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Introduction 
ALONG with objects such as jewellery, figurines,  models, tools and weapons, coins figure  promi-
nently in those assemblages from  ritual sites which are usually identified  as being votive offerings. 
That is to say, they were left  as gifts  to the gods to pay for  favours  expected or received.2 More 
often  than not, coins from  such sites have been studied and published as if  they had been found  in 
any other context.3 They are treated as statistics which reveal the chronology of  activity on the site 
or the pattern of  coins in local circulation. Very little, if  indeed any, attention has been given to the 
role of  coins in respect to their function  as votive offerings.  This article will address one particular 
trait which is common to both coins and other types of  votive offerings:  mutilation. 

The intentional mutilation and destruction of  objects left  within sanctuaries or other sites which are 
normally termed 'ritual' is a well documented phenomenon. Middle to Late Iron Age sanctuaries and 
deposits in northern France frequently  yield swords and shields which have been bent, twisted or bro-
ken.4 The same phenomenon is also known, although less frequently,  on British sites.3 The evolution 
of  the votive offerings  in Western Europe can be traced through the Iron age deposits of  weaponry 
through to the use of  standardised currency bars, often  themselves incomplete swords, and finally  to 
the use of  coins and model weapons and tools as well as other smaller personal objects.6 This shift 
towards more personal offerings  would have been underway long before  the Roman invasion of 
Britain. The mutilation or destruction of  objects continued to be practised with the smaller offerings  as 
well as is seen in Britain at the Uley Shrines7, Woodeaton8 and Hayling Island.9 Coins, one type of 
more personalized offering,  were no exception. Examples of  bent, scratched and otherwise mutilated 
coins are common on French sites.10 Similar examples exist in Britain but are less common. To the 
best of  my knowledge, only three British sites exist that have yielded mutilated coins. 

' This paper is based on an undergraduate dissertation written at St Andrew's University during an academic exchange from  the 
University of  Western Ontario. The exchange was made possible thanks to a scholarship from  the Canadian Robert T. Jones 
Foundation. I should like to thank all those who offered  their advice, especially Jonathan Williams of  the British Museum, Philip de 
Jersey of  the Institute of  Archaeology at Oxford,  Imogen Wellington of  the University of  Durham and Eberhard Sauer. I am also 
indebted to Cathy King of  the Ashmolean and Susan Fox of  the Roman Baths Museum who allowed me to examine the coins from 
Hayling Island and Bath. I am also very grateful  for  the patient supervision and comments of  Professor  Woolf. 

2 For fuller  introductions to the practice of  votive offerings  see G. Webster, The  British Celts  and Their  Gods Under  Rome 
(London, 1986); M. Henig, Religion in Roman Britain (London, 1984); J. Brunaux, The  Celtic  Gauls: Gods Rites and Sanctuaries 
(London, 1988); and T. Derks, Gods, Temples  and Ritual Practices  (Amsterdam, 1998). The standard work on votive practice from  the 
Neolithic to the Iron Age in western Europe remains R. Bradley, The  Passage of  Arms - An Archaeological  Analysis of  prehistoric 
hoards  and votive deposits  (Cambridge, 1990). 

3 For a discussion of  the types of  coins found  on ritual sites see R. Reece, 'Religion, Coins and Temples' in Temples,  Churches  and 
Religion in Roman Britain, edited by W. Rodwell, British Archaeological Reports, British Series, no. 77 (Oxford,  1980). Reece argues 
that the patterns of  coin finds  from  ritual sites are not significantly  different  from  those of  other sites. 

4 Derks, op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 46; Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 125-7; For extensive documention on the mutilation of 
weapons at Gournay-sur-Aronde (Picardie) see A. Rapin, and J.-L. Brunaux, Gournay II  - Boucliers et Lance, Depots et Trophies, 
Revue Archeologique de Picardie (Paris, 1988), esp. pp. 77-55. A number of  mutilated weapons have also been found  at Ribemont-sur-
Ancre (Somme), J.L. Cadoux, 'L'Ossuaire Gaulois de Ribemont-sur-Ancre (Somme) Premieres Observations, Premieres Questions' 
Gallia  42 (1984), 53-78, at pp. 70 ff. 

5 Bradley, op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 172-3. Most notably the large deposit of  Iron Age metalwork from  Llyn Cerrig Bach (Anglesey) 
but also Hayling Island, A.P. Fitzpatrick, 'The Deposition of  La Tene Iron Age Metalwork in Watery Contexts in Southern England' in 
Cunliffe  and Miles (eds.), Aspects of  the Iron  Age in Central  Southern  Britain (Oxford,  1984), pp. 178-90, at pp. 186. 

6 Bradley, op. cit. n. 2 above pp. 171 ff. 
7 For instance, model spear and bolt heads from  the shrines at Uley, M. Henig, 'Votive objects: weapons: miniature spears and Full-

Size Weapons', pp. 131-5, in A. Woodward and P. Leach (eds.), The  Uley  Shrines  - Excavation of  a Ritual Comples  on West  Hill,  Uley, 
Gloucester  (London, 1993), p. 133. Henig raises the possibility that wooden shafts  of  the real spearheads were broken before  deposition. 

8 For illustrations of  scratched miniature axes and bent miniature spears from  Woodeaton see Henig, op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 150. fig.  70. 
9 D. Briggs, C. Haselgrove and C. King, 'Iron Age and Roman coins from  Hayling Island temple', BNJ  62 (1992), 1-62, at p. 2. A 

complete report of  the excavations is in preparation. 
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The first  site is Hayling Island.11 The remains on Hayling Island, near Portsmouth in 

Hampshire, consist of  a circular Iron Age timber structure inside a square enclosure and a later 
Roman stone construction of  the same design but on a larger scale.12 The timber structure is 
thought to have stood from  the later first  century BC until the second half  of  the first  century AD.13 
The finds  at the site came largely from  the temenos, or enclosure, and included brooches and mir-
rors, horse and vehicle trappings, warrior equipment, currency bars and other objects.14 Other 
types of  finds  from  the 1976-82 excavations included bracelets and rings. A total of  165 Iron Age 
coins and 329 Roman coins dating from  the Republic to the late 4th century, were most probably 
left  as votive offerings.15  A number of  the coins from  this site were intentionally mutilated and the 
published coin report contains a brief  discussion and a list of  the mutilated coins.16 

The second site yielding mutilated coins is the Sacred Spring at Bath. The identity of  the deity 
worshipped at this site is known to have been a hybrid of  a female  British deity known as Sul and the 
Roman Minerva. Cunliffe's  1979-82 excavations included a partial excavation of  the Sacred Spring 
that was situated within the south east corner of  the temple's temenos. The Sacred Spring itself 
consisted of  a pool of  water fed  by a natural hot spring. The pool was at first  exposed to the open air 
then later covered by a Roman building which underwent a number of  changes variously restricting 
access to the spring. A large number of  objects were recovered from  the spring, most of  which were 
certainly deposited as votive offerings.  These include 130 inscribed lead curse tablets, a small ivory 
model pair of  breasts (possibly a healing offering),  bronze vessels, 17 Iron Age coins and almost 
13,000 Roman coins ranging in date from  the Republic to the late 4th century AD. Though some 
coins were found  closely grouped together and were described as such in the excavation report, the 
majority were thought to have been well mixed in the bed of  the reservoir so that no meaningful 
stratigraphic analysis was possible.17 The presence of  mutilated coins at this site is mentioned only 
once in the published report where Henig wrote of  the votive objects 'As for  deliberate  mutilation, 
"killing"  of  objects, this is seen for  the most part in the slashing of  coins though we have a section of 
a bracelet  bent into a ring'.18 A number of  the envelopes in which the coins are stored at the Bath 
archive are marked with descriptions of  mutilation but Walker's final  published list of  the coins does 
not mention it and no other published work has explored the topic of  mutilation at Bath.19 

The third instance of  mutilated coins in Britain is the most problematic. A large hoard of 
Durotrigan staters (approximately 3,000) and quarter staters (approximately 2,100) dating from 
the mid first  century BC was found  in Hampshire in 1997. A very large percentage of  these coins 
showed deliberate mutilation by slashing. Unfortunately,  the hoard was not reported and the coins 
have been broken up and sold by a number of  dealers. The exact findspot  of  the lost Hampshire 
hoard will never be known but I am informed  that it is unlikely to have come from  a temple site.20 
There is no reason to suppose that some Iron Age religious practice, including the act of  leaving 
votive offerings,  was not conducted in a natural setting which has left  no permanent mark on the 

10 G. Aubin and J. Meissonnier, 'L'usage de la monnaie sur les sites de sanctuaires de 1'Ouest de la Gaule et de la Bourgogne', 
Archeologie  Aujord'Hui  - Sanctuaires  de tradition  indigene  en Gentle Romaine. Actes du Colloque  d'Argentomagus  (Paris, 1992), 
pp. 143-52. at pp. 143-5 record Montreuil-Bellay (Maine-et-Loire), Allones (Sartlie), Juvigne (Mayenne), Aiesia (Cote d'Or), Port 
Haliguen (Morbihan) and La Villeneuve-au-Chatelot (Aube). Also. E. Sauer. The Augustan coins from  Bourbonne-les-Bains (Haute-
Marne) - a mathematical approach to dating a coin assemblage'. Revue Numismatique  vol. 154 (1999), 145-82. " See n. 9 above. 

12 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 1. 
13 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 1. 
14 M. Henig (1984) op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 22. Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above. 
15 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 1. A complete stratigraphic analysis of  the find  spots is expected to appear in the forthcoming 

site report. Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 1, footnote  1. 
16 I visited the Hayling Island coins, which are currently being stored in the Ashmolean. in order to view and record the mutilation 

first  hand. My own list of  mutilated coins differs  from  that of  the original report. 
17 D.R. Walker, 'The Roman Coins' in The  Temple  ofSitlis  Minerva  at Bath, Volume  2, the finds  from  the sacred  spring, edited by 

B. Cunliffe,  Oxford  University Committee for  Archaeology Monograph 16 (Oxford,  1988). p. 281. 
18 M. Henig. 'The Small Objects' in The  Temple  ofSulis  Minerva  at Bath, Volume  2, the finds  from  the sacred  spring, edited by B. 

Cunliffe,  Oxford  University Committee for  Archaeology Monograph 16 (Oxford,  1988), p. 5. 
19 I visited the Bath museum and recorded all the examples of  mutilation that I could find  amongst the coins there during my short 

stay. My survey of  the Bath coins extended from  the few  Iron Age coins to the Roman coins up to and including Vespasian as well as a 
few  specimens pulled at random from  later emperors. No doubt a fuller  examination of  the Bath coins would reveal still more examples 
of  mutilation. 

20 Philip de Jersey, personal communication, March 2000. 
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landscape. Indeed, until the relatively recent discovery of  Iron Age temples it was generally 
thought that all Iron Age ritual was conducted in such settings. Thus it is not impossible that this 
hoard represents some kind of  votive deposit left  at a sacred spot which has left  no other material 
evidence. The vast size and nature of  this hoard would make it a highly unusual find  from  a temple 
site unless it can be seen as a hoard which was missed by the temple authorities, or later plunder-
ers who removed the bulk of  the coin offerings  from  other sites. Were it not for  the deliberate 
mutilation of  the coins, which are of  very base metal, this group might be dismissed as a savings 
hoard though it should be noted that the very nature of  Iron Age and later coin hoards has been 
called into question.21 Given the dubious background of  the hoard it is perhaps best to avoid spec-
ulation about its origins. 

Mutilation of  Coins 
The very word 'mutilation' presents problems. For instance, in the Bath report Henig mentions 
that some coins were intentionally mutilated before  being thrown into the spring,22 but in the same 
report Walker, who produced the coin catalogue, comments of  the coins that ' There  was no selec-
tion for  particular  types or imperial personages, nor for  battered  or otherwise mutilated  coins'.2^ 
But since coins from  Bath clearly do show signs of  intentional mutilation (though they are not dis-
cussed or described in the catalogue), Walker must surely have meant some kind of  natural dam-
age incurred while the coin was in circulation rather than the intentional kind which is to be 
discussed here. The same problem with terminology is found  elsewhere. For example, G.C. 
Boon's catalogue of  the coins from  Chedworth Lake24 describes many of  the coins as 'defaced' 
but a closer look at his method of  describing a coin's condition reveals that what is probably 
meant is coins which have been naturally damaged. Finally, to illustrate the problem, a 19th cen-
tury cast bronze eagle exists in the Laing Art Gallery in Newcastle and is inscribed at the base 
'This  eagle was cast from  defaced  Roman coins from  the Well  of  Procolitia  for  Dr. Bruce, 
Newcastle  upon Tyne,  Dec. 1873.25 Even in 1873 it seems most unlikely that the excavators of  the 
votive deposit, now commonly known as Coventina's Well, would have been so careless as to pur-
posely destroy coins which showed signs of  intentional mutilation. Furthermore, it is difficult  to 
imagine Coventina's well yielding enough mutilated coins to produce the model eagle.26 It is more 
likely that the eagle was manufactured  from  worn coins. The problem of  semantics extends into 
the description of  mutilated coins. The Hayling Island report uses the terms 'stabbed', 'pricked', 
and 'cut' in a variable manner. Sometimes one term is used to refer  to one type of  mutilation and 
later used to describe another. In the same report some examples of  slashed coins, most notably HI 
199, are described as being 'test cut' and are not listed in the report's summary of  mutilated coins. 
For reasons which shall become apparent I regard this distinction as unfounded  and have included 
these pieces in my list. 

With the problems of  terminology aside, the very recognition of  intentionally mutilated coins is 
not always straight forward.  Exactly how can intentional mutilation be distinguished from  natural 
damage? In most cases, the distinction is quite clear but, there are occasional examples where it is 
not. It is not difficult  to imagine circumstances in which small scratches or marks could be cre-
ated. Countermarks, frequently  found  on first  century bronze coins in the Roman west, can wear 
away and leave only a straight line from  one of  the edges of  the matrix within which they were 
struck and thus give a false  impression of  an intentional slash. Even a strong line in the design 

21 For more on the debate about the possible ritual status of  hoards see M. Millet, 'Treasure: interpreting Roman Hoards', TRAC  94 
(1994), 99-106 and C. Johns, 'Romano-British Precious Metal Hoards: some comments on Martin Millett's paper', TRAC  94 (1994), 
107-17. 

22 Henig (1988), op. cit. n. 18 above, p. 5. 
23 Walker, op. cit. n. 17 above, p. 285. 
24 G. Boon, 'Roman and Later Coins' in Excavations at Chew Valley  Lake, Somerset,  edited by P. Rahtz and E. Greenfield, 

Department of  the Environment Archaeological Reports no. 8 (London, 1977), pp. 296 ff. 
25 L. Allason-Jones and B. McKay, Coventina's  Well-A  Shrine  on Hadrian's  Wall  (Hexham, 1985), pp. 104. plate XIV a and b. 
26 The number of  mutilated coins from  both Hayling Island and Bath represented a very small portion of  the total deposit. I have 

been able to make a brief  examination of  the coins from  Coventina's Well (now in the British Museum) and could detect no signs of 
mutilation. 
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itself  can be deceptive. As a rule of  thumb, during my examination of  the coins from  Bath and 
Hayling Island, only those coins which very clearly showed signs of  intentional damage were con-
sidered. This may have resulted in a reduced number of  examples of  mutilation being recorded 
and discussed in this report. It would seem that the identification  of  mutilation is somewhat sub-
jective. For instance, I did not consider Hayling Island coins nos. 179 or 196 to show clear enough 
evidence of  intentional mutilation to merit recording but they are variously described as having 
been pricked or stabbed in the Hayling Island coin catalogue. It is possible that the small scratches 
on these pieces were intentional but they are just not bold enough to convince me entirely. Based 
on my examination of  the coins from  Hayling Island and Bath I have described four  types of  muti-
lation below: slashing on the coin's surface,  cuts into the edge of  the coin, halving or portioning 
coins and bending. 

In the following  descriptions I have employed the same numbers for  the Hayling Island coins as 
found  in the published catalogue.27 For the Bath coins, where the published list does not include 
individual catalogue numbers, I have assigned my own numbers (e.g. B 4) and, in the initial 
descriptions, included the various numbering systems which appear on the coins' envelopes in the 
Bath Museum. 

Slashing on the coin's surface:  This is the most common and obvious type of  mutilation. 
Slashes were identified  as being deep straight cuts into the metal of  the coin. They are quite dis-
tinct from  naturally occurring dents and scratches which are usually shallower and consist of  bro-
ken and irregular lines. The length and number of  slashes on any given mutilated coin seems to 
vary. The slashes did seem to show a marked preference  for  the obverse of  the coin, a topic which 
shall be dealt with at greater length later on. Complete lists of  slashed coins from  Hayling Island 
and Bath are found  in Table 1 and Table 2. 

TABLE 1. Coins showing surface slashes from Hayling Island 

Hayling  Island  Description of  Coin Description of  Slashing 

HI 132 
HI 152 
HI 166 (P1.2) 
HI 168 (PI .2) 

HI 175 

HI 199 (P1.2) 

HI 201 

HI 211 

Iron Age, Nervii, post conquest silver unit of ATEVLA VLATOS, 
plated, 1.26 g 

Iron Age, Eastern Gaul, Lingones, V® plated quinarius,75-50 B C 

Roman republican JE  as, halved, worn blank, 200-82 BC 

Roman republican /E  as, halved, also worn blank, 200-82 BC 

Roman republican /R, imitation denarius, plated, Q. Caecilius, 
o. bust of Pietas left, r. Q C M P, elephant, C. 374/1, c.81 BC 

Augustus, Spain, /R denarius, o. bust of Octavian left, 

r. altar inscr. FORTRED / CAES.AVG / S.P.Q.R. RIC 54a C.20-16 BC 

Augustus, plated imitation, /R denarius, Lugdunum, o. bust left. 
CAESAR. AVGVSTVS D1VI F PATER PATRIAE", r. C L CAESARES 
AVGVSTI F COS DESIG PRINC 1VVVENT, RIC 208, c.7-6 BC 

/R plated Tiberian imitation denarius, Lugdunum, o. Tl CAESAR 
DIV1 AVG F AVGVSTVS, r. PONTIF MAXIM figure seated left, 
with staff  in right hand and nike in left. cf. RIC 26, C . A D 36 

o. over ear and cheek of left 
facing bust 

Long slash on o. right across coin 

Small slash near edge 

Slashed three times, slashes run 
perpendicular to the line of halving 

o. just on mouth and field in front 

o. large slash from edge of laurels, 
over the ear to just under eye. 
Described in catalogue as 'test cut' 

o. light scratches in field just in 
front  of neck. Much thinner lines 
than all other examples. Done 
with pin? 

o. slashed in field in front  of nose, 
possibly again in field in front  of 
forehead but could be natural, r. 
small slash on head of seated fig-
ure and larger one from staff 
across chest to nike 

Not included but mentioned in Briggs el al., HI 179 ('pricked'), HI 188 ('stabbed' - listed here as side-cut, see below.), HI 196 
('pricked'). 

27 Briggs et. al., op. cit. n. 9 above. 
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TABLE 2. Coins showing surface slashes from Bath. 

Bath Identification 
B l . 2/6, 1979:2 

Description of  coin 
Augustus, JE  as, altar of Lugdunum, copy, A D 9-14 

Description of  Slashing 
o. large slash from edge, at 1:30, 
to chin of bust 

o. small diagonal cut over laurels B 2 . SF 1622, BMC 244. Nero, JE  as, A D 54-68 
6/31 (PI. 2) 

B 3 , SF 1055 Nero, /E  as, c/m on neck on o. r. worn blank, A D 54-68 r. two slashes at odd angles in centre 

B 4 , 111,8/78 Vespasian, JE  as (?) almost completely worn flat, 
altar type, A D 69-79 

B 5 . 93, SF132, RBS 79 Vespasian, JE  as, altar type, A D 69-79 
(P1.2) 

B6, 111, 162 (PI. 3) 

B7, 192 (PI. 3) 

B8, 224, V I 

B9, s(or 5).4, V I 

BIO, SF 374; IX, 
RBS 79 (PI. 3) 

Vespasian, IE  as, A D 69-79 

Vespasian/Titus dupondius, A D 69-81 

Vespasian/Titus dupondius, A D 69-81 

Domitian as caesar, AR denarius, o. bust left, r. ? 
A D 69-79 

Trajan, sestertius,  RIC  663, A D 116-17 

Numerous slashes on both o. and r. 
mixed in with some quite natural 
looking damage. 

o. large slash across coin behind 
bust, another from edge at 6:00 
across neck 

o. two small diagonal slashes over 
laurels 

o. large diagonal slash over bust 

o. small slash from edge, at 11:30 
to before bust 

o. 3 slashes, one behind bust, one 
vertically on neck, next diagonally 
in field in front  of bust. r. large 
slash from centre to edge 

o. small slash on neck 

First number (in bold) in the identification  column has been assigned by me, the remainder is taken from  the coins' envelopes in the 
Bath archive. 

A large percentage of  the staters from  the lost Durotrigan Hampshire hoard showed one or 
more parallel cuts over the laurel wreath on the obverse.28 The obverse design is an abstract 
head of  Apollo facing  right while the reverse features  a disjointed horse. The coins, Van 
Arsdell's number 1235-1, date between 58 and 45 BC. The quarter staters are Van Arsdell's 
number 1260 and show plain patterns on both sides. It is not known if  these also show signs of 
mutilation as well. 
Cuts into edge of  coin: A significant  number of  coins from  both Bath and Hayling Island show 
intentional damage on their edges. This varies from  a small slash on the edge to a large cut pene-
trating the flan  of  the coin up to half  a centimetre in length. There is relatively little danger of  mis-
taking this type of  mutilation with natural flan  cracks which are more jagged and irregular. 
Presumably the thickness of  each cut was dictated by the thickness of  the knife  or sharp edge 
used, but there are some slashes which give the impression of  having been done with scissors, or 
in one case, HI 211, with pliers. The coins from  Hayling Island and Bath showing edge cuts are 
listed in Table 3. 
Halved or 'portioned' coins: A number of  coins from  Hayling Island (no examples are found  at 
Bath) have been intentionally cut in half  or some other fraction.  Some coins which had been 
halved were cut clean across the flan  while others were cut almost completely across and then bro-
ken at the remaining connecting metal near the edge, see HI 166 (PI. 2). Still more seem to have 
been crudely broken, see illustration of  HI 168 (PI. 2). Halved coins are a well known phenome-
non and there is little doubt that in some instances the intention of  halving was to create small 
change - a practice which will be discussed at greater length later on. A list of  halved and por-
tioned coins from  Bath and Hayling Island is found  in Table 4. 

28 Philip de Jersey, personal communication, 2 March 2000. 
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TABLE 3. Coins from Hayling Island and Bath showing cuts into edge of coin. 

Hayling  Island  Description of  Coin Description of  Edge  Cut 
Iron Age, early uninscribed base silver unit. 

Iron Age, Belgic Gaul, Suessiones A plated stater, post 52 B C 

Iron Age, Eastern Gaul, Lingones, plated quinarius C.75-50 B C 

(P1.3) Republican imitation, /R plated denarius, o. S C bearded bust 1., 
r. Q ATO BALB PR nike in quadriga left, C 364 / lc, c.83-82 BC 

Republican imitation, plated denarius, J. Caesar o. pontifical 
implements, r. CAESAR elephant, C 443, c.49/48 B C 

Republican imitation, plated denarius, Octavian, o. IMP 
CAESAR D1VI F 111 V1R ITER R P C, bust, r. DIVO IVL COS 
ITER ET TER DES1G, temple, C 540/2, C.36 BC 

/41 plated Tiberian imitation denarius, Lugdunum, cf.  RIC  26 o. 
Tl CAESAR DIVI AVG F AVGVSTVS, r. PONTIF MAXIM 
figure seated, with staff  in right hand and nike in left,  C . A D 36 

HI 39 
HI 124 
HI 152 
HI 174 
HI 182 

HI 188 

HI 211 

Bath 
B 2 1 , group 1, Vespasian, dupondius, RIC 753 (b), A D 77-78 
8/42 (Pl. 4) 

B8, 224, V I 

B22, 242 
(Pl- 4) 

Vespasian/Titus, dupondius, A D 69-81 

Vespasian/Titus, dupondius, A D 69-81 

Edge chisel cut 

Single cut in side above horse on r. 

Multiple stabs at rim 

Pie shaped cut at 5:00, below front  of 
neck on o., in front  of quadriga on r. 

Small slash at 12:00 above elephant 

Very small slash at 1:00 from 
Octavian's bust 

Rectangular piece cut from edge 
behind bust, in front  of seated figure, 
removing some of legend on o. Looks 
like it has been done with pliers 

Large cut extending from 1:00 well 
into the bust of Vespasian, on r. cut 
only enters field 

Pie shaped cut at 5:00 on o. 

Pie shaped cut at 5:00 and thin cut 
into bust at 11:00 on o., very similar 
to B8 but two cuts 

A sestertius of  Marcus Aurelius on display at Bath has a pie shaped cut at 5:00 on the obverse and is described as having been test cut 
by the accompanying text. 

Bent coins: A few  of  the Roman and Iron Age coins from  Hayling Island and one Iron Age coin 
from  Bath showed signs of  having been intentionally bent, either drastically or by having one 
edge turned up slightly. This type of  damage needs no great amount of  description here but should 
be acknowledged. The Hayling Island coins are, Iron Age: An otherwise unknown thin silver coin 
(HI 12) and a silver plated unit inscribed ATEVLA VLATOS struck in the 40s-30s BC (HI 132) and 
Roman: Two Claudian imitation asses (HI 228 and HI 235). The single coin from  Bath was an 
uninscribed silver unit of  the Dobunni.29 
Hammered coins: Two Iron Age early uninscribed silver units (HI 8 and HI 39) and a 
Republican denarius (HI 185) are described by Briggs et al. as having been hammered either on 
the sides or on the edges. Though this is a plausible method of  mutilating coins it does not seem to 
be highly pronounced on these coins. Until more obvious examples of  this practice can be found, 
for  instance a coin which has been hammered into double its surface  area, it is advisable to dis-
miss this sort of  damage as intentional. 
Individual examples showing multiple types of  mutilation: As will be observed from  the above 
lists of  coins, more than one type of  mutilation is sometimes present on any given piece. For con-
venience, these pieces are listed below: 

H I 3 9 - edge cut, hammered. 
H I 1 3 2 - surface slashed, bent. 
H I 1 5 2 - surface slashed, edge cuts. 
H I 1 6 6 - surface slashed and halved. 
H I 1 6 8 - surface slashed and halved. 
H I 1 8 5 - halved and hammered. 
H I 2 1 1 - surface slashed, edge cut. 
B 8 - surface slashed, edge cut. 

29 L. Sellwood, 'The Celtic Coins' in The  Temple  of  Sulis  Minerva  at Bath. Volume  2. the finds  from  the sacred  spring, edited by B. 
Cunliffe,  Oxford  University Committee for  Archaeology Monograph 16 (Oxford,  1988), coin no. 8. p. 280. 
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TABLE 4. Halved and Portioned Coins from Hayling Island 

Hayling  Island  Description of  Coin 
H I 7 1 Iron Age, British, South Coast, British O, N  quarter stater 

VA 143-1, 50-45 BC 

H I 7 4 Iron Age, South West, British B, VA 1205, 65-58 B C 

H I 1 0 3 Iron Age, North of Thames, Whaddon Chase type, British L, 
N  plated stater, VA 1493-1, 45-40 B C 

H I 1 3 5 Iron Age, Armorica, Baiocasses, billon stater, 50's B C and later 

H I 1 5 1 Iron Age, Western/Central  Gaul, /R plated silver unit, 0.61 g, 
50's - early 40's B C 

HI 166-169 Republican JE  asses, mostly worn flat, c.200-82 BC 

H I 1 7 0 Republican JE  as, worn flat, c.200-82 B C 

H I 1 8 5 Republican /R plated denarius, r. Venus and Cupid, o. two 
conjugate busts right, c.46 BC 

H I 1 9 2 Augustus JE  as. Nemausus, RPC 524, c.9-3 BC 

H I 1 9 5 Augustus/Tiberius  JE  as, Lugdunum, r. altar, A D 9-14 

HI 198 (PI.4) Augustus, ^R denarius, o. bust right, r. trophy, c.29-27 BC 

H I 2 6 1 Flavian, JE  as, illegible, AD 69-96 

HI 263 (P1.4) Vespasian, /R plated denarius, o. bust left, r. prow and star, 
C.AD 77-78 

HI 293 (P1.4) Septimius Severus, JR.  plated denarius, Rome. o. bust right, 
r. Hercules, C.AD 193-211 

HI 463 Uncertain, /R plated denarius, 29 B C - A D 96 

H I 3 6 2 , H I 4 3 6 , Various 4th century nummi, C.AD 330-402 
HI 451, HI 494 

Description of  Halving 
Halved 

Quarter segment 

Halved 

Halved 

Halved 

All halved 

Segment one third of coin 
removed 

Halved 

Halved 

Halved 

Cut in half along vertical 
axis but cut stops and 
breaks off  at a 90 degree 
angle towards top of coin 

Halved 

Described as 'broken in 
such a way as to leave the 
imperial portait intact'30 

Described as 'broken; 
part of breakage seems 
intentional'31 

Halved 

All halved 

Theories on Mutilation 
The reasons for  the mutilation of  coins on ritual Gallic sites were recently discussed in an article 
by Aubin and Meissonnier. Their article, which is the only work I am aware of  which discusses 
coin mutilation in detail, presents three different  theories to explain mutilation. They are termed 
the monetary, the political and the religious.32 Aubin and Meissonier conclude in favour  of  the 
religious theory, but a further  examination of  their discussion of  the three theories is of  interest. 

The monetary theory argues that the cuts and slashes on coins were made to test whether or not 
the coin was a plated forgery.33  Indeed, the bankers' marks on Republican denarii as well as cuts on 
coins in general are often  rightly explained by just such theories. Aubin and Meissonnier comment 
that the presence of  repeated cuts and slashes on a single coin would then have been unjustified  and 
would have reduced the acceptability of  the coin in question.34 This is not, however, a satisfactory 
refutation  of  the monetary theory. Certain examples of  plated coins from  Hayling Island show 
slashes and side cuts which do not penetrate the silver plating of  the coin. There is no reason why 

30 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 24. 
31 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 24. 
32 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 144. 
33 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 144. 
34 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 144. 
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someone might not have wanted to test for  himself  rather than trust the older test marks on the coin 
or to test more than once, doubting his first  efforts.  Nor is it too much to suppose that ancient forg-
ers placed false  test marks on their products. A modem analogy is found  in the numerous Chinese 
bankers' chops (often  dozens on a single coin) which appear on the crown sized coins that circu-
lated in the far  east from  the mid 19th to early 20th centuries. The argument of  Briggs et al. that the 
mutilation of  the Iron Age coins from  Hayling Island must have been religious since most of  the 
mutilated coins are clearly genuine35 is also problematic since the plated coins may well have 
appeared good when they were in circulation. Perfectly  good ancient coins exist with bankers' 
marks and test cuts so there is no reason to suppose that the inhabitants of  Roman Britain were not 
justified  in being suspicious of  their coins. Their argument that the absence of  bankers' marks and 
other official  stamps on the Roman coins at Hayling Island, which are common on other British 
sites, is a sign of  ritual mutilation is stronger but needs to be reinforced  with statistical evidence.36 

More convincing evidence to contradict the monetary theory of  coin mutilation does exist. 
First, the presence of  mutilated coins only on ritual sites and their seeming absence on non ritual 
sites is of  the utmost importance and would seem to suggest a non secular explanation for  the 
treatment of  the coins. Second, the fact  that mutilation appears on even the smallest denomina-
tions of  non precious metal coins, including the halved asses at Hayling Island, would suggest that 
the purpose of  the mutilation was not to test the metal of  the coin. Though lead and iron plated 
examples of  copper coins do exist,37 and a few  were found  at Hayling Island and Bath,38 they 
seem to be rare. While Boon commented that plated aes coins are common39 from  the Julio 
Claudian and Flavian period, of  the examples he cites, only five  are in Britain and only three of 
these have a provenance.40 Moreover, the earliest of  these coins is of  Antoninus Pius and thus out 
of  the date range of  the coins discussed here (see below). Struck or cast lightweight copies from 
around the time of  Claudius are extremely common41 and must have been far  more profitable  to 
produce than the plated coins. Furthermore, it is difficult  to believe that the difference  in value 
between lead, iron and bronze was so great as to make such copies worthwhile. Pliny the Elder 
gives the value of  a pound of  pure lead at seven denarii,42 that is 112 asses, or 1232 g of  coined 
copper.43 If  we assume that a counterfeit  lead as has the same volume as a genuine copper one, we 
find  that the weight of  a counterfeit  lead as is 13.93 g44 with a metal value of  4.77 asses. At this 
price, lead counterfeits  would have been very unprofitable.45  I have been unable to find  a price for 
iron but because of  its high melting point it was certainly much harder to work with than any lead 
alloy and the production of  copper plated iron counterfeits  must have been very labour intensive. 
Also, if  the intention of  mutilation was to test for  counterfeit  coins, ought we not also to see an 
increased focus  on the larger aes denominations rather than the low value small assesl Table 7 
below fails  to show any such tendency. Is it possible that these copper-plated coins somehow 

35 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 2. 
36 Briggs et at., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 2. 
37 G.C. Boon, 'Counterfeit  Coins in Roman Britain' in Coins and the Archaeologist,  edited by J. Casey and R. Reece (2nd edn, 

London, 198S), pp. 102-88, at pp.106 and 112-13. 
38 HI 205 and 264. Walker, op. cit. n. 17 above, p. 324, nos 35-8, plate XLI, all are late 2nd cent AD. 
39 A change from  his earlier stance: G.C. Boon, Two  Plated  Roman Coins from  Silchester,  N(C6  11 (1951), 132-3. ' ... it would 

appear that the plated coins could never have been common - a suggestion supported by the fact  that the British Museum collections to 
not contain any similar to the Silchester examples.' 

40 Boon, op. cit. n. 37 above, p. 154, nil. 63 and 64 lists examples of  iron and lead plated aes. The British coins with findspots  are: 
a sestertius (?) of  Antoninus Pius from  Caerleon; a sestertius of  Faustina from  the river Coin (Colchester); a sestertius of  Severus 
Alexander from  the Gare Hoard (Cornwall). The two specimens without findspots  are from  the Silchester museum and are a sestertius 
and dupondius of  Gordian III. 

41 R. Reece, Coinage  in Roman Britain (London, 1987), p. 16; C. King. 'Roman Copies' in C. King and D. Wigg (eds), Coin Finds 
and Coin Use  in the Roman World,  the 13th Oxford  Symposium on Coinage  and Monetary  History,  (Berlin. 1993), p. 239. 

42 Pliny, Historiae  Naturalis  34.48.161. 
43 It seems likely that the value of  coined copper was higher than scrap. An inscription on the base of  a bronze statue from 

Linconshire, Boon, op. cit. n. 37 above, pp. 112-13. fig.  5 and RIB  I no. 272, dated to the mid 2nd century AD suggests a price of 
uncoined bronze of  three denarii per pound, making the counterfeits  even less profitable. 

44 This assumes the genuine and counterfeit  coins have the densities of  pure lead and copper (ie. 8.96 g/cm3 and 11.35 g/cm3). 
Since both genuine and counterfeits  coins are alloys, their exact density will certainly bc different.  Moreover the layer of  copper is not 
taken into account. 

45 It should be noted that the price of  lead may well have been less in Britain since Pliny speaks of  its occurrence in great abun-
dance there. Pliny, Historiae  Naturalis  34.49.164. 
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served a ritual function  themselves? Both iron and lead are noted for  their magical properties: the 
one being magnetic and the other being the preferred  medium of  curse tablets.46 More extensive 
research into the nature of  plated aes counterfeits  is clearly needed. 

The political theory outlined by Aubin and Meissonnier47 comments that the marks of  mutilation 
on coins from  various sites in France principally affect  the bust and as such are gestures of  frustration 
aimed at the authority of  the emperor. The proponents of  the political theory then go on to seek rea-
sons for  political discontent within the regions in which the mutilated coins were discovered such as a 
local uprising. As Aubin and Meissonnier are quick to point out, the individual reasons for  these sym-
bolic lashings out against the authority of  Rome are reliant on textual references  which cannot always 
be verified  by other evidence within the archaeological record.48 More seriously, mutilation is known 
on both native Gallic and Roman coins in France49 and on British, Gallic and Roman coins in Britain. 
Also, if  these marks do represent an attack on the authority of  Rome, they surely would have made the 
mutilated coin difficult,  if  not impossible, to use as currency and would have provided only a very 
small amount of  satisfaction  in return.50 Finally, it has been noted that a number of  the countermarks 
which were struck by Roman officials,  in Gaul and on the Rhine most frequently  by military com-
manders, were often  placed over the bust of  the emperor.51 Surely this would not have been a cause 
for  the emperor to be outraged nor the intention of  the countermarkers to disfigure  their leader. 

Though the individual reasons for  the slashes which appear over the obverses of  coins may be 
questioned, it may not be unreasonable to look for  a certain sensitivity to the images on the coins 
by their mutilators. The concentration of  slashes on the bust itself  may not necessarily be of  politi-
cal importance, but may show that there was something inherent in the symbolism of  the bust on a 
coin which was undesirable. The slashes which occur on the lost Hampshire hoard all occur over 
the laurel wreath worn by Apollo. More examples of  slashes which could be interpreted as focus-
ing on the emperor's wreath are seen on two coins from  Bath (B2 and B6, Pis 2-3). Is it then pos-
sible that the offence  caused by the bust on the coin was not so much a result of  the emperor's 
political power but of  the symbolic honour signified  in the laurel wreath? If  so, the mutilation of 
his image could be seen as a denial of  his honorary status (or even his divinity?) and a recognition 
of  the superiority of  the god or goddess to whom the coin offering  was being made. Aubin and 
Meissonnier suggest that the mutilation of  the bust of  Augustus on certain asses was intended to 
protect the image of  an altar on the reverse rather than deface  the image of  the emperor.52 The 
British evidence seems to support this idea since no examples of  a defaced  altar can be seen on 
mutilated coins of  the same type from  either Bath or Hayling Island (HI 199, PI. 2; Bl, B4, B5, 
PI. 2). However, they go on to note that a variety of  forms  of  mutilation can be seen, either within 
a particular site or from  one site to another.53 At both Hayling Island and Bath, a marked tendency 
to mutilate the obverse is seen and can be summarized in the table below: 

TABLE 5. Location of surface slashes 

Location of  Surface  Slashes  Hayling  Island Bath 
obverse only 
reverse only 
both obverse and reverse 
uncertain 
Total 

4 (H I 132,175,199, 201) 
1 (HI 152) 
1 (HI 211) 
2 (HI 166,168) 

7 (B l , 2, 5, 6, 7,10) 
1 (B3 c/m on obv) 
2 (B4, 9) 
0 
10 

The one coin with damage on the reverse only from  Hayling Island was a Gallic piece, HI 
152, which depicts a bust to the left  on the obverse. The Bath coin, B3, was already counter-

46 John G. Gager, Curse  Tablets  and Binding  Spells  from  the Ancient World  (Oxford,  1992), pp. 3-4. 
47 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, pp. 144-5. 
48 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
49 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
50 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
51 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
52 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
53 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, pp. 147-8. 
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marked over the bust on the obverse with the letters SPQR, presumably on the Rhine, and perhaps 
this was the reason the mutilator chose to scratch the reverse instead. But some of  the coins 
which have been recorded as having been slashed on the obverse also seem to show an effort  to 
avoid the bust itself  (cf.  B5, PI. 2) and no coins seem to have slashes which aim directly at the 
area of  the bust where the most prominent features  of  the face  are, that is the mouth, the nose and 
the eyes. In considering the mutilation of  the busts, the possibilty of  damnatio  memoriae ought to 
be raised.54 Although clear examples of  the practice are known on provincial issues of  the 
Roman East, it can be quickly dismissed here as there are only three coins of  emperors who suf-
fered  the damnatio  memoriae (B2 and B3 both of  Nero and B9 of  Domitian) compared to seven 
coins of  emperors who did not. The same ambivalence has been observed on French sites.55 
Moreover, the small mark on the laurels of  Nero in B2 is far  less severe treatment than that 
received by the popular Augustus (HI 199) and Trajan (BIO). Nor do the slashes on any coin 
seem to focus  on the actual features,  i.e. nose, eyes and mouth, of  the coins as is sometimes seen 
on the sculptural busts of  emperors who received damnatio  memoriae. The possibility that the 
obverse bust was chosen for  mutilation simply because it was the highest part of  relief  on the 
coin ought to be taken into consideration. 

The third explanation presented by Aubin and Meissonnier is the religious.36 This theory states 
that coins were mutilated in order to remove them from  secular usage and to perpetually ensure their 
status as gifts.57  Mutilated coins could be spotted in circulation. Did sanctuary officials  leave the 
mutilated coins in offerings  after  having removed the unmutilated ones and put them back into circu-
lation? This is certainly a possiblity but, for  reasons which shall be discussed later on, it seems 
unlikely that the intention of  the mutilation was to remove the coin from  circulation. There are two 
strong points to back this theory. First, there is the analogy which can be drawn with intentionally 
destroyed weapons and other objects within Gallo-Roman sanctuaries58 and the presence of  simi-
larly mutilated objects in British sanctuaries.59 A factor  which neither the political or monetary theo-
ries take into account. Second, in Britain at least, there is the seemingly exclusive presence of 
mutilated coins at sites which are known to have been cult locations and their absence on other types 
of  sites. The religious theory certainly presents the most satisfying  explanation for  the presence of 
mutilated coins at religious sites though it is by no means impossible that all three of  the theories 
may be applicable for  any given coin. The discovery of  numerous mutilated coins on secular sites 
and a thorough demonstration that plated aes coins were counterfeits  would cast serious doubt on the 
religious theory, although the analogy between mutilated coins and objects would still stand. 

The Origins of  the Practice of  Mutilation 
While Aubin and Meissonnier's discussion of  Gallic mutilation is important, it should be noted 
that geographically the practice of  mutilation was far  more restricted in Britain than in Gaul. The 
fact  that all three of  the sources of  mutilated coins in Britain are located in the south is probably 
significant.  The most notable northern site which does not yield mutilated coins is the votive 
deposit from  Coventina's Well on Hadrian's wall. Since the site is closely associated with military 
activity, it is a strong point against the army being the medium by which idea of  mutilation trav-
elled. It is of  equal importance, however, that there are other temple sites in southern Britain, 
notably Uley,60Nettleton61 and Lydney Park62 which do not report having yielded mutilated coins. 

It is also worth noting that a number of  the coins from  Hayling Island, both Iron Age and 
Roman, were produced in Gaul. The halved sestertius of  Nemausus (HI 192) is one of  the muti-

54 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
55 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 145. 
56 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, pp. 145-6. 
57 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 146. 
5S Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 146. See also n. 37 above. 
59 See p. IB above. 
60 A. Woodward and P. Leach (eds), op. cit. n. 7 above. 
61 W. Wedlake, The  Excavation of  the Shrine  of  Apollo at Nettleton,  Wiltshire,  1956-1971.  Report of  the Research Committee of 

the Society of  Antiquaries no. 40 (London. 1982). 
62 R.E.M. Wheeler and T. Wheeler, Report on the Excavations of  the Prehistoric,  Roman and Post-Roman Site  in Lydney Park, 

Gloucestershire,  Report of  the Research Committee of  the Society of  Antiquaries no. 9 (London, 1932). 
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lated examples. A number of  Claudian imitations found  at Bath are also thought to have been 
produced in Gaul and the counterstamp BON on an Augustan as from  Bath was almost certainly 
applied in the Rhine region.63 The presence of  these coins at Hayling Island suggests that they 
were either brought to Britain before  the conquest through trade or that they came with the 
invaders. Moreover, the pre-invasion local rulers of  the area in which Hayling Island is situated 
have known historical ties to the continent and Rome.64 The Gallic coins found  at Hayling 
Island, the political connections of  the region, the geographical restriction of  coins showing 
mutilation and the high frequency  of  mutilation at ritual sites in France all point to the introduc-
tion of  a Gallic or continental practice into Britain. It is also possible that coins were mutilated 
by Gaulish troops or civil servants stationed at Bath or in the vicinity of  Hayling Island. Bath 
was visited by a diverse range of  peoples for  the curative powers of  the springs and it may have 
been a sort of  retirement spot for  veterans and wounded soldiers. Tombstone inscriptions testify 
to the presence of  soldiers of  Gaulish backgrounds.65 The future  discovery of  similarly muti-
lated coins at more northern ritual sites in Britain might suggest that this practice was a more 
universal phenomenon. The very practice of  dropping coins into certain zones of  sanctuaries 
may have been the result of  Roman influence  on native Gallic and British societies66 so the dis-
covery of  similarly mutilated coins on Italian sites might also radically alter the picture. 

The Chronology of  Mutilation 
The number of  coins mutilated at both sites is small. There are 32 coins from  Hayling Island (not 
including the four  halved fourth  century minimi) out of  495 making some 6.46% of  the total. It 
should be stressed that not all of  the very many coins from  Bath were surveyed but the 13 mutilated 
specimens found  make up only 0.001% of  the 12, 615 coins recovered. Even if  a further  survey were 
to multiply the number of  mutilated specimens by ten, they would still not make up 1% of  the whole 
deposit. Thus it seems likely that the total number of  mutilated coins from  any given site will be low. 
The halved fourth  century nummi, HI 362, 436, 451 and 494 ought not to be seen as the chronologi-
cal end of  mutilation as they were probably halved to reduce them to the size of  the late barbaric imi-
tations which circulated in late Roman Britain and not for  any ritual puipose at all. If  the unmutilated 
coins which fall  outside the time periods of  the latest examples of  mutilation are eliminated, we find 
that the percentage at Hayling Island doubles to 11.28% and at Bath to 0.67% (see Table 6 below). 

At Hayling Island, the majority of  coins showing mutilation were minted in the earliest periods 
of  coins recovered from  the site. The graph below (Fig. 1) shows the total of  all coins of  each type 
(ie. Roman, Gaulish, British) found  at the site and the number of  mutilated coins of  the same type 
up to the final  period (AD 193-222) after  which no further  examples of  mutilation are to be found. 
The time divisions used are those used in the Hayling Island report.67 While the periods prior to 
AD 41 are inapplicable to Roman coins, they are necessary for  the Iron Age coins and should not 
be viewed as entirely useless since they allow for  some division of  the numerous earlier Roman 
and Republican coins, albeit artificially.  For instance, it can be seen that 7 of  the 16 Roman coins 

TABLE 6. Mutilated Coins from Bath. 

Reece's  Period Total  Coins Mutilated  Coins % Mutilated  Coins 
Up to AD 41 23 2 8.70 
41-54 44 0 0.00 
54-68 116 2 1.72 
69-96 865 8 0.92 
96-117 891 1 0.11 
Total 1939 13 0.67 

63 Walker, op. cit. n. 17 above, p. 285. 
64 Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, pp. 3-5. 
65 B. Cunliffe,  Roman Bath Discovered  (London, 1984), pp. 81 ff. 
66 Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 92-3. 
67 See Briggs et al., op. cit. n. 9 above, pp. 35-7. 
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Fig. 1. Mutilated and Non Multilated Coins from  Hayling Island 

struck before  60 BC were mutilated although this ratio is similar in the coins from  the other three 
groups of  the pre-invasion period. The majority of  the coins mutilated at Hayling Island were 
Roman (13.68%, or 21 out of  117 coins) closely followed  by the Gaulish issues (12.20%, or 5 out 
of  41 coins.) British coins made up the smallest portion of  mutilated coins (3%, or 3 out of  99 
coins). If  the Roman coins from  periods prior to the invasion are all grouped together, we find  that 
36.36% of  them are mutilated. To what extent, if  at all, Iron Age coins circulated in Britain after 
the Roman conquest seems to be an unsettled question and the mutilated Iron Age coins from 
Hayling Island can probably be safely  slotted into that same pre-invasion period,68 unless it can be 
shown that Iron Age coins were specially hoarded up in the Roman period for  ritual use. At Bath 
also, the largest portion of  mutilated coins comes from  the pre invasion period as is shown in 
Table 6. These patterns would strongly support the suggestions of  the Hayling Island Report that 
the practice of  mutilation was at its height before  and immediately after  the invasion.69 

It is important to note however that the time periods into which the coins are divided show the 
dates in which they were produced and need not necessarily be the same as the date they were lost. 
The high degree of  wear on the halved Republican sestertii (HI 166-170) and the strangely broken 
denarius of  Septimius Severus (HI 293) both serve as reminders of  the possibility that mutilated 
coins may have been deposited at much later dates. At both Bath and Hayling Island there is a rela-
tively high number of  mutilated coins from  the period 69-96 and these coins could easily have 
been deposited in the mid second century. Many of  the coins from  Bath are in such a worn state that 
they had clearly been in circulation for  a long time before  being deposited. While the corrosive 
nature of  the spring has been commented on,70 the presence of  coins in excellent condition suggests 
that the wear was not entirely the fault  of  the water. A beautifully  preserved sestertius of  Marcus 
Aurelius on display at Bath, and thus unavailable for  proper examination, shows a distinct edge cut 
and is described by the accompanying text as having a 'clipped edge.' Thus a full  examination of 
the coins from  Bath may well reveal more mutilated coins from  later periods and it may not be 
unreasonable to argue that mutilation extended as far  as the mid 2nd century or later.71 However, 

l. 68 R. Reece, Roman Coins from  140 Sites  in Britain, Cotswold Studies 4 (Cirencester, 1991), p. 
69 Briggs et ai., op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 2. 
70 Walker, op. cit. n. 17 above. 
71 The author has also recently seen a bronze imitation of  a coin of  Postumus of  the victory advancing type, from  a recently 

acquired hoard of  323 coins, almost all of  Postumus, in the Romische-Germanisches Museum in Cologne (acc. No. 2000.40.123), 
which shows three large cuts radiating out from  a central point on the obverse. 
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the lack of  any mutilated coins between AD 96 and 193 is an excellent reason to limit the practice to 
the 1st century although isolated examples do break that barrier as the graph reveals. 

It is difficult  to gauge whether or not there was any particular preference  in mutilating different 
types or denominations. For instance, if  we consider the mutilated coins from  Bath up to the Flavian 
period, we find  that asses are the most commonly mutilated type of  coin. However, when expressed 
as a percentage of  the entire number of  asses from  that period we find  that the amount is not particu-
larly higher than that of  any other denomination, see Table 7 below. A more extensive study of  muti-
lated denominations that incorporated a larger number of  coins from  a more diverse group of  sites 
would be needed to show a tendency towards the mutilation of  a particular denomination. 

TABLE 7. Mutilated Coins from Bath up to the Flavians. 

Total  Mutilated 
Type  Examples from  Bath Totals  from  Bath Percentage 

as 6 588 1.02 
dupondius 4 386 1.04 
sestertius 0 48 0.00 
denarius 1 28 3.57 

The Forms of  Mutilation 
The form  taken by mutilation is not unimportant. A detailed study of  mutilated coins in Britain 
and Gaul would likely reveal chronological patterns in the types of  mutilation employed. An 
examination of  the types of  mutilation applied to other objects would be essential in a further 
study of  coin mutilation. Even looking at the few  examples of  mutilated coins from  Britain which 
are discussed here it is possible to draw a few  simple conclusions. 

Bent coins, at least at Hayling Island, are found  primarily amongst the earlier Iron Age coins with 
the two stray Roman pieces being Claudian. Bending seems to be one of  the most common methods 
of  mutilating votive weaponry. A twisted silver model spear72 found  at Uley is a typical example and 
numerous other examples of  twisted iron weapons and tools can be seen on display in the new 
Romano-British galleries at the British Museum. The only other object described in the Bath cata-
logue as mutilated, which is not a coin, is a segment of  bracelet that has been bent into a ring.73 

Slashing seems to occur largely on the later pieces. Only two of  the Iron Age pieces from 
Hayling Island were slashed and there is no reason to suppose that the earlier Republican coins 
were not still in circulation at the time of  the invasion. There is, as of  yet, no proof  that Roman 
coins entered Britain, via trade or any other means, prior to the invasion.74 The evidence from 
Hayling Island has suggested that mutilation, in all its forms,  was at a peak shortly before  and 
after  the invasion75, but the evidence from  Bath, where slashed coins of  Vespasian and Domitian 
are known, suggests that coins were slashed even longer. Slashing is also seen on the blades of 
miniature models of  axes from  temple sites in Britain.76 Like the coins, these model axes fall  later 
in the tradition of  votive offerings. 

Halved coins present an interesting problem. There is no doubt that coins were sometimes halved 
for  the purpose of  making change. Halving occurred in two separate and unrelated instances, the 
first  in the late 1st century BC, probably in the 20s, and the second in the 30s AD.77 Halved 
Republican asses (such as HI 160-170) circulated in the Roman West and are strongly associated 
with military sites in Gaul, but they were not a part of  the British currency system and it has been 
suggested that they were imported into Britain prior to the invasion and served some kind of  ritual 

72 Henig (1972), op. cit. n. 7 above, p. 131, no. 5, fig.  111. 
73 Henig (1988), op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 21, no. 39, fig.  13. 
74 Reece (1987), op. cit. n. 41 above, pp. 13 ff. 
75 Briggs et at, op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 2. 
76 Henig (1984). op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 149, fig.  70. 
77 T. Buttrey, 'Halved Coins, The Augustan Reform,  and Horace, Odes 1.3', American Journal  of  Archaeology,  no. 76 (1972), 

31-48, at p. 46. 
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function  at Hayling Island.78 Certainly their highly worn condition would suggest that these coins 
had been in circulation for  a long period before  being lost. Thus HI 166-169 were probably halved 
in order to create semises but HI 170 which consists of  two thirds of  an as is harder to explain since 
it is difficult  to imagine how such a unit would have fitted  into the late Republican currency system. 
The coins HI 192, HI 195 and HI 261 were probably halved for  monetary reasons as well as the 
fourth  century bronzes.79 It has also been suggested that halved coins were used for  symbolic pur-
poses in ancient society, such as friendship  tokens,80 and this may be of  importance here. 

It has been argued by Briggs et al. that HI 263 (PL 4) has been broken in such a way so as to 
leave the portrait of  Vespasian intact but arguments that coins were broken in order to preserve 
a particular part of  the design are difficult  to sustain. The examples of  halved coins from 
Hayling Island variously show both the face  and the back of  the head of  the emperor. The same 
argument which has been made for  HI 263 (PI. 4) could also be made for  HI 293 (PI. 4) which 
preserves the face  of  the emperor much better. However, in both instances it could equally be 
argued that the intention of  the breakage was to preserve elements of  the reverse designs. The 
star and the prow of  the galley on HI 263 and Hercules on HI 293. A final  caution is provided 
by HI 198 which preserves neither the bust of  Octavian nor the trophy on the reverse particu-
larly well. The portions of  designs left  could even be the result of  how the coin cracked when 
pressure was applied to a cut made half  way across the flan.  Incidentally, it is easy to see good 
arguments for  preserving any part of  a design. The trophy on HI 198 could be seen as represen-
tative of  earlier offerings  of  war booty, the star on HI 263 could be said to have had some astro-
nomical significance81  and the image of  Hercules on HI 293 could be said to have been offered 
for  his connection with a deity worshipped at Hayling Island. The point illustrated here is that 
one must be cautious when making such interpretations. Until proof  can be provided that the 
ancients preferred  certain images on coins used as offerings  then it is dangerous to speculate. 

A collection of  33 gemstones, a number of  which are damaged, were found  together in the late 
19th century in an outflow  drain at Bath and may be somewhat analogous to the broken and halved 
coins from  Hayling Island. These carved gemstones, which are dated to the second half  of  the first 
century AD are thought to come from  the same workshop.82 While it is possible that the gems were 
lost from  the rings of  bathers it is argued by Henig that they represent an offering  made by a local 
gem cutter of  various pieces from  his stock.83 The condition of  the gems varies from  being broken 
and worn to the pristine. The breakage of  these gems is not consistent with the type of  breakage 
incurred during manufacture  and Henig argues that the worn and damaged specimens had been 
returned to their manufacturer  to be reset.84 But if  they had been returned to be reset then what 
business had the gem cutter in throwing them into the spring as a personal offering?  Furthermore, 
was this gemcutter so vain as to only reset examples of  his own work? If  these gems do represent a 
bag thrown into the spring by a local gemcutter then the possibility that some of  them were inten-
tionally broken as a form  of  ritual mutilation ought not to be overlooked. Certainly a number of  the 
specimens have been broken into shapes very similar to the coins from  Hayling Island. 

The Authors of  Mutilation 
The identity of  the individual who mutilated the coins may have varied from  site to site. Aubin and 
Meissonnier have commented that mutilation from  one particular Gallic site, La Villeneuve-au-
Chatelot, is so uniform  as to give the impression that it was the work of  one individual in charge of 
mutilating coins.85 At neither Bath nor Hayling Island can any striking uniformity  be seen in the 
mutilation, apart of  course from  the tendency to abuse the obverse. B8 and B22 (PL 4) are similar 

78 Briggs et ci!.. op. cit. n. 9 above, p. 54. 
79 See above under chronology. 
80 Buttrey, op. cit. n. 77 above, pp. 31-2. 
81 Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 91, mentions the significance  of  astral symbols on early Celtic coins in votive deposits. 
82 Henig (1988), op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 27. 
83 Henig (1988), op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 28. 
84 Henig (1988), op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 27. 
85 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 146. 
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however, in that both show a slash starting at the edge or an edge cut and another slash or edge cut 
in a diagonal line across from  the first  on the opposite edge of  the coin. The mutilation of  weaponry 
within some Iron Age sanctuaries is believed to have occurred after  the weaponry had been left  on 
display for  some time and before  it was buried in pits within the temenos.86 It is possible that the 
Hayling Island coins were mutilated after  most of  the entire offering  had been recovered by the 
temple officials  and returned to circulation. But at Bath it is certain that the coins were mutilated 
before  being thrown into the Sacred Spring and this is probably true for  Hayling Island as well. The 
possibility that only genuine coins were taken for  use by the temple officials  after  their display 
would explain the high percentage of  plated coins at Hayling Island since they would have been 
discarded upon discovery. But, as I have attempted to show, the coins were not mutilated in order to 
test their genuineness. If  good coins were collected by temple officials  they were presumably 
melted down for  their metal content since their mutilation prevented them from  being put back into 
circulation. If  it cannot be accepted that the temple officials  recovered coins from  the offerings  for 
the melting pot then later plundering of  the site might explain the absence of  a large number of 
good coins at Hayling Island.87 The difference  between mutilating a coin (or any other offering  for 
that matter) before  it is deposited and mutilating it after  a period of  display should perhaps be con-
sidered in light of  the shift  from  communal to personal offerings  in the evolution of  votive practice. 

The Purpose of  Mutilation 
If  we are correct in assuming that coin mutilation was performed  on ritual sites for  essentially reli-
gious reasons then this practice is best examined in reference  to theories on the mutilation of  other 
votive objects. Brunaux states that the ritual destruction of  objects has a connection both to the 
worship of  chthonic deities and to funerary  rites.88 The first  since the destroyed objects were 
buried and as such thought to feed  the earth and the second as destroyed objects were thought to 
be dispatched to the realm of  the dead. He argues that they were not destroyed as a form  of 
delayed sacrifice  since their rusted state would have made them third rate sacrifices.89  Brunaux's 
arguments are convincing for  the large earlier communal types of  sacrifices  but less so for  the later 
personal variety. Webster has used the term 'ritual  killing'  for  the mutilation of  votive offerings 
and states that the process made the objects acceptable as sacrifices.90 

The status of  votive offerings  as equivalents to animal sacrifices  is not implausible since they 
would have been buried side by side with the remains of  animals in the temenos. Aubin and 
Meissonneir comment that the purpose of  the mutilation on coins was to ensure the coin's perpetu-
ity as a gift  and render it useless within the secular world,91 but the coins from  the Sacred Spring at 
Bath were certainly ensured this perpetual status without the need for  mutilation. Furthermore, 
there was nothing to prevent mutilated coins from  being melted down and thus returned to secular 
use. If  such an interpretation is to stand then the act of  mutilating in order to remove the coin from 
circulation must have been necessary as a symbolic rather than a functional  action. It is perhaps 
better to view mutilation as an action without any real utilitarian purpose. 

Conclusions 
In the above discussion it has been consistently argued that the purpose of  mutilation was reli-
gious. Although the monetary and political theories do have merit and there is the possibility that 

86 Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 126-7. 
87 Henig (1984), op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 22-3 has suggested that the high proportion of  plated coins at Hayling Island represents a 

kind of  temple money and Webster, op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 123, has suggested much the same thing about the fourth  century minimissimi 
citing Lydney Park as an example. Neither suggestion is particularly convincing since the production of  such temple money would 
almost certainly result in the dominance of  particular type of  coin being found.  Webster's suggestion has also been largely refuted  by 
Brickstock in his study of  4th century copies. See R. Brickstock, Copies of  the Fel  Temp  Reparatio Coinage  in Britain. British 
Archaeological Reports. British Series, no. 176 (Oxford,  1987). 

88 Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, pp. 126-7. 
89 Brunaux, op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 127. 
9(1 Webster , op. cit. n. 2 above, p. 122. 
91 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 146. 
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coins were sometimes mutilated for  all three reasons or a combination thereof,  neither the mone-
tary nor the political theory explain the seemingly exclusive presence of  mutilated coins on ritual 
sites. Nor can they cut the link which exists between coins and other types of  votive objects which 
have been mutilated in a similar manner. 

Given the geographical find  spots of  mutilated coins in Britain and the presence of  Gallic coins 
or coins with strong continental associations, i.e. the halved republican asses at Hayling Island 
and the Claudian imitations at Bath, it seems probable that the practice of  mutilating coins used as 
votive offerings  was introduced into Britain from  Gaul and the Rhine region. The similarities 
between the Hayling Island and Gaulish sites, as well as the known political connections with 
Gaul of  the local rulers is also important. Though it has been argued by Briggs et al. that the prac-
tice of  mutilation was most common in the years immediately following  the invasion, the coins 
from  Bath suggest that the practice may have continued as late as the middle of  the second century 
AD or even later. 

The different  types of  mutilation employed on coins, whether it be surface  slashing, cuts into 
the edge of  the coin, bending or halving, is not unimportant. An evolution of  the different  forms  of 
mutilation of  coins could probably be established if  they are studied with respect to other muti-
lated votive objects such as swords, tools and models. The manner in which some types of  mutila-
tion were employed did sometimes follow  a pattern in regards to the design of  the coin as is 
demonstrated by the high proportion of  mutilated obverses at Bath. This particular pattern is mir-
rored in continental finds  as is demonstrated by a hoard of  asses of  Lugdunum of  Augustus and 
Tiberius found  at Alesia in Cote d'Or.92 As seen in the discussion of  the halved coins from 
Hayling Island, however, one must be careful  not to speculate wildly about the significance  of  the 
images on the coins. For the moment, the very recognition that some sensitivity was felt  towards 
the images on coins is a profound  enough statement. If  it is true that attention was paid to the type 
of  image mutilated then it would not be unreasonable to expect the types of  coins used as votive 
offerings  were selectively biased as well. A more detailed study of  the reverse types used as votive 
offerings  is needed. 

While deposits of  weapons within Iron Age sanctuaries were not mutilated until they had rusted 
after  years of  display, it would seem that the mutilation of  coins occurred before  their deposition. 
This is proved by the presence of  mutilated coins at Bath which could not have been mutilated 
after  they were thrown into the Sacred Spring. Whether the coins were mutilated by temple offi-
cials or the individual making the offering  is still uncertain but given the variety of  types of  muti-
lation seen at Bath and Hayling Island the latter possibility is the more attractive. It seems 
improbable that the intention of  mutilation was to mark dedicated coins from  ordinary ones and so 
prevent their return to circulation. The reasons why coins were mutilated is best explained by 
theories concerning the mutilation of  weapons and the sacrifice  of  animals which are topics 
worthy of  a study in their own right. I would like to suggest that the ritual mutilation of  coins be 
added to such discussions. 

Aubin and Meissonnier argued that mutilated coins dispersed over ritual sites fell  into the cate-
gory of  offerings  rather than coins which would have been used within the temple for  ordinary 
purposes of  trade.93 The presence of  mutilated coins in the accumulation of  coins from  Sacred 
Spring at Bath, an unquestionably votive deposit, confirms  this theory. It also supports their con-
tention that the presence of  mutilated coins is a strong indicator of  a ritual site where other evi-
dence of  ritual activity is lacking.94 What they have argued for  Gallic sites can now also be 
applied to British sites and mutilated coins found  in Britain can be seen as indicators of  a ritual 
site here as well. The greater frequency  of  mutilated coins on French sites than British ones has 
resulted in a greater sensitivity on the part of  French archaeologists towards mutilated coins. Now 
that the existence of  mutilated coins has been demonstrated on British sites, future  study may pro-
duce further  examples. 

92 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 144. 
93 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, pp. 143^4. 
94 Aubin and Meissonnier, op. cit. n. 10 above, p. 148. 
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