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ABSTRACT

A detailed study of the Iron Age coinage from the area of the
Atrebates and Regni has been made. Coin deposition has been
studied and distinctions made between ‘hoards’ from religious and
non-religious sites.

The first coins to circulate in the area, imported Gallo-
Belgic gold, have been examined. The traditional Gallic war date
for Gallo-Belgic E 1s questioned, and an earlier, longer
chronology 1is proposed.

During the currency of Gallo-Belgic ¢ the first indigenous
local staters, British A2 and C, appeared. Later, around the time
of the Gallic War, these were succeeded by British Q. In this
period the first local silver types were produced alongside a
short-lived bronze issue. These were usually struck on broad thin
flans with designs based on Gaulish coins.

British Q was succeeded by several smaller localised stater
issues. The contemporary quarter staters and silver were

generally struck on thick flans with more insular designs. A

picture of fragmented minting is apparent.
The staters inscribed COMMIOS and several related

denominations develop from these types. Close examination of the

numismatic evidence suggests that these were produced by a

commios who was the ’‘son’ of the Commius of Caesar. The minting

of these and later inscribed coins appears to have been

centralised.

The succeeding coins of Tincommius bear Roman inspired designs



and the metallurgy of the silver units suggests that they were
produced from recycled Roman denarii. Numismatic evidence now
suggests two mints, one in the Chichester-Selsey area, controlled
by Tincommius, and another, at Calleva, held by Eppillus. A rare
series of coins from Kent record these two leaders acting
together with a further partner, Verica. Coins in Verica’s nanme
later appeared from both the socuthern and Calleva mints, although

Calleva was eventually lost to a north Thames leader, Epaticcus.
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INTRODUCTION

The pre-Roman colnage of Britain has long commanded the
interest of antiquarians, archaeologists and historians. The
series has, however, never received the kind of attention
accorded to Classical or Medieval coinagés. AsS a consequence, the
scholarly study of British pre-Roman coinage is, comparatively

speaking, still in its infancy. It is hoped that this study, and

others like it, will begin to redress this situation.

Before a detailed account of the series studied is given, it
is necessary to place the study in context. A detailed history of
the study of Celtic coins can be found elsewhere (Haselgrove

1987) and only a summary, paying particular attention to the area

of study, is given here.

The recognition of a pre-Roman coinage in Britain 1is
apparent as early as Camden’s Britannia (1586), the second
edition (1600) associating the staters inscribed ’‘COM...’ with
the Commlios of Caesar. Subsequent works extended knowledge little
further. Borlase (1754) observed that as certain Celtic coins
lacked inscription they must, in his view, predate the Roman
invasion. The paucity of material from the South Thames area
prevented progress comparable to Pegge’s (1766) classification of
the coinage of Cunobelin.

It was the plotting of the distribution of finds of

Cuncbelin’s coins by De Lagoy (1826) (demonstrating that coins of
1



Cunobelin were only to be found in Britain and were therefore
unlikely to be Gaulish) that established the value of
distribution plots for the British Celtic series. Akerman (1849,
pl. IX) was the first to plot the finds of all the then known
British types. This demonstrated that the coins inscribed TINC
and VIRI were, at that time, unknown outside Hampshire and
Sussex.

A reasoned chronological arrangement of the British coins
was still lacking. In 1864 Evans presented the results of his

meticulous study in The Coins of the Ancient Britons. Here he

published all the types Kknown to him, their inter-relationships
and all previously collected data. The accurate engraving of
significant types must have had a marked effect, for the 1890
supplement recorded coins from 240 new provenances, compared to a
total of 252 in the previous volume (Haselgrove 1987, 2). Evans’
Darwinian approach and his appreciation of weight reduction,
declining alloy and spatial and temporal ordering ensure that his

work remains an essential reference. Indeed no single work of

comparable breadth and scholarship has been produced to date on

the subject.

The disturbances to the landscape bought about by the
industrial revolution such as railway construction, iron-stone
quarrying and steam ploughing, led to many new discoveries. Evans

enjoyed the advantage that many of the coins he published were
in his own personal collection, which allowed him to study them
first hand and at length. Many of his observations on style and

2



appearance remain of the greatest value, as they are drawn
directly from the coins themselves. Today his collection remains

a primary resource as it forms the back bone of the British

Museum and Ashmolean collections.

Evans made much use of classical texts in dating the

inscribed coins. His only error was in not recognising Verica as

the Berikos mentioned by Dio (Histories, LX, 19, 1). Evans had

also mistakenly included a number of Gaulish coins; these were

properly attributed later by De La Tour (1892) and Blanchet
(1905).

During the 19th century gold coins began to be found along

beaches in the Bognor and Selsey Bill area of Sussex. Many were
collected together and published by the 1local antiquarian
T.C.Willett, and his published accounts (1879; 1880) and

collection, now in the British Museum, formed until recently, the

basis of our record of gold coins in this area.

Similarities apparent from the work of Evans, De La Tour and

Blanchet now began to appear in the archaeology. The excavation

of the Aylesford cemetary (Evans 1890) and that at Swarling

(Bushe-Fox 1925) 1led to the equation of late Iron Age cremation

cemeteries with the immigrants ex Belgio mentioned by Caesar

(D.B.G. ITI,14,2). The elements of archaeological similarity with

Continental material were drawn together by Hawkes and Dunning

(1930), the elements of numismatic similarity were presented in

two major papers by Brooke (1933a, 1933b). Brooke’s ideas were

developed by Allen, who in 1944 presented a complete integration

3



of the coins with the Classical texts. This correctly identified
Verica with the Berikos of Dio, viewing Verica, Eppillus and
Epaticcus as contemporaries of Cunobelin. Allen’s narrative

history still forms the basis of almost all that has appeared

subsequently on the subject.

Allen then turned his attention to the origins of coinage in
Britain, seen at the time as being inextricably linked with waves
of invaders from Gaul (1960). Whilst this mechanism has come to
be challenged, his new neutral terminology for imported and

indigenous types, and the gazetteer of finds, remain of use and

value.

There followed detailed studies of series: the Dobunni

(Allen 1961), the Coritani (1963, now Corieltauvi (Tomlin 1983))
and British potin (1971b).

More fastidious and  meticulous excavation techniques
resulted in an increasing number of finds, particularly small
denominations. At Owslebury (Collis 1968) 50% of the finds were
tiny silver minims. An even greater gquantity of data was
beginning to appear at this time through the use of metal
detectors. When used responsibly these have yielded valuable
results (the coins recorded by Tony Gregory in East Anglia and
David Holman in Kent for example) but when misused they can cause
untold damage and destruction (e.g. Wanborough temple, Surrey).

Using the card index of Celtic coins built up by Frere,
Allen embarked on detailed die studies of individual series.
These resulted in his study of the coinage of the Iceni (1970a),

4



the gold of Cunobelin (1975) and the gold of Verica (Allen and
Haselgrove 1979). The earlier uninscribed gold stater series,
Allen types A, B, C and D were similarly studied (Mackensen
1974) .

More recent published studies have tended to move away from
the coins and instead examine more theoretical issues. These
studies (e.g. Rodwell 1976, Haselgrove 1987) have been broader in
scope but less detailed. The value of such studies might be

questioned when the data on which they are based 1is so

imperfectly understood.

Wwith the completion of Melinda Mays doctoral thesis, on the
coinage and archaeology of the Durotriges, a new phase of more
detailed study may be discerned. Research is currently underway

on other ‘peripheral’ series; the Corieltauvi by Jeffrey May, the
Iceni by Amanda Chadburn and the Dobunni by John S$ills. The large
and complex North Thames series is being studied by Geoff Cottan.
The present work covers the coins from the area traditionally
identified with the Atrebates and Regni. The Cantiaci have also
been studied. However due to the great number of coins recently

recorded by David Holman, (now close to tripling the number of

recorded coins of the Cantiaci known two years ago, at the

 conclusion of the study) only the study of the Kentish coins of
the ’‘Alliance’ is presented here (p. 349-360). The new Kentish
coins should be integrated 1in a year or so (Bean forthcoming2),
however so as not to unduly delay the completion of thié work

this has not yet been embarked upon.

5



The rationale behind these studies is that only from
studying the details of a series, can an understanding of the
series as a whole be gained and a firm foundation for
interpretive and theoretical advances built. The longevity of
Evan’s work 1s undoubtedly due to his concentration on
observation and description of the coins themselves.

A number of detéiled studies have appeared on specific
aspects of Celtic coinage, for example Potin coinage (Haselgrove
1988) and the metallurgy of Celtic coins (Burnett and Cowell
1988; Oddy and Cowell 1992; Northover 1992). The advent of the
coin register in the British Numismatic Journal has also meant

that new types appear in print quickly.

With the appearance of so many new types in the last twenty
vears, the revised editions of Mack have become increasing
unaccommodating. Despite the admirable completeness of Seaby’s
annual Standard catalogue of English coins there was an
increasing need for a well illustrated catalogue of Celtic coins.
This need was to some extent met by R.D. Van Arsdell’s Celtic

Coinage of Britain (1989) which included the majority of types

known at the time of writing. While the scholarly value of this
work has been doubted (Kent 1990; Burnett 1991) it does at least

~allow for the identification of a significant number of new

types.

THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY.

This study aims to include all types of coin produced in the

6



territories traditionally described as those of the Atrebates and

Regni. The study also includes a series of coins principally
known from Kent, struck in the names of Tincommius, Eppillus and
Verica. The study includes British C, British D, the Hampshire
group of thin silver and coins inscribed CRAB (which some, e.gq.
Van Arsdell (1989), might claim belong to the Durotriges). It
does not include the coinage of Epaticcus (and the succeeding

coinage of Caralactacus]})l as dynastically this leader claims

descent from the house of Tasciovanus, not Commius (see Bean

forthcoming 1). This approach may fairly be criticized in the
case of Epaticcus, as the exclusion is made upon dynastic and not

numismatic discontinuity.

The present work is divided into two principal sections:
uninscribed and inscribed coins. This introduces an apparent
separation of the two series when in fact they appear to be
joined in a number of places. Such a division, however, allows
the data to be discussed in managable units. A number of

uninscribed types are discussed in the inscribed section as they
_would seem to belong with inscribed series. The inscribed coins
have been arranged by leader. It will become clear, however, that
a number of distinct mints are apparent. It may be argued that in
line with more recent catalogues on the later Roman series
organisation should be by mint. This has not been attempted as it
is felt that the study and understanding of this series is not
yet far enough advanced; in the rarer series it is not always

possible to determine whether one is dealing with a mint or an

7



itinerant die engraver.

All coins originating from the study area in the Oxford Index

have been included in the study. In addition coins held 1in the
national museums and many local museums have been included2. Many
coins have been recorded from private collections, metal
detectorists, dealers catalogues and their stock. A particular
emphasis has been placed on the latter, as it is felt that unlike
coins held by museums, these coins may never again be available
for study. The type, weight and findspot of all relevant coins
has been recorded when Kknown, the die identity of all legible
gold and silver coins was also recorded. Such a study would be
invaluable for the bronze coins, but so many of these are in such
poor condition it has not seemed worthwhile. Die studies of the
rcock’ bronzes and certain Kentish types will be forthcoming
elsewhere (Cottam forthcoming; Holman forthcoming). No data has
been included after 1 st June 1993. An inventory has not been
included here due to its excessive length, the index cards will

eventually be deposited at the Oxford Index where they can be

consulted.
Before the methods by which the data were examined are
detailed, it is necessary to ask certain questions regarding the

quality of the data.

It has been argued by Rodwell (1976; 1981) that so severe
are the biases within the available data, that its use for any
analysis or testing of propositions is negligible. The key

question to consider is how many cofnhs are required for a sample
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to be valid. Essentially the coins we have available to us are a

sample of those 1lost or deliberately deposited, and we assume

that this forms a sample of those produced. Problems of

misidentification or identification from older less precise
schemes of classification add further imprecision. If we 1look at
coin-to-die survival ratios, as an index of coin survival, then
it becomes clear just how low the survival rate for these coins
is. If we accept, for the sake of argument, that an obverse die
was capable of producing ¢, 10,000 coins, then it is apparent

that no type studied here has a survival rate above 0.5% and

almost all types have a survival rate lower than 0.1%.

It seems reasonable to assume that gold and silver coins
were mass produced to near identical standards due to their
intrinsic value. This 1is borne out by metrological and
metallurgical analysis. Although the sample is undeniably flawed,
Rodwell is surely wrong, given the size of samples today, to

reject statistical calculations for 1Iron Age coins. Simple
descriptive techniques are indeed essential if the data is to bho

reduced to manageable and comprehensible quantities.

The question of how random and representative our sample is
must be addressed. For metrological analysis we ourselves may
introduce a bias by removing obviously abraded and chipped coins
from the sample. When our sample is largely from hoards we should

be aware that such groups may have been composed of generous

weight pieces. In the instance of British ¢ we are largely
dependant on the coins from one hoard. The one known weight for
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this type, beyond the hoard, is very much 1lighter (although the
piece is very probably plated, Mackensen 1974, 57; Bean 1993;
Cottam 1993, all contra Van Arsdell 1993a). It is clear that our
present sample 1is only becoming more representative. The great
volume of coins from Wanborough has given us many new types and a
great many new dies. The same is true of the probable hoard of
British D which has appeared from Robinwood, Compton, over the
last two years.

The matter of intrinsic value and resultant hoarding
certainly has had an effect, historically, on the appearance of
types. In the years since Allen’s gazetteer (1960) relatively few
new gold types have come to 1light, perhaps as most were known
from old hoards. By contrast the number of silver types, and
their volume, has increased dramatically.

The reliability of data is most critical for provenance.
Haselgrove defines four orders of reliability for data (1987, A42-
3) ranging from coins from excavated contexts to those with

inferred provenances and of unreliable attribution. With regard

to provenance, a liberal view has been adopted here, unless it is
clear that a provenance has been falsified or erased. This has
been done on the principle that as further data accumulates the
influence of rogue elements will become negligible. Inherent data
from the coin, such as weight and composition, are relatively
reliable as any wear or leaching should be visually apparent.
With regard to the adequacy of size of a sample, for die and

metrological work, Roman numismatics can offer a guide. Here it
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appears that a relatively small sample 1is sufficient to
characterise a parent population, as the consistency of frequency
distribution shows (e.g. Casey 1986, 91-94). With increasing

size, however, deviations and erroneous observations become less

important.

The processes leading to the formation of the evidence must
also be considered. Primarily what Schiffer (1976) terms
‘transformational factors’ must be considered, the factors
affecting the formation of the archaeological record. The fact
that Iron Age gold coins are very rare from proto-urban sites in
Britain need not necessarily be a reflection of function as
Collis argued (1971); simply that precious objects stand a high
chance of being retrieved if dropped in areas of relatively high
human activity. This would seem to be reflected in the rarity of
Roman gold from sites (Cherry et al 1978) for which it is hard to
advance a functional explanation.

It is also important to be aware of the circumstances and
general environment in which finds are made. Severe biases may be
introduced by the presence of active collectors in a given
locality. Our record of the 19th century finds from Selsey and
Bognor owes much to the presence and diligence of T.C.Willett.
Land usage may also affect the density of finds from a given
area. The presence of Kknown sites understandably attracts
attention, and recently that of metal detectorists. The fact that
certain sites (e.g. temples) have become associated with

significant finds of coins, has meant that they have become the
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focus of attention for certain ’‘treasure hunters’. Even in the
controlled environments of excavations one must be aware that
since €.1970 the number of Celtic coins recovered, in particular
minims, has been steadily increasing as techniques of excavation
improve.

It is clear that the data ﬁe have available are far from
perfect. It is, however, the only data we have, and we must make
the most of it. To do so we must use it critically and with
precision. Haselgrove'’s approach (1987) of grouping types
together for analysis, (although explicitly done and for valuable

result) may introduce errors. Only groupings taking account of

die studies and careful analysis of style are 1likely to avoid
imprecision. This criticism may be applied more specifically to
Vvan Arsdell (1989) where groups are often constructed with little
argument or apparent reason, and where a single type 1is
classified separately three different times, under two different
rulers (vVan Arsdell 423, 485 (retrograde) and 510).

This work does not seek to integrate or synthesise to
produce an overall picture. It is one of the detailed studies
from which a synthesis might ultimately be produced. By combining
the many admittedly weak strands of evidence derived from the
coing, it is hoped that a stronger thread of understanding may be

produced.
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METHODOLOGY

It is necessary to consider and validate the methodology
used in this study. It is also necessary to make explicit many of
the assumptions that all too frequently appear in the literature

as dogma.

The methods of examination employed in this study may
broadly be divided into two categories: i) Inherent qualities of
the c¢oin, (metrology, composition, form of flan, design,
inscription, die identities) and: ii) external qualities (fingd-
spot, archaeological context, sources from which the design may

be derived, mint, dating and historical implications).

Since the time of Evans the importance of metrology in the
study of Celtic coins has been appreciated. Very often it appears
to be applied with little critical appreciation of the population
balng studloed. Perhaps two questlons ashould be asked ol a
population. Firstly, how well does the sample reflect the
metrology of the coins when they left the mint; and secondly, how
waell do they reflect the metrology of the coins as they occur
today ? The examination of the metrology of types 1is done
primarily for comparative purposes in this study. Theoretically
then, it does not matter if all the available coins fit the first
or the second scenario, as long as they are all in a comparable
state. However, in certain instances this is clearly not the
case. The great majority of the staters of Commios are known from
single finds, in very varying states of preservation. By contrast

the majority of Verica’s staters are known from hoards and many
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are in excellent condition. 1In the latter case, such coins may
have been selectively chosen for hoarding due to their high

weight; and as a group they may have been less vulnerable to

leaching processes.

Circulation wear may not be such a serious problem. When a
comparison can be made between actual weights and documentary
weight standards (for example late medieval English nobles and

groats) a discrepancy of 1-2% is apparent for gold and 4-5% for
silver (cf Grierson 1975, 149). These coins have a greater

surface area relative to their weight than the majority of coins

in this study 3, so the discrepancy might be somewhat reduced. In

tha cauo of tho gold colnis Lhls comparison neodu Lo boe used with
care. The nobility of medieval gold in Britain, even during the
reign of Henry VIII, when it was reduced to 20 carats, was
consistently above that of Celtic gold in the study area. Celtic
gold 1is therefore more 1likely to be subject to leaching
processes. This is not merely a theoretical consideration, most
gold coins from the coastal sites of Selsey and Bognor have
clearly pitted and leached surfaces. A metrological difference is

immediately apparent if the weights of such coins are plotted
against those of similar type from different sites (figs. 4.7,
5.9).

In certain series one must also be aware of how the sample
available for study was formed. It is often the case that the
major museum collections of a relatively common series, (Roman
Republican silver for example) will, through the acquisition
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policy of the museum and of its donors, have formed a collection
of the choicest specimens struck on the largest and fullest (i.e.
heaviest) flans. This sample will therefore neither represent the
metrology of the coins as they 1left the mint, nor that of the
population available for study. At present this not a problem, as
coins from the study area are still sufficiently rare for only
the more abraded (and metrologically useless coins) to be
rejected by museums and major collectors.

Much of our study of the matroloqgy of Caltlc coinre e binrted
on the assumption that they were produced to a standard. This
certainly appears true of the gold coins. Much of the uninscribed
silver is however o©of very variable weight. While individual
types appear relatively homogeneous, there is very significant
variation between types, suggesting a lack of a universal
standard. The same 1is true, to a 1lesser degree, for the
uninscribed ‘quarter staters’. In practice one wonders whether
these were actually used by weight rather than unit value.
Analogy may be made to copper coins 1n early Muslim Egypt which
were struck to no specific standard, their transaction being
against fixed weight glass weights (Grierson 1975, 177).

Traditionally it has been the practice in British Celtic
numismatics to use the raw weights of the coins as the sample for
computation of means. Recently a ’‘standard weight’ system has
been tried, to identify the ‘original’, or intended weights of
the coins (Van Arsdell 1989). This method has much to commend it,
however it must be asked if 1like is being compared with like.
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Firstly, as we have seen, the weight distributions of certain
types are 1likely to be affected both by their circumstances of
deposition (hoard/ non-hoard) and their environment of
deposition. While this method may be used with some security

where a very large population is'available for examination (e.g.

Grierson 1975, 146-149) does it have statistical validity for the

relatively tiny populations of ¢types of Celtic coins. 8Such a

standard weight system is a remove from the data itself. When the
sample is small and possibly uncritically assembled it’s value

has to be questioned. As the resultant fiqure is only for

comparative purposes this remove seems unnecessary.

For the purposes of this study frequency tables have been
used. For reason of cconomy of =space and ease of comparing

distributions, these have been plotted 1in tables not as
histograms. On each of these tables a ‘0’ represents 5 coins, a

17, one coin. Damaged and excessively worn coins have been

plotted as lower case letters, but are excluded from calculations
of the mean weights. This has been done because these only
represent the weight of an altered coin, and often the sample is
too small to absorb such a discrepancy. Care has been taken to
igsolate leached coins (largely those from Selsey/Bognor) and plot
them distinctly as ‘0’ and ‘i’. In a number of instances the mean
weight has been used to estimate how many staters of a given type
were produced to the ‘Celtic pound’ (Allen 1960, 302-304). The
often surprisingly round number obtained hints that the methods
of metrological examination, here used, give a fair indication of
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what might be termed the ’intended weight’ of a type.
From the study of the metrology of different types the
existence of specific denominations has long been clear. We have,

however, no Kknowledge of what the peoples who used these coins

called the denominations. The fact that Celtic coins have long
been classed together with Greek coins led to the use of the term

'stater’ for the British gold denomination weighing from c.4.5g-

6.5g. There has recently been an attempt by Dr J.P.C.Kent to

extend the Greek nomenclature to the silver (BNJ vols. 57, 58

coin registers). In the way this was applied it has certain

merits, however if rigidly applied, taking metrology into full

nacount, then a nlghtmarinh  aumbor of denombnnt Tone wor bl b
apparent. The application of this construct could, in turn, infer
a greater fragmentation of the Celtic coinage than truly existed.
There might be a case for adopting the names of comparable Roman
denominations, but this once again imposes foreign constructs and
implies possibly false relationships. For the present study the
term ‘stater’ has been retained as it is now so entrenched it
seems perverse to use a different term. Gold coins which weigh
approximately a gquarter this weight have been termed ’‘quarter
staters’, although where this relationship is 1less apparent the
term ‘gold fraction’ has been employed. The commonly used term
‘silver unit’ has been retained for silver pieces of between 0.8-

l.4g. For silver coins of 0.4 or less the term minim is used.

This has the advantage of not defining a fractional relationship
to the unit which is often hard to determine. It also conveys, as
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anyone who has handled these coins will be aware, their small and
fiddlesome size. Several silver types appear to have weight
distributions about half that of the prevailing units and
accordingly have been termed half units. Where the metrology of
lighter silver types 1is not clear they are simply called
’fractions’. It soon becomes clear that due to variations in
weight there must have been certain periods when transaction

could only have been carried out by weight [of coin(s)]. The

metrology may have been directly related to factors which are
today hard to detect. An illustration of which may be the torc in

the Tayac hoard which weighed nearly exactly 100 times the weight
of the prevailing local stater (Kellner 1970).

It is also clear that within the coinage there is a
significant number of plated coins. Their present day ratio to
coins of good metal may not reflect the original situation, as
there would seem little reason to recycle plated coins. The

nature of these pieces, and their producers, will be considered

below. Whatever their source they may be viewed as ’‘false’, as
they purport to be something which intrinsically they are not.
For this reason they will be termed ’‘counterfeits’. Modern copies

made to deceive collectors (and dealers) will here be termed

‘forgeries’ to make the two groups distinct (following Grierson
and others).

In recent years a large number of metallurgical analyses

have become available, largely from the British Museum laboratgpy
and Peter Northover at Oxford. While these results clearly opan
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up a whole new avenue of exploration, they must be used with
informed caution. At present it is true to say that for the great
majority of types only a couple of results are available. One
would be very cautious in the use of a couple of weights for a
type and similar caution should be employed here. Even within a
single alloy batch there may well be variation in consistency and
this may be more marked between batches. It is also important to
relate the tests to the type as a group, for example taking into

account die sequence, to see if a type becomes debased over time
or simply varies in composition. While the small number of

available test results mean that caution must be exercised, they
do appear to present a largely coherent picture.

A study of the die axis of coins from the study area has nhot
been attempted here. This was partly because many coins in this
study are not available for direct examination. It is hoped that

such a study will be undertaken in the future as a cursory

examination of the coins suggests certain patterns may be

evident.

Particular attention has been paid to the form of the flan.
From such observations it 1is clear that broad groups can be
defined, groups often confirmed by metrology, metallurgy,
typology and distribution. Such observations are important as
they help identify differences in minting practice in different
workshops or mints. Die usage has also been observed as it
appears that at certain mints, and for certain types/series, dies
were used to lesser and greater states of exhaustion.
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The designs borne on the coins from the study area are many
and varied, particularly when compared to those on the coins of
the more conservative ’peripheral’ tribes. Many of these designs
are apparently copied from either Roman or Gaulish models and
these are of potential assistance in dating types. In many cases
the designs found on the earlier types are much larger than the
flans on. which they are struck. In these instances I have used
all the available specimens to reconstruct the designs. These
reconstructions have been illustrated here (fig; 13.1) to
complement photographs of specimens on which the design is
incomplete. These reconstructions and photographs are shown at
1:1, although selected coins have been illustrated at 2:1 to
illustrate specific points made in the text. Seldom are the
designs actually ’‘slavish copies’ (contra Allen 1944, 7), and
detailed examination often reveals careful alteration and

adaption. The symbolism and meaning of the designs is not

explored in depth here.

In a number of instances it has been possible to discern

groups of coins struck from dies all engraved in a very similar
fashion. It is often apparent, for example, that a group of coins
share horses with very similarly constructed and engraved heads
and other such features. Occasionally this has been taken to
Suggest the work of an individual die cutter. In view of the
relatively small number of dies identified in this study, this
does not seem unreasonable. Indeed given the small number of dies
it S8eems strange that the hands of single engravers are not more
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fregquently met with. Often allied to similarities of design are
peculiar devices, and these have also been used to 1link separate
types into groups. It is however important to remember that these
sinilarities are due to die cutters, they need have little if any
political meaning. It will become apparent below that while

certain engravers appear t0 have remailned at certain mints,

others may well have been itinerant.

The dies appear to have been directly engraved and certain
mechanical and physical changes allow us to suggest their
composition. The frequency with which certain devices appear on

the uninscribed series suggests that there would have been profit

to the engraver in using punches. The one apparent confirmation
of this is a die used for an uninscribed minim, QsD2-15 (plate
XVIII). The central cog device on the obverse having been
hammered into the die using a punch, here used at a distinctively
crooked angle. The use of a compass for design construction is
suggested on the coins of Eppillus by the occurrence, on certain
types, of a swmall central pellet. Whether dies were engraved ‘on
site’ cannot be said. However the crude re-engraving of certain
dies (for example TIN4-4 and 4-8) might suggest the die engraver
was no longer on site to prepare new dies; and that either the

die engraver had visited the mint, or the dies had been prepared
elsevhere.

The die study has sought to work from the coins where

possible and photographs where this has not been possible. In
this instance

the 2X photographs held at the Oxford Index are
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invaluable. My die study of the Wanborough coins in the British
Museum is not wholly in agreement with that done by Clive
Cheeseman. This 1is partly due to my advantage in using many more
coins from outside the Wanborough group held by the British
Museum. This has permitted, in many cases, the construction of
what might be termed ’‘die life sequences’. Often it is clear that
a worn, distorted and flawed die, at the end of its life, bears
little or no resemblance to its fresh state. It is however the
same die. If such a sequencing is not attempted then there is a
real danger that a die will acquire several different

identifications; a danger likely to be compounded if circulation

worn and damaged coins are being studied.

Historically one of the most valuable tools in the study of
Celtic coinage have been distribution plots of findspots. But one
must assess the reliability of provenances given, and how
representative they are of the true distribution or the area over
which the coins circulated during their initial currency.

The problem of the reliability of provenances on coins in
the study area has previously been examined both broadly and in
detail by Haselgrove (1987). The falsification of provenances has
Perhaps only reached epidemic proportions recently, although in
the past farm workers may have sold coins without, or with vague
'prbvenancca, to prevent the landowner finding out (e.g. Rodwell
1981, 48-49). Allied to this is the problem that known sites have

often been given as a pseudonym, or unintentionally, simply

22



because the name is the easiest to describe the area. Hence many
of the coins from Selsey/Bognor have general, not specific
provenances. An allied problem is that a hoard of coins may be
dispersed with the coins acquiring a variety of different local
provenances. This 1s certainly true of much of the material
dispersed from Wanborough; common sense and critical judgement
are required in the scrutiny of such provenances. Groups as large
ag Wanborough ‘saturate the market’ and there is a tendency
uncritically to attribute unprovenanced coins to the site. It
also means that other smaller hoards may appear and never arouse
sufficient curiosity for their existence to be recorded.

when considering the distribution of Celtic coins we must
remember that our record is formed from the deposition of coins
not by their circulation. In this context one should remember
that the Claudian conquest introduced a great number of much

earlier Republican types to Britain4. This extension to their
circulation bears no relation to the area under the political
control of Republican Rome. Equally the many Greek coins from
Coventina (Procolita) deposited in a well, greatly pre-date the
Conquest of Britain. Here caution has to be used as obsolete
coins are being redeemed as offerings. This should perhaps be

borne in mind when examining Iron Age coins from temple sites. It

often .appears to be assumed that series of Celtic coins
circulated in static areas, and that they were all deposited

before they were superseded by another type or group. It is also

generally assumed that a distribution equates to the extent of a
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political territory at the time of issue. This ignores the
possibility of subordinate kingdoms with their own currency and
also fluctuations in the extent of a kingdom during the currency
of a coin. These problems might be overcome if some allowance for
wear is made. The true ’‘hoards’ from the study area (appendices 1
and 2, where term ’‘non-temple deposit’ used) suggest, however,
that by and large types did have relatively short life-spans.

It is implicit that our study of findspots is a product of

modern coin discoveries and these may not necessarily reflect the
original deposition of the <coins. This influence on our
perception of coin distribution has been fully examined elsewhere
(Rodwell 1981:; Haselgrove 1987). In Sussex the presence of
Willett undoubtedly guaranteed the preservation and recording of

many coins from Selsey and Bognor. In recent years the great
disturbances to the land caused by the construction of the
Chichester by-pass have led to disproportionately concentrated
metal detector activity in the area. Following the discovery of
large numbers of coins at certain temple sites, these have becone
a target for the less scrupulous metal detectorists. As with so
wmuch of the data relating to Celtic coins, we must use what

little data we have, critically, for it is all we have.

In this study simple distribution maps have been employed as
the number of different findspots in the study area remains low,
and the great majority of provenanced coins come from a few
sites. The number of different sites is too small for methods of
Spatial analysis to be applied to show fall-off patterns from
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mints (e.g. Hogg 1971) or at boundaries (Hodder 1977a, 1977b,
Hodder and Orton 1976 fig. 5.82) for individual groups. They may
however be employed for large sets of combined types and series.
This, however, will conceal differences inherent in the groups,
and denies the variable nature of the coinage and society over
time and space. The small number of different find sites, and the
small number of coins available, mean that trend surface maps
constructed from data in the study area will convey erroneous
information. This is 1illustrated by Van Arsdell 1989, map 21,
which gives the impression that coins of Commios (and those
attributed to him) are found in equal number in south-east Kent
as they are in Hampshire, Sussex and Surrey. When the records are
carefully examined it 1is clear that this is quite illusory,
having been created by two coins: a stater from Hastings and
another purchased, not found, ’in a back street in Canterbury’.

With the improvements in excavation technigue and the
increasing number of Celtic coins recovered from archaeological

excavation it would be hoped that something can be learnt from

their context, ideally the date of the coins. This is perhaps a
vain hope. Contexts in this period are generally hard to date
with any accuracy, and if not residual, often contain residual
material. It 1is also true that larger coins, particularly gold,
are easjier to recognise during excavation, while the tiny minims
are still very difficult ¢to spot (the sanme ié true of the
recovery rate by metal detector). A detailed examination of the

archaeological context of the coins from the study area may be
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found in Haselgrove (1987) and that record is merely updated

here.

The relative ordering of Iron Age coins in the study area
has not so far received stratified confirmation. 1Indeed the
inherent value of silver and gold coins and their potential
longevity in circulation would seem to work against this. It
should be remembered that the ordering and dating of the Roman
Republican series was only determined through examination of
hoards (Crawford 1972). A thorough examination of hoards from the

study area, in terms of their deposition and content, will be

found in appendices 1 and 2.

The question of dating and inferred history are inextricably
tied to the authorisation and production of the coins. First our
attention must be addressed to the minting of the coins. It is
important to make a distinction between manufacture (thé makilng
of dies, blanks and striking) and i1ssue (who commissioned or
authorised a coinage and the mechanism of distribution).

First one might seek mint sites as these are theoretically
identifiable. It may be wrong to seek a single site, as the
various issues might span a 1long period of time and be
sufficiently diverse to suggest a number of mint

sites.

Archaeologically the presence of ‘slab moulds’ on certain sites

has been used to argue the presence of a mint. In the study area

slab moulds are known from Winchester, Hampshire, Boxgrove,

sussex and Silchester (Prior 1961; Tylecote 1962: Bedwin 1983;
Boon 1954a). Despite a passive challenge by Sellwood (1980) it
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appears very likely that these moulds were used in the production

of coin flans. Traces of gold, silver and copper have been found

in the moulds (Tite and Freestone unpub.; Tournaire et al 1982)
and bronze and silver pellets are known ‘in situ’ in moulds from
St Albanse (Frere 1983a) and 0ld Sleaford (Jones et al 1976).
Unpublished work strongly suggests that solid ingots were reduced
to pellets in these moulds5 and not powdered alloys as Tournaire
(1962) had suggested. Further evidence of a mint site might be
sought on the coins of Eppillus inscribed ‘CALL[EV])’. While this
is supported by the distribution of the coins it may be no more

than a title. Many early Roman Republican coins carried the ROMA

loegoend, althuuyh Lhoy wat'o nol mlntoq in Remes . I L ghould he
remenbered that there may be many other mint sites in the study

area awaiting discovery.

The authority to issue, however frngmﬁnted or unified, must
have lain with those who had access to the bullion to produce
coins. In this study metrology, metallurgy, distribution and
typology are employed to assess the nature of the issuing of the

coins. There is no reason to assume that these issues were on a
reqular basis. From the number of dies preserved in the extant
coins and the bunching of types in hoards, it is hard to view the
production as anything other than episodic. Although it is not
intended to examine the function of the coinage here, it is known
that many other ancient coinages were episodic in nature,
responding to particular demands. Allen (1972) suggested that

both coins and dies bearing the inscription CRICIRV were stock-
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piled. This means that there may be a significant lapse of time

between the first and the last issues although there are no

perceptible differences between them.

For comparative purposes the volume of an issue is of some
interest. Theoretically this may be determined by the number of
dies used to produce a given group (e.g. Lyon 1970; 1989; Esty
1978; 1986; but note Brown 1979). This involves two stages of
estimation and assumption, the first the total die population,
the second the output of die. The statistical calculation of
original die populations, by whichever method, assumes that the
population is a random sample. This is almost never the case in
the study area. The majority of gold coins are from hoards and
many of the silver coins are from temples where there would seemn
to be evidence for episodic deposition (appendix 1). In this work
a simple total of dies is given for each type. Only very rarely
are there sufficient specimens of a given type for a

statistically valid estimate (Esty 1986) of an original
population to be formed.

It has become common for a round figure of 10,000 to be
given for the output of an obverse die (e.g. Allen 1975; Allen
and Haselgrove 1979). This <figure is derived from an experiment
by David Sellwood who managed to produce 8,000 imitation Greek
coins before the dies became unusable (Sellwood 1963). If the die

had been replaced before the wear became extreme then a figure of

perhaps 7,000 might be wore appropriate. Another experiment

showed that an obverse die was still usable after 9393 strikes,
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while the three reverse dies it was used with lasted 116, 1490
and 7786 strikes (Mate 1969). Application here makes the
assumption that both experiments replicate the practices 1in a
Celtic mint. In the case of the latter experiment the die studies
below show the reverse dies to have been longer 1lived. Such
experiments cannot take account of the skills and experience of
the ancient craftsmen. This may be illustrated by the late C4th
BC coinage of the Amphictions at Delphi. In this instance modern
study has identified nine obverse dies (Kinns 1983) which were
used to strike coins from a quantity of bullion whose size is
approximately known from an inscription. Prom this evidence it
has been estimated that each die struck between 23,000 and 47,000
coins. This is of significance as these coins are of similar form
and fabric to those discussed here. Comparison of die totals may
however not truly compare original output. For certain types the
dies continued to be used evén when very worn and damaged
(British Ql1-4 obverses) while 1in others they are replaced when
they became slightly worn (Verica‘’s ’‘vine~leaf’ sgeries). It is
apparent in this instance that more coins were produced by the
first group of dies than by the second. It will also be observed

that the form of the flan may affect die life. The extra stresses
to the dies wused to strike the paper thin HT group may have
caused them to have had a comparatively short 1life6. It is also
apparent that not all dies were prepared in the same way. The

dies used to produce Tincommius’s ’Crude’ series appear, in the

main, to produce soft, poor and very ill defined images. It would
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appear that these diaes were not properly annealed after cutting,
and 80 quickly became distorted in the initial striking process
before work hardening to their new distorted form. Even in the
19th century when the art of die production had been much
improved, the output from different dies varied wildly (Grierson
1975, 157). For such reasons only the total of dies preserved in

the coinage are given here.

In the often complex and apparently meaningless designs on
Celtic coins one should be alert for possible symbols indicating
moneyers, or symbols such as the officinae marks on Roman coins
used to identify different shops within large mints. It has been
easy to 1identify such possible marks on the coinage of Cunobelin
(Allen 1975). It may however be many years before we reach such
an understanding of the more complex and apparently cluttered
earlier pieces. In France from AD 1380-1540, for example, mints
were identified by an elaborate system of pellets or annulets
placed beneath certain letters of the legend (Grierson 1975, 81).

It seems unlikely that such marks could be understood without

documentary evidence.

Certain light can be thrown on the coins by classical texts.
Equally the coins themselves can be used for purposes of loose
historical reconstruction. In attempting to do so it is necessary
to recall the words of Allen ‘Any attempt to read a complete
history of any people into the surviving relics of its coinage is
bound to mislead: in all probability the coinage tends to reflect
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only the moments of prosperity and disaster...’ (1976, 203-204).
It is necessary to remember that coinage is perhaps only a

partial product of the history. The testimony of the coins is
necessarily biased, as they may carry an element of propaganda on

the part of the issuing authority. It may also be misleading as a
type or legend may be immobilised or retained long after its true
currency. In this case we might consider patronymics or even

perhaps the ‘COMMIOS’ legend itself. It should be remembered that

no English coins were struck bearing the name of Richard I or
John as types of Henry II continued to the reign of Henry III.
While the restricted distributions of Celtic coins appear to
identify tribal units, without the classical texts we would not
know the name of a single tribe (allowing that ECEN might stand
for the Iceni (Allen and Nash, 1980, 128)). The legends on the
coins may identify an issuing authority: however their later

reliance on Roman prototypes makes it unlikely that the legends

are of much assistance in identifying what is depicted on the

coins. With a few exceptions the legends consist of names, titles
and patronymics (perhaps itself mere titulature). The legends may

give erroneous information. English sOvereigns, for example,

continued to call themselves kings of France down to 1803. A
further example might be cited in the small and frequently
encountered bronze type of Allectus which depicts a galley on the

reverse (RIC 55, 124), despite the fact that Allectus is not

known ever to have won a naval battle.
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We may now address the question of dating. While it appears
that coins were minted for at least a century in the study area,
this output does not appear continuous. Indeed, at times it
appears sporadic and fragmented. Beyond typology and patronymics
the coins themselves carry no dating. Metrology, metallurgy,

typology, and a study of the sources for the designs, can be

combined to form a sequence of sorts. Occasionally the design

sources can help to suggest a date for the issue of the type

(e.g. Henig 1972; Bean 1990 and below). However this is more the

exception than the 1rule (below) as fairly archaic types often

seem to have been selected as models.

It is primarily the date of 1issue which concerns us here,

however it 1s sensible to be aware that the production span of a
type may have lasted some time, and in this context typology may
be of some assistance (cf British Al, p.79-82, 100-104, fig.

2.1). The time span of currency might also be considered, and

here hoards may furnish an answer. Related to this is the time

span of deposition, and theoretically archaeology can supply this

answer.

From a combined approach it may be possible to construct a
relative sequence of types with perhaps a few approximate dates
suggested by prototypes and Classical references. This seguence
will be largely relative, seldom absolute, in its chronology. If

careful and pragmatic use is made of absolute dates then it may
be possible to broadly date certain groups of types. To go beyond
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this enters the realms of supposition and fantasy. Caution must
be exercised when utilising the ‘intuitive’ dating that typology
and die populations suggest. Production certainly appears to have
been sporadic and one must be aware that very large numbers of
coins could be produced over a very short period of time (the
‘Legionary denarii’ of Mark Antony for exanple).

It must be the coins, the artifacts, that are used to form
constructs such as tribes or Kingdoms. Van Arsdell (1984, 1989)
evidently believes that the cantonal or tribal pattern suggested
by such authors as Ptolemy for the early Roman period or the very
latest Iron Age can be used to marshall coinages a century or
more earlier. In Kent, however, we have the word of Caasar to
cast doubt on this approach. What happened to the kingdoms of the
four kings named in 54 BC ? The opposite source.of nomenclature
has been adopted by Haselgrove (1987) in which coins are
regionally arranged. Both approaches may submerge sub-groupings
or pagi suggested elsewhere (for example May 1984) and changes in
distribution patterns. Both approaches may be criticised as they

impose a construct on the coins. Beyond my title, tribal names
have only been suggested for series where their identification
with one recorded in Classical sources appears secure. Otherwvise
geographical identifiers are adhered to. Dr Andrew Burnett has
recently introduced the flexible idea of dynastic houses, defined
through use of patronymics (Burnett 1991). This may be criticized
as we are uncertain as to the exact meaning of the patronymics on

Celtic coinage. It is also of little use for the uninscribed
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coins. However this form of arrangement is well established for
the Roman Imperial series in which the membership of such houses

is based upon a wide variety of relationships. For this study it
has been taken as implicit that the inscriptions on the coins may

be used to construct such houses.
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GALLO-BELGIC GOLD COINAGE

Before the inception of a distinctively native coinage in
Britain, five major groups of gold coin may be distinguished that
are partly if not wholly of Gallic origin. While noticing
common Gallic find spots for some of these types, Evans was
inclined to see them as native, as at that time the bulk of
provenanced specimens were from Britain (e.g. Evans, 1860, 25).
Today it remains true that more finds have been recorded in
Britain than France. These coins, notably the broad flan Gallo-
Belgic A coins, were firmly identified as Gallo-Belgic through
the work of Blanchet, de la Tour and others. The study of these

coins was put on a secure footing in this country by Brooke, who
argued that the earliest of them, the broad flan staters and

their accompanying quarters entered Britain through trade c¢.75
BC (Brooke, 1933, 100-101).

Brooke’s work remained largely unchallenged until Allen’s
classic paper ‘The Origins of Coinage in Britain: A Reappraisal’
(1960). In direct contrast to Brooke, Allen regarded the

distributions of these coins as reflecting the movements of
people. Allen saw the imported coinages not as part of a trade

but as evidence of invasions and ensuing migration. Noting common

tribal names on both sides of the Channel, Allen suggested that

these invaders seem to have very quickly assumed political and

econonic dominance (1960, 98-99).

Of all the various types of coin from the north eastern Gaul

of Caesar (cf Hawkes 1968), Allen identified five major groups of
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coin found 1in Britain and Gaul plus a sixth, which although very
rare in Britain was to have a significant influence on native
coinage. Allen passed swiftly over the earliest Gallo-Belgic
stratum of coins, his class XA, then represented by two finds

from Kent and a possible find from Sussex (Willet 1879, 79).

These Allen saw as isolated and insignificant finds, dating to

c2nd BC, with no aftermath in Britain. In Gaul this class was
eventually superseded by Gallo-~Belgic AA a coinage of the Somme
valley, the first of Allen’s five major Gallo-Belgic groups.
Allen rejected Brooke’s date for introduction. On the basis
of the Tayac and Le Catillon hoards and Caesar’s reference to

Germanic incursion of north-~eastern Gaul in the third gquarter of

the second century (BG IIX,4,1), Allen suggested that these coins
entered Britain with Belgic refugees at this time (1960, 100-
102). Despite such upheaval, there is an absence of purely
Gallo~Belgic A hoards in this country as Brooke had stressed
(1933, 100-101). Allen observed that when these coins did appear,
in mixed hoards, in Britain, their wear indicated them to be the
earliest and therefore the earliest imported group. Allen
ldentified the main route of entry for these coins and their

bearers from the distribution of the coins, centred on Maidstone

with a second route centreing on Clacton. The obverses of these
coins allow the group to be divided into those with right facing
busts (Allen’s AA) and those with left facing busts (Allen’s AB).
Allen observed that those with rignt facing busts were far more

common in France, and along with purely Gallic types with
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types with variations in hair designs, made up the majority of
French finds. They were therefore earlier than the left facing
types which are comparatively more common in Britain. The

distribution of the two types in Britain shows few differences

although the right facing types do not seem to penetrate so far
inland (Allen, 1961,100).

Allen’s Gallo-Belgic B had affinities in its design to
Gallo-Belgic A, but is characterised by the use of partially or
fully defaced dies7. 1Its cContinental distribution was farther
north than that of Gallo-Belgic A, and following Blanchet Allen

noted that the staters appeared only to have been found in
Britain, whereas the quarter staters appear on both sides of the

Channel8. In Britain the finds are concentrated in the Greater

London region. Allen saw its bearers as a distinct group of
invaders who entered up the Thames, leaving little trace in Kent,

to settle geographically and economically separately from the

Gallo-Belgic A bearing settlers (1961, 103). As these invaders

ignored Kent for the London area Allen saw them as later than the

Gallo-Belgic A settlers.

Allen’s next wave of invaders were represented by his

Gallo-Belgic C series, from which several native types are

derived. The find spots are plentiful on both sides of the

Channel, and the coins were probably produced by the Gaulish

Ambiani tribe. Allen noted that there were few of these coins in

the area of Gallo-Belgic A people and virtually none in the

areas of the Gallo~-Belgic B people. Allen identified this wave of
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coins with the 1incursion of partially Germanised people described
by Caesar (BG V,12,1), who initially came to raid then stayed to
till, initially settling only in parts of Kent. It appeared to
Allen that soon these invaders decided to settle farther a field
in areas 1less packed with Belgae. Here contact with their
homeland was less easy and it 1s here we encounter the first

native coinages (Allen 1961, 104-105). On the basis of the Le

Chatillon hoard Allen dated this wave to C.100 BC (1961, 102).

While Gallo-Belgic C was represented by staters alone a
peculiar group of quarter staters, thought to ultimately derive

their design from Gallo-Belgic A, was identified by Allen as

Gallo-Belgic D. This ill-recorded and unattractive group seemed

to have a distribution similar to Gallo-Belgic E in Britain

although not, however, in France. Allen felt it had to be earlier

than his Gallo-Belgic E series as it occurred as the latest type

in the Snettisham B hoard along side Gallo-Belgic A and C. In
Kent these coins gave rise to British P and along the south coast
to British 0, reflecting the two passages ﬁf entry of these coins
(Allen 1961, 111-112). Despite the impression given by later

writers, Allen does not directly state these coins to be evidence

for another wave of invaders.

Allen’s next major wave of invaders was represented in the

numismatic record by the uniface Gallo-Belgic E staters. These

coins had limited effect, although they may have introduced the

concept of uniface staters and influenced certain features éf the

British I and J (Allen 1961, 114). Geographically no coinage
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since the Gallo-Belgic A had been less localised. Allen felt that
if his general thesis were correct then these coins represented a

major surge of invaders. In part Allen associated these coins

with Caesar’s statement (BG II,14,2) that chiefs of the

Bellovaci, who had unsuccessfully urged resistance against him in

Gaul, took refuge in Britain.

The extent of the coinage in Britain led Allen to believe
that this was at least a three pronged invasion. The second
thrust of this invasion being through Kent and up the Thames. The
coings show two concentrations in Kent, which Allen felt might

well relate to Caesar’s mention of four Kings, and by inference

kingdoms, of Kent (Allen 1960, 115).

Allen saw the Belgic bronze concentrations at Richborough

and Canterbury more in terms of ‘contact’ than invasion. This

high lights a significant problem of Allen’s approach as opposed

to Brooke’s. In essence high value coins such as staters and

quarter staters were seen as evidence of invasion, low value

bronze coins were not. Allen had prefaced his study, however,
with the qualification, undoubtedly prompted by our literary
sources for this period, that movement may well have been
confined to the wealthier and more dominant elements of society.
A number of problems with Allen’s thesis should be examined
before we wmove on to consider later views on the Gallo=-Belgic
coinages. Chronologically the first is that of the Gallo-Belgic
XA. Allen’s main thesis of invasion as the agency of introdﬁction

implies that initially a native population could only adopt a
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coinage if it were at least to a degree subjugated or overwhelmed
by a foreign people, if indeed the coins ever circulated beyond
the immigrants. It seems odd, therefore, that at such an early
stage these coins should appear without at least 1limited
settlement on Allen’s thesis. Allen’s own approach and its
limitations are neatly summed up in his own words ’...it is
essential when interpreting coin evidence to recall constantly
that it 1is only part, and not always the most important part, of
the historical record’ (Allen 1960, 98). This historical
perspective necessitates ‘routes of entry’ for Gallo-Belgic A
through Kent, rather than simply an area of use or adoption of

the coins.

On Allen’s neat model of successive waves of invaders we are

denied the possibility that certain types may have had either a

very long circulation 1life or a retarded entry into Britain.

Similarly on Allen’s framework coin distributions cannot be seen
as part of a common trading network either side of the Channel.
Neither does Allen’s thesis allow for tribes who had peacefully
negotiated or arranged a presence on both sides of the Channel by
such mechanisms as marriage.

The contrast in the British distributions of Gallo-Belgic A
and B is also puzzling for coinages which have less than distinct
distributions in their apparent area of origin (Scheers 1977, fig
40, 48). It would however be fair to say that the contrast in

Britain between the two types is not as marked (figs. 1.4; 1.7)

as Allen suggested. The Gallic evidence might suggest that rather
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than a political difference we might be dealing with a

chronological difference in Britain, possibly between two
different regions. Certain hoards suggest the composition of
different coins was understood. For why else would the depositors

of Snettisham 1 have sandwiched a blank Gallo-Belgic A stater

between two with clear designs and done the same for a blank
quarter stater in the hoard (Rainbird Clarke 1954, 63). Some

Gallic coins are countermarked and in one case double
countermarked, which indicate that at least Gallic coins had a
long life at a recognised value (Allen and Nash 1980, 72). Gallo-
Belgic A has been found with Gallo-Belgic ¢ and E in several
. hoards (fig. 1.1). It 1is odd, however, that Gallo-Belgic B is
only found 1in association well away from its homelands in the
Carn Brea hoard and possibly in the Selsey group. It is also odd
that despite the troubled times implied by Allen’s waves of
invaders, we have ho purely Gallo~Belgic A or B hoards.

Allen’s model for the introduction of Gallo-Belgic C also
has its problems. The broad distribution of these coins, beyond
the realms of the two earlier types, need not be due to settlers
taking less Belgicised areas. It is possible that a geographical
expansion of the coin using area might have drawn into it the
current and most plentiful type of coin, Gallo-Belgic C. Limited

supply but growing demand, on an econonic nodel, would lead to

local native production.

By 1964 in the Rhind lectures Allen was cautiously speaking

of ‘importation’ of Gallo-Belgic A and B. However, he remained

40



keen on ideas of lilnvasion and/or common rule, for which there is
indeed textual warrant, as an agency of introduction. He was also
keen to stress that while geographically separate, Gallo-Belgic A
and B were broadly contemporary (Allen and Nash 1980, 25).

Before Allen the cemeteries at Aylesford, Swarling and the
Welwyn dgrave groups had been thought to represent the
introduction of North Gaulish (i.e. Belgic) culture starting with
an invasion of C.75 BC. At Aylesford it appeared to Evans that
the Belgae might be dated to the mid Cist BC (Evans 1890a, 68),
possibly appearing in the mid C2nd BC (1890a, 74). A slightly
later date was proposed by Bushe-Fox: from the evidence of the
Swarling cemetery. The Belgae, he proposed (1925), were to be
dated ‘mainly’ after ¢.50BC, while the earliest may have arrived
c.100-50 BC, but ‘probably rather after 75 BC than before it’. In
a re-examination of the available evidence Hawkes and Dunning
(1930), focussing particularly on pedestal urns, suggested a date

of ¢c.75 BC for the main Belgic invasion; a date rather confirmed

by Wheeler’s work at Wheathampstead and Prae Wood. Allen’s work

(1960) seemed greatly to refine this chronology. In essence the

Belgic invasions were seen to be attested to in the historical

record, in the numismatic record, and in the new burial customs
and associated ceramics from the above mentioned groups. In the
light of Allen’s work Ann Birchall reconsidered the ceramic and

cremation evidence for Belgic incursion (Birchall 1965). She was
compelled to assign the Belgae of the ‘Aylesford~Swarling’

cultural evidence to the time range of 50/30-~10 BC finding barely
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any evidence for the pre-Caesar period. Quoting Birchall
(Birchall, 285-286) Clark asks whether one should believe that
tvn . waves Of imported coinages..." should themselves be "...

taken to reflect the pattern of Belgic migration to Britain"

*(Clark 1966, 187). As Clark. concludes ‘Invasions and minor

intrusions have undoubtedly occurred, even if far less often than
other forms of culture contact, but their existence has to be
demonstrated, not assumed’ (Clark 1966,188). Birchall’s dating
for the earliest Aylesford burials has since been confirmed,
though on rather different grounds, by Stead (1976). In essence
the dating of Evans and Bushe~Fox had prevailed and the coins and
the ceramic evidence now stood uncomfortably separated.

This view received a limited welcome. In particular, Hawkes,
who had sought the Belgae in the ceramic record, now turned to
the Gallo-Belgic coins as evidence for invasion (Hawkes 1968,

13), 1identifying Caesar’s earliest invaders with the Gallo-

Belgic A and B coinages (1968, 15). Further he argued that Gallo-
Belgic C should be identified with Diviciacus’ high kingship, an

attribution he latter discarded following Scheers’ late dating

of the type and attribution to the Ambiani (Hawkes 1977, 142).

Hawkes still saw the coins as evidence for a seizure of power in

the Medway area shortly after 70 BC by forces with impulsion from

the Ambiani (Hawkes 1977, 143n). Marrying the numismatic and

archaeological data, he argued that invaders and then refugees
from Caesar bought the Gallo-Belgic E coins and the ‘Aylesford-~-
Swarling’ culture (Hawkes 1968, 14-~15).
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The work of Scheers was instrumental in advancing our
understanding of the Gallic context of these coins. Her nost
enduring conclusion was her dating of Gallo-Belgic E to the years
of the Gallic war. She argued that the unanimity displayed by the
Gallic tribes from the outbreak of the war was reflected in their
coins. This alliance Scheers argued, brought to an end all the
earlier and unrelated coinages which disappeared leaving only the
Gallo-Belgic E series. The inception of this series she dated to
the winter of 58/57 BC, its end to the historical end of the
Gallic people and their gold reserves. After 50 BC gold coinage
ceased to be produced on the continent (Scheers 1976, 6). Scheers
argued that the war of 58-50 BC resulted in the last emigrations
to Britain. The only coins to reach Britain of Belgic type were
the uniface staters of the Ambiani and the uninscribed staters of
the Suessiones. All other coins must have been introduced earlier

as they had effectively disappeared on the continent with the
outbreak of the Gallic war (Scheers 1976, 6).

Building on Scheers’ work, Dr Kent reiterated the gap
between the supposedly earliest coins and the earliest Belgic

archaeological evidence, which had been bought down to the date

of the Gallo-Belgic wars. Kent stressed that neither chronology

was absolute and Scheers’ work prompts the view that the British
evidence might be viewed quite differently in terms of time and

function. Gallo~Belgic ABC must predate 58 BC on Scheers’ schene,
but Kent asks by how long. Kent observed that most Gallo-Belgic A

in Britain are considerably worn, Gallo-Belgic C are generally
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somewhat worn and Gallo-Belgic E are often virtually unworn.

Apparently partly on the strength of the condition of the Gallo-
Belgic E, which can have been little circulated before it reached
Britain, Kent argued that Celtic gold rarely seems to have become

worn in circulation in Britain. There is therefore the strong

possibility that these coins acquired their wear on the
Continent. This led Kent (1978, 313) to argue that whatever
interval there was between these coins being struck, they arrived
in Britain in fairly rapid succession.

‘The incoherence in the archaeological and numismatic records
renains and Dr Kent sought to explain this by viewing the
coinage, unlike most archaeological material, as a political

rather than a cultural manifestation (Kent 1978, 314). He argued
that the power and influence that Caesar ascribed to Diviciacus
and indeed Commius on both sides of Channel, favours the case for
Gallo-Belgic A, C and E entering Britain to buy the support of

the British <tribes and their forces. Indeed Caesar notes such

activity and its origins wmay well have lain in pre-Caesarian

conflicts, the centre of this contact in Britain being suggested
by the distribution of Gallo-Belgic B. Dr Kent went on to suggest
that the occurrence of all but one Gallo-Belgic B stater in

Britain suggests that a single stater bought a specific commodity

(Kent 1981, 41). Dr Kent refined the dates for the entry of

Gallo-Belgic E into Britain noting that only Scheers’ first four

classes were frequently encountered in Britain. This Dr Kent

argued was the payment from Gaul for the assistance recorded by
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Caesar (BG 1IV,20), which he argued was curtailed by Caesar’s
expedition to Britain in 55 BC (1981, 40).

The numerous imported gold coins in Kent were due to the
fact that no native recoinage took place here, and that the
authority striking British A had no authority here (Kent 1978,
315-316). He proposed that this lack of native currency made the
continued currency of Gallo-Belgic coins likely (1978, 316).

Recent hoards, particularly ‘those from Whitchurch and

Ironshill, have made Kent’s contracted chronology harder to

maintain. The Whitchurch hoard contained British B and Gallo-
Belgic E, the former derived through British A from Gallo-Belgic
C. The wear on the coins from both parcels of the hoard was
consistent and suggests that the 1lighter British B must be
earlier than Gallo-Belgic E (Burnett and Cowell 1988, 6-9). The
Ironshill hoard contained considerably worn British B staters,
which suggests that the type was not short 1lived nor was there
any replacement [Gallo-Belgic E] coinage for some time (Cowell,
Oddy, Burnett 1987, 6). This evidence sugéests that British B and
necessarily British A must predate the introduction of Gallo-

Belgic E, but must post date their prototype, Gallo-Belgic C. The

Whitchurch and Ironshill hoards therefore suggest a significant

period of time between the arrival

Belgic E.

of Gallo-Belgic <€ and Gallo-
This helps explain why native coinages derive largely

from Gallo-Belgic C rather than the more common Gallo-Belgic E.

However the chronology must be tighter as Gallo-Belgic C and E

are closely linked, and not only is the reverse style very close
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there 1is even a reported die 1link (Scheers, 1977, 67)9. As

Burnett and Cowell concluded, British A and B must be later than
the beginning of Gallo-Belgic C and may indeed be broadly
contemporary. It remains broadly true <that only Scheers’ last
three classes of Gallo—-Belgic C are found in Britain (Kent 1981,
40);: this argues for an even longer chronology for Gallo-Belgic C

in Gaul.

When Gallo-Belgic A occurs in British hoards they are

usually more worn than other coins in the hoard. Very seldon,
however, are they ever as worn as the staters of the Baiocasses
found in the Ringwood hoard (Burnett and Cowell 1987, 4). While
accepting that some coins may become immobilised in treasuries
(e.g. Nash, 1987, 123) the little worn Gallo~Belgic A stater from
the Harpsden Wood hoard (Burnett and Cowell 1988, 10) suggests
there may not have been such a chronological gap between Gallo-
Belgic A and E. In this case we do not see the century of wear

acquired by the Baiocassian coins in the Ringwood hoard. It also
demonstrates that not all Gallo-Belgic A staters came ready worn

from the continent as Dr Kent had suggested (1978, 313).

Kent’s assertion (1978, 313) that Celtic gold in Britain
acquired little or no circulation wear is difficult to accept,
although it is to a degree true of the specimens which have

entered the major collections and museums. Such poorer specimens

stand less chance of being illustrated but are well represented

in the Oxford Index. Many of the British B from the Ironshill

hoard, Hants show considerable signs of circulation wear (Cowell,

46



Oddy, Burnett 1988, 6). Worn Whaddon Chase staters are known
(Mossop sale lot 272), Wonersh staters are characterised by their
worn condition (Mossop sale 1lot 278) and Norfolk ‘wolf’ and

Freckenham staters are frequently encountered in a worn condition

(Mossop sale 1lots 53-77). This 1is true of earlier inscribed

issues (Mack 1973, nos 124,128,141) and of the well published

gold of Cunobelinl0 and Vericall. While the durability of gold is

dependent on alloy (the purer alloy the more quickly it will

wear) it 1is apparent that there are few classes of Celtic gold
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