adae2aidsSy 2F w2YlLy AYLSNRIE Odz
localee | 3S FyR 3ASYRSNI I Y2y3ad 20KSNJ] RATM&Yy aAiAzy
AYLIE @8Ay3a GKIG WylFdA@SQ O2YYdzyAiliAaSa O2dA R y?2
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expression was based heavilylory A Y RA @A R dzlehvidoamedt@itdddeadh erdl afO A I €
the spectrum had microenvironments, which may have shared broader patterns but were still
culturally unique such as the militarised Lancashire regibor example, cultures in Iron Age

Britain may not have had a centralised system of powewdver, they shared broad similarities

(Woolf 1997, 343), including the lack of formal burial rites, or the presence of roundhouses
GKAOK GNIYyaOSYRSR (NROIf o02dzyRFNAS&AD LYy O2yl
centralised power, with governinsimilarities such as town layout and cemetery locations.
However, regional variations were more abundant, such as the presence of villas being restricted

to the central, south and east of Britain. Furthermore, local traditions were maintained, as can
been seen at Lankhills cemetery, where one adult male was buried in a wooden coffin with a
pottery vessel at his feet (Eckarelt al. 2014, 540). This would suggest thahilst there were
similarities and differences between both Iron Age communities anddRarommunities, it is

the scale of these differences that has changed, with variation amongst Roman communities
covering a wider geographic area and conquered territories only adopting broad associations
such as town layoutdowever, thisdoes not equate d personal intrinsic belief systems and
adzZasada GKFG GKS FdzyREYSyGlrf |NBdzYSyid 2F O
O2YYdzyAliASa 2yteé o06S02YS WwWw2YlIyAaSRQ G2 |+ Lk

embrace whilst still maintaining elements$ their traditional beliefs.

Webster (2001211), highlights that neither Haverfield nor Collingwood have considered that
0KS FTR2LIXGA2Y 2N FdzaAA2y 27F OdzZf G§dz2NB Ol yy2i 20
narrow view that the population of Bon adopted Roman culture exclusively, there is a failure

G2 NBO23IyArAaS G(KS NBaAftASyOS 27F |t NBFR& Sail
OdzAf GdzNBQ FrLAfa G2 NBO23aAyAasS GKS LRsSNI 2F GKS
againhighi KGa | FdzNIHKSNJ ONARGAOAAY 2F GKS SIFNIeé &
model presents a problem free process across all aspects of society, which suggests that whilst
RATFSNBYG O2YYdzyAdeé 3IANRdzLIA YI & o089VRYSalwRAY2y

manifests in the same way across these groups.

Thetheories developed by earlier scholars such as those mentioned above have received wide
criticism in recent yearfioweverHingley (2005, 35) argues that it is the theories developed by
both Mommsen and Haverfield that proved to be more popular in thecpedling discourse, as

it conformed to the political climate of the twentieth century.

As such, an important emphasis should be made regarding the contextual political background
2F GKS 2NAIAYyE 2F 020K WOAQDATL A dGuemdeveloptnentw 2 Y Iy

Hingley (2014) implies that approaches to Romanisation in the archaeological world were
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approaches to civility can be linked to the consolidatidrcontrol in Ireland and aspirations
involving land in America (Hingley, 2008). These political backdrops intensify a modern desire to
justify political positions by appropriating the past. In this instance, this justification is achieved

by emphasising # Roman models on which English foreign expansion practices were based
(Armitage 2000 and Hingley 2008). It has been argued that these concepts are essentialist in
nature (Barrett 1992, van Dommelen 2001 and Slofstra 2002), and have become an uninformed
2y aidNHzOld GKIFIG NBfASa 2y LINBRSTFAYSR KAal2NRC
SELI yR& dzZll2y (GKAA AY KA& RSTAYAGUAZYE 2F Y2R!

which is a thought process from which the world can be imagimedraanipulated.

It can be seen from the discussion above that culture historical approaches have become
intertwined with that of Romanisation, and the need to justify modern imperial expansions has
inherently influenced the way in which we interpret thechaeological record. As such,
Romanisation (and many of its other guises) has been in use within archaeological discussions

for over four centuries.

Versluys (2014 5) underlines that attitudes towards the concept of Romanisation suggest that
scholars e shrouded by the dogma of the term rather than focusing on the discussions and
debates the concept can allow us to engage in. For example, Versluys notes that presenters at
the Theoretical Roman Archaeology Confereimc®xford, 2010, seemed almost apgétic
GKSY dzaAy3a (KS G SN¥E2 NBF SANINRA S0 di2S yA G4 v &S NIKSSR
move away from continued attempts at4gefining past conceptualisations of Romanisation

with limited success, Versluys (2014, 5) suggests that we shouédnethe term from a new
A0FNIOAY3 LRAYGEZ AyaidaSlk R T2 0dza Ag@nvasdtiomwhichi ¢ S
should transcend disciplines and scholarly traditions, and instead be fuelled by the progress and
new developments in other fields of studie argues that we should explore the role that
material culture can play in our understanding of the Roman past and consider that objects are
active participants in the negotiations between themselves and human agents, and thus should

be considered as obgts in motion rather than being static entities.

The discussions raised by Versluys (2014) can be seen to have reignited the debate not only
surrounding Romanisation, but also our approaches to archaeology more generally. For
example, Hingley (2014, 2d)scusses the work of Katherine Lafrenz Samuels when exploring
how archaeology makes use of contemporary influences to reconstruct the past. Lafrenz
Samuels (2008, 88) observes that if we are to observe the past without making reference to the

present thenwe are restricting the tools that we have available to us for analysis. Therefore,
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Hingley argues that regardless of the approach used whetherquishial theory, Romanisation
or globalisation(see below)we should have a focus on the types of pastetycihese theories
help us create (Hingley 2014, 23). In this way, we can then continue to explore the connections

between the past and the present, whilst also ensuring there is room to discuss their differences.

The above brief history of the rise andwlopment of Romanisation theory has demonstrated

the changing nature of the term over time and highlights a significant contradiction within
archaeology when using the term as a framework for understanding the past. Stek (2014, 31)
summaries this when gigesting that the problem with Romanisation as a model, is that it has
come to mean and has meant many different things to many different people. Therefore, it can
no longer be considered a conceptual framework but merely a term that has been used in many
different ways, with varying success and acceptance. Instead of being a useful methodology,
Romanisation has been relegated to terminology that we are still struggling to define. Woolf
(2014, 47) expands on this by suggesting tivatmany cases rejectioaf Romanisation has
become a habit, and that its replacement with other terminologies such as globalisation or

creolisation merely provide a new descriptive framework.

In order to move away from this, Woolf (2014, 48) suggests that perhaps the emphedsstoe

shift from an overall definition, focusing instead on understanding smaller targeted areas of the
past. An example of this can be seen in the exploration of civic coin use in Syria (Butcher 2005,
153). Here, no civic coins were issued in Apamea #fie reign of Claudius, suggesting that
coinage itself was not an important component of civic identity. However, the increase in the
number of coin issuing communities suggests that for unknown reasons, these objects were
being increasingly adopted. Wsiilthis may have been considered as an indication that these
O2YYdzyAlGASa 6SNBE 0SO2YAYy3dI AYyONBlIaay3ate ww2y
Butcher (2005, 153) highlights that this may not be the explicit expression of acculturation that
we traditionally would assume. Instead, it could indicate a level of practical consciousness within
society, whereby individuals are using and trading coinage without necessarily knowing the fine
details of the economic system. In this scenario, individuals aresiog woins because they are
Romanised, native or a mixture of the two, they are using them as a means to an end and merely

represent a social process which could be manipulated by either party.

Similarly, Woolf (2014, 48) suggests an alternative appreddbh focuses on understanding
change in past societies, without their need to be a dominant power. Using this methodology,
we can begin to explore how things were made, used, exchanged and consumed and let the
emerging patterns dictate our understandinftbe past. Gosden (2005, 209) highlights this with
GKS SEFYLXS 2F {FYAlY LRGISNEO® ¢KS LINBaSyoOs
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on first glance to the archaeologist, but would that have been the same for those who
encountered the object in th past? Gosden uses the example of rural settlements when
suggesting that Samian pottery may have represented something exotic to thesmunities,

but this may not have equated to Rome itself (Gosden 2005, 209). Therefore, the debate should
not be whethea places, peoples or objects were Roman or Nativet instead look for
methodologies to explore these things in conteRtis thesis aims to explotiisin more detail

by applying object biographical approaches to the coinage of Roman Lancashire inoorder
understand how the production, use and deposition of these objects can inform our

understanding.

The ongoing debate regarding the usefulness of Romanisation thatteanscends geographic
boundaries and is not limited to British scholars. Le Ro0f4)2suggests that the ongoing
challenge Romanisation receives in French archaeological discourses has led to a rejection of the
term outright. However, he argues that the term has contributed to the progression of our
archaeological understanding, andabuld be naive to reject it solely on its past connotations.
Instead, Le Roux calls for aeealuation of the term, with each use seeking to improve its
definition, as Romanisation still has much it can contribute to our understanding of the Roman

past, povided it is not taken as a summary of Roman history in itself (Le RO4xZ8Y).

3.1 Romanisation 2.0

Woolf (2014) has advocated from a move away from overarching descriptive framesratks

the ongoing debate surrounding Romanisation has led to thedhiction of dRomanisation
260 ¢KA& Y2RSt KI&a FolkyR2YySR WYWw2YLFyQ I yR
globalisation perspectives to understand the past (Pitts 2021. 117). Globalisation is a multi
disciplinary term focusing on the processtmt allow people and territories to become

interconnected (Pitts and Versluys 2014, 11).

The study of Globalisation began in the 1990s in an attempt to move away from world systems
theories (Pitts and Versluys 2014, 14). World systems theory focuses on societiss the

globe being brought into one structure, and explores the emergence of capitalism (Johnson
1999, 85). Archaeologically, this is concerned with explaining ancient social networks, exploring
the relationships between core state and peripheries, iarothat would arguably be attractive

to explorations of Roman archaeology and is in keeping with the core of traditional
Romanisation debates. Contrastingly, Globalisation views cultural change aslinedtional

(Pitts and Versluys 2014, 19), and thiere does not favour the invaders as being more
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important or dominant over natives, in the same way as Romanisation and world systems
theory. As such, the way in which Globalisation differs from the many theories that came before

it, is that it does notequire every society within the Roman Empire to be Romaniseorder

to be considered a part of thEmpire. Archaeologically, this can imply that the presence of
Roman material culture does not mean that a society considered themselves Roman, and that
the absence of Roman material culture does not equate to a lack of Roman identity (Witcher
2015, 217). Thus, by intertwining Globalisation and concepts from-polstnial studies, we can

begin to move beyond static debates of Romanisation (Gardner 2013)stVigbistcolonial
GKS2NE O2NNBalLRyRa ¢gAGK alLlsSota 2F [/ 2fftAy3Ag

fragmentary hybrid entities, it also places a larger emphasis on the process of fusion.

Globalisation acknowledges that these processes are compaofsaulltiple social, economijc

and political factors, and thus allows the adoption of a more variable culture depending on
location and circumstance. Furthermore, the extent of power and the dynamics between the
contrasting communities means that the globalising influence of the céomiay haveaffected

the variation in power dynamics that would have occurred in different parts of Britain
(Mattingly, 2006, 525). Globalisation can be considered a step forward from Haverfield and
/| 2ttt AYy3622RQa w2Yl yAal (inggsybe apeodust of fusch Yeiwedd S N&
societies and therefore not a uniform process, and instead can occur to different degrees and at
different times across a landscape. However, it is possible to argue that whilst Globalisation may
be a more appropriatetheory aligned with modern day thinking, the caveat of not
underestimating the globalising influence of the coloniser debatably maintains-aested
connotations of a powerful elite (Heeren 2013). Therefore, it is possible to question how far
from Romarsation theories (and the constant dualism of Roman and Native) Globalisation takes

us.

Further problems with the current utilisation of Globalisation revolve around the distinct lack of
a framework for applying the theory, leading to Globalisation beimgsitleredas more of a
descriptive term, in its current state (Gardner 2013). Consequently, the Globalisation framework
differs little to others, and proposes a worldview as opposed to an applicable research method
(Stek 2014). It can be argued that tliscemented by the lack of definition that can be applied

to Globalisation, meaning that the models are interpreted in different ways by different people
to fit their own agendas. For example, it accentuates modern models of global powers, which
has enabledt to become an attractive schema in modern archaeological discourses (Mattingly
2006, 17). In this way, it can be seen to differ little to Romanisation. This is supported when
considering the ways in which Romanisation and Globalisation can be intessdizdag

constructs, and therefore it is questionable as to whether Globalisation can increase our
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understanding of the Roman archaeological record, or whether it is merely a synonym for

Romanisation and the two terms are interchangeable (Witcher 2014, 200).

Mattingly (2006, 17) argues thathat is required is a greater focus on diversitycan be
suggested that in order to focus on diversitlye need to move away from umbrella definition
terms and begin to look at multiple aspects. By considering a bibgralpapproach to objects,

this may enable an understanding of cultural representation of multiple different groups

Pitt¥2021) Romanisation 2.0 methodology mirrors these core elements of globalisation theory
and involves taking well defined assemblatied would usually from the basis of a detailed site
analysis and instead evaluating it on a gagional scale. By comparing a single site assemblage
with hundreds of contemporaneous assemblagasbigger picture can be formed without
sacrificing site heel detail (Pitts 2021, 119). This methodology allows an exploration of whether

a particular site is more aligned to locedgional,or international patterns. For example, when
considering the rural cemetery at Alton, Hampshire, Pitts (2021, 127) déscthss contents of

grave seven. In this example, Pitts (2021) notes that a large grave good assemblage would
indicate an elite burial, howevemany ofthe objects found indicate local manufacture and are

of an inferior quality than would usually be assded with elite graves. The only object that
appears to not be of local manufacture is a single fibula brooch, which is a more universal design
seen across the Roman period in many geographic areas. At the time of the Alton cemetery
publication, no other gamples of this brooch had been found in fffenquest contexts, further
emphasising a Roman date for the object (Millett 1986, 72). Finally, the quantity of animal bone
also found associated with the graves would suggest a continuation of Iron Age gsdaaking

place during the Flavian period. Contrastingly, in Grave vamyobjects are associated with
Roman origins. For example, a Samian Stamped pot reading REGENVS originating from La
Graufesenque, France as well as two mould linked blown glasds,esith the single circle and
central dot motif being a rare form. Finally, 11 glass gaming counters are also associated with
this grave and are commonly found within the early Roman Empire, with a strong possibility that
they are continental imports (Métt 1986, 56) Severabther artefacts are also associated with

this grave, though their whereabouts are unknown, with these examples also tending to be
linked toi @ LA OF f f & Ww2YlFyQ 2NARIAyad C2N) SEF YLX S=
associagd with Fortuna, Hercule§€eresand Diana evoking protectioralvation.and fecundity

(Millett 1986, 57). Whilst the whereabouts of the ring are unknown, the wax impression
suggests that the onyx gem was cut neatly, and the shape is attributed taytles seen from

the second half of the first century BC, the Augustan Age andGQlaialian period (Millett 1986,

57). Moreover, there is note of a wooden tray associated with the burial, though its whereabouts

are unknown. This, along with the gaming oters, may suggest the presence of a gaming
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board (Millet 1986, 58). If the presence of animal bone and inferior quality objects in Grave
Seven suggests a continuation of Iron Age practices, then the presernighafuality, high
statusobjects in Grav&even, such as the signet ring, may imply the presence of elite individuals
whose grave goods are more heavily associated with Roman praciites. therefore
emphasises A GG AQ OoHAnHuMO [ LILINRFOK (2 w2YlIyAalidAiazy
similaities and differences across a wider geographic range. Grave Two and Grave Seven
demonstrate a range of practices at place in a single cemetery, and it can be argued that this

can only be understood fully in a wider geographic context.

3.2 Creolisation

Whilst Romanisation debates are still dominating the discipline today, with the field having
progressed from the definitions of Haverfield and Collingwood to include globalisation and post
colonial concepts, it is important to consider other theoretical agotees to understanding the

Roman past. Creolisation is one such approach originating in Caribbean historical archaeology
(Webster 2001). The term itself is linguistic in nature and revolves around two languages
YSNBAY 3 Ayid2z2 2yS yR0Saay 2oz XA (ONDIEE WGAdgNT €1 YR
HNGOd® LG A& FNBIZSR (GKIG RdzS G2 GKS fS3l O0g 2
I NISFIFOGa F2dzyR Ay Wbl GA@SQ aSdidAay3aa |a w2
broader archaeologicaldvancements in theory and fails to consider the active negotiations that

I 3Syida yR 2025004 aKINB yR a &adzOK:z FFAfaA
atetsSa (2 aSNBS AYyRAISy2dza SyRAQ 02 Spiidi SNI H
possible to suggest that a Creolisation model enables the native voice to be understood,
something that has been underrepresented in previous theoretical models (Carr 2007, 112). As
such, we can begin to see the creation of new culttines$ are reither whollyRoman or wholly

native and instead are new hybrid cultures comprising elements of both (Heeren 2013, 161).

In this way, Creolisation models have enabled a greater consideration of indigenous
contributions to Romandgritish material culture,and as such the wider identitpf the
population(Sanchez 2016, 60). For example, Witt (2013, 94) uses the example of the temple of
Icovellauna to the south of Metz, dating to the second century AD. The temple itself is dedicated

to a Celtic goddess and dgtagonal in shape with a circular interior similar to other Celtic
temples. However, its construction in cut stone suggests a Roman style of constytiation
ddz33sSadAy3a (GKIFIG GkKA&a SEFYLES G221 | /StGA0
expectal A2y 2F K2g | GSYLX S 2dzAKG 2 065 02yaidNHzC
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took Celtic and Roman elements and combined them to form somethatgvas strictly neither
of the original culturesbut instead a new fused entity and it is thisopesshat forms the basis
of creolisation theory. However, Creolisation still requires an unequal power balance between

the fused cultures (Carr 2007, 112), with one still exerting dominance over the other.

Whilst creolisation does allow for two diffamecultures coming together to create a new third
culturethat is uniquely different from its origins, the reliance on a dominant culture likens it to
Romanisation and Globalisation models. The issue is that this model also focuses heavily on
defining cultures rather than looking at the expressions of those cultaresder to investigate
diversity (Mattingly, 2006, 17). If Creolisation is considered as a reciprocal process of absorption
of one culture by another (Hawkes 1999, 89), then it can be argued that Creolisation merely
functions as another buzzword (Hitchco2R11). As such, the extent to which Creolisation
moves us away from Civility or Romanisation is debateable. On one hand, whichever framework
is utilised does enable the archaeological discourse to interpret whilst still being governed by an
underlying pmciple. On the other hand, however, these frameworks rarely receive adequate

elaboration (Hitchcock 2011, 271), to make them applicable across the discipline.

3.3 Materiality
Many of the examples above have focused on the use of material objects in understanding the

adoption and fusion of cultures and therefore it is important to understand the theoretical

conversations arounchateriality ifwe are to fully embrace an objectdgjraphical approach.

Materiality in archaeological theory is focused on the importance of the material world and the
active negotiations that this material participates in within society (Johnson 1999, 224). This
shift in archaeological thinking is oneatthas been in discussi@ince the 1990s (Shanks 1992),
which sees a greater emphasis being placed on materialist understandings, incorporating
notions of subjectivity, material culture and archaeological texts (Shanks 1992, 249). Shanks
(1992, 250) alsimplies that objects themselves are merely raw materials and they can only hold

a meaningful significance if they are to be turned into discursive materials. For example, Derrick
(2018, 33) highlights the use of glass unguentaria which are more commaalgiased with
cosmetics and perfumes. However, in some cases such as the Flavian timber basilica at
Silchester, these items can be associated with more ritualistic connotations. Here, one of the
glass unguentarias was found within the floor surface andiotaepretation is that it was filled

with a substance or group of substances that held magical properties perhaps to purify or bless
the grounds of the building. If this is the case, then it can be argued the vessel itself is just that,

a blown glass vess Its significance comes from the negotiatidnat it is involved in, requiring
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interactions between the object and human agents, allowing it to have different meanings

depending on what it is used for.

Tilley (2007 18), who suggests that if we discasind compare artefacts, we are automatically
considering their landscapes, contexts, movements, social and pobticakegies,and the
effects they had on people, the way they were perceived and understood. As such, materiality
is concerned with the wgs in which humans interact with the world around them (Gosden 1994,
82). The term materiality has been widely adopted in academic theory with multiple, often
conflicting meanings. The two main points of view can be summarised by the arguments
expressed by atour (1996) and Lemonnier (1996) in theqgum and antigun lobbies (Knappett
2007, 20). Latour argues that the active agent is neither thenguthe human, rather it is the
human with the gun, and you cannot isolate the two individual components feach other
(Latour 1996). In contrast, Lemonnier (1996) argues that materials and human action can be
examined independently before exploring how the two elements come together. However,
Jones (2004, 329) suggests that the foundations of materiality @scept can help to bridge

the gap between archaeological science and archaeological thesmateriality focusing on all
aspects of an obje@ biography and thus offering a fusion between raw material and social
negotiation. For example, Boivin (200867) implies that considering materiality as simply
material relations is no longer appropriate, and therefore we should consider the coming
together of materiality and embodied humans engaging in activities. This redefinition of
materiality may allow usto move beyond simplistic conversations of whether objects
themselves do or do not have agency, and instead interpret how the material world interacts
with living agents. It is this concetitat is adopted in the biographical approaches outlined in
subseaient chapters of this thesis. Here it is acknowledged that both objects and people must
play different parts in the negotiation and display of cultures, rather than considering these

individual elements in isolation, for one cannot necessarily exist wittiaiother.

With regards to Roman archaeology specifically, Witehied. (2010, 2) uses materiality theory

G2 AYGSNNRIFGS GKS LISNODSLIGAZ2Y 2F |1 FRNAIYQ:
argues that encounters with this monument (be it livitigre, trading there, or being native

Briton) have generated numerous materiedg both dominant, conflicting, and undefined.
Witcheretalo HnmMnE p0 dzaSad (KS SEFYLXS 2F Y2RSNYy O:
which is often concentrated on theurtain wall as it dominates the landscape. He suggests that

this demonstrates and reinforces the idea of the Wall being a defensive boundary. Whilst the

wall itself is no longer used for such purposes in modern day times, it is easy to see why

commerciaphotography may still invoke such connotations (Figu8el3.
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Figure3.3-1 Birdoswald Landscape. English Heritage. 2020.

This implies that whilst the monuments usage and modern experience of the monument have
undergone a transformative relationship, this relationship has enabled humans to continue to

engage with the monument despite changing social and environmental coatmfes.

When considering the fabric of the Wall itself, it is possible to suggest that Hvem&ruction

and rearrangement of materials to be used nearby in castles and churches (Whitworth 2000),
implies the changing interactions between humans and makeulture dependent on changing
social circumstances or belief systems (Witchteal. 2010, 6). Bell (2005) suggests that reuse
implies multiple meanings, from the recycling itself to the cultural connotations that are
associated with objects. Witchet al. (2010, 6) therefore suggests that because of this, the Wall
itself cannot be considered as a static monument, its materiality proposes that the implicit

meanings bound up with the physical materials are both mutable and mobile.

Moreover, the Walltself does not have materiality without the associated landscape it exists
within. For example, returning to the relationship between the commercial photographer and
the Wall today highlights another change in its materiality, which occurred in the ningtee
century. Land improvements during this period, such as changing field boundaries and drainage
systems, have irreversibly changed the wider landscape, which arguably has considerations for
our modern interpretations of its function. Richards and Cl&fi®8) argue that the landscape

2F I I RNAFYQa 2Fff A& GAYStSaasz odzi GKAA Aa
changing materiality of the Wall over time has meant that what we see today is no more than
150 years old. Therefore, it can be aegl that we are not interacting with the Wall itsgitfut

rather thealteredperception of the Wall due to these changes.
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The above example, whilst concerned with landscape changes, also has repercassgions

we consider interactions with material cute. For example, when analysing Roman coins, it is
possible to suggest that archaeological investigations tend to superimpose current models of
financial and economic systems onto the archaeology. As such, conversations surrounding
coinage tend to focusroeconomy and circulation, or rather, coins as money, as opposed to
coins as artefacts in their own right. It is important to contemplate that Roman and matigrn
coinage ought to be considered within the backdrop of the periods within which they refiresen

periods with differing sociapolitical,and economic circumstances and impacts.

3.4 Conclusion
Whilst archaeological theory has adapted enormously over the last century, there is still a heavy

focus on providing a framework within which to understandrf@oo-British archaeology. More

recently, concepts such &obalisation andreolisation have begun to incorporate the roles of

natives within the discourse in order to better understand these blended identities. However,
when put into practice it can bergued that these frameworks fail to consider regional
variations, and as such, their dominance in the discipline undermines the wealth of excavated
evidence. Moreover, it has been suggested that each framework discussed focuses more on the
linguistic dispdlA G A Sa 060SiG6SSYy WYw2YlFyQ YR Wbl iA@SQs |
within the Roman world havkad the potential tolack depth and focusThis has an influence

on the creation of a biographical approach to objects, as it creates a chasm windxjebts are

y2 t2y3aSN) FdzyOlGAz2ylt SEA&GAY3 FyR 060SAy3a dza SR
LISN1ISGdzF GAy3a Ww2YlIyQ ARSIfaz 2N Wbtk iA@SQ 2062

In order to fully understand the usefulness of a aghical approach to commaodities, such as
coinage, and how they were perceived across the transition from the Iron Age period to the
Roman period it is important to consider the role and acceptance of the Roman economy. The
Roman system of exchange, whilsbre standardised and sophisticated, still to a degree
required the acceptance of local communities in order for it to be upheld within Ro+Baitieh
society.As such it can be seen as a significant tool in examining how tokens of Roman exchange

were ad@ted in these newly forming landscapes.
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4 Understanding Economies

The economy is an integral part of a societal structure, providing a core set of values for the
governing of production, consumption and exchange of goods and services. To this end, studies
of the economy have often focused on understanding the ways irclwproduction and
consumption activities are related to each other, in order to determine how resources are
allocated. Temin (2001, 169) highlights that most economic models assume the existence of a
market economy, whereby the production and value of prois is unrestricted and constantly
being negotiated. Many types of economies exist but perhaps the most well understood is that

of a monetary economy, focused on the exchange of coinage.

Coinage and monegre intertwined concepts within modern day westediscourses and their
ubiquitous nature has often meant that they colour our view of the use and value of coinage
when discussing societies in the past. When considering the interpretations of Roman coin
hoards Blandetal6 H nH N Y pcV KAIKEAIKG GKFG WwWHEt (G222
lens of modern expectation and normative assumptions, whereby hoards are considered only in
NBfFGA2Y G2 LINFOGAOLIE FyR FTdzy Ol A 2y | rhondtaiylIS O &
economies more generally. When trying to understand economies in the past, particularly within

the backdrop of archaeological discourses, it is important to acknowledge that we are often
interpreting the evidence we have against our preconceivadion of what constitutes
economy, money, and coinage.In fact, coinage is merely one mechanism through which
exchange can take place within a wider society, for example cowrie shells were exchanges in
India as early as the fourth centur€owrie shells ere considered by East India Trading

[ 2YLI y& 2FFAOALFET w20SNI [AyRalre +Fa +ty WHyasgs
by Indian society in the purchase of goods (Yang 2018). In this sdbiggxchange of cowrie

shells was fundamental to themaintenance of their economic system, with the shells being
exchanged for goods of perceived equal value. This example highlights that an economy system
may be reliant oomany different tokens of exchangén addition, there are other methods of
exchangehat result in consumers being able to obtain goods, withthe use ofcurrency at

all. For example, prRoman economies are often associated with bartering, which does not
require a distinct separate currency. This form of exchange is centred aroundl iRdikl f & Wg K
graK G2 Sy3ar3as Ay (GKS RANBOG SEOKIy3IS 2F 322
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Understanding the economic system of the Roman Empire cafielsed asa complex web of
interactions. The Empire itself was composed of large disparate societies, betimis af their
geography and societal beliefs, who were all being dravo the wider control of the Roman
Emperor. In the archaeological discourses of the 19R2Qgas felt that the early Roman Empire
maintained a conscious policy whereby the governmdiat not get involved with the free
market (Rostovtzeff 1926). This might suggest thatRoman economic systems continued
without disturbance or introduction of any new methods of exchamggour understanding of

the Roman past has changed and develgpiais could be considered a naive approach,
particularly when considering the evidence for the military being paid in coinage. By the 1950s
there was a shift in archaeological thinking concerning the Roman economy, with researchers
such as Polanyi (195@msidering a multifaceted economic systémat explored the role of the
A32PSNYYSyido ''a | NBadzZ 6 GKS | LIINRI OHKoldi 2 |
approach of reciprocity, redistribution, and exchange (Temin 2001). This approach
acknowledged hat some elements of exchange weirgerlinked with social obligation and
tradition, with people aiming to find balance between the goods they reckiwrel goods they

gave (reciprocity)Alongside thisthere were elements of redistributionvhereby goodsvould

be collected and distributed based on laws or a central decigidhus incorporating the
existence of a political economy, or a political impact on the economy (Garnsey and Saller 1987).
LYRSSR t2f&lyA omMppTI pT0 ibiidnDKdralnDK theiRoaki A &
FRYAYAAUNI GA2Y SAGKAY |y 20KSNBA&AS K2dzASK2f F
householding is the process by whichOe2 Y Y dzypkoduiti@riiis based on their own use
(Polanyi 2001). However, the idea thathe Roman administration was able to centrally
redistribute grain suggests that overall people may have been willing to operate with the
intrinsic rules of the economic system in order to maintain the status quo. Withintktgee is

a further element ofexchange whereby people voluntarily exchange goods for other goods of
perceived equal value in monetary terms (Temin 2001), but without the need of any money to

change hands.

In terms of monetary exchange, an example can be seen in the Vindolablet 81 (dating to
AD 104120), which appears to display a cash account of money received for specific items, and

money still owed. The translation of the tablet is as follows

GX/ FYRARdMzZAY RSYFNRA H O0KOX C2NJ GAY@ESMEn LIZNE

Tetricus, denarii .., from Primus, denarii 2 %2 (?), from Alio the veterinary doctor, denarii 10 (plus),

from Vitalis the bathman, denarii 3 (?), total, denarii 34 %. The rest owe: Ingennus, denarii 7,

Acranius, denarii 3, the Vardullian cavalgmdenarii 7, the companion of Tagamatis the flag

0SIFNBNE RSYFINRA od ¢20lFt3X RSYFINARA Hndé O0zxAYR
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In the 1970sFrederick Pryor (1977) expanded this furtherifigludingan additioral category,
coinciding with exchangandtransfers. Pryor (1977) argues that exchange represents balanced
transactions, where goods are exchanged for an equal value, whereas transfers represent a one
way transaction such as the paying of taxes, where there is no direct return gained from the
payment. Father to this, Temin (2001) highlights that transfers are split into centric and-non
centric, with centrigperhapsthe most important as it emphasises the transfer of goods from an

individual to an institution.

When considered in tandenthis multi-faceted approach would suggest the operation of an
enhanced market economy, which undoubtedly would have elements which are centrally
controlled (Peacock and Williams 1986) and affected by the motivations of individual agents

(Lo Cascio 2006). For examjitelividual economic wealth provided a benchmark for joining the

elites, which may havebeen negotiated by the state itself (Perkins 2013). This is further
supported by Bang (2007, 18yho highlights that continued economic growth lies in the
administratiof Q&4 6 Af AG& G2 3ISy S Nlciaphals,dadIméwyprovnsiah St 2 LJ

headquarters such as those as seen at Trier and Milan.

The effects of this centralised control on the economy can be seen explicitly in the edicts of
Diocletian, with edict 301 spdically showing an attempt at price control (Temin 2001). Edict
onm 2NJ WiKS t NAOS 9RAOGQ &LISOAFTASA K2g YdzOK
that is 25 denarii per day, plus maintenance (Allen 2007, 3). This implies a centralisatcanflue

over the monetary value of transactions. Furthermore, the abundance of coinage would suggest
that it came to be used as one of the dominant forms of payment in everyday exchange (Temin
2001).

Hitchner (2009) highlights that there are multiple straradgolitical control on the economic
system, which involve the productiofigonography,and usage of coinage. Firstly, Hitchner
(2009) discusses the concept of monetary manipulation which is foauséuke state@ desire

to regulate the supply of money alable within general circulation. This is supported by
Howgego (2009)who suggests that the Empire managed to maintain the fixed bimetallic
system despite changes in the metal content of some coins (debasemenéaning that one

gold aureus would stilbe the equivalent of 25 silver denarii. Secondly, Hitchner (2009) refers
to metallurgical manipulation, which focuses on the increase or decrease in the precious metal
composition of coinage and is usuadlgributed toli KS 32 GSNY YSy GérpubicSSR i
obligation, collectaxes,and prevent a deficit. Thirdly, there is visual manipulatioat sees a
change in the iconography displayed on coinage to depict particular messages. An example of

this can be seen in some of the oldest iconograpbpicting Romulus and Remus suckling the
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shewolf (Mitchell 1976, 69)Thisimagery is entangled with the foundations of Rome, the
O9YLIANBI YR Y2NB oNRIRf& (G4KS ARSyGAGe 2F |
on silver coinage as early as 269 BC (Mitchell 1976, 69). Moreover, thegokhis also
considered to be aimportant symbol of perseverance and overcoming adversity and reappears

Fd Y2YSyida 2F ONRaAa (GKNRdAAK2dzi w2YSQa KAail?
Finally, Hitchner (2009) discusses the concept ofploysical monetary manipulation, sk as

that of state loas, debt cancellations and tax remissions, and highlights that the Roman state
appears to have injected money into different provinces on an irregular BHEsisirregularity

serves to highlight the difficulty facing the Roman goweent when trying to control such a

vast and geographically widespread empire.

Roman coinage is abundant in the archaeological record across the empire and therefore
suggests that it was commonly used as a method of payment (Temin 2001, 173). Howgego
(1991, 1) highlights that money is also relevant to social and political change. In the case of the
Roman world, the use of coinage enabled the creation of an army and city officials who were all
salaried by theeEmpire As this brief introduction has showngtfiRoman economy and the use

of coinage is multifaceted and links to both how tmpireand individual provinces were being
governed. Before we can begin to explore this further is it important to first consider how the

Roman monetary system developed.

4.1 TheRoman Coinage System
Coinage and money have become entities bound up with one another through modern

discourses and the terms are often used interchangeably or considered to be one and the same.
As Kim2001, 7) notes coins can be considered a new fofrmoney, which was used for civic,
commercial, and impersonal activities. Unlike other forms, coins offer a glimpse into a very
specific form of money, defined by a piece of stamped metal, usually issued by an authority and
fitting within a weight standat. Furthermore, unlike other forms of money, coinage can be seen

to have a more well understood beginning, with the first coins made of electrum being minted
in Lydia somewhere between the middle seventh to early sixth century BQEiin8). The
earlieg evidence for Roman coinage begins around 300vBiB a struckoronze issue likely to

have been minted in NapleBérnard 2018, 4F-ollowed by four heavy silver didrachms featuring

the Latin legend ROMANO, hoard evidence has been used to date thess fsiMars to
approximately 300 BC, with subsequent issues of Apollo/Horse type around 250 BC leading to a
break in minting (Bernard 2018, 4). From around #39s BCwe see the legend on coinage
change from ROMANO to ROM&ith some arguing that this wadue to the mint location

changing from Naples to Rome (Pedroni 1993, B¢ dating of these issues is supported by a
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hoard from Sardinia which contains newly minted examples of ROMA types, with some issues
displaying evidence of linked dies used in th@ibduction. Therefore, the burial of this hoard
must postdate when Roettook control of Sardinia in 238 BC (Bernard 2018,The evidence
suggests that the initial use of Roman coinage was sporadic with issues being struck at a rate
equivalent to one eries a decade (Bernard 2018, iis is supported by the lack of die linkages
which have been made between the ROMANO issues, implying that there was an inconsistent
minting across these early periods of the repubigidence of early bronze issues segjg a

wide denominational structure, from larger issues such ag#ie smallerfractional coins, with

the implication that coinage was expected to cover a wide range of transactional needs (Kim
2001). The introduction of the Quadrigati around 269 B€&mahstrates a shift in coin
production, with these issues being produced in a larger scale than any of the previous issues
discussed and find spots of these issues have been linked to the military activity of the Second
Punic War (Bernard 2018, 6). Thiggests a shift in the way coinage may have been used or
relied upon in times of military movement and consolidation of poviesthis shift transpired it

may have led to an increased awareness of coins as a tool of monetary exchriglewas

then harnesed as the republic and later the Empire grew. The reason for the adoption of
coinage on a wider scale is open to much deb#tlitional arguments may rely on its use in
order to pay the military or navy, pay for the building of monuments, or even dtleetoontact

with other civilisations who were already cailsing societies. However, as Bernard (2018)
notes, the Romans were already financing these activities before coins specifically were used.
Therefore the introduction of coinage may be aligned to the changing structure of political
power, and the introduction elite classesvho were more inclined to adopt coinage as a form

of currencyin rising levels of elite participation in trade, or perhaps to align themselves with
more advanced civilisations such as the Greeks. Furthernfigresncouraging the use and
distribution of Roman coinagé enabled the same system to be upheld acrossrépublic and

later the Empire. Once the use of coinage had become cemented into economic activities then
the design of the comthemselves enabled a key propaganda tool to d&sdalistributed at the

same time. Therefore, it is important to explore tbeerchangingcoin-based economy of the

Romanperiod.

The value of Roman coinage was in a constant state of flux, depending on the stability of the
political situation at the timeBy the end of the '8 Century BC, the Roman Republic found itself
retaining control of Italy following the Second Punic War and the defeat of the Carthaginian
general Hannibal. Following thihere was a complete restructure of the Roman economic
system,with new denominations being introduced which would last into the Imperial period.

One such example was the silver denarius, which replaced the previous silveguasingatus
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didrachm.The denarius was smaller and lighter than previous silver issubwas valued at 10

assesthis was retariffed at 16 assessseven decades later, with this value lasting until the

imperial period (Sear 2014, 17).

The denarius lasted until the third century AD before being replaced withrtk@ninianus(van

Heesch 200788) High value gold coinage was rarely struck in the Republican period and did not

form part of the regular coinage in circulation. Rare Republican examples of gold coinage were

associated with periods of military emergency, for example following teasssnation of Julius

Caesar on the Ides of March in 44 BSear 2014, 19During this periodgold coins were

produced representing the contenders for political poweGluding Triumvirs Mark Antony,

Octavian, Brutus and Cassius. The gold issues ofi@ttdater Augustughe first Emperor of

the RomanEmpire evolved into the first Imperial gold coinage. In addition, no regular bronze

coinage was struck after 82 BC due to inflation making therthless(Bay1972 112). Orce

Augustus had come to powdhe largescale production of the bronzaesresumed as part of

his reorganisation of the monetary system in 18 B@peror Augustus retained the production

of gold and silver unitsbut the production of brass and copper coinage was under control of

the Senate andvas represented as S C on coinggeenatus ConsultMattingly 1917, 61)

Following the establishment of the Roman Empire the values of Roman coins were reset
(Crawford 1970)Table4.1-1)

Aureus Denarius | Sestertius| Dupondius As Semis Quadrans
(Gold) (Siver) (Brass) (Brass) (Copper) | (Bronze) | (Bronze)
Aureus 1 25 100 200 400 800 1600
Denarius 1 4 8 16 32 64
Sestertius 1 2 4 8 16
Dupondius 1 2 4 8
As 1 2 4
Semis 1 2
Quadrans 1

Table4.1-1 The value of coins in the Roman Empire (First to Third Centuries AD)

However, whilst these ratios may have remained fairly stable, periods of political instability and

the need to produce more coinage often meant that the metal content of each individual

denomination was subject to decline. For example, the weight and déisenf the denarius was
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greatly reduced from the reign of Nero in AD 64. Prior to this peaodlysis by Butcher and
Ponting (2005, 175) suggests that the silver content for denarii was around 98%, this decreased
to about 95% under Nerand continued undr successiveamperors until by the reign of
Caracalla AD 19817 the denarius contained barely 40% silver (Sear 2014, 21). Butcher (2015,
181) suggests that the reasons behind these periods of debasement were due to the Roman
adl S WNBO fux aStaea ACdaNaeilyyDeg AN O2PSNJ adl S R
Empire maintained a tight control over where could issue coinage and what was to be displayed
on the coinage, an effective system of monetary policy was lacking. Therefore, when the state
found itself in times of crisis they would produce more money, sometimes of lower quality due
to resources, debasing their own coinage, without an understanding of what this would mean
for the wider economy essentially, flushing the economy with poorer quality coinage and
leading to low value issues being worthless. Due to continuing expansion &ntipae the
survival of the state became reliant on its ability to pay for its army (Butcher 2015, 182). During
periods where this became difficult, Emperarsuld manipulate the quality of the coinage
rather than increase income by other meaifibis can be seen through the periods of significant

debasement under Nero and Caracalla as outlined above.

During the thid century there was additional monetary refornslipldy 1974 which saw the
introduction ofan adlitional denomination, the antoninianus, representing the equivalent of
two denarii, which only physically weighed the equivalent of one and a half derayiithe
middle of the third centurythe antoninianus had driven the denarius out of circulation, with
these coins then also becoming significantly debased until by the reign of Gallienus-268260
they contained barely any silver. The monetary reformsAofelian (AD 273) saw the silver
content of the antoninianus restored to 5%, the revival of the silver denarius and an attempt to
reintroduce theasto combat the introduction of local imitations during the reigns of Claudius Il
Gothicus and Tetricus (AI78273), in Gaul and Britain (Sear 2014, 22).

Further reforms under Dicoletian began around AD 294 and saw the introduction of the silver
siliqua and the billon follis (containing around 5% silver), as well as the discontinuation of the
antoninianus(Sea 2014, 5) Constantine the Great made further changes to the monetary
system between AD 3637, which saw the aureus replaced by the solidus in the \distes

2010, 157)weighing approximately 4 &rams. Two gold fractional coins were also introduced
around the same time, the semissis (the equivalent of half of a solidus) andgttiga piece
(which was the equivalent of three eighths of a solidus). However, these were no longer in use
by the end of the fourth century (Sears 2014, 23). As demonstitetde the monetary system

in place at the beginning of the Roman Empire was vastly different to the monetary system in

place into the fourth century.
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4.2 Economy and Coinage in Roman Britain

Following the Roman invasion of Britain in AD 43, the estabbst of new organisational
structures was underway. By AD 53, under the governorship of Publius Ostorius Scapula, most
of moderndayEngland had been subjected to Roman rule (Korporowicz 2014, 235). Therefore,
as with the other provinces under Roman canfrBritain was now required to pay taxes to
Rome. It is possible that this appeared less of an imposition to the people of Britain than one
would assume. Some historical sources point to Britain paying taxes to Rome following@aesar
failed attempts to onquer in 55 and 54 BC. In fact, Ca@sawn accounts mention an annual

LI 8YSyid F2NJ GKS . NAGEAYyQa (2 w2YS o/ Sat NJ
vectigal which was normally taken to mean indirect tax (Korporowicz 2014, 230). Korparowic
(2014, 236) indicates at least four different types of taxation were required following the
successful invasion of Britain in AD #@utum soli,tributum capitis, vectigalimand Annona

militaris.

Tribiutum Soli and tributum capitigere introduced tathe Roman tax system by Augustus and
were designed to replace earlier Republican taxation systems. The first is considered as a land
tax placed on everyone in areas under Roman control, the second padigaximposed directly

on the conquered populatio (Korporowicz 2014, 237). It might be implied that in a coin using
society such as that of the Roman period, that taxes were expected to be paid using coinage.
However, in some areas of the provinamins were not commonly used in exchange. For
example,n Wales large areas of the central highlands and coast have limited evidence for early
coinage, suggesting that tax payments may have been made in kind, by directly exchanging a
perceived equal value of goods instead of using coins (Guest 2008, 55nda(f006, 496)
indicates that this is likely to have been the same for parts of Britain during the early years of
occupation.Thiswould be particularly liky for areas of northern Britain, which previously may
have had little contact with the Romansfbee invasion, and therefore were less likely to have
coinage to use for payments. Alternatively, Guest (2008, 55) suggests that perhaps goods were
traded for coins elsewhere and then the coins were then used to pay the centralised Roman

government.

Vectgalia, or the revenue derived from public land, includpdrtoria which is based on tax
entering or leaving ports. Korporowicz (2014, 239) highlights that there is not a wealth of
evidence of this type of payment in Britain. Holder (2007, 23) suggests iherlarge body of
inscriptions concerning the import of goods into Roman London, with regapibitioria, the

most important are lead labels which are likely to have been attached to goods. The labels refer
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to the merchantor exporter, the export office, the weight or volume, or an imperial seal. In
London, one label was found still attached to its amphonag @& described as globular,

suggesting it was used to transport wine or oil (Holder 2007, 23).

Finally, theAnnona militarisvas designed to support the governor and his civil and military staff
(Korporowicz (2014, 240). This taas notrelated to the novement of coinage but instead
would allow the distribution of food rations or supplies from spaces under imperial control in
order to feed and maintain the army (Kelemen 2015, 103 and Develin 1971, 692). This is
supported by Stallibrass (2009, 101) whaggests that large quantities of butchered animal
02yS OLI NILAOdzZ NI & OFrddGtSo G YATAGlshkde aAdids
movement of supplies such as beef over three centuries. Due to the lack of rural evidence, it is
difficult to male the link between the production of meat at rural sites and the consumption of
meat at military sites (Stallibrass 2009, 103). However, the lack of neonatal animal bones at
military sites does go some way to suggest that they were not producing theifieegtock in

these spaces on a large scale. Therefore, the movemesigoificantquantities of animals into
military spaces and the presence of butchery marks on the remains of these animals may provide

evidence for the movement of food and suppliesttoe maintenance of the army.

Although the use of coins could be seen as a necessity in order for taxes to be paid, it is also
apparent that coins were circulating amongst local populations throughout the RoiREtish
period. The influx of Roman coingdrthe province can be seen to be linked to the movement

of the military, who were paid in coin and subsequently led to an increase in the use and loss of
these objectswhich is identified in the archaeological record. Indeed, Casey (1994, 7) highlights
that the manner by which coinage reached the population of Britain is not fully understood,
however, he credits the army as being the main driver. An army of around 30,000 soldiers would
have been paid approximately 7,750,000 denarii annually, with a ldhisfcoinagebeing
redistributed into the civilian economy through purchase of goods (Casey 1994,7). Furthermore,
the state would purchase essential provisions such as grain from native producers at a fixed
price that would be paid in coinage, again inthacing coins into the lives of the population of
Britain (Casg1994, 7). If coinage was an accepted form of payment for goods and services, then
this would suggest that civilian populations in turn would then be able to use the coinage in their
day-to-day transactions. As a consequence, it was not uncommon to see civilian communities
associated with military dominated areas, providing a mechanism by which the use and
exchange of coins would become common practice through the purchasing of goods. This
concept is supported by Howgego (1994, 6) who suggests that the state was a main driver of the
redistribution of coinage across the provinces of the Empire. Coinage woustoiduted by

the state in order to pay the wages of the military and salaries faciaf§ in administrative

79| Page



centres, as well as to purchase food and equipment, and construction of official buildings. The
state would then recover its wealth through taxation and rents (Burnett 1987 and Howgego
1994), and as previously discusstnse looled different for different communities, not always

being reliant on the exchange of coinage.

Whilst the movement of coinage can be seen to be linked to military use,dthes not
necessarily suggest a widscale acceptance of coinage in the areas surding military
installations. For example, Reece (2012, 10) highlighting coin evidence from the fort at Exeter,
suggests there was a healthy coin supply until AD 60 when the army left. However, the evidence
demonstrates that coin usdid notappear to sprad to surrounding areas until into the second
century. This may imply that coinage was an accepted method of payment when the military
installations were present, but when they moved on, local rural settlements went back 1o pre
Roman methods of exchange agposed to maintaining coinage as the dominant method. If
coinage was introduced to these communities by the militdrgn it may be argued that eoin
basedsystem of exchange was forced upon them, and it is only with the establishment of Roman
towns inthe second centuryhat begin to see the usage of coins resurface. Reece (2012, 10)
ddz33Sada dKAA Yl & 0SOI dzaS NUzNI f -ded SNMESE2 M SINES
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the form of the military or official towns.

It is also important to consider that some RomaBigtish communities may not have come into
contact with coinage before military occupation of the landscape. For example, Reece (2012, 10)
highlights that in Colchester or Lincolihe army were using coins in spaces which had been
exposed to them prénvasion, however, when these forces moved upwards into Cumbria or the
lowlands of Scotland, they were introducing coinage to areas where it veagopsly absent.

This is supported by Creighton (1992, 47) who suggests that coins may have circulated faster in
areas that were central to the circulation system, and more slowly in areas that were on the
periphery. The Iron Age and Roman Coin Hoardgritain (IARCH) project has identified that
coin hoards are more common in ti#uth East, south west the midlands representing over

50% of the total number of hoards (3302) included in the project (Béaradl 2020, 19).

Reece (2012, 11) has also considered hoard evidence when discussing the use and adoption of
coinage in Roman Britain. The average hoard of the first two centuries AD in France is typically
composed of bronze and copper issues, with hoards of denarii psitety rarer. In contrast, the

typical British hoard of the same period tends to be composed of denarii, with bronze and
copper hoards being rarer. This is supported by the work of Bé&ral. (2020, 52), which

demonstrates that denarii in hoards containidgnarii peaks between Reece Periods nine and
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twelve (AD 18@ AD 260), before being almost absent from period fourteen onwards (AD 275).
If coinage was being used in everyday transaction amongst the wider populatiermight
expect a larger proportionfdoronze and copper alloy issues to be found. The fact that this is not
the case may imply that coinage was less likely to be used in evegnadscaletransactions,

and instead exchange or accumulation of silver coinage may be linked to larger payment

This picture seems to change from the third century onwards, by this time the denarii had been
replaced with the radiateand the silver content was diminishing over the course of the century
from 48% in the late second century, to less than one percent by the mid to late third century
(Reece 2012, 12). There is a distinct peak in the nurobesestertii and other low value
denomination coins in hoards around Period thirteen (AD-289) and the introduction of the
nummus seems to dominate coin hoards from periods fifteen to twemtg (AD 296102) as
demonstrated by Blandt al. (2020, 53).

The production ofunofficial coimge during the third century appears to coincide with the
decline of official coinage making its way into Britain during the third century. Reece (2612, 15
16) highlights that these unofficial issues are copies of regular issues in design, usually copying
pre-reform coins of Victorinus, Claudius atf Tetrici. Due to the widespread nature of these
copies across towns, villas, villages and farmsteads in third century Britain (Reece 2012, 16) this
may suggest that the nature of the economy had shifted drécally from coinage being
concentrated to military zones. If a strong caeising economy had not been established in
Britain by a large proportion of people by the late third century, then there would be little reason
for them to produce their own unoffial coinageWhilst, army production may be responsible

for the production of unofficial coinage, their presence across towns and villages suggests that
the wider population were still willing to accept coinage as form of payment and were therefore

ascribig to this form of economic system.

Fourth century Roman Britain sees an increase in hoarding practices, with the province being
considered to have the highest number of hoards from this date in the Empire (Guest 2005, 28).
Moorhead and Walton suggest treeare 232 known coin hoards with a terminus post quem of

AD 388 (Moorhead and Walton 2014, 99) with 39% of them being composed of silver issues. By
tracking hoards containing the clipped siliquae of Reece Period 21 (AMD233ve can see that

a large prportion of finds come from the lowland zone to the east of the Fosse Way, with an
extension into parts of North Yorkshire (Moorhead and Walton 2014, 104). In contrast, Wales,
Devon, Cornwall th&Vest Midlandsand the North Westhave low numbers of these o,
contrary to Reece (2012), suggesting that the use of Roman colmadjaotchanged much from

its introduction in the first and second centuries. Furthermore, the evidence from hoards of
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bronze numm of the period also demonstrate a similar patterntesf being associated with
military and urban centres such as those at Richborough and Canterbury (Moorhead and Walton
2014, 104). However, the evidence would suggest that this changes throughout the fourth
century, with bronze coinage occurring with anrggsing frequency in remote rural sites during

the mid-fourth century, before shrinking again by the end of the fourth century (Walton 2012,
103).

The lack of unofficial coinage by the end of the fourth century, coinciding with official units of
the Houseof Theodosius no longer being sent to Britain seems to mark the end of Roman coin
use in the province (Casey 1994 and Reece 2012). Therefore, despite unofficial coin production
previously being used to account for the shortfall in circulating currenpgiiiods of economic
instability, this period appears to mark an abandonment or rejection of Roman economic

systems.

During the Republiche responsibility of coin production was held by the Senate and annually
they would appoint monetary magistrates tiversee mint operations (Sear 2004, 65). In the
final half century of the Roman RepubBealler mobile coin production units were authorised

by the senate, allowing senior military officials to produce coinage. By 4h&Genate fled
Rome during thevar with Pompey and coin production was under the control of Caesar

later Octavianfollowing the Ides of March (Sear 2004, 65). For the first three centuries of the
RomanEmpire official coin production was centred around two main mints, the imgariant

in Rome and the provincial mint in Egypt, with these coin production centres being almost
permanently active during this period (Heuchert 2005, 32). In fact, it was the mint in RRame

had the monopoly on official Roman coin production duringgbeond century (Sear 2004, 66).
Political unrest during the last second century saw temporary mints open such as that at Antioch,
Alexandria, Caesarea and Lugdunum during the civil war caused by rivalry between Septimus
Severus, Pescennius Niger and Cledilbinus (Sear 2004, 66). However, following the end of

the civil war, Rome then went back to having sole responsibility for coin production.

From the late third century onwards, further Roman mints were opened across the efapée
Fig4.2-1 below) and began to incorporate mintmarks onto coins as an identifier of where the
coin was madeThese further Imperial mints were thought to be a response to the economic
crisis and the need to produce vast humbers of coinage in a short time span (Carradice and

Cowell 1987, 26).
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Figure4.2-1 Amap to show the location of the official mints in the Roman Empire

Official coinage was produced at these authorised mints, and an inscription of the place of origin

is marked on the coin itself (see Figudez-2).

11 N 11

111171

Figure4.2-2 an example of a mint mark on a coin. PTR representing the mint ifJef@rand PLG representing the
mint in Lyon (right)
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Carradice and Cowell (1987, 26) argue thelilst the issue of a series of coinage can be
identified from this, it is much more difficult to pinpoint the exact location of the mint. Norefia
(2011, 248) suggests that there is evidence of local mints producing bronze coinage, however,
the organisation of these local mints varied according to location. It is thought that the
manufactureof new coins was authorised by local councils with evideinoa Asia Minor
highlighting extensive evidence for die sharing between the cities, thus inferring that smaller
private workshops were in place for the production of civic coins (Norefia 2011,|1248ypard

to coin production in Britainthe PAS (2019gientifies two potential locations: Londinium and C
Mint (location uncertain, though references have been made in old catalogues to the site of
Colchester). With regards to the mint at Londinium, the PAS records 3,188 examples ranging in
date from AD 28499, whereas C Mint provides a further 655 examples ranging in date from
AD 193305. However overalthe PAS demonstrates records for over 273,001 coins and as such
British mints onlyrepresent 1.4% of records on the database. This implies evidence fgr lon
distance trade of coinage from other official mints within the empire into Britain, asasieital

production.

In the 1970s, Crawford argued that the reason for striking coinage was for the purpose of state
payments. This is a crucial shift in thady of numismatics away from the previous focus on
political agendas and towards the understanding of a broader economy. However, subsequent
studies suggest that the patterns of coin production cannot be explained merely by state
expenditure (Howgego 199Q), thus the manufacture of coinage has a much wider impact that

can be seen in the archaeological record through the recovery of coins in broad contexts.

In the main coinage was produced centrally at governmentally approved mints and
disseminated acras the wider Empire DuncarJones (1998, 106) highlights thdtis was
achievedthrough public spending. This spending generally began in two ways; firstly, through
payment to the army, which allowed caitto be spread over greater distances across the
proA y 0Sa® {SO02yRfeés GKNRIAK GKS 9YLISNBNEQ 26
instalment of new buildings, statues and temples. Therefore, the location of the mint itself can
be seen to influence the distribution of coinage. For example, the deciander the Julio
Claudians to move the central mint to Lugdunum (modern day Lyon), caused a significant
decrease in the number of coins circulating in Italy (Dur@mes 1998, 108). Additionally,
regional differences can be seen in the distribution @frize coinage, where coins under Nero
struck in Lugdunum are only found in large quantities in the northern provinces; contrastingly,

those bronze issues struck in Rome are only found in large quantities in Italy (MacDowall 1979).
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From the brief outline abive, it is possible to suggest that the identification and exploration of
coin mints themselvesan play a significant part in archaeological interpretatiofitie
technological, economic and political importance of these institutions provides a crudigitins
into the biography of these objects, through the centralisation and distribution of coinage as

whole.

In terms of the physical production of official coins, archaeological evidence suggests that
coins were produced by either striking blank piecemetal using two dies or through the use

of clay moulds. In order to produce coins from a die, both an upper (obverse) and lower
(reverse) die are needed, a blank coin flan would be placed in between and struck. Howgego
(1995, 26) suggests that this methaduld be the most effective for mass production. It is
thought that coin dies were typically made from hard bronze, though there are some examples
of iron or hardened steel dies (Hartmaehal. 2019, 499). It is believed that due to the
frequency of coingvith the same design images but slight stylistic differenités unlikely that
early Roman coins would have been made from steel dies (Harteizadn2019, 499). This is
because hardened steel would be less likely to producesinigk or variably strck coins.
Evidence of official Roman coin production is hard to identify within the archaeological record.
Howgego (1995, 27) suggests that this may be due to the sporadic nature of coin production,
meaning thafin many cities dedicated buildings wouldtmecessarily have been needed to
produce coins. Furthermore, when official mints were closed in a routine way they may be
harder to identify within the archaeological record, as all of the components would have been
systematically removed. For exampliea imint was closed it is unlikely that precious metal
would remain at the site to be uncovered by an archaeologist centuries later, it is much more
likely that the archaeological evidence may indicate some metal working activity without any
diagnostic traes of what that metal working would entail. Coin blanks are associated with the
production of coinage, but their presence may not be indicative of mint location, as
demonstrated at the temple at Argos, wherddjust as feasible that blank coins were taken

there to be deposited, rather than produced at the site (Howgego 1995, 28).

It is thought that the official mint in Rome started out on the Capitoline during the Roman
Republic, however following a fire in 8D it is thought to have been moved, with remains of

a building identified under the now San Clemente Church (Howgego 1995, 27; Melville Jones
2015, 137). The identified remains represent a structure approximately 30 metres thiele,

full extent of the legth is unknown. The archaeological evidence suggests a building of two
floors, with the lower floor being divided into two parts during its initial phases, and the
exterior formed by a substantial wall with only one entrance into the building (Howgedn 199

27). In addition to the evidence of a structure, there were also three inscriptions identified in
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the sixteenth century near the site at San Clemente. The first was paid for by Felix (who is
credited as the optio and exactor of the building, suggestipgsition of authority), the

second by Felix and Albanus (also credited as optio) and 25 officinatores, and a third by Felix
and 17 signatores, 11 suppostores, and 35 malliatores which were a combination of freedmen
and slaves (Melville Jones 2015, 138)is suggests that Felix and Albanus had at least 88 men
working under them at the time these inscriptions were created. A fourth inscription was also
identified with a statue honouring the Emperor and dedicated by the contractors, though no
specific namedndividuals are mentioned. Melville Jones (2015, 140) also sites two literary
sources which also indicate that the mint at Rome was in this location. FRinstiywar of

monetarii indicates that after Aurelian became Emperor in AD 270, the combatantsvaiet

the Caelian Hill and secondly the Regionary Catalogues suggest that the mint was located near
the Colosseum. Finally, a sixteenth century drawing of the now lost fragment &btimea

Urbis Romaéa marble plan of the city dating to the time of Septis Severus) indicates the
presence of a building near the location of San Clemente, labelled MON, which Melville Jones
(2015, 140) suggests can only represent MONETA. Therefore, suggesting the presence of a
building associated with money. However, ungitgeted excavation can take place to identify
any distinct archaeological evidence for coin productibremains unclear as to whether this

can definitively be credited as the site of the mint at Rome.

4.3 Unofficial Coinage

Therise of unofficial coinagyin the third and fourth centuriesay beassociated with periods of
economic instability and provide an example of unofficial mints being created in order to deal

with the shortfall of circulating coinage. ItseemsthatK A f 3G (G KS&S OZRAFAOA INK
as they were notadeat authorised Roman mints, and often appear crude in appearance, they
seem to be found within archaeological records at Roman sites. This suggests that they were at
least tolerated as coinage amongst coising societies, dmite their creation being illegal under

Roman lawSutherland (1935) argues that Claudian Copies struck at military centres may have
been consideredserdl FFAOA L f YR dzaSR | & I YS paft@ulagyT & dzL.
at points when official nmits were failing to supply official coinage in necessary quantities
Kenyon 1992 31)conducted an irdepth study of the production and find locations of Claudian

copies in England. Whilst the study identified different levels of skill in the productithrese

coins, with some being at least close to official standard, he highlights that their manufacture

and circulation cannot be considered as evidence of official authorisation (Kenyon 1992, 315),

despite no obvious punishments for producing imitatiomins having been identified-hese
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coins are found in different types and referred to in multiple different ways and have been
termed barbarousradiates,radiate copies andmitation coins to name a fewThesecoins are
thought to be produced at unofficianints; however, Davies (1988) cites the work of Blanchet
(1940) when suggesting that they were not made always made as part of a counterfeit
operation.Instead, regional production was taking place across the empire to providefooin
smaller scale dato-day transactins. However, Hall (2014, 165) highlights that the
counterfeiting of coins in the Roman period was .rife fact, therewere laws (such as theex
Cornelia de falsi2 NJ { dzf)trimalising thesact of counterfeiting coins as far back as the
Roman Repblic in 81 BC (Boon 19744). This was further update by an Imperial law, meaning
anyone found to be forging coins in gold would receive the death penalty, and those forging
silver coins could face exile (Boon, 19724)1though there appears to be reguivalentlaw for
bronze or copper alloy issues. However, surveys of PAS data by Walton (2011) suggest that
around a third of early third century denarii were likely to be fake. This suggestsetreat
though it was illegal to reproduce counterfeit cogeit wasoccurringat an alarming rate. The

fact that this was happening in the third century may coincide with periods of consistent
economic change, meaning that official coinage was either not readily available or the levels of

inflation meant that tke coinage in circulation was not enough to meet demand (Hall 2014, 168).

Reece (1973, 238) identifies that these coins are common in Britain with evidence for
production at sites such as Fenny Stratford and Londémofficial coinage has also been
identified elsewheresuch as in France and Itaily smaller quantities, which may indicate that

the proximity to the production of official coinage plays a part in the role of unofficialage

If youarecloser to the source of production, there is morelikto be a healthy supply of official
coinage, and therefore less need to produce locally made copies. The term barbarous is related
to the design and finish of this coin type, which is usually on smaller flans with irregular designs.
Shotter (2011, 8) gpands upon this further by suggesting that these copies hardly resembled
the official Roman coinage in circulation due to their abstract designs with the obverse heads
failing to accurately resemble imperial portraits. Moreover, the legends were pattiteraile

or absent altogether (See Figu4e3-1).
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Figure4.3-1. SUR2503AE. A Copper Alloy Barbarous Radiate of Tetricus Il. PAS 2019.

It is apparent that the reverse designs were an attempt to maintain the common themes on
official coinage and show deities and imperial virtues. However, Shotter (2011, 8) highlights that
these designs were often reduced to stick figures that were unresapte.L (G Q& LJ | dza A 0 |
the only feature to associate these as monetary artefacts is the presence of a radiate crown on

the obverse bust (Shotter 2011, 8). Shotter (1994, 10) highlights that radiate copies make up
around 30% of the coin samples prodddgy sites in the Nortlwest. However, Lockyear (2012)

implies that the presence of these coins in large quantities would suggest that at some point
they ceased to be an acceptable unit of exchadges in turnleading to them being discarded

and therefoe beingmore common in the archaeological record. However, this is difficult to

prove as due to the illegality of these unofficial issues and the lack of written sources there is

little evidence to explain their presence and/or absence.

Despite the presete ofunofficial coingn large quantities, few studies have aimed to quantify
them in any useful way. Davies (1988) highlights that these coins usually imitate a range of
official coinage dating from the AD 2@00s. He suggests that the large numbersdoced, the
diversity in the engraving styles and the number of variations recovered have hampered a more
systematic study of this vast type of coinage. In fact, the available literature concerning
contemporary copiefrom the late 19" and early 2f) centuies seem to be concentrated around
whether these coins represented an early or a late Roman chronology, which emphasises the
RAAOALX AySQa F20dza 2y dzaAy3d O2Aya a RIFEGAYS3
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that these coins represent atachronology, whereas the French archaeological trends tend to
place the chronology much earlier. The report for the imitation hoard from Richborough in 1931
was arguing for these coins having a later production date. Blanchet (1910) was more inclined
to suggest thatunofficial coinagewas occurring in circulation alongside their official
counterparts, therefore ascribing a much earlier date to the coins. Alternatively, Mattingly and
Stebbing (1938) concluded that the engravings presented on the radiggiesceshowed a
relationship with those found on fourth centuppins,d dzZOK | & G KS W9 YLISNE NJ F
design, and therefore the earliest date for the hoard was assigned as ABOB8Davies (1988)
highlights that it was not until 1950s with the wkoof Kent that archaeologists and numismatists
began to adopt the idea of an earlier date famofficial coinageKent (1959) argued that the
reason to produce these coins was due to monetary shortage, and that the evidence from

hoards showed an associai betweenunofficial issuesnd regularmntoninani.

The production of unofficial coinage has often been the focus of the discipline, concentrating on
the ways in which they were made, either using dies or moulds and where they were made (see

Figure4.3-2 for the archaeological evidence for dies and moulds in Britain).
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Figure4.3-2. Map to show the location of coin moulds and coin dies in Bri2ata from the PAS arigbon

Following analysis of thenofficial coindrom the Paternoster Row hoard, Mattingly (1967, 67)
4dz23SaGSR GKIG Ylye 2F 0KSAS WYAyidaQ Ydzaid KI
meaningful patterns had been established. However, the fact that tweye circulating
alongside official counterparts suggests a decrease in the availability of material or official coins
from authorised mints (Johnson 1970, 247). Therefore, their circulation in important towns
amongst official coinage suggests that theseiaties were to some degree reliant on coinage,

as otherwise there would be no reason to produce and circulate unofficial coinage. In order for
GKS&S 02 Ay ,teremist Bage béed kn@nedigé dbout the manufacturing process,

with Marsden (20111) highlighting the access to resources to create dies. It is inferred that the
reason these dies are seemingly absent from the archaeological record is that they are made

from iron, with the possible examples being too degraded to ascribe to a spesifior time
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period. Using the PAS database, there are only six recorded Roman coin dies in the whole of
England, five of which come from Buckinghamshire (PAS 2019). These six examples only
represent dies from metal detector finds, and it is important totenahat examples from
structured excavations is also minimal. In the example from Bgichimshire,the striking
surface appears to be rectangular with the corners removed, however, there is no visible detalil
on the striking surface to identify what the aoivould have looked like or whether it is in fact a

die atall (Figure4.3-3).

Figure4.3-3. BUGD08867 An Example of a Possible Roman Coin Die from Buckinghamshire. PAS, 2010.

Marsden (2012, 371) recognises two methods when considering the location of mints for
unofficial coinsFirstly, is to group together copies based on shared dies, or constyles and

then try to analyse whether these groups occur within concentrated locations. However, this
methodology requires a sample of many coins with a known provenance and the results will still
only provide speculative and approximate locationsaanint. The alternative method relies on
analysing multiple aspects of an assemblage in tandem, in order to ascertain whether they could
equal a production centre for irregular coinage. Marsden (2012, 372) suggests one method for
this would be to analysehe find spots for coin blanks, of which the PAS (2019) only records 72
for the entirety of the Romand®ritish period.Though,anomalies may occur, Marsden (2012)
argues that multiple finds in a location make it almost certain that a production centre would

have been present there.
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Though evidence of mints is rare, Ponting (1992, 52) highlights the unique example of Fenny
Stratford, Buckinghamshire. At this site, three ceramic vessels and two iron dies were identified
08 YSOlIt RSOSO0XKMA Ly yRY {(ilNG (PR2NRS 02T @&aQ o
south of Milton Keynes (Zeepwvetal. 1994, 1). Thassemblage has been considered as a hoard,
likely to represent an individual collection as opposed to a larger scale forgery process. The first
ves®l contained 35z 0in blanks, the second contained 246 partially hammered flans, and the
final vessel contained 1250 cut lengths of copper alloy and some wastetsf{Ponting 1992,

52). The interpretation of this material would suggest that each ofdl#28d 4 St Qa 02y (i Sy
represent a stage in the manufacturing process of imitation coins. The lengths of copper alloy
could be melted down to produce the partially hammered flans, which would then be
transformed into finished blanks. The presence of tlwe dies gives an indication of how the
finished flan would be converted into a functioning radiate copy. However, it is important to
note that there is a distinct absence of any struck examples, something which Zetmlat
(1994, 18) notes is surprigiiwhen compared with other similar assemblages. For example, the
Mere Heath hoard contained 869 unofficial coins, 150 blank flans and 385 official issues dating
to AD 266274 (Zeepvakt al. 1994, 18. Another surprising problem presented by this example

is the blank striking faces, and not the obverse and reverse of a coin, which would be expected
if this hoard indeed represented unofficial coin productioflthough, there is little
archaeological evidence to support the claim, it has been suggestedihattual coin die faces

were separate piecahat could be attached to the main die (Davies 8987). Although there

is some confusion over the exact purpose of this hoard, local unofficial coin manufacturing does
seem to be the most likely interpretation due to the hoard containing all of the core elements

required for this function.

Evidence for coin blanks mde slight from the PAS, with more evidemeginatingfrom
excavations such as the example above. But two records on the PAS point to evidence for
more official looking forgeries of Imperial Roman issues, whilst these do not represent a
systematic sampl, and are few in number, they do allow for discussion of a different type of
forgery anddemonstrate that unofficial coins offer a vast array of production techniques and
interpretations of use, perhaps representing a biography of their own. These typedation

are usually better quality in terms of design and therefore are possibly a result of a more
organised attempt to increase the coin supply. The PAS has two examples of coin dies thought
to be associated with the production of forgeries. Firdthi\8217C4 from Lincolnshi(&igure

4.34), which represents half of an obverse die made from copper alloy. The design from this
die suggests it would have produced commemorative coins of Faustina the Elder, dating to AD

141-61, as coins of this type weofficially struck under Antoninus Pius (PAS 2022). The
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diameter of the imagery has been measured at 19mm, which suggests that this coin die would
have been used to produce silver denarii. The irregularity to the beading on the outer edge
suggests that tis coin would have been used to produce forgeries (PAS 202&)uld be very
unlikely for an official coin die to be transported from an official Roman mint to Britain, adding
weight to the argument that this die was used in the production of unoffisgales. Analysis of

the broken edge has suggested that the coin was deliberately broken, meaning the object

could not be used to create any further coinage.

¢ W

NN

Figure4.3-4. LIN8217C40bverse Die dfaustina the Elder, PAS 2022

The second PAS example associated with forgery isAM®ASL5, which is a Roman copper

alloy die of Marcus Aureliysigure 4.3b). This object was found in East Riding of Yorkshire
and is currently held at the British MuseUlfAS 2022). It is believed that this coin die was also
used to produce imitation denarii in Britain, as with the Faustina example above, and was the

first example of an obverse die in Britain (PAS 2022).
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Figure4.3-5. LVPEAABAS5, Copper Alloy die of Marcus Aurelius

In addition to creating unofficial issues with dies, there is also some evidence in Britain for the
use of coin moulds. These moulds were produced either singularly or deiged and were
created by pressing struck coins into the clay leaving the impression behind. Firstly, a coin
would be pressed into a disc of clay, then an additional disk of clay would be placed on top of
the coin and pressed down, then a second coin would be placed oof tine second clay disk,
see figure4.3-6 (Hall 2014, 172). This would produce a mould with an obverse head of one

coin and the reverse design of the second coain.

TOP

MOULD

COIN
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Figure4.3-6. Hall 2014. Image to show the creation of coin moulds
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Once the coinsrad clay were stacked the edges would have been smoothed, arghaped

gutter would have been cut into the clay whilst the coins were still in place to give the column
more rigidity (Hall 2014 173). Once the clay had dtileel coins would be removed arildlen a

more porous clay containing plant material and charcoal would be used to encase the original
mould, this would strengthen the original mould. Hall (2014, 173) highlights that many of the
London examples still have this attached to the mould, armbine cases, it was up toném

thick. Several columns of moulds would be placed together with the gutters facing a central
cavity, from this more clay would be packed around the columns to creebatainer (see
figure4.3-7). This would allow the molten atal to be poured in (Hall, 2014, 176). Once the
metal has been poured in and the coins cast, the clay outer container would then be smashed
in order to remove the newly created coirduring this process the moulds themselves would
often become damageduggesting that moulds may have only been used to make single coins
(Hall 2014, 177).
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Figure4.3-7. Hall 2014. Image to show the placement of coins within a container to allow for the pouring of the

molten metal

Analysis by Boon (1988) suggests that 26 sites in Britain had produced evidence for coin
moulds. Nineteen of these sites have moutidding to the early third centunall of which
would have been used to produce denarii. However, there is also evidence for the production

of imitation bronze issues, with Whitchurch in Somerset producing 350 moulds, consisting of
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early aes and third centy aes andadiates (Boon and Rahtz 196Buston in

Northamptonshire had 175 moulds of copper alloy folles from the early fourth century. The
production of unofficial coins using moulds is not restricted to Britain, with production centres
also known fran the continent (Lallmand 1994). For example, at Saint Mard in Belgium 699

moulds were excavated from the site, which also had evidence of bronze working.

G yp [2YR2Y 2+ttt ynn Ofleé Y2dzZ Ra 6SNB SEOI
defensive vall (Hall 2014, 165). In addition, a further 34 moulds were acquired by the Museum

of London in 2001, which were found by construction workers. Of the 800 moulds from the

London Wall excavation, 473 would have been used to produce denarius, 16 for dugahdii

291 for asses. The dupondii moulds were mainly to produce coins of Maximinus with 12 out of

the 16 moulds belonging to thEmperor 59 of the aes moulds would have produced coins of
Herennia Etruscilla, with 50 producing aes of Otacilia Severa aidearb0 only producing

reverse designs. From the denatfie most commorEmperorrepresented was Elagabalus

with 94 moulds and Severus Alexander with 84 moulds (Hall 2014, 179), with the date range of
these coins ranging from AD 1244,

The evidencerbm London Wall suggests a largescale counterfeiting operation was occurring,
that they needed a supply of coins for copying, metalworking facilities and the raw materials to
make the moulds we have a sample of 800 surviving moulds from the site, bstiikely that

many more would have been used. Hall (2014, 182) notes that to produce just the moulds
found at the site, they would have needed 61 silver denarii and 16 copper allot coins, which is
likely to have been quite a large sum for the forger thetwas to have in their possession.
Therefore, the presence of these moulds, particularly those to create copper alloy coins,
suggests that the economic climate was such that smaller transactions were taking place and
there was not enough official coinagepply to cope with the demand. Indeed, Reece (2002,

45) suggests that the quality of the early third century denarii was such that they were made
to look like official issues, and therefore there was an intent to deceive those who received
them into thinking they were official issues. Interpreting the issue of intent within the
archaeological record is often a difficult one to prove, as it is impossible to understand
individual motives. On the one hand, it may be that these forgeries were intended to be as
close to official issues as possible as a way of bolstering the coin supply due to lack of official
coinage in circulation. However, it may also represent the presence of criminal activity akin to
0KS LINAYdGAYy3a 2F Y2RSNY Y2ty &ichinay naddheRf$E 22 R A

benefit to a whole community but merely to the individuals producing it.
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The distribution of these coins has often been assumed to be the result of local production to
be used in the areas surrounding where they were made. MewdReece (2012, 17) suggests
that the widespread nature of counterfeiting coins may have meant that their production
actually belonged to a few different sites. He uses the example of Winchester when
highlighting that there were few diinks connectinghe unofficial issues from the site, instead
suggesting that almost all tdie onesfrom Winchester actually came from a different die.
Thoughit is difficult to pinpoint the location of workshops producing unofficial coins, it is clear
from the evidence otlined above that some of this production is likely to have taken place

throughout Britain.

4.4  The Nature of Hoarding in Roman Britain

Coins that make their way into circulation are commonly found individually, lost in time and
space as stray finds neM@ NBE O2 GSNBR® | 26 SOSNE | y2GEKSNI | S¢
created when they are deposited as a colleetiin a hoardGrierson (1975) identified four types

of hoardingpractice: accidental losses, emergency hoards, savings hoards and abandoned
hoards. In essence, accidental losses would be composed of an indivdealth (perhaps by

losing a pursg emergency hoards were buried in response to outside factors and might include
items other than coinage, savings hoards may represent money collected over time and
therefore be more likely to show a spread of denominations, and abandoned hoards may be
associated with burials or rituals (Blaet al. 2020, 56) Aitchison (1988, 271)uggests that

hoards are thought to be comprised of currency which has been withdrawn from circulation
quickly and temporarily, and therefore are bound up with the intention of recavBegece

(1988, 263) upholds this concept by suggesting that hoards ton¢agold or silver appear to

us in the western world to hold a greater vajueghich would have transferable significance to
pastsocietiesC2 NJ 0 KA ad NBlFazys> | NOKIFS2t23A0lt RA&O2d:
explain hoards, which is onyzy RSNE (122 R GKNRdzZAK GKS WiSya 2
hoards are only interpreted based on practicality or functionality (Bleindl. 2020, 56). This
contemporary significance suggests that it only makes sense to bury wealth if there was an
intent to recover. However, if this is the casewould suggest there is a direct relationship
between the coins deposited and those in circulation at the time of deposition (Aitchison 1988,
272). The archaeological evidence suggests that this is not alwaysasee and it is often
common to see exotic or antique coins represented in coin hoards (Robertson 1956, 270). For
example, there are a multitude of hoards that are comprised of Roman and Greek coins, or

Roman and Celtic coins such as those at Jerbourg,n€eer(Robinson 1937) and Shover,
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Derbyshire (Peck 1924). Aitchison (1988, 272) highlights that it is unlikely these coins were
buried with the intent of recovery as Greek and Celtic coinage did not operate within the Roman
monetary system and therefore, &y could not have been used in monetary transactions as
they held no official economic value within this system. Furthermore, Roman coins were often
recalled for recoining during periods of economic or political crisis, however hoards often cover
a wide dae range whichshouldnot be possible if earlier issues had been recalled (Aitchison
1988, 272).This highlights the importance of context in archaeological interpretation and
emphasises the need to consider coinage as more thagnabolicmonetary value but as

artefacts that ardinked tocultural practice

Whilst the burial of wealth with an intent on recovery is one of the most accepted reasons for

the burial of coin hoardsalternative motives for the burial of coins in a hoard have also been
explored.For example, the Thorngrafton hoard, Northumberland, is composed of three iaureu

and sixty denarii ranging from Nero to Hadrian (AEL38) and each of the sixtiiree coins had

a different reverse design (Robertson 1956, 274) suggesting an intentidleatiom of different

coins. Indeed, Robertston (1956, 274) highlights that this is one of only four hoards which
demonstrates an explicit form of selectivity in its contents. There is also evidence for kivards
feature coins of a singlemperor, again suggesting a deliberate act of selectindicatingthat

monetary value was not always the sole basis for coin selection. Moreover, from the middle of
the third century onwardscoin hoards are dominated by the presence of low value radiates and
unofficial coinage (Aitchison 1988, 273). This period represents a time of inflation and therefore
large hoards of radiates are often seen as a method of removing coins from circuialich

no longer had any economic value (Greene 1986). Alternativedpuld be that there was
originally an intent to recover these hoards, but their demonetisation had meant that they had
been rendered worthlesso the effort of recovery was no longer worthwhile (Mattingly 1932,
Casey 1980 and Reece 1981). Aitchis@88§1274) considers this a paradox of interpretations,

due to the fact that hoards of high value coins are seen as sabuisoards of low value coins

are often seen as a method of disposal.

wSSOS omMdpyy> HcoU0 RAaOdza »SaylingSatdd, HampsSileJvier G a Q
suggesting that the collection of coins found at the site represent offerings to the gods which
GSNBE ySOSN) NBO2OSNBR® ! AGOKaAAZ2Y OMPpyyS HTT
Northumberland, where excavations revealedpapximately 16,000 coins (Allasdones and

McKay 1985), to suggest that a separate category of coin find is required to distinguish these
accumulations of coins over time, from traditional hoards representing closed groups of
artefacts buried atthesamé A YS® ¢ KS O2Ay | adasSvyoflr3asS FTNRY |/

reign of Hadrian to Honorius (AD 1423), suggesting that deposition must have continued until
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the late fourthor early fifth century. The evidence above for closed hoards of low denomination
coins being deliberately discarded seems to contradict the evidence of accumulation hoards at
G20A0S arliSao | 2g¢S @OBNGE thel chins /ard B\8 yalud gehoiaationsS f f
Additionally, at Lydney, Gloucestershire, all of the coins (includinghtvards) are also of low
value denominations (Wheeler and Wheeler 1932), which suggests that the criteria for
abandoned coins versus deliberately deposited is down to the context of the finds (Aitchison
1988, 275). This would suggest that it is naivednsider hoards of low value coins outside of
religious contexts as merely an act of disposing of unwanted coinage, as a ritual motive may
have been undetected due to the lack of obvious religious significance at the find spot (Aitchison
1988, 275). As sbigit is important to highlight thatwhilst there is much debate around the
purpose of or reason for hoarded coinave can never know the realeasonsfor their

deposition.

As demonstrated, there are many different theories regarding ancient motivatamisurying
hoards of objects. However, as Aarts (2000, 19) highliglotsrds uncovered before the 1970s
were usually chance finds, which were ndiscoveredduring structured archaeological
excavation and in the present are often found by metal detdsterwho have a varying
relationship with archaeologists. Johns (1996phighlights that between 1988 and 1993, 88
Roman coin hoards were found in Britain and 85 of those were found by metal detectorists. The
publication of these finds often leads to meased searching in these areas and leaves
archaeologyvulnerableto being destroyed. These issues often mean that we cannot fully
understand the archaeological context from which these objects were discovered and makes
interpretation more difficult. Wherehoards are uncovered within a container, there is an
argument that can at least be made for this being a closed context. However, hoards without
containers, or perceived to have no container due to the decay of the material (Johns 1996b, 4)

make these irgrpretations more problematic.

Very few ancient sources discuss the concept of hoarding, and where hoarding is mentioned or
even alluded toit is difficult to understand the accuracy of the source, and how well the writers
understood the communities ancultures they were writing about (Blaret al. 2020, 57). Two
SEFYLX S& AyOtdzRRSR tfl G204 wSLlztAOS gNRGGSY
of wealth who were not willing to help fund warfare, and also Appians Historia Romana (IV.73)
fromthS aSO02yR OSyilGdza2NE !5 gKAOK adza3asada aGKI
valuables, which led to individuals retrieving hidden treasures from holes in the ground, wells

and graves. Blandt al. (2020, 58) note the evidence from the Vindolanda wgtiablets and

the wooden tablets identified in Roman London, as providing evidence for the individuals and

communities needing to store their wealth. The examples are focused around the exchange of
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coinage for paying accounts, cash transactions and |oearal{n 2016). If this is the case, then
it suggestghat individualswere storing collections of coins on their person, in their houses or
02y OSIf SR Ay 2 iK&aoRaI8F i highlights@® impodtanée lofycdRitext
in interpreting ancient coin hoards as hoards found within these contexts may refirdaiy
monetary supply rather than a structured and purposeful deposjteuch as the hoard at

Plantation Place (see Chapter 9)

As demonstrated in Chapter 4.4 much of the debate around hoarding is focused on the external
political and economienvironment of the time, which relies on the evidence we have of these
events. This often has led to coin hoards being considered in isolation, with focus on their
contents being the main area of discussigBlandet al 2020,319) However, theresearch
project Qrisis or Continuity: Hoarding in Iron Age and Roman Britain with Special Reference to
the Third Century AD (IARCGBJandet al. 2020)has aimed to reassess the corpus of Iron Age
and Roman coin hoards in Britaand incorporate the archival material andrtextual
information of these finds against their contenfihis has meant that twiifths of coin hoards
analysed by the project have been associated with kngites with almost half coming from
archaeological excavations (Blaatal. 2020, 137).The analysishas looked at hoards which
were buried inside and outside functioning and abandoned buildaggell as thosdeposited

out in the landscape or within ditcheshe contextual analysis of coin hoards in this way has led
to the suggestion that peaks in hoarding correlating with periods of crisis is outdaitbdfew
hoards analysed by the project corresponding to these periods in time (Btaald2020,206).
Ingead, the most abundant evidence of hoarding comes from spaces occupied by military
communities and those associated with major urban centres, which may be expected as these
areas would have been more heavily monetised for a longer period of time that moaé
zones. This may suggest that hoarding was more commonly an act of savings, whereby
individuals were storing wealth with the intention to come back and retrieve it. However, Bland
et al.(2020,206), suggest that hoards located within buildingerstuctures(walls, roof spaces

etc) may have been much more easily accessed and therefore représpasits which could

be accessed quickly, or even daiityprovide the coin needed for transactions. In contrast, coin
hoards which were located under floavards, would be much more difficult to access
frequently, and may be more representative of coins that were being stored as savings
Collections of coins found within foundations of buildings may have been considered as ritual
deposits, or an offering tdhe gods for success, and therefore there was never any intention to
retrieve the objects at all. This is also assumed to be the case at sites with religious significance
such as templesBlandet al. (2020, 206 note that collections of coins of this ty@ee often

omitted from studies of coin hoards, as it is felt that they were collected at the site over a period
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of time, rather than during a single evemiowever, by exploring hoards in context, it allows
associations to be made between hoards themseMesr example, multiple hoards from
different time periods but found within the same space may be indicative of continuing
behaviour in the locationHoards with aitual significance beinfuried across timein sacred
locations may demonstrate areas obutinued religious significant across multiple generations

or centuries The work of IARCH has demonstrated the need to place objects within their
contextual backdrop, rather than consider them in isolation, if we are to understand the motives
and nature & deposition. Thisnethodological approach is something this thesis will explore
when considering coins from the Ribchester Revisited project (Chapter 8.4) and Planation Place
(Chapter 9.10).

Regardless of the nature of hoard deposition, it may be arghatihoarding as a practice is
somethingthat is commonly identified in Britain. For example, the PAS database records
nearly 500 hoards throughout Britain, as well as the Roman Rural Settlement Project providing
evidence of a further 169 examples as cogiirom rural settlements. The IARCH project
(Blandet al. 2020 also records 3302 Iron Age and Roman coin hoards from England, Wales
and Scotland. Furthermore, whilst it has been demonstrated that Iron Age and Roman
Lancashire may be significantly understudied due to the nature of distinct archaeological
excavationn the county (see Chapter 2.2.3), evidence for 110 hoards have been compiled
from synthesised material3.his mighsuggest that the hoarding of coins is a common
occurrence, and due to the vast number of coin hoards found in Britain as a whole, may
represent a series of activities and depoditsat cannot fit into neatly defined categories of
storages of wealth or votive offerings. Instead, hoarding maintsgtwined with the agency

of human action and the unpredictability of the human condition.

4.5 Underganding the Roman®&ritish Economy Applied Numismatics

The role of numismatics in archaeological interpretation has wavered throughout the

development of the discipline, often being relegated to the back of site publications as an

appendix. Walton (201117) suggests that this marginalisation may be due to the lack of

archaeological evidence at the beginning of th& 2entury, with the discipline instead relying

on ancient literary sources over material evidence. She argues that by the ateatury, the

number of excavations may have increagedk the attitudes towards material evidence

remained largely unchanged. In fact, only 35 years ago Frere (1987, 296) argued that analysis

of Romarsation in Britain could only ever be imprecise due to odiaree on material

NBYFAya WNFYGKSNIJ GKIFYy dzll2y (GKS YdzOK Y2NB NBGS
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This disregard of numismatics in the wider archaeological community, has often led to the
assumption that the function and use of coinage is alreadly understood and therefore
there is little else that can be learned (Walton 2011, 18). This may be due to the comparisons
made between coirusing societies in the past and caising societies today. The assumption
is that we already know how money worksecause we ourselves operate within a eoging
society. However, this chapter has demonstrated that amimg economies in the past
worked very differently and in a multaiceted way. This thesis aims to address these
misconceptions around coinage aodinusing societies, by implementing a biographical
approach to coins in order to ascertain if more can be learned from this valuable artefact
group, if they are approached in a different way. Analysis of coins is often only considered
important if it isbased on classification (denominations/mint types/reverse types/dating etc
(Walton 2011, 19). Therefore, they are ofteot considered as artefacts in their own right,

with their own stories to tell through the negotiations of their production, use dagosition.

John Casey and Richard Reece have identified that the coins found on a site will reflect the coin
supply to that area, and on a lesser scale the coin loss at the individual site (Reece 1995, 863).
By understanding changes in coin supply ifed#nt regionswe may be able to identify
OKI'y3aAy3d o0SKIFI@A2d2NE 6AGK NBIFINR G2 O2Ay dzaSda
types ofsites he identifies that all towns regardlesslotation or whether they follow the

LI GGSNY 2N) WolWRQ2RDoy o06AGK W32 arB@coinbssy F2f €
Y2RSt YR Wol RQ iiuakgin IcB2niofled shawaBecteasdi@ ddib loss

from Reece Period three to Reece Period fivhough @idence for coin loss in contempoyar

times and our understanding of coin use in the Roman period is difficult to connect, Reece

(1995, 867) argues that this may show the shifting focus of coin use from the south into the

north. This would coincide with the movement of the military northwsaethd may indicate

that coin use was focused on military personal during the early periods of occupation.

In order to analyse the fluctuations in coin loss over time and across different sites, Reece

(1972) recognised that every coin profile had to be panable and also needed to be
YSIF&dzZNBR F3FAyald | 0SYOKYIN] 2F gKI G, O2Ay f 2
various statistical means have been produced based on coin samples from Britain. The most
commonly used is the British MeaBde tablet.5-1) and has been developed by Richard Reece

using samples of increasing size. Firstly, coin totals from 14 different sites (1972), which was

then expanded to incorporate 88 sites (1987) dauer 140 sites (1995). By comparing the

number of coins per periocbtind on a site to the British Meait is possible to see whether

the site in question fits the coin profile of Britain as a whole. Reece (2005) takes this further by
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suggesting that coin profiles which differ vastly to the British Mean are evidenceriodpef
abnormal coin loss, as seen at Recul@nt (Reece 2005, 104).

¢tKS dzaS 2F wSSO0SQa . NAGAAK aSly A& y2i gAlK?2
the sites chosen to develop the British Mean were high status military, urban, tempikeor

sites fromSouth East and central Britain. Therefore, the British Mean may not accurately
represent a true cross section of coin loss across Britain as a whole, particularly when you
consider there is limited evidence of villas and temples inNb&h West Furthermore, it is

also important to consider the size of the assemblages uses to compose the British mean, and
how some sites demonstrated unusually high numbers of coins from particular periods, which
may have skewed the resulting mean for tipatriod. For example, the Roman Fort at

Richborough had 22,822 coins from Period 21. This seems unusual as the PAS data shows that
out of 286,247 Roman coin records, only 8,624 of them are assigned to period 21 (Data correct
as of March 2022) which wouldvgi a per mill value of 30.1.
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Reece Period Dates wSSOSQa . NRGA
1 Before AD 41 6.47

2 AD 4154 11.73
3 AD 5469 5.93

4 AD 6996 30.85
5 AD 96117 19.9

6 AD 117138 15.79
7 AD 138161 18.67
8 AD 161180 11.52
9 AD 180193 4.66
10 AD193222 15.18
11 AD 222238 7.29
12 AD 238260 8.08
13 AD 260275 144.3
14 AD 275 296 121.24
15 AD 296317 17.49
16 AD 317330 44.13
17 AD 336348 245.54
18 AD 348364 98.22
19 AD 364378 118
20 AD 378388 4.8

21 AD 388402 50.25

Table4.5-1. Table to show the British Mean for each Reece Period, Reece 1972

The British Mean is not the only coin profiling system that has been developed. For her PhD

thesis, Philippa Walton (2011) devetmpthe PAS Mean, which utilises 38,167 coins from 447

parishes. Eleven parish assemblages were excluded as they are thought to represent hoarding

I OGAQDAGRE astrdyy2 a RRADA@YNS WSEOf dZRSRXY (KA&a 0SAy3

fewer than20 coins from a single parish (Walton 2011, 68). Their exclusions means that the

RFEGEF gAff 0S O2YLINIroftS (G2 wSSOSQa . NAGAAK a

LI NR&A&K @SN IS | O2YLI NRaz2y 2F wSSO&wa . NA

similar pattern for both. However, it can be argued that the dataset used for the PAS Mean is

less biased towards high status sites than the British Mean, as the data is composed of objects

found by members of the public, rather than through targetegt@vation of a specific

I NOKIF $2t23A0Ff &A0S® 21 fd2y O6nnmmI THO SELIY
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This uses the combined totals of the PAS data and comparative datasets, looking at 262,272
coin records from 814 sites or parishes. Waltwgues that this provides the most accurate
data set regardless of the sites function or geography. However, these fail to account for

regional variation that may be at play.

As demonstrated above, applied numismatics has allowed for the developmeriteotdi

statistical approaches to understand the distribution of coins identified within the

archaeological record. These approaches have focused on understanding how sites deviated

from the expected average number of coins per chronological period. IBBe®@& O M®MBPT H I H
study of 14 sites, this suggested that the majority of coins found on British sites show

continuous occupation between AD 259 and 402, with ADZZBand AD 33360 providing

particularly strong evidence of coin loss. Analysis of diffeséa types shows that the

patterns of use and loss also varies depending on what type of occupation is occurring. Reece
(1993, 867) highlights that the patterns of coin loss for temples have low coin profiles to the

end of the third centuries, whereadlgis show a rise in the same period. Small settlements in

the east see an increase in coinage from Reece Period five to Reece Period nine before a

steady decline that lasts until the end of the fourth century. In contrast, western small

settlements show aimcrease duringther RA I G S LISNA2R F2tf2¢gAy3 5A2
flradga dzydAt GKS SyR 2F GKS F2dz2NI K OSyldzZNE oOw
YR K2@SNJ I NPdzyR GKS . NARGAAK aSty dz,iAf 5A20
GKSNBIF& WwW3I22R G26yaQ Ay (KS 6Sad O2yliAydzsS (2
decrease in coin use through the second and third centuries, but these do not show a rise

during the radiate period (Reece 1993, 867). The Roman Beitténent Project (Brindle

2017) has also analysed the distribution of coins across 1349 sites and has broken down the
concept of rural sites into smalleategoriesvillages, roadside settlements, villas, military vici,
complex farmsteads, enclosed farmsteastsl open farmsteads. Broadly, the data

demonstrates that over 80% of villages, roadside settlements and villas have produced

coinage, whereas less than 40% of enclosed farmsteads and complex farmsteads have

evidence for coins (Brindkt al. 2017, 238). His project has used five broad dating phases for

the coinage (seetabe526 St 260> o6 ASR 2y GK24S FTNRBY wSSO!
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Phase Date Range

Iron Age PreRoman Coinage

A Roman Coins to AD 260 (Republican and
Augustan System)

B AD 260 296 (Radiate Period)

C AD 296 330 (The Tetrarchy and Early
Constantinian Period)

Di AD 33(; 364 (Mid and Late Constantinian
Period)

Dii AD 364 402 (Houses of Valentinian and

Theodosius)

Table4.5-2 Table to show the five broad dating phases for coinage, Brindle et al 2017

The evidence from the 1349 sites demonstrates that coin loss at the military vici dominates,
with early Roman coins accounting for 70% of the cbiomm these sites (Brindlet al. 2017,

240). In contrast, early coins make up under 25% of the assemblages from all other site types.
This conceivably fiti& with the notion of a coifbased economy beginning in earnest following
military occupation, andhat it was the military settlementthat were most likely to be

exchanging using coins (Boon 1974, 118; Guest 2008, 139). The presence of Roman coins
increases slightly in more rural settlemepgsich as villas and farmsteaaath around 30% of

all coinag from these sites being dated to the mid to late third century, in accordance with
Reece (1993). Phase C shows a dramatic decrease in the presence of coins from this period,
with less than 8% of all coins from these sites dating to the early fourth genfihis then
increases again to around 30% around the mid fourth century in all recorded site types, apart
from military vici and decreases to about half the amount by the late fourth century. By the
end of Phase Dii, less than 4% of coinage found otaryiWici date to this period, whereas

over 16% of coins from complex farmsteads and villages have the same date (8riaidle

2017, 241). This might suggest thas the dominance of military occupation declined did

the use of coinage in these areas that the structures required to exchange in coinage were
being abandoned. In contrast, more rural communities showed a more even spread of coinage
across the periods, suggesting that whilst coinage may only have been exchanged to an extent,
it was mud& more consistent across the four centuries of Roman rule in the province. Walton
and Moorhead (2016) suggest that this signals the transition from anuneetary to a

monetary economy across the whole of Britain, which remained until the collapse of Roman

Britain in the early fifth century AD.
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The establishment of the British Mean has meant that average coin profiles can be considered
by comparingsimilarsites in different regiondroad patterns can be understood. By

comparing the coin loss profileofn new siteswe can understand whether the coin use and

loss on these sites follow or deviate from the British trends, allowing a fuller interpretation of
the site at an individual level. Furthermore, this provides an applied method that can be used
in other provinces of the Roman Empire, enabling comparisons in coin use and loss with areas

outside of Britain.

Studies of coin use and loss are not the only area that applied numismatics has furthered our
understanding of the Roman attitudes to coinage. Ehleave also been developments focused

on the use of coin dies. From the 1958widies of coin dies have been undertaken, looking at
whether we can link coins from different sites to the same coin die, in order to understand

how many coins a single die magve produced. As a result, we now have complete die

studies of the coins of Claudius I, several gold issues of second century AD and of many of the
shorter reign emperors such as Galba, Nerva and Otho (Kraay 1956, von Kanel 1986, Metcalf
1993andBeckmafi HanTtToO® . SOl Yl yYyyQa o6wnnt0 aiddzRe 27
suggested that each coin die could produce 4.6 coins on average. However, van Heesch (2011,
322) highlights that gold is much more nealble than other materials, and therefore tloank

gold flans would have behaved differently when struck by a die. He also suggests that caution
needs to be taken when trying to extrapolate results in order to ascertain the number of coins
produced per die, as some dies would have been used to $tattegold and silver issues.

However, studies of the gold and silver coinage of Claudius suggests there are around 450
known obverse dies and only four of these were used to produce coins in gold and silver (Giard
2000). Due to the nature of circulatioijs expected that coins from the same reign at one

site would have been produced from multiple different dies.

However, there is an example from France where a hoard of 2,531 antoninaini of Valerian |
dating to AD 258, all appear to have been struckiftbe same obverse die (Schaad 1992,
180). This may suggest that large numbers of coins were produced from a single die at any
one time, and that dies may not have been used until they had become worn (van Heesch
2011, 323). Furthermore, the size and darination of the coins produced, the quality of the
coin dies, the skill of the people producing the coins and whether each die was used until it
broke would also affect the output from any individual die (Howgego 1992, 3). From the two
examples abovave can recognise that not all dies would produce the sammberof coins
(Carter 198, 196) and therefore we cannot rely on data extrapolations alone in order to
answer these questions. There are no known records from mints, regarding the number of

outputs from dies, even if whadsurviving archivest can be argued that they would only be
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relevant for the mint they came fropas this would have varied from coinage to coinage

(Carter 198 and Howgego 1992). Experimental work by Sellwood (1963) demonstieed

punch die can strike up to 10,000 coins if used carefully. Reece (1984, 201) highlights that this
figure has now become enshrined into archaeological debate, such that this figure of 10,000
coins per die is widely upheld. Further work, by Moesta raihke (1995) expands upon this

concept, suggesting that one coin die would produce between 3,000 and 10,000 coins.

4.6 From economies to biographies

Traditionally, Roman coins have been considered within the framework of understanding the
economic systen of the period. As demonstrated throughout this chaptbis system is

complex and multfaceted, with coinage being produced in many different ways and
transported over vastlistances Coinage was in a constant state of flux, and whilst there was a
general system in place, this was fluid and constantly beingegotiated depending on the
conditions of the period in which it was operating. For example, if there was not enough
coinage more would be produced rapidly, flooding the market and leadipgriods of
debasement. At these pointthe quality and finesse of a cotmuldbe dramatically reduced

causingnstabilityandleading to changes into the values of coins over tiQlapterl.l).

Furthermore, it seems that a coinaggased economywasio 42 YSUG KAy 3 (GKF G &t
upon the societies within which it operated. The archaeological evidence for coin loss implies a
degree of fluctuation in the way coins were used across different core societal groups. For
example, until the middle of the thdrcentury coin loss was higher in military sites, associated

with the movement of these groups in attempts to control the surrounding population.

However, by the mid third century onwards, this diminishiegk the use of coinage can be

seen to increaseightly in villa and rural zone$he lack of coins in more rural areas until the

third century may imply continuation of traditional methods of exchange, all of which did not
require coinage to operate and include exchange in kind and that of a barteosgoncient

sources provide evidence of the Roman elites also accepting other forms of payments, not
related to coinage. For example, the Anndnénich was essentially a tax paid in grain or other

food products, that could be transported to the militaChapterd.2). AlthoughW2 F FA OA I f Q
O2AyI 38 414 LINBRRAOSR i I dZiK2NAASR YAyGas Iy
occurred around the third centufChapter 43). These issues, whilst cruder in appearance

than their authorised counterpartgre found in large quantities within the archaeological

record, particularly in Britain. This implies that coinage had become an important part of the
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economic system within the province, and that these issues, whilst not condoned by the State,

were stillconsidered to be a coin by those who exchanged them.

By exploring the concept of object biographies, we can begin to add another layer to the
interpretation of these objectsAlthough, traditionadiscourses have focused on what coins

can tell us abouthe structure of the economy and the way it changed over time, an object
biographical approach can begin to explore the intersection between coins as objects and the
humans who were coming into contact with them every day. This thesis aims to devise a
methodology, focused on an object biographical approach, in order to explore this intersection
in more detail, moving away from coinage as having a purely economic function and

considering them as artefacts of and in themselves.
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5 Object Biographies

Anobject biographical approach can be used as a key analytical tool in understanding how past
communities operated. The fundamental notion of this approach is that similarly to humans,
202S00Ga KIFI@S |+ ftAFTS O02dzNBS WAVIKEKS 2ABRa$ N2
(Bursttm 2014, 66). Biographical approaches have their origins in social anthropological
disciplines, focusing on the life stages of human actors. Howievite more recent pasthese
approaches have transcended across to archagpgl@and more specifically been adopted in
RAaOdzaaArzya 2F | NOKIFS2f23A0Ft YIFGSNREFE® | 24&]1
histories of objects and the life histories of persons separately. People and the things they valued
were so compld St & AYUSNIgAYySR GKSe O2dzZ R y24 06S F
biographies is not new for examplgrocessual archaeologists have been trying to develop new

approaches to objects using concepts of-lifee(Gosderand MarshallL999, 169).

Uselife approaches focus on the functional and structural characteristics of the objects and
buildings in question, with the object being a passive material, where things happen or are done
to change it (Binford 1982, Gosdand MarshallLl999). Gosdeand Marshall(1999, 169) uses

the example of the reduction of a stone tool, when considering alifiseapproach. Here,
episodes of flaking and grinding are recorded in order to consider how the object would have
changed shape and use as it became smallexlitésapproaches, however, do not consider the
active interactions between human an object, which is something adopted through object

biographies.

Tringham (1994) adapts a ubfe approach when considering Neolithic houses in Opovo,
considering the hoses to be more active objects in a set of social and cultural negotiations.
Instead of usdife, the term lifehistory is adoptedto consider the humanistic interactions
between house and people. In their study, thee life of the housesvas consideregthat is
planning, construction, occupation, maintenance, abandonment, destrugiot replacement
(Tringham 1994, 177). In order to conduct this research, the team considered each house as its
own social and economic entity, excavating each with the apsiomthat they would provide
different information regarding the construction, use and abandonment of the structures
(Tringham 1994, 180T.he studyidentified that there was a significant lack of burned material
between the houses, suggesting that theuses burned in separate fires, rather than the mass
burning of the entire village. The evidence also suggested that fires were burning at a high
temperature, which is unlikely to be associated with accidental fires for these types of structures
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(Tringham 994, 178). Instead, individual houses were burnt deliberately, bypatonsidering

GKA&E StSYSyl 27F i bdeskitind 8l fol iddrpyetdns MsSty wihy

single deliberate burning may be the case. For example, Tringham (1994, 1¥®)rpurd ideas

2F WwLSaldaz AyasSoilaszs RAaSIHaS> 3IKzala 2N& G2 &
SYR 2F (KS K2dzaSK2f R 0&o0fSQo

Uselife and lifehistory approaches enable the consideration of an object or building through

each of their lifestages, from production, through to use and culminating in their deposition.
However, they often fail to take into account the active roles that humans play in the creation

of these histories. By considering an object biographical approach we can begiidece these

interactions between human and object.

Bjdrnevadet al. (2019), expand on a more traditional approach to object biograpini¢beir
research on an Estonian Mesolithic slotted bone dagger, by considering an extended
biographical approach. Using this approach, the team consider the production, use and
deposition of an object as is the traditional method, as well as the-gepositional life of the
object Bj@drnevadet al. 2019, 104). An extended biographical approach takes into account the
continued social and cultural interactions of an object after it has been rediscovered. The Ulbi
dagger was made from a long tubular bone from a large mantima&lvas then splitandthen
shaped into the existing dagger using a variety of toBj@r(ievadet al. 2019, 108). Usavear
analysis of the object suggest that it was used for whittling or slicing, and therefore it has
become known as the Ulbi knife, and no longer considered a daBg#&névadet al2019, 113).
There is little contextual informatioto explain the deposition of the dagger, but it is thought
that the knife was deposited off the island of Lake Vortsjarv in southern Es®@ianévadet

al. 2019, 113).0Often traditional approaches to object biographies would stop at this stage,
having reconstructed the production, use and deposition of the Ulbi knife. However, using an
extended biographical approach it becomes important to consider the-gegositional life of

the object.Bj@rnevadet al. (2019, 114), highlight that little is known about the discovery of the
knife, other than it was thought to have been discovered between 1924 and 1926 during peat
exaction, and was thought to have been found at a depth of 1.3 meters. After discovery it

was held in the archaeological collection of the University of Tartu and moved to the Institute of
|l AAG2NE Ay ¢lLEtfAYy Ay (§KS wmdpB@acade & 3009, 114S F2 N
By following excavation andoliection records, it is possible to see that the Ulbi knife has
experienced damage and repair since it was excavated. Traditional approaches to object
biographies may have then acquainted this damage with use or contemporary deposition.
However, due to th nature of the records it is possible to use images of the object to see how

the effects of modern curation have impacted the artefact. In this example, an extended

111| Page



biographical approach was able to be conducted due tankeepth nature of the recordsand

the fact that the modern archives were very detailed, including multiple images and drawings at
different stages since the collection had been discovered. It is important to note that this is often
not the case when objects have been held in privatflections throughout antiquity before
being donated to a professional body, and therefore an extended biographical approach may

only be fully explored in a more limited number of cases.

Other alternative approaches to traditional object biography dissesrinclude concepts of
multiple object and object itineraries. Using the decorated plaques from the Isle of Man,
Meirion Jone<et al. (2016), explores the notion of multiple objects in depth. The concept of
multiple objects enables discussions of the ma@huction of things and people (Shanks 1998, 15)

as well as accepting that nothing (including objects) is stable overtime, and instead everything
is in a continued state of becoming (Holtorf 2008, 423). The concept of multiple objects has its
origins in sience studies and was first employed by Mol (2002), in her work on {invbr
atherosclerosisThe Body Multipl€2002), considers that one medical condition, atherosclerosis,
may have a simple definition, as the gradual obstruction of the arteries. Hawévs one
condition manifests itself differently across patignplace, apparatus, speciality, treatment etc

and therefore one disease becomes multiple. In archaeological discourses, it is recognised that
a single person can have multiple differentrgenas based on the relationships they have with
different people (Fowler 2004). One person can be a husband, a father, a sparetadhese
personas manifest differently depending on who they are talking to. The multiple objects
approach argues that thisoo can beimplied2 ¥ 2062S00azx 6KAOK | f &2
2OSNI LAY I NBf | (et@ goakKRINa Q 6aSNRA2Y W2y Sa

Merion Jonet al. (2016, 128) highlight how the Manx plaques fit into this concept of multiple.

For example, the slate they are naffom forms the bedrock of the Isle of Man, connecting

them to the physical landscape in which there were found. mloéf on the surface have links

to Grooved Ware pottery, but the organisation of the motifs has links to Iberia. The practice of
marking ad erasing is reminiscent of practices associated with northern Wales and eastern
LNBfIYR® ¢KSNBT2NBs: (GKS albyE LXIIjdzSa | NB WYdz
2F I aSNARSAE 2F RAFTFSNBYy (G I 6t 208,328 Thedideogsa NBf
have been continually changeable, with markings becoming worn and others drawn in their

LX | OSd ¢KA&d Kla 0SSy SESYLX ATASR 2yzagiditS . |
over an incised horizontal line which crosses over aaotliorn zigl | Figureb-1 below,

Merion Joneset al. 2016, 117).
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Figure5-1 Image to show the design on the Ballavarry plaque, Merion Jenais2016

This coupled with the fact that thmajority of the plaques are brokesuggests that at different
points in time they were reworked, or their function changed dependent on who was using
them. This serves to emphasise that like people, objects can take on different meanings

depending on theelationships theyhave,andwhich canalso be multiple.

Object itineraries deviates slightly from the linearity of object biographies. Biographies suggests

I 0ANLIKZ fAFTSE YR RSIGK LKIFaSsz ¢KSNBshigs 'y A
FYyR aLI GAlFtfAGE GKIFG f(RlarRO1EISIE Olijest Hinetade Ge@ dirst | v F
proposed in 2012 by Rosemary Joycdlark Ya (2 @GN} OS WiKS &adNRy3Iad ;
to rest or are active, the routes through which thirggzulate, and the means by which they are
Y2PSRQ 6W280S |yR DAffSEALAS Hampud ¢KIFG Aa
biographies, considers objects to have no real beginning or end (life or death) but that these
stages are continuallyenegotiated depending on who encounters them and when in time they

are encountered. This approadonsidersthat the archaeological narratives we construct are

113| Page



part of the ongoing engagement between objects and humans (Joyce and Gillespie 2015, 5).
Blair 015) considers the concept of an object itinerary for glass beads recovered from Mission
Santa Catalina de Guale, a seventeenth century Spanish mission, from St C&Helamal,
Georgia. At this sitenearly 70,000 glass beads have been recoveredebo@dfrom the site
suggests that alongside the complex process of manufacturing the glass and then forming them
into beads to be transported to St Cather@@dsland, there is also a process of renegotiation
when the strung beads arrive at the site. Herappears that the jewellery was subsequently
separated into individual beads and then restrung into new objects, becoming composites of
multiple points of origin (Blair 2015, 91). Evidence of this can be seen in three burials at the site,
whereby three nar identical necklaces composed of Venetian and Spanish beads, were formed
and distributed amongst the three individuals buried (Blair 2015, 91). Evidence for the ongoing
renegotiation of objects, people and place, can be seen as beads were moved aadetiss

new burials cut into earlier graves, and also through the act of excavation and curation (Blair
2015, 92). Beads were restrung during excavation and curated by the American Museum of
bl GdzNF £ | Aad2NBX FyR G (K& byithe F&nbank Musdurh éf NX &
Natural History in Atlanta. Blair (2015, 93) argues that during these processes the place, skill,
knowledge and experience of those who studied them structured how the beads themselves
were organised and displayed. Througistexamplewe can see that an objects life course is
constantly being renegotiated through time and place. The notion of an object itinerary allows
interpretations to move beyond a linear route and instead consider the multiplicity underlying

objects, plae and people.

Whilst uselife, life-history, extended biographies, multiple objects and object itinerary
examples have been provided abgwtecan be argued that these are all minor variations on a
theme. The crux of this approach is to move beyond objects as static components of the
archaeological record and begin to see them as entities in their own right. By considering the
life stages ofrtefacts as well as how they facilitate social, economic and political interactions,

we can begin to build a fuller picture of past societies.

5.1 Opect Biographies of Commodities

Integral to this thesis is the concept of object biographies for artefaotssidered to be
commodities.Commodities are considered to be objects of impersonal consumer transaction,
with these transactions being based on the rules of cost equivaleticat is one object being
worth a perceived value in another object, which isanstantly negotiated value based on
supply and demand (BdlB91,157). In these situations, objects act as a form of currency, where
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things can be traded for other things. One form of currency is money, in societies where money
is used as a measure ofetlvalue of work efforts of others (Bdl991, 158) Coinage forms one
aspect of money, and this is where a specific value or number of coins is considered the

equivalent value to the object, service or process being bought.

Simmel (1978) highlights thahaconomic object does not have an absolute value based on
demand. Instead, the demand for an object, whether this is based on real or imagined exchange,
SYyR2ga (GKS 202S00 gAGK @I fdSd ¢KSNEF2NB>X A
physical properties as a coin, but instead in the continued use of coins to purchase things of
socially determined equal value. Appadurai (1986, 5), supports this by highlighting that even
though it is actors who encode objects with their meaning, from a m@dhogical point of view

it is the objectsan-motion that illuminate their human and social context.

Y2LRG2FF omMpycX cn0 KAIKEATIKGE GKFEG O2YY2RA
be seen to circulate through the economic systemasthéyad SAy3 SEOKI y3ISR T2
YR FTNB AdSya ¢KAOK KIF@S | WwdzaS @I tdzS GKIF
example, these objects circulate through a monetary economic system, governed by a distinct
series of rules depending on the setgi within which they are being used. However, an object
biography approach allows us to go beyond a structured economic system and begin to explore
0KS LINRRdAOGAZYS dzaS |yR RSLRaAGAZY 2F (KSa:
(Kopytoff 1986, 8). Kopytoff (1986, 64) highlights that ordgrtain objectsare considered
commodities, that the same object may be considered as a commodity in one moment of time

and not another and that something seen as a commodity by one individual may not be

consideed a commodity by another individual.

Considering these arguments with regard to Roman coins, a coin may be seen to have a
perceived monetary value at one point during the Roman period, but this value may change
throughout the course of the same peridéor example, during the Roman Republic Assvas

worth 1/10th of a denarius, and by the second century BC the value @¢had fallen to 1/18

of a denarius (Crawford 1970, 40). Furthermore, a Roman coin of a certain monetary value and
used inmonetary exchangs may not always retain this monetary value in future social
ySA20AlL GA2yas 6KSNB |y 202S5S00Qa AYyAGALFf LidzZNL
the object lifecycleThis can be demonstrated through the reuse of Roman coins in suésequ

periods as pendants, where the coin is taken out of circulation and transformed into a new

object associated with dregse.g, a necklace)

2 KSy O2yAaARSNAY3I (GKS Wa20Alf f Abfay s@absca®@?2 YY2 R
exchangesofl KAy 34 Ay 2NRAYINEB fAFTSQ 6KAOK | LIS NJ
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social constructs determined by human actors Appadurai (1986, 57). Taking these concepts, and
considering a biographical approach to coinage, it may be possible to explut the

production, use and deposition of these objects can tell us about the people who used them.

5.2 Object Biographies in the Roman World
As demonstratedobject biographical approachesre an established theoretical model applied

to archaeological evidee Thisperspectivehas also often been used in studies of Roman
material culture, such as that outlined in this thesis. For example, 86if?) uses an object
biographical approach when considering the reuse of Roman bracelets into rings pogshe
Romanperiod. { ¢ A RULDstudy identified 179 examples Boman braceletthat had been
visibly bent out of their original shape at one or more points on the circumference and had at
least one of the terminal ends cut off (Swift 2012, 188)ebenefit of the object biographical
approach here is that it is possible to explore theltipie phases of interaction with the object,
from its original creation as a Roman bracetatpugh to the technical processes of its reuse
and its eventual deposition in an Angiaxon grave. This allowed Swift (202@3) to outline

the possible life istories of the objects in question (see Figbra-1 below).
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bracelet made and
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or primary use. RECORD
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tdour s melted down and lost /discarded:
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i ""V"eg."“:’ mew ARCHAEOLOGICAL
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finger-ring or child-
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other artefacte.g.
hook etc.

deposited in Roman votive/other special
grave: deposit: :
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL lost/discarded
RECORD RECORD

Not recovered:

Redisgm'“ed :‘““ ARCHAEOLOGICAL
used as amulet RECORD

deposited in Anglo-
Saxon period grave:

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RECORD

Figure5.2-1. flowchart outlining the object biography of reused Roman brace®atsft 2012
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opposed to a single objedt,will not be a linear procefrom the primary context (production)
through to the tertiary context (depositionAs figure 5.21 demonstrates there are multiple
stages at which the object can enter its tertiary context by being lost, discarded, deposited or
not recoveredIn this casesome bracelets will enter tertiary phases long before other objects
and emphasises that biograpki@re not staticeven when objects are in the same category,
with the same primary context or production processes. The same can be said for object
biographies of coindt is suggestedthat one coin die could produce up to 30,000 coins (de
Callatg 1995,298), each of these 30,000 coimsuld end up having a different use by being
used in exchanges in different geographic locations, or for different purgpseshasing goods,
deposited as offerings for the gods gtcome of these issues may remain in circulation longer
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than others or may become transformed into a new object and repfeedexampleperforated

coins becoming pendants (see Chapter 10.4). In essence, the construction of a biographical
approach is the begiring of the debate rather than the end. By constructing an overarching
biography for groups of objects we can assess the similarities and differences between the
objects within that group and begin to explottee subtle differences in the social interaai®

they have beem part of

Campbell 2012 16) highlights that the reuse of an object forms a critical part of a biographical
approach and applies this conceptRmman pottery sherdthat have been transformed either
through trimming or rubbing down to new objects, including spindle whanseights or playing
counters.Campbel® study provides evidence of 107 Roman pottery sherds which have been
transformed in this way fron29 sites Alongide this, there are durther 143 instances of
deliberate depsition of Roman ceramics being included in ritual deposition pragticaspbell
2012 19). The inclusion cfamian sherds within Angi§axon graves, such as those at \Wrin,

Dumfries and Gallowaypuggests a reuse of Roman Samian ware withinRostan contexts

These examples highlight thiaibgraphies for objects are not frameworks which are set in stone,
they are constarly changing and bound up with the social relationships with which they are a
part. By applying these methodologies to objeat® can begin to explore these social
relationships, investigating how evidence for production, use and deposigmninform on
changingsocialvalues and the way objects change over time can be seen as a manifestation of

this social change and changing bisliend values.

5.3 Constructing an Object Biography
The beginning sections of this chapter have outlined the development of an object biographical

approachfrom its conception as a udde model, through to the ways in which this theoretical
concept has bee applied to Roman artefacts more recentifowever, it is importan to
considerthe methodology ohow a biography is actually constructedyberg (2009 157-158)
considers there are three main phases of a life biography of objects; a prioccentgxt
concerned with the object production, a secondary contextoanedwith the use of an object,
and a tertiary context which is focused on the deposition of the objHuis follows the generic
phases of the majority of biological models by consitgthe birth, life and death phase$the
subject in questionHowever,Joy 2009 543) hghlights thatin archaeological discourses it is
this secondaryuse context which is oftenthe most difficult to interpret. The nature of
archaeological material that it is discovered after the final biographical phases has ended and

the object has been lost or depositedherefore, when found in context, we can make

118| Page



inferences regarding #hprocesses of depositiom many cases it majsobe possible to make
inferencesregarding the primary or birth phases of the subject matter at hand, dewemtextual

understanding of modes of production for different objects

Time
ES

Knowable Constructed Knowable

O\ N\
BIRTH| -~~~ - LIFE----- *| DEATH]
N \__/

Figure5.31RA I ANI ¥ 2dzif AyAy 3 (,K&20miGlF 3Sa 2F Iy 20628

It is often the secondary context/life phases of objects which are more difficult to interpret, with
this phase being the most uncertain of the three biographical stages (See figttebBlBw).
Firstly, because there may be little evidence regarding the ways in which objects were used,
leading to interpretationdeavily based on our understanding of these objects within modern
contexts. Additionally, Jo2Q09 543) highlights thathe secondarcontext of an object, its life
phase, is not always a linearprocésa 'y 2062S0G OFy fA@S ol Y d
can happen imanydifferent ways. For example, an object can be reinterpreted or reincarnated
severatimes in its lifeby beingadaptedand used in different ways, as outlined by the transition

of Roman bracelets into finger rings in the p&iman period outlined above (Swift 2012).
Alternatively, as demonstrated through the biographies of ancient monuments, the object in
question can outlive multiple human generatigrend hold differentmeaningsfor different

communities, altering its biography each tindey(2009 543).
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Joy@ (2009, 436) reconstruction of the biography of a British Iron Age mirror found at

PorteshampPorset provides an excellent examplé methodological process that undergithe

construction of biographies for objects. In this examphe mirror is thought to have been

producedin Southern England during the first century AD. The object is ingigriddgch is likely

to have occurred at its point of producticaand is an object that would have been made from

multiple bronze componentgoy (2009, 547) breaks down tHiéferent elements of the mirrd®

construction using the flowchart in Figure 23elow.

Collect
Beeswax

Mirror Handle

Molten Bronze

Collection of
Fine Clay for a
Mould

Movement/
Exchange of
the Smelted

Metal

Collection of
Wood for
Charcoal
¥
Production of Collection/
Charcoal Mining of Tin
and Copper
Ores
¥ ¥
Construction of Primary
Furnace Processing of
Ores
¥
Smelting of
Ores to
Produce
Bronze
Object at End Object Melted
of its Life Down
Object at End
of its Life

Figure5.3-2 Joy 2009. Flowchart outlining the production processes of the Portesham mirror
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Exposing Flat
Mirror Handle
¥ ¥
Filing and Final Trimmed and
Finishing of Bent to Form
Mirror Handle the Mirror Rim
|
Assembly of The
the Finished Portesham
Object Mirror

From the different componentswhich together form the final object(i.e., the Portesham

mirror) there are assumptions that can be made in regard to the secondary context, or life phase,

of the object. For exampléhe mirror has a handle and reflective plate, which is what allows it

to function as a mirrorThe handle suggests that the mirror wadendedto be heldby this

which would leave the reflective plate free of obstruction (Joy 2009, 35@)reflective qualities

of the plate and the fact that the mirror could be held by an individual suggests that it was used

as a tool to allow an indivical to inspect their own physical appearaneéhout relying on
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others to tell them how they looked (Joy 2009, 530)rthermore, at some point during the use

of this mirror, the terminal loop of the handle had a brooch attached taaitd other examples
have demonstrated that this was to allow for a covering to be placed over the mirror (Parfitt
1998) Joy(2009)highlights that this could indicate that as with humans, the mirror itself was
also dressed, which may have had more significance than mergbyotect the mirror for
damage The lack of wear associated with the object may indicate that its covering protected it
from damage and may indicate that it wasall-caredfor and looked after object. Alternatively,

it may imply that it was an object thavas not used often or was used in a particular set of
circumstances whereby it wamt carried around routinely. For example, if somebody uses the
mirror at a table in the morning and it is left there until the following morning, the object is less
likelyto incur damage as it is not constantly being used throughout the day in multiple different
environments.The tertiary context of the Portesham mirror is easier to understand as it was
found inan archaeologicatontext, deposited ira female graveburiedin a crouched position
and associated witmany other objectsincluding animal bones, broochegpottery and a bronze
pan of Roman import (Joy 2009, 55Ihe burial is thought to date to around AD 43, in line with
the Roman conquest of southern Englafit{patrickl997, 61).

A biographical approach can therefore make use of specific archaeological contexts, such as the
deposition of the Portesham mirror, but thénportance of wider cultural context in
understanding object biographiesemains important Especiallyif we are to use this
methodology to explore the ways in which objects may inform on social relationships, cultures
and identities. Eckardt (2014) provides an important example@stbnificance of context when
discussing goléh-glass beads in Britain. These finds appear to be much more common in fifth
to seventh century contexts in Britain, but are much rarer in Roman contexts, appearing at
around 30 sites (Eckardt 2014, 46). Hwidence for these objectsuggestshey are found on

the RhineDanube frontier and are common in southern Russia and east of the Oder, which has
led to the interpretation that they were introduced into Britain by military personnel, such as
the SarmatiangEckardt 2014, 47). Other objects have been identified within Britain relating to
the Sarmatians, including & 2 NEey Ghield typical of the Sarmatian calvary at Chesters,
Northumberland (Eckardt 2014, 47). Furthermore, it is believed that Sarmatiaraws settled

at Ribchester (Richmond 1945; 22), so the introduction of-gelflass beads by these troops
would not be unfeasible. In terms of a biographical approach an interesting interpretation was
proposed by Cool (2010) when considered these findsontext, which relies on considering

the goldin-glass beads in relation to the entire necklace. An example of these beads can be seen
from Baldock, where the necklace is made entirely of this type and therefore suggests that it

may have originated fromutside of Britain. However, necklaces with one or two goldlass
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beads should be considered against the wider context of the rest of the necklace. In these cases
necklaces could have been strung and restrung multiple times over the course of a beads
lifecycle and therefore may have lost any cultural affiliation with the societies within which it
originated (Eckardt 2014, 49)The biography of the beads themselves have involved many
transformations between objects reflecting different social identite@sl the cultural elements

it was endowed with at production may have changed multiple times before its eventual
deposition. By considering object biographiesamntext,we can begin to piece together a bigger
picture, exploring the ways in which an oleproperties mayaffectits lifecycle and how this

can be reflected and interpreted against the backdrop of where it was uncovered (See Chapter
9.10 and 10.5).

54 Summary
The chapter above has aimed to outline the different approaches to the constructian of

object biography, and the ways in whitttese metlodologies camleepen our understanding of
the social relations in which they were aparte underlying principles of this approaate to
consider an objeatjourney in a similar way to & dzY I hloQrégphy; they are born or created,

they live or are used, and they die or are deposited.

Many examples of constructed biographies for objects found in archaeological contexts are
focused on the specific biography of the individual object (see the summahge ®drtesham
mirror in Chapter 5.3)However, this approach can also be used to construct biographies of
multiple objects in order to look at more general trends in the use of objects from collective
factors found across the artefact tyd&ee Chapter 5.and the example of reesed Roman
bracelets) This is the approach that this thesis aims to adopt in ordebreakdown the
traditional model of wear analysis for Roman coings argued in this thesis that by creating a
methodology to analyse the compongs that make up wear, we can begin to strengthen our
understandingof the social relations involved in the production, use and deposition of coinage.
Traditional constructs of wear raregonsiderwhether the object becomes worn during use,
through consitent handling and exchange, or through the taphonomic processes associated
with its deposition. Thereforedhese methodologies can tell us little about the use of coinage. In
contrast, a biographical approach allows us to break wear down into its condtipasts and

try to pinpoint observable factors on coins at the different stages of its biographgcertain
when the object underwent specific changes. The following chapters outline the methodology
used in this thesis and the results which can be dagexd by the adoption of a biographical

approach to understasth Roman coinage in Lancashire.
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6 METHODOLOGY

Object biographies allow for a more detailed and nuanced understanding of human
interactions through the evidence provided by mategalture. However, their rolend
significance of has been the subject of much debate in archaeological discourses (see chapter

5),

As previously stated, the main aim of this project is;

GTo analyse coinage in more depth thaas previously beegrantedby traditional narratives,
Fft26Ay3 F2N GKS SELIX 2NX A2y 2F | O2Ay Q& 20:¢
way through its lifecycle to its deposition. This will enable an understanding of the value of an
object biographical approach to Romaoinage, and how valuable this might be in the field of

Roman archaeologyg.

As discussed in previous chapters, the dominant numismatic methodologies involve recording
aspects concerned with chronology¥hese are importanand provide a wealth of infonation

about archaeological siteblowever, it is also crucial that we consider how additional methods
can provide a moravell-rounded analysis, where context and intrinsic evidence can work
together to improve interpretation. Therefore, this thesis propesthe addition of a more
nuanceal biographical approachspecifically concerned with coin wear and other factors
associated with it, whereby relevant data can be stored, presented and interrogated. The second

aim of this project is therefore;

GTo interrogte the validity of a new methodology, analysing the factors that constitute coin
wear using the Lancashire dataset with supporting evidence from a site outside of Lancashire
(Plantation Placé) This is to ensure that the methodology can be applied ostsitithe main

study area and contextual area, and that the factors are also factors present on Roman coinage

more generally, not just those associated with Lancashire.

6.1 Data Collection

The data collection aspect of this project is thadd. Initial data ollection is concerned with
synthesising the data for known Roman coins in Lancashire, using the archaeological site reports
identified, Historic Environment Records, and data from the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS).
The dataset enables interrogationfdhe use of wear recording as is currently conducted in

traditional publicationgSeeChapter #), highlighting the inconsistent nature and the limited
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interpretation this allows archaeologists to make regarding the use of Roman coins in
LancashireDatafrom archaeological units and site reports represent those coins found through
distinct archaeological interrogation of the landscape, whereas the data collected from the PAS
represents objects found byetal detectorists and recorded by dedicated Finds LiaiSfiiters

on the PAS database. An analysis of both coins from known archaeological sites and those found
by metal detectorists will provide a cross section for the presence of Roman coins in Lancashire.
In order toprovide a geographical remit for this thesis the modday boundaies of Lancashire

have been usedHowever, it is important to highlight that author is aware that these boundaries
would not have existed in the same format within the Rorpanod butare used as a sampling

tool.

In order to obtain the most accurate level of data from the PAS, researcher access was obtained.
This allowed moraletailed information to becollected regarding the location of the coins
findspot. Where possiblendividual site reports, archaeological unit evaluations and data from
the Historic Environment Records have been obtained and used. These have beanenies!
against the Roman coin synthesis for the North West compiled by David Shotter, with the third
edition covering up to 2011. Any additional coins or data have then been taken from these three

editions.

Through the analysis of Roman coins in Lancashith quantitative and qualitative data will

be analysed. The sites/location of these coins will®b& LI N § SR Ay (2 | Waa
(military, industrial, settlement, religious) in order to ascertain any patterns associated with
specific sites. Moreover, the study aims to examine sites across a wide date range in order to
highlight how time may a#ct biography For exampleare there more or less coins in a
particular time period, andf any of the physical properties of the coins coincide with known

historical periods.

This initial investigation will provide a synthesis of the Roman coin tiolieia this area of the
North West of England; it highlights the diverse and previously understudied evidence for the

Romans in this region and provides a catalogue of coins for further data collection.
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Context Object Number: Coin IDfrom DB: Site:

Number:

Name of Emperor: Date of Issue:

Mint: Date of Issue:

Metal: Denomination: Diameter (mm): | Weight (gms): | Die Axis:

Obverse Inscription:

(heads): Design:

Reverse Inscription:

(tails): Design:

References: Location of coin Collection: Wear.
(museum/unit):

Photo Number:

Figure6.1-1. Data Collection Sheet for museum visits

This catalogue informed the primary data collection, allowing targeted museum visits to analyse
physical coin samples, and to access the PAS coin collection for Lancashire. In oodlareto

the data, a data collection table was created and filled fuuteach coinwhilst visiting the
relevant organisations to analyse the coin sampld® table (as shown in Figure 4.hbove,
allowed all the primary data to be collected and then inputted into the database.efhisled

all of the datapertaining to inagery on the coins and the reading of the legends to be deuble
checked as it was inputted into the database to ensure the most accurate level of data collection

during this initial stage.

Althoughthe main sample for this thesis comes from Roman coinaddn Lancashire, it was
important to interrogate the validity of the object biographical methodology proposed in this
thesis This is to ensure that the methodology could be applied to Roman coinage in more
general terms, rather than just Roman coinagarfd specifically in Lancashire. Therefore, the
site of Plantation Place in London was chosen as a comparative dataset. This sanghlessas

as itincluded both site coins and a chard andncluded a large enough quantity of coid28

in total) that it could provide meaningful results when the biographical methodology was
applied to it. The known archaeology of Roman Lancashire suggests a military dominated
landscapeand therefore whilst Plantation Place has an early Roman fort at the location, there
is also a wider urban development on the sifelantation Places provides evidence of a
developer funded archaeological excavation, which differs from the more research focus of sites
identified in Lancashire and therefore provides a completely differ@miaset and set of
circumstances to Lancashire sites both in the past and in the pre#isninclusion as a
comparative study has enabled the methodology to be tested not gabgraphically but also

on the basis of the types of communities engaging in eachange, and therefore demonstrates

any similarities or differencebat can be seen in biographical approaches in these spheres.
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6.2 Database Construction

All data was recorded into a Microsoft Access database. This alloweafagst checking and
analysisof the data The database holds both the synthesised coin catalogue and the primary
data (see appendix for database access and metadata). The constructed database is focused

around three main levels of data, outlined in FigGr21 below
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Figure6.2-1. Screenshot of Database to show relationships betvazga
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The first level of data revolves around the site level information for known Sitas. section

records basic information about the individual sites;

0 Site Name

0 Site Type; Fort, Vicus, Bathhouse, Industrial
0 Site Category Military, Industrial, Settlement
0 Publication reference

0 Description of site

0 Site Location

0 Eastings

0 Northings

0 Occupation by Century

The second level of datadedicated togeneric coin information. This is focused on the type of

information currently recorded in coin reports and records;

Context and Object Number
Hoard ID (where applicable)
Site

Name of Emperor

Date of Emperor

Mint

Date of Issue (where known)
Reece Periods

Material Type
Denomination

Diameter

Weight

Die Axis

Obverse Inscription
Obverse Description
Reverse Inscription
Reverse Description
Location of Coin

Collection

Condition

Image

= =4 =4 8 -8 4 _8 -8 _a _9a _2 _9 _°2_92_9 -9 _92 -9 -9 -9

|

Althoughmany of these descriptions are selplanatory in terms of the information recorded,
it is necessary tdnighlight the importance of the inclusion of Reece Periods. Reece Periods are
a chronological system created by Richard Reece in order to group &getimage for the

purpose of comparing different siteRéece 1972, 21 There are 21 periods in total, with a
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date range spanning from 509 BC to AD 402 (with Sam Moorhead of the PAS adding an additional
two periods, taking the chronology to AD 498). &ity, these periods can be seen to split
coinage chronologically by dynasty. For example, Period Two covers the Claudian era, and Period
Three the Neronian (See Table -2 Reece Periods have been a particularly useful tqahas
some casesit can be dfficult to ascertain the exact production date of an issue due to the
condition of the coin. However, it is much more likely that an Emperor can be identified allowing
the relevant Reece Period to be assigned. It is important to note that other chrooalogi
systems in line with the Reece Period strategy exist, such as that created byv@askyas 27
periods ranging chronologically from AD 43 to AD 402 (Lockyear 2002 N&9@Ythelessit is
apparent that the Reece Period has been the most widelytath including its use by the PAS.

As such, it is felt that Reece Periods would allow the most useful chronological method to

compare the coin finds from different areas of Lancashire.

Period Date Range | Dynasty
1| Pre AD 41 Pre Claudian
2 | AD41-54 Claudian
3 | AD 5468 Neronian
4 | AD 6996 Flavian
5 | AD 96117 Trajanic
6 | AD 117138 | Hadrianic
7 | AD 138161 | Antonine |
8 | AD 161180 | Antonine Il
9 | AD 1806193 | Antonine IlI

=
o

AD 193222 | Severus to Elagabalus
AD 222238 | LaterSeveran

AD 239260 | Gordian Il to Valerian
AD 260275 | Gallienus (sole reign) to Aurelian
AD 275296 | Tacitus to Allectus

AD 296317 | The Tetrarchy

AD 317330 | Constantinian |

AD 330348 | Constantinian Il

AD 348364 | Constantinian Ill

AD 364378 | Valentinianic

AD 378388 | Theodosian |

AD 388402 | Theodosian Il

22 | AD 402445 | Fifth Century |

23 | AD 445498 | Fifth Century Il Moorhead's Periods
Table6.2-1. The Chronological Distribution of Reece Periods. Data Taken from the PAS
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The third level of data is based around the components of wehich inform the biographical

approach to coins anthus formthe basis of this invaigation (see chapter 8);

0 Wear

0 Notches

0 Scratches

0 Clipping

0 Design Visibility
0 Legend Visibility
0 Corroded

0 Cracked

0 Surface Damage
0 Mis-Struck

0 Incomplete

0 Perforated

0 Plastic Deformation
0 Discolouration

6.3 Wear Analysis

One aspect of the primary data collection is wear analysis, which forms the basis of this
investigation. As previously discussed, traditional methodologies often factiee wear of an
individual coin, with this being taken as a measure of distributiah@rculation. Coin wear is a
widely adopted and accepted technigu@ numismatic researchwhich is often when
documenting coinage and producing catalogues for siesutlined in the ten examples from
Chapter 1 There are multiple differergystems used to assign wear, and each of these breaks
GSENI R2gy Ayid2 YdzZ GALX S |IBONIkat systethdnsiders wedrlaf S
five-stagesystem:unworn, slightly worn, worn, very worn, and extremely worn. However, these
categories havéttle to no definition. Contrastingly, Brickstocks (2004) system breaks wear into
sevenstages (nworn, slightly worn, worn, very worn, extremely worn, corroded, not strugk up
allowing for differentiation between coins that are worn and corrod@éfearis also considered

in different categories depending on the geographical location of coinage, witlmteatory of
Swiss Coin Findsnsidering wear asfave-stagesystem for Roman coins developed in 1988 (not
slightly worn, slightly worn, worn, heavilyorn, crude) (Inventory of Swiss Coin Finds 2020).
Interestingly the Inventory of Swiss Coin Fi@822)distinguishes between coin wear and coin

corrosion, by providing an additional six system for assigning levels of corrosion (Indeterminate,
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not or hardly corroded, slightly corroded, corroded, heavily corroded, very heavily corroded to

completely corroded).

The different systems oecording weamakeit aahighlysubjectivetaske. | £ t 2 g Ay 3 2y S
use of the system to differ vastly to anotligas the lack of definitioto each groupingneans
that individuals may be inclined to put the same coin into different categories based on a variety

of different factors €.g, familiarity and experience with Roman coins).

Whilst it is argued here thahe current system of coin wear does little to inform archaeological
interpretation, and in fact may hinder our understanding of the intrinsic value of this important
archaeological objecit remains important to examine the data in this way. As suoh dédtaset

will now be examined in order to ascertain any general differences between site finds and
hoards, official vs unofficial coinage, and also the distribution of coin wear amongst the area
categories discussed in the other sections of this chafttex hoped from this that we can begin

to understand the broad patterns displayed by the data. Furthermore, following the
investigation of the primary data collected in this thesis, andeépth analysis of the additional
wear factors recorded throughoutis process, we can begin to break down these broad
observations and ascertain the extent to which coinage can be used to inform the archaeological

record about coirusing economies/societies.

This is supported by Lockyear (2007, 29#)o highlights hat coin wear categories can only

provide very broad observations and therefore it is argued that an interrogation of their
meaning is both highly subjective and perhaps unevaluable. However, wear analysis continues

to be a widely recorded aspect of coitudies,withthis thesis moving beyond generalised wear
categories and instead considering components which maybe be incorporated under the
dzYo SNI ff 2F WgSINR® ¢KAA YIFe& SylFofS FdzNIKSN

When collecting the datfor this thesis, the coin wear descriptors have been recorded into the

database using a fotstage system outlined in Table éldelow.
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Category Meaning Example

0 Physical coin not able to
be analysed,
information comes from

records only

1 Unworng majority of
design or inscription

visible

2 Slight wear parts of the

design or inscription still

visible

3 Worn ¢ majority of the

design or inscription not

visible

eS| I

Table6.3-1. Definitions and Examples of Wear Categories. Images from own collection and PAS 2020
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As a further measure of wear, the primary data collected for this project has also recorded the
design and legend visibility of the coins. From this analysis, trends can be assessed regarding the
production of the coins themselves as well as analysis of the role of the individual in this
production. For example, some parts of a coin may be completelg of information,
suggesting an incomplete die or rEBiking at the point of production. This might indicate that,

due to the demand of coinage, the process of making the coins had become rapid and therefore
the overall fineness of the coin becamesdeimportant. This could have implications for the
O2yaidNHzOGA2Y 2F | O2AyQa 202S00 0A23INI LKezI |
commodity (rapid production critical). In contrast, if the fineness or overall appearance of the
coin appeas to be important, then it may demonstrate that coins were considered as a
significant object in their own right and had to maintain certain standards in order to be

functioning objects

6.4 Recording Object Biographies

If the object biography of a coin ie be utilised fully, then it is important to deconstruct the

broad category of wear into its constituent parts whilst still considering the concept in full in
order to understand coinage in the traditional sense. One way of doing this is to consider the
faOi2N&B GKIFG fGSNI GKS FLIISENI YOS 2F + O2AYy |y
may occur. These stages have been considered as primary, secondary and tertiary contexts of a
O2AyQa fAFSO2O0OfS o0adéoSNH Herbaeh Setected PasedIoiSthey R A
sample of coins analysed for this investigation. The designated criteria will allow fodaptn

analysis of the types of coin wear that are prevalent in Lancashire and allow a fuller object
biography to be constructed basexh the general frequency and specific location of the wear

on the individual coins. These criteria are separated into five distinct categories: coin clipping,
scratches, notches, design visibility and legend visibility, and condition. Condition is broken
down into eight subsections (wear, plastic deformation, -stisick, cracked, perforated,
O2NNRBRSRZI AyO2YLX SGSKkTFNIIAYSYUGIFINEB YR &dz2NFI OS
2NJ WbhQ F2NJ 4KS LINBaSyOS 2NJ I 04 Sé@Bordedfo (G KSa
quadrant level in order to allow for more detailed interpretations to be made as to whether

location on a coin can further our understanding of its biography.

In order to assist in the data gathering process and produce a simple and abjeeatethod,
over 1000 coins were examined via photographs of the coins taken as part of this research. The

obverse and reverse of each coin are photographed and it is the obverse image that will be used
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during wear analysis for the purposes of this stuithye orientation of the coin was based around

the imagery being the correct way up. For example, with the top ofEthperor@ bust at 12
2Q0t201® 2 KSNE 02 A yHEnpen Niist tai & Zleady2idedfifiedE & best (i K S
assumption was made. Eaclhqgiograph is divided into quadrants labelled A, B, C and D to
thoroughly analyse types of wear and the locations that the wear occurs on the coin (See Figure

6.4-1).

Figure6.4-1 Quadrant System fayoin recording

In order to understand how these categories are able to help construct an object biography for

coinage it is important to discuss each heading in more detail.

6.5 Beyond Wear

6.5.1 Primary Context:
I O02AYy Q& LINAYI NE 02y istagelf ithBographydiSrh. TheneBrézyh® (i K ¢

recorded factors are based around evidence which may occur on a coin at its point of
production. For the purpose of this investigatjontches, plastic deformation, metriking and

cracking have all been seted as evidence of production.
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Notches:
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Figure6.5.1-1. Examples of caswith notcheson the outer edge

Notches on the outer edge of coiase one method by which coins can become irregular in
shape(Figure 6.51-1). For the purpose of this thesisptches are considered &sshaped
indentations on the outside of the coin, thithis type of coin damagkeingassociated with

the production phase of a coin. However, it may also be possible thalyfiesoffactor has
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occurred intentionallythrough cutting the edge of the coin and would therefore fall into the

use phasef acoly” (ifécycle.

Research in this area is currently extremely limitexvertheless,experimental archaeology,
looking at the production of coinage has highlighted why this factor is most likely to be
associated with coin production rather thaeposition. For example, during production, a blank
coin (flan) will be heated before striking, nhotches can occur both when the flan is too hot, or too
cool at the time of striking. If the flan is too hot when struck, then the metal spreads @t

cool andit is possible that the flan may crack and produce angular notches (as shown in Figure
6.5.1-1 above) (Krafet al. 2006, 609)The work of Kraféet al.(2006) also considers the idea that
notches were intentionally produced on the blank coin flae$ore striking the blank flan with

the die, which is often seen on a particular subset of denarii, the serrati.einglo(2002, 329)
suggest that these coins were favoured in Germany as the serrated edges made it possible to
tell to tell if the coins wre genuine silver rather than plated, as the silver would be present in
the crosssection of the coin)in these issues the coins have notches all the way around the
outer edge of the coin, whereas the examples identified in this thesis are less commonly
occurring on a single coin. However, the analysis conducted byelingb (2002)using SEM
shows that silver blanks were ductile at the moment of strike and therefore may have become
slightly brittle. This may suggest that due to the process of heatimgljng and striking, the

more brittle nature of coins may have led to the notching of the outer edge of the coins as a

process of production, outside the intentional notching of serrati.

Due to the distinct lack of Roman coin dies found in the archae@lbgecord, experimental
archaeology has played a crucial role in our understanding of coin production processes. Ponting
(2009, 272) highlights that coin blanks could have been left in a furnace at a red heat for a
prolonged period of time and then soakéd acid before striking. The soaking of the blank in
acid removes any tarnish to the surface metal from the heating process. The need for this
process is due to the increasing debasement of Roman coinage, leading to a decrease in the
quality silver contentof coins. Ponting (2009, 272) argues that the coins left in moulds or
exposed to air would become tarnished, and once this tarnish was removed, coins with lower
silver content would appear to be more silverethis maynot provide evidence for the
producton of notches themselvesioweverit does support the theory of flans being heated
before striking or moulding into official coinagéhe arguments above outline possible evidence

for notches occurring during in the production phase of a coin. As prdyiousntioned, the
research in this area is currently limited and therefore further experimental work is needed to
explore this argument more fully and prove or disprove the working argument made with regard

to notches throughout this thesis.
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If these coingre then found in archaeological contextsevidence of coin circulatiqrit could
suggest that quality control of individual coins was not important and supports the concept of

coin making and dissemination being an essential commaodity rather thadeatogical token.

Notches are recorded as present or absent using the quadrant syetenare focused on %
shapedindentation on the outer edge of the coifsee Figure 6.5:1 above) At this stage
notches are focused omshape; however width and lengthwill be considered in future
experimental work outside of this thesis in order to see if the types of implement used to make

these marks can be ascertained

Plastic Deformation:

Figure6.5.1-2 An example of Plastic Deformation. Coin ID 897 on Database. Photo by Harris Museum 2019.

tfFAGAO0 5STF2NNYIFGAZ2Y fa2 200dz2NBE RdzZNAy3 | O2A
feature is the opposite of notchesat occurs when the cofdfian is too hot prior to striking,

causing the blank flan to spread out following contact with the coin die, in the same way as a
wax seal expands when stamped. An example of this can be seen in Figlt2 &ve, here

we @n see the circular outline of the coin die (emphasised in red), representing the true shape

of the coin. In addition to this, we can see where the warm metal has spread out beyond the
point of the die when the coin has been struck. As with notches, thsgmrce of coins with this

WTFE L 6Q AY | NOKFS2t23A0Ft 02yl SE (akregrededtatiSed G &
of coinage being an accepted commodity. As such, the presence of coins which are less than

perfect holds implications for what make coin a coin, and therefore acceptable to distribute.

Plastic Deformation is recorded as presence or absence.
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Mis-Struck:
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Figure6.5.1-:3. PUBLI®G0572C. Image of a Coin Brockage. Photo from PASatstab
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at the point of production. Misstriking includes the design gy struckoff the centre of the flan

causing half of the design details to be absent, or brockages where the obverse or reverse
designs end up on both sides of the coin. Brockages occur when a coin has stuck to the reverse
or obverse die at the point of striking drhas not been removed before the next blank flan is

struck. Consequently, this second coin is left with the impression from the previous coin (Figure
6.5.1-3), instead of fresh obverse and reverse imagery (Sear 2014, 8). Brockages are more
common on the bverse, as a reverse brockage would require the second blank coin to be placed

on top of the original mistrike (Sear 2014, 9).

As with notches and plastic deformation, the presence ofstrigck coins in the archaeological
record may hold implicationsurrounding the fundamental requirements of a coin. As sthh,

thesis aims t@nalysing the presence daiis-struck coins in the Lancashire and Plantation Place
datasets in order to explore whether they are treated differently in their use life and/or
deposition. One example of this can be seen in obverse brockages, which are more common
than brockages of reverse designs. This may imply that in order for a coin to be circulated it
required to display the imperial portragnd therefore and imperial ptraitson the obverse and

reverse is more accepted than no imperial portrait on either coin face.

Mis-striking has been recorded based on its presence or absence.
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Cracked:
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Figure6.5.1-4. An example of a cracked coin

¢KS LINBaASYyOS 2NJ I 0aSy OS(Figufe 6.81-M)Ihad bekeryrecorgegrasla O 2 A
measure of the primary context of thebject, the production phase. It is thought that radial
cracking (that is cracking that does not go all the way through the coin as to break it) occurs
during the striking process, due to the pressure of the coin die hitting the blank coin flan (See
Chapte 8.1.40n the Kalkirese Whereas cracking which goes all the way through the flan (Figure
6520 | 02@S0 Yl & &adaA3sSad Fy FRRAGAZ2YLFE €1 &SNJ
deposition and when a coin is entering a new life phase as an objeatcbBeological

examination.

For the purpose of this investigatiparacking has been recorded as presence or absence. This
is due to cracking beg a less obvious form of production damage, as it is possible for cracking

to occur during postleposition am excavation.
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6.5.2 Secondary Context
¢tKS aSO2yRINE O2yUGSEG 2F | O2Ay Aa F20dzaSR |
Therefore, for the purpose of this investigation clipping and perforation have been considered

as evidence of the coin beinged within society.

Coain Clipping:

Figure6.5.2-1 Image of a Clipped Coin. Photograph taken from Harris Museum Records.

Archaeological literature suggests that coin clipping wasdaspread phenomenon throughout
NAGEFEAYSYS gAGK . dz2NYySGGQa omdpyno LI2LIzZ F NI &idz
K2FNRaA® W/ fALIAYIQ 2F O2Aya NBFSNBR (G2 (KS
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which can then be collected drused as raw material, this is demonstrated in Figure26L5

By analysing the presence and precise location of coin clipping, interpretations can be made
surrounding the intrinsic value of a coin. For example, if clipping always occurs on the same par

of the coin, it could indicate a uniform process by which raw materials were being obtained,

with certain sections of the legend or design being deemed less important than others are. If

the portrait of the Emperor, or aspects of the legend pertainingt§ S 9 YLISNE NDa y I Y S
clipped it could suggest a passive acceptance of imperial rule and an active choice in choosing

to retain this imageryfurther suggesting acceptance or sympathyo#ith an imperial identity.
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Coin clipping is recorded muadrant level, as well as presence and absence on the coin more

generally. This is to allow these more detailed interpretations to be ascertained.

Perforation:

D

7T

Figure6.5.22 Image of aPerforated Coin. Coin ID 449 From Database. Photo by PAS.

t SNF2N} GSR O2Ayl3aS NBG2f @dSa I NRdzyR (GKS asSoz2y
the repurposing of a coin into a new objé€igure 6.5.2), most likely a pendant. By recording

the presence of perforations, we can begin to explore the attitudes to coinage and its imagery

by the people who would use them idayto-day life. This provides a deeper level of
understanding of the acceptance of Roman coins, as it is one of few agpattslieson the
dzaSNDa aa20AFGA2YyY 6AGK AYIF3ISNRI & 2LIL12aSR

enforce.

This factor is recorded only to presence or absence level as the perforations may overlap the
quadrant level. Where necessarurther investigation into the location of perforations in

NEBEFGAZ2Y (2 GKS O2AyQ& AYF3ISNE KFa 06S5Sy O2yR
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6.5.3 Tertiary Context

CAylLtfter GKS GSNIAINE O2yGSEG 2F | O2Ay A& 1
As suchfour factors have been selected which could demonstrate the effects of deposition on

the object; cut marks/scratches, corrosion, surface damage and incomplete. When analysing a
coinQ abject biographyit is felt that recording factors relating to depten is crucial, as it

allows us to ascertain whether the things we are recording as wear are merely a result of

deposition and therefore have no bearing on interpretations of a Qdinculation.

Cut Marks/ScratctMarks

A

C D
||I||IIII||III|||II|IIII|III||||II|I|
)cm 1 2 3

Figure6.531® !y SEIF YLX S 2F | &O0ON}GOK YIFEN] 2y I+ O

The presence of cuts and scratches on coins could be indicative of circulation and/or the
AaSO2yRIFNE adrasa 2F | O2AyQa 202S00G 0A23ANIL
distribution (as discussed below using Figure 62.3out also may occur duringnodern
excavations or collection proceduréss is possibly the case kigure 6.53-1). As previously
YSYGA2ySRE GKS YSIFadz2NE 2F O2Ay OANDdzZ F GA2Yy A
coin is, with no indicator of what comprises a worn coins Isuggested heréhat the small

scratches on coins may be caused by individual coins rubbing together, or against other objects

during in circulation. Furthermore, scratches and cuts may be present on coins as a consequence
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2F I O2Ay QA& (aoi GepuBiton phise).(Faryexadpld) accidental coin loss leaves
individual coins exposed to the elements and therefore more prone to being moved across the
landscape and scratched or marked by the surrounding geology. Therefore, it is maintained that
analysing individual aspects of coinweal y LINRE A RS | INBFGSNI Iyl e

a simple umbrella term.

Cutmarkskcratches are recorded in the same way as coin clipping, with presence or absence

for each quadrant recorded (as shown abdavé-igure 6.5.3).

It is assumed that many of the scratclteat occur on coinage will be accidental in nature, and
therefore there would be no statistical significance asthe quadrant they are located in
However, if this study proves this not the case then it highlights the significance of scratch
marks on coins as an unexplored process within the archaeological record and suggests uniform
practice of coin mutilation occurring during the Roman period. Several studies have been carried
out on con mutilation, and the significance of the act of mutilating a coin. However, the
RSTAYAGAZ2Y 2F WOtSINE AyidSydiazylf RIEIYIFI3ISQ Aa
21) discusses the ritual mutilation of coins found at RomBritish sites and highlights that

many of the smaller scratches may be acts of intentional mutilationaddition, Myberg and
Kemmers (2011, 98) use the example of the Kalkriese battlefield, where three Roman legions
were ambushed by Germanic troops and defeateAN9. A number of stray Romaasof the
Lugdunum altar type have been identified all over the battlefield, all with cuts and pie{8ags

figure 6.5.32).

Figure6.5.32 Myberg and Kemmer&011. Copper Aes, Lugdunum altar type, showing deliberaseatwdl piercings.
Original Image from Museum and Park Kalkriese
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Berger (1996, 55) suggests that these marks were created by individual Roman soldiers as an
expression of their unhappiness witheir ruler. In contrast, Myberg and Kemmers (2011, 98)
propose that it is instead the Germanic troops who deliberately mutilated the coins of their
enemies, as an expression of defiance against iconography which represented the defeat of

conquered people.

't SNyl GA@Ster aONI(i0OKSa 2y GKS O2Ay OlFy o
recovery and conservation. For example, any mechanical cleaning of a coin using specific tools

(e.g, a dremmel), can cause bevelling on the coins surface if ogedzealously.

C2NJ 0KS LJzN1}22asS 2F (KAa (GKSaAaxz aONr 60KSa NEB
felt that stray finds, lost in archaeological contexts have a much wider opportunity to become
scratched in postleposition. However, angsis of the frequency of scratches on the sample will

be discussed in more detail throughout.

Corrosion:

Figure6.5.33 Examples of coins with varying degrees of corrosion on their surface

Corrosion has been recorded with regardshie presenceor absence of any corrosion products

on the surface of the coin.

As demonstrated in Figure 633, this does not have to cover the entire cQigurface but can
be small amounts in certain areas of the cdihe presence of corrosiarccursdifferently an
coins of different chemical compositioras a result of interactions with the chemiqalysical
properties of the soil in which it is buried (Di Fraretial. 2022, 1). For example, coins made of

a silver and copper alloy are likely to demonstrate @egrpatina on their surface, as shown in
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the examples in Figure 6.523 This is due to the leeching of the copper, combined with the
silver becoming more enriched at the surface of the coin (Mantler and Schreiner 2001)641).
bronze and copper coinsi#t also not unusual to see a more red or brown rust like patina on the
surface of coindBy recording corrosion, it is possible to analyse whether factors associated with
deposition are affecting the interpretations of Roman artefacts. For examsplaswhich are
heavily corroded can have an additional sulllimetre thickness of corrosion kyroducts,

which results in the legend and design of the coins being barely visible (Salem and Mohamed
2019, 249). This may lead to coins besumsidered wornpwhenit is merely the corrosion
products obscuring the design details (this is demonstrated in Chapter 11.1.2 with an example
from the Le Catillon II Iron Age hoardl.this is the case then wear (associated with the
secondarycontext anduse and trade of a @o) islinked toits deposition (associated with an
objectQ &ertiary phase, when factorsffecting the artefact occur when it is no longer in

circulation or use).

Surface Damage:

Figure6.5.34. Example of a coin with surface damage

Surface damage has been recorded as asraibmpassing term for any type of damage to the
coinssurface which is not defined by one of the other recorded factors,&tatches). As such,
surface damage can take multiple forms, including but not limited to pitting on the surface

(Figure 6.5.31) of the coin, as well as delamination where layerthefcoins surface are missing.
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Surface damage would be assumed to be most likely a result of thedppsstsitional process,
whereby the interactions with the surrounding environment both physically eneimically
would influencethe finish and look ofains that are excavated. As such, it is hdpkat by
exploring this factor in detail we can begin to examine the effects of the tertiary context of a

coin on the interpretations we as archaeologists make from the object as found.

Surface damage is rea®ed as presence or absence.

Incomplete:

L RATTATI
Ocm 1

Figure6.5.35 Example of an Incomplete Coin. Coin ID 221 from Database. Photograph taken from the PAS Records.

Incomplete represents those coins where ofilggment or fragments have been recovered
(Figure 6.5.3%). It is thought that this factor is most likely to occur during the tertiary context of

I O2AYy Q& 0A23NI LK 2acckentafragymehnfidh ofa 8diddvaduldiargaalyz | &
no longer servany monetary functionThismethodology has considered incomplete coins to

fall into the tertiary context categoryhoweverit is important to note that there is some
evidence for fractional coinage being its own curreneith these deliberate fractionsesving

as small change alongside official coin unitkis would therefore put these objects into the
second context of use. The presence of fractiamalut coinage can be seen across time periods,

for example the silver dirhams, minted under Caliphatéhie middle East, became prevalent in
Nordic Europe in the®@century AD (Myrberg and Kemmers 2011, 100). The Viking system was

based on the value of ingots and rings, with these objects being of fixed weight and calibrated
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against gold and silver coin$ the Merovingian and Carolingian. However, the dirham worked
in the opposite waywith the silver coins being cut up in order to reach the desired equivalent
weight (Myrberg and Kemmers 2011, 100). This example highlights that cut up coinage may
have had its use in exchange practices, as some coins would be transported geographically

already in theircut-up form.

There is an example from the PAS database @BBB691) which is recorded as being a
WCNF OGA2Y Lt ydzYYdzayY | (Fgbd6bB®. TH Sdnis/defRed lada NI S
fraction due to the neatness of the cuts and the fact that it represents almost a perfect quarter

of a coin. Therefore, it may be possible this coin represents a cut unit that would still be used in
exchange, with soméiterary sources suggesting that halved coins could be used as tokens
between friends (Buttrey 1972, 31). Marsden (2B128) highlights that there is evidence for

fractional units whichseems to date most commonly to the AD 350s and are usually the large

bronzes of Constantius II, Constans, Magentius and Decentius.

Figure6.5.36 NLM-B33691Example of a possible fractional coin, PAS 2022

However, in terms of this methodology incomplete has beensidered to come under the
tertiary or deposition stage as the definition of incomplete here is a nestructured

imperfection, based on visual analysis.

Incomplete is recordedsyes or no.

6.6 Issues with Data Collection
As with anyinvestigation it is crucial to recognise the problems and potential biases with the

sample analysedl'hedata collected provides a large representative sample of the Lancashire

evidence howeverit is important to acknowledge that it is not exhaustive.
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Although the synthesis phase produced a catalogue of coins, it was not possible to rewasit all
the coins for primary data collection. In some instances, particularly where old reports or
accounts have been used, the location of the physical coin calfeigiunknown. Often due to

the antiquarian nature of coin collecting, and particularly coin hoards, the collection had been
divided across multiple benefactors and these rarely end up in museums. Where some coins in
a hoard are donatedt is also rare fothe whole collection to be deposited, purely because a
single individual only possesses a proportion of the entire hoard. For example, the Worden
hoard, discovered in 185Was said to contain 126 coins, with 108 of these later donated to the
Harris Miseum. These 108 coins have been studied for this thesis. However, it is unknown where
the remaining 18 coins from this hoaatde now locatedAs such, the Worden hoard used in this

investigation can be considered a representative sample of the originatthoa

The time between a hoard being recovered and the time it is deposited with a museum is a
further difficulty, as it can lead to discrepancies in accounts. This is exemplified in the case of
the Rossall Fleetwood hoard, included in this thesis. Thénafigeports of this hoard suggest

that it is composed of 400 silver denarii, whereas the deposited hoard at the Harris Museum
(recorded as the Rossall Fleetwood hoard) is composed of 400 silver siliquae. It is unknown
whether these coins represent the ginal hoard, which was perhaps initially misidentified, or
whether they represent two separate hoards from Rossall Fleetwood, or whether the Rossall
Fleetwood hoard data collected from the Harris Museum actually represents a hoard from

elsewhere (see Chagt 10.3).

In addition, it was not possible to visit all museum collections during the data collection phase
of this project. This is largely due to the increasing pressure on the museums service leading to
the closure of some sites, as well as the reddiioellections often being on loan to sites for

satellite exhibitions and subsequently inaccessible.

Finally, in some cases, coin collections were available for analysis, but the precise location of the
find is unknown due to a lack of published materar example, 57 coins were recorded from
Ribchester Roman Museum. However, whilst the coins themselves are known to come from

Ribchestertheir precise find location is unknown.

The Plantation Place sample posed less issues with regard to data colleti®rip the
extensive nature of the publication and coin report, as well as the opportunity to talk to the
F dzi K2NJ 2F (GKS O2Ay NBLERNIZ ah[! Qa ydzYAayYl (Aa
excavated during a more recent develoganded excavabn meant that the coins were easier
to locate and access, and negated some of the issues that had been experienced with regards to

the Lancashire sample.
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The limitations of the sample have been outlined abokieyeverit is important to highlight

that 1466 coins have been analysed using the proposed methodology. As such, the sample size
is considered large enough to be representative and provide a wealth of data, as well as being
substantial enough to test new methodologies for the construction of oljgmgraphies and

allow an investigation into the role and usefulness of this method to the study of coinage in the

future.

7/ PRIMARY DATA RESULTS

7.1 Introduction
The primary data collected for this thesis records 1466 coins associated with the modern

boundaries of Lancashire (outlineth Chapter 6).The sample comprises coin evidence from
excavation finds, casual finds and evidence from 13 coin hoards associated with Lar(saghire
Figure 7.11).

Silverdale
Carnforth

Lancaster

Thurnham

Pracss| Dolphinholme

Hackensall Waddington Kellbrook

Rossall Fleewood

Ribchester
Kirkham

Lytham Walton-Le-Dale
Brindle

Worden

Figure7.1-1 A map to show where the Lancashire coins are located, Road data takeM&Gormick, M. et al.
2013
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biographical approach which follows in Chapter Eight.

7.1.1 Breakdown of Primary Dataset

RSGIAESR

Fylrteaaa

currently used in the majity of finds reports and therefore provides a platform for the

Museum PAS Oxford Archagology Total | Total (%)
North
Ribchester 212 12 0 224 15%
Walton-le-Dale 0 0 48 48 3%
Lancaster 90 13 0 103 7%
Kirkham 36 6 0 42 3%
PAS 0 361 0 361 25%
Rossall Fleetwood
Hoard 391 0 0 391 27%
Waddington Hoard 29 0 0 29 2%
Brindle Hoard 21 0 0 21 1%
Fishergate Hill Hoarg 8 0 0 8 1%
Hackensall Hoard 46 0 0 46 3%
Worden Hoard 108 0 0 108 7%
Unknown 85 0 0 85 6%
[ Tom [ 1026 | 392 | 48 | 1466 | - |
Total % 70% 27% 3% - 100%

Table7.1.1-1 Breakdown of the Primary Data by Site and Type

The primary dataset is predominantly composed of dedlected from museum collections
(70%), with the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) accounting for 27% of the sample, and the
remaining 3% from Oxford Archaeology North (Tablel71). If we stratify the information
further, into individual areas and hods, over half of the sample is from two collections
combined, the Rossall Fleetwood Hoard (27%) and the PAS (25%), with the highest area

proportion of coins originating from Ribchester, with 15% of the overall sample.
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7.1.2 Differences between Primary and Syetdised Datasets
It is important to note that there are some differences between the primary and synthesised

datasets (Table 7.2-1). This table represents the coins that are in the primary sample only, the
coins from the synthesised sample only atid coins that are in both the primary and

synthesised.

Primary | Synthesised | Both
Ribchester 58 309 166
Walton-le-Dale 41 165 7
Lancaster 91 374 12
Kirkham 36 17 6
Burrow in Lonsdale 2 37 2
PAS 343 0 0
Rossall Fleetwood Hoarqg 391 0 0
Waddington Hoard 29 0 0
Brindle Hoard 21 0 0
Fishergate Hill Hoard 8 0 0
Hackensall Hoard 46 0 0
Worden Hoard 108 0 0
Unknown 85 0 0

Table7.1.21 Difference in Datasets Across the Primary 8gdthesised

All of the larger hoards collected at the Harkisiseum are part of the primarglatasets but
could not be recorded in the synthesised samms publications that detailed the coins
individually were not available (Table 2241). Furthermoreacross the main areas discussed in
this thesis there are limited discrepancies between the primary and synthesised datasets,
whereby the coins were documented but were not physically available for analysis at their
respective museums or their location wasknown. In the case of Ribchester, there is additional
data from the bathhouse materialvhich has not yet been published, but the collection could
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be analysed at the Museum of Lancashire, whereas a portion of the Ribchester synthesised data

regarding caual finds could not be located for primary analysis.

As such, it is important to view the synthesised dataset as a representative sample of the
available publications for Lancashire, and the primary dataset as a representative sample of the

available cai collections in Lancashire museums.

7.2 Denomination
The first factor to be discussed regarding the primary data is denomination.
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Denomination (1466 Coins)

Figure7.2-1 Proportion of Denominations in Primary Dataset

One hundred and eightfive coins out of the 1466 (13%) could not be assigned a denomination
(Figure 7.21). This is significantly less than the 899 coins that had no denomination recorded in

the synthesised data set (Appendix Two).

Of the 1281 coins witldenomination recorded, only three contained over 200 coins. Siliqua
composed 26% (386 coins) of the sample and is the largest denomination group represented.
However, it is important to note that this prominence is due to the inclusion of the Rossall
Fleawood hoard which is made up of 385 siliqua and six siliqua copies. The Rossall Fleetwood
hoard proved to be a conundrum, with the hoard originally identified in 1840 as a hoard of 400
silver denarii belonging to the eafynpire and containing coins ofriperors such as Vespasian

and Titus (Watkin 1887, 49). However, the ownership of the hoard was transferred to the Harris
Museum, Preston, but it turned out to be a hoard of different date and type (401 siliquae of the
fourth century), unlike any thatad been associated with Lancashire previously (Watkin 1887,

50) (see chapter 10.3 for further discussioh)is believed that the hoard currently at the Harris
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