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Introduction 
THE twin subjects of  this essay, the study of  Iron-Age and Roman coinage within Britain over the 
past century, present a somewhat paradoxical picture when viewed from  the particular perspective 
of  British Numismatic  Journal.'  Over the century of  its existence the Journal  has published 
approximately three times as many pieces on Iron-Age coins as on Roman coins and, for  the sake 
of  a comparison with a series from  a different  period, twice as many on the coins of  Charles I. The 
coinages of  the peoples of  Britain before  the Roman conquest are fairly  represented, as are the 
various coinages of  medieval and later Britain, whereas the Romans seem, to have been given the 
cold shoulder.2 On the face  of  it, the under-representation of  studies on Roman coinage which, 
after  all, was more voluminous in quantity than any other in circulation within Britain before  or 
since for  a thousand years or more, is somewhat startling. 

Yet perhaps this should not come as too much of  a surprise. This is, after  all, a journal of  a soci-
ety whose object is 'the . . . promotion of  . . . the study of  the coins, medals and tokens of  the peo-
ples of  the British Isles . . .'. According to one view of  the British past, this counts our Celtic 
ancestors in and the Roman invaders out. The problem is that this view is about as old as the 
Society itself.  The prevailing idea of  'British' history around 1900 did tend to exclude the Romans 
from  its story. They came, saw and conquered, provisionally in 55 BC under Julius Caesar, then 
again rather more permanently in AD 43, and sailed away in AD 410 just in time for  the fall  of 
Rome. The Romans were regarded as a foreign  power ruling over the British, rather than as per-
manent settlers who contributed to the peopling of  Britain. (Not surprisingly perhaps, late 
Victorian Britons tended to imagine that the Romans lived separately from  their British subjects in 
much the same ways as they themselves tended to keep apart from  their African  and Indian sub-
jects.) 

The Romans were thus held to be different  from  Celts, Anglo-Saxons, Vikings and Normans, in 
that they had left  no genetic inheritance and, therefore,  had exerted no lasting influence  on the 
development of  the British character, of  which the historical origins and development were the 
focus  of  much attention in the period of  Britain's imperial zenith. A key text in this regard is 
Matthew Arnold's Study  of  Celtic  Literature,  published in 1867, in which Arnold analyses the 
national character of  the Britons as though it were an alloy of  different  historic elements - Celtic, 
Anglo-Saxon and Norman - and attributes different  aspects of  it to each of  these constituent parts. 
The Romans are notably, and characteristically, absent from  this compound (except indirectly via 
the Normans). Very few  in late nineteenth-century Britain regarded the Romans as even part-
ancestors of  the British.3 

This view of  the Romans would receive its first  major critique at around the same time as the 
foundation  of  the British Numismatic Society. In 1906 Francis Haverfield  first  published his 
ground-breaking work entitled The  Romanization of  Roman Britain, in which he set out a very 
different  view of  Roman Britain, according to which the Britons became thoroughly, though not 

1 I am grateful  to Richard Abdy, Roger Bland, Andrew Burnett, Clive Cheesman, Peter Guest, Colin Haselgrove, Richard Hingley, 
Richard Hobbs, Philip de Jersey, Michael Morse and Richard Reece for  their many helpful  comments on this paper. 

2 Figures taken from  Contents  of  the British Numismatic  Journal,  volumes 1 to 66 (1903/4-1996)  (edited by R.H. Thompson, 
London, 1996). Later volumes do not substantially alter the picture. 

3 But see R. Hingley, Roman Officers  and English  Gentlemen  (London, 2000), who argues that this attitude was beginning to gain 
ground in the late nineteenth century. 
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uniformly,  imbued with Roman culture, and essentially became Roman in the course of  centuries 
of  interaction and participation in the life  of  the Roman Empire.4 This set Romano-British studies 
off  in a completely new direction, such that to R.G. Collingwood, writing in 1924, the old view 
already seemed crude and dated.5 However, it has left  its mark and is arguably still with us to this 
day. Insofar  as the general public still has commonly held misconceptions about the British past, 
the idea of  the Romans leaving Britain en masse to go back to Italy in 410 is, I would suggest, 
prominent among them. It is the persistence of  this dated view of  the Romans in Britain that best 
explains their absence from  the pages of  Britain's numismatic journal over the twentieth century. 
The fault  does not lie solely with the successive editors of  the Journal.  Classicists have, after  all, 
tended to gravitate towards the Numismatic  Chronicle,  the Journal  of  Roman Studies  or, more 
recently, to Britannia. Harold Mattingly, perhaps the greatest British Roman numismatist of  the 
twentieth century, did not publish a single article in BNJ,  although he submitted many reports to 
the Chronicle  on Roman coin hoards from  Britain. 

This is all by way of  introduction. Nevertheless, it is telling how deep and lasting a mark was 
left  on the character of  the Journal  by views of  British history that were prevalent in the years 
around the birth of  the Society. Quite apart from  the spat over Andrew's article in the Chronicle 
for  1901 which caused the initial secession, there was clearly something nationalist about the 
intentions of  the Society's founding  fathers,  which was expressed as concern over the neglect 
among British numismatists of  their great numismatic heritage. There was also clearly something 
imperialist, as evidenced by the inclusion within the Society's range of  interests of  the numismat-
ics of  the Commonwealth, the United States of  America, and their various subject territories. So 
wrote the first  President of  the Society, Carlyon-Britton, in his introduction to the first  volume of 
the Journal: 

The explanation [of the general want of appreciation of British Numismatics] must be that the true interest, worth 
and significance of British Numismatics have hitherto not been made known to the general public. The science 
has been tied up in the hands of those who have devoted their energies to the elucidation of the money of any pal-
try state, rather than face the historical importance of the great coinage of Britain, which in the making of its sov-
ereign, as the standard currency of the world, has made its Empire and its trade of to-day. 

But for  the efforts  of a few private individuals, the pages relating to British Numismatics would be chiefly con-
spicuous by their absence. This it is confidently trusted will, in course of time, be remedied by the volumes of this 
Journal, for  no other country has hitherto shown such indifference  to the knowledge of its own money.6 

The tone is unmistakably that of  the frustrated,  insular antiquarian chaffing  at what appeared as 
the excessively cosmopolitan interests of  his contemporaries, and is made all the more obvious by 
the tendentiousness of  his remarks.7 But it was not untypical of  the times. In the years before  the 
outbreak of  the First World War the increasingly tense international situation and the obvious 
decline of  Britain's supremacy in world affairs,  despite the apparent pre-eminence of  the Empire, 
led to an ever more shrill note of  nationalist patriotism in public discourse and, in the world of 
antiquarianism and the arts, a growing concern for  the preservation and protection of  Britain's 
national heritage from  foreign  acquisition, and for  the raising of  its profile  in the public mind. The 
National Trust was founded  in 1895, followed  soon after  by the British Academy in 1902 'for  the 
Promotion of  Historical, Philosophical and Philological Studies', and the National Art Collections 
Fund in 1903 by a group of  enthusiasts who were determined to save works of  art for  British pub-
lic collections.8 The foundation  of  the British Numismatic Society in the same year can be seen as 
another example of  these trends at the turn of  the century. These in turn seem also to have led to 
the imbalance in the amount of  space devoted within the pages of  its journal to the subjects of  this 
chapter, British Iron-Age and Roman coins, to which I shall now turn. 

4 First published in Proceedings  of  the British Academy  2 (1906), 185-217, and later reissued in an expanded version as a book. 
For a recent study of  Haverfield's  influence  on Roman studies, see R. Hingley, as in n. 3. 

5 R.G. Collingwood Roman Britain (Oxford.  1924). pp. 11-12 
6 P.W.P. Carlyon-Britton. 'Introduction: British Numismatics',BNJ  1 (1903-4), 1-8, at pp. 7-8. 
7 See the discussion in R.A.G. Carson, A History  of  the Royal Numismatic  Society  (London, 1986), pp. 20-24. 
8 I am grateful  to Neil MacGregor for  this information. 
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The Iron Age 
In 1903 the only authoritative works on Iron-Age coins, or Ancient British coins as they were then 
generally known, were those of  Sir John Evans: his Coins of  the Ancient Britons (1864) and its 
Supplement  (1890).9 Evans (1823-1908) was a remarkable polymath among whose many interests 
numismatics was not the most prominent. A Fellow of  the Royal Society, he researched into ques-
tions of  water supply and aquiferous  strata and was President of  the Royal Geological Society 
from  1874 to 1876 and of  the Society of  Antiquaries, in addition to his long presidency of  the 
(Royal) Numismatic Society, which lasted from  1874 to 1908. It was his scientific  interest that led 
him to bemoan the numismatist's lack of  'those aids which the geologist derives from  the order of 
superposition, and the mineral characters of  the rocks in which his fossils  are preserved'.10 

The study of  these difficult  coinages was fortunate  to have an individual of  such wide interests 
and learning as its modern progenitor. Though interest in Iron-Age coins went back to the six-
teenth century and the great antiquarian William Camden, Evans's work was the first  to take a 
systematic and sceptical approach, thereby superseding much of  the speculation and mythopoeia 
that had bedevilled the subject before  him and, to some extent, still does." Its main achievement 
was to provide a detailed and descriptive corpus of  all the types then known, with accurate 
engravings, organised by region (Western District, South-Eastern District etc.) rather than by 
tribal attribution. Evans's admirable example in this regard was ignored by most of  his successors 
for  the next century or more. He made mistakes, though some of  them are still suggestive. He 
regarded the broad-flanned  'Gallo-Belgic A' series of  gold coins as the first  British coinage. Later 
writers, working with better evidence for  their distribution, would declare them to be continental, 
which is still the generally held view, though the possibility that some at least were made in 
Britain is nowadays perhaps too readily discounted.12 He also thought that the Verica of  the coins 
was not identifiable  with the Berikos  mentioned by the Greek historian Dio as having fled  to 
Claudius and provoked the Roman invasion of  AD 43, on the grounds that his coins were among 
the earliest of  the British inscribed coinages, predating those of  Cunobelin who, also according to 
Dio, had died before  the invasion.13 Evans was probably wrong about the dating of  Verica's coins, 
which now seem to be contemporary with those of  Cunobelin. Still, his unwillingness to hang the 
interpretation of  the coins entirely on the few  and unreliable pegs offered  by the texts was exem-
plary. Ever since, writers on Iron-Age coins have been attempting to transform  the evidence of 
prehistoric archaeology into a connected historical narrative. This has only been achieved by the 
application of  two unwarranted procedures: assumption of  certainty where none exists, and the 
often  unconscious conversion of  contestable hypothesis into established fact. 

Both of  these errors were committed by the next major contributor to the debate on Iron-Age 
coins in Britain, George Brooke (PI. 4c), in two essays published in the Numismatic  Chronicle  and 
Antiquity  in the early 1930s, shortly before  his premature death in 1934.14 He grounded his 
approach to the coins in what by that time had become the standard interpretation of  the new bur-
ial rites and other aspects of  material culture in the late Iron Age of  southern Britain. It rested on 
the attribution of  the new 'Aylesford-Swarling'  burial rite to the Belgic invaders of  Britain men-
tioned by Julius Caesar in the De Bello Gallico.  This connection was first  proposed in 1890 by 
Evans's son, Arthur (more famous  for  his excavations at Knossos), and would continue to be cen-
tral to work on the Iron Age in southern Britain for  most of  the twentieth century.15 Brooke 
believed, wrongly, that the late fourth-century  BC gold coins of  King Philip II of  Macedon, which 

9 Sir A.J. Evans, The  Coins of  the Ancient Britons (London. 1864), and The  Coins of  the Ancient Britons. Supplement  (London, 
1890). 

10 Evans, Coins of  the Ancient Britons, as in n. 9, p. 35 
11 Evans, as in n. 10. chapter 1, gives a useful  account of  previous developments in the subject. 
12 Evans, as in n. 10, p. 25 
13 Evans, as in n. 10, pp. 170-1 
14 G.C. Brooke 'The philippus in the West and the Belgic invasions of  Britain', NC5  13 (1933), 88-138, and 'The distribution of 

Gaulish and British coins in Britain', Antiquity 1 (1927), 268-89. 
15 Sir A.J. Evans, 'On a late Celtic urnfield  at Aylesford,  KentArchaeologia  52, 315-88. For a useful  review of  British Iron-Age 

studies in the twentieth century, see J. Collis, 'The Iron Age', in Building  on the Past. Papers Celebrating  150 Years  of  the Royal 
Archaeological  Institute,  edited by B.Vyner (London, 1994), pp. 123-48. 
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form  the ultimate prototype of  early Gaulish and British gold coins, only came west in the second 
century BC when they formed  the gold currency of  the Roman Republic. The gold coins of  Gaul, 
he argued, had a very late beginning, arising from  the wars between the Romans and the tribes of 
central Gaul in the 120s BC, and gold coinage was first  brought to Britain from  the continent by 
two waves of  Belgic invasions, which he dated to about 75 and 50 BC by archaeological evi-
dence.16 Whilst much of  this has not stood the test of  time, Brooke was more successful  than 
Evans in sorting out which early gold issues were made in Britain and which on the continent, tak-
ing advantage of  the improved quality and quantity of  information  about the geographical distri-
bution of  different  issues. However, his attribution of  early continental gold coinages to various 
Belgic tribes such as the Bellovaci, Atrebates and Morini, was perhaps a retrograde step. 

Brooke sought to create links between the testimony of  the ancient sources and the coins, in 
order to create a quasi-historical narrative. This was entirely in keeping with current archaeologi-
cal thinking. He attributed a gold coinage (the so-called 'Whaddon-Chase' type) to 
Cassivellaunus, Caesar's opponent within Britain, and attributed the second Belgic invasion of 
about 50 BC to Caesar's ally-turned-adversary, Commius, from  whom, the coin legends revealed, 
the later kings of  South-Central Britain were descended. In this manner he sought to use the coins 
to fill  in the unfortunate  gaps left  by the ancient sources. 

Brooke's work, though now largely forgotten,  is important as in many ways it anticipated that 
of  the most important figure  in the study of  Iron-Age coins in the twentieth century, Derek Allen 
(1910-1975) (PI. 5a).17 It is difficult  to condense the wide-ranging work of  this remarkable 
scholar into a few  paragraphs.18 In brief,  Allen took up where Brooke had left  off  in writing the 
history of  late Iron-Age southern Britain from  the coins. He refined  the classification  of  what he 
came to call the 'Gallo-Belgic' coinages which first  entered Britain from  Belgic Gaul. Whilst 
Allen wisely eschewed attributing these various issues to tribes as Brooke had done, preferring  six 
different  anonymous letter designations for  his classes Gallo-Belgic A to F, he did not hesitate to 
see in the presence within Britain of  each successive Gallo-Belgic type a new wave of  Belgic 
invaders, thus multiplying Brooke's two waves by three.19 Allen applied his preference  for  letters 
to early uninscribed British coinage as well, reaching 'R' in this series. This was a sound method 
in many ways, as it offered  an alternative to the classification  of  all Iron-Age coinages by tribe: 

The static tribal structure of Britain, as we know it from Roman sources, fits well enough with the pattern of 
Celtic kingdoms revealed by the later inscribed coins, but in the earlier states of the coinage one should not think 
of coherent tribal areas, so much as of the directions of tribal movement and settlement, of arrows rather than 
blocks on the map.20 

The problem with Allen's position was his commitment to the Belgic invasion hypothesis, 
which was even more thoroughgoing than Brooke's. Brooke had argued that the 'core' coinages of 
the South-East were the products of  Belgic invaders, whereas the peripheral coinages of  tribes 
such as the Dobunni and Iceni were of  pre-Belgic peoples, a view which Allen also held initially.21 
Allen came to the opinion that the rise of  coinage in Britain was in general 'an indication of  some 
degree of  Belgic influence  or culture'. The dividing line he drew was not between Belgic and non-
Belgic coinages, but between early, uninscribed coinages of  the migratory or pre-dynastic period, 
and the later, classicizing, inscribed coinages made when 'the basis of  the tribal or cantonal 
pattern of  Roman times had been established'.22 This division has proved fundamental  to most 

16 The classic paper here is C.F.C. Hawkes and G.C. Dunning, 'The Belgae of  Gaul and Britain', Archaeological  Journal  87 
(1930), 150-335. 

17 For a review of  the state of  play in the early 1940s, see H.B. Mattingly's presidential address in the 'Proceedings of  the Royal 
Numismatic Society", pp. 14-19, in NC62  (1942). 

18 For an obituary, see J.G. Turner, 'Derek Fortrose Allen. 1910-1975' Proceedings  of  the British Academy  62 (1976). 435-56. 
19 See D.F. Allen. 'The origins of  coinage in Britain: a reappraisal' in Problems of  the Iron  Age in southern Britain, edited by S.S. 

Frere, Institute of  Archaeology Occasional Paper 11 (London. 1960), pp. 97-308, at pp. 126-7 with fig.  28. 
20 Allen, as inn. 19, p. 98 and p. 125. 
21 D.F. Allen, 'The Belgic dynasties of  Britain and their coins', Archaeologia  90 (1944), 1-46. 
22 Allen, as in n. 19, p. 125. For Allen on tribal and regal coinages, see 'The coins of  the Iceni'. Britannia 1 (1970), 1-33; The 

Coins of  the Coritani,  SCBl  3 (London. 1963); 'Cunobelin's gold', Britannia 6 (1975). 1-19; and. with C.C. Haselgrove, 'The gold 
coinage of  Verica', Britannia 10(1979). 1-18. 
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later attempts to understand the coinages of  Iron-Age Britain, even those which have rejected the 
invasion hypothesis which, from  Allen's point of  view, was the reason behind it. 

The inscribed, dynastic stability which Allen saw in the later period also encouraged him to 
write even more systematically than had Brooke the political and military history of  the kingdoms 
of  Iron-Age Britain. His narrative became orthodoxy for  generations of  scholars from  the 1940s 
onwards. It found  its way in one form  or another into the early chapters of  most of  the standard 
books on Roman Britain, from  Frere's Britannia to Salway's Roman Britain, as it provided the 
vital bridge between the invasions of  Caesar and Claudius.23 

Perhaps Allen's most lasting legacy to Iron-Age coin studies was the publication of  his 
gazetteer of  find-spots  and conspectus of  hoards in his essay on the origins of  British coinage, 
published in 1960.24 Ironically this provided Iron-Age coin studies with the impetus it required to 
undermine Allen's own positions, as it encouraged a focus  on the collection of  information  about 
archaeological and numismatic context rather than on the construction of  historical narrative 
based on typological sequence. It also led to the foundation  of  the Celtic Coin Index in 1961 by 
Allen and Sheppard Frere, which moved from  London to Oxford  with Frere in 1966. This began 
as a card index containing records of  all finds  of  Celtic coins from  Britain. It went on-line in 2002 
and now, under the direction of  Philip de Jersey, contains records of  32,000-coin finds  25 

Allen's Belgic invasion hypothesis was accepted entirely, though in a somewhat simplified 
form,  by Commander R.P. Mack, author of  the first  type corpus for  collectors (PI. 10d).26 Mack 
took the conflation  of  coin types and migratory invasions a step further,  conjuring up the peculiar 
image of  a 'second wave of  immigrants to Britain, Gallo-Belgic B'.27 Mack's book remained the 
standard catalogue of  Iron-Age coin types in Britain until the late 1980s. Together with the stan-
dard text books on Roman Britain mentioned above, it served to perpetuate Allen's views long 
after  the theoretical basis for  them had been challenged and dethroned in the wider world of  Iron-
Age archaeology. 

The Belgic invasion hypothesis had in fact  already begun to go out of  fashion  in the 1960s. A 
new generation of  archaeologists, led by John Collis, more interested in asking questions about 
the social and economic function  of  coinage than in evolving new and more detailed typologies or 
historical narratives, started to write about Iron-Age coins from  a different  perspective during the 
1970s and 1980s 28 During these decades, the nature of  our story changes radically. The period 
from  Evans to Allen represented the growth of  a consensus about the significance  of  Iron-Age 
coinages, constructed by a sequence of  great individuals whose opinions dominated the scene for 
decades. Allen's death in 1975 marked the turning point in many ways. Thereafter  there was more 
genuine debate and difference  of  opinion among a larger group of  participants about what the 
study of  Iron-Age coinage should really be all about and, more importantly, what sort of  evidence 
can and should be brought to bear upon it. 

It was in this period that John Kent developed new ideas about the origins of  coinage within 
Britain which, for  the first  time, offered  an alternative to migratory Belgae in the continental 

23 See, e.g., S.S. Frere, Britannia (London, 1967), chapter 4; S. Ireland. Roman Britain. A Sourcebook  (2nd edition, London, 
1996), chapter 4; P. Salway, A History  of  Roman Britain (Oxford,  1997), chapter 3; M. Todd, Roman Britain (2nd edition, 1999), chap-
ter 2. For a post-Allen approach, see M. Millett, The  Romanization of  Britain (Cambridge, 1990), chapter 2. 

24 Allen, as in n. 19, pp. 145-296. Later periodically updated by C.C. Haselgrove, Supplementary  gazetteer  of  find-spots  of  Celtic 
coins in Britain, 1977  (Institute of  Archaeology, London, Occasional Paper 1 la); Haselgrove, 'Celtic coins found  in Britain 1977-82", 
Bulletin  of  the Institute  of  Archaeology,  University  of  London  20 (1984), 107-54; and Haselgrove, 'Celtic coins found  in Britain 
1982-1987', Bulletin  of  the Institute  of  Archaeology,  University  of  London  26 (1989), 1-75. 

25 See www.writer2001 .com/cciwriter2001 /index .htm. 
26 R.P. Mack, The  Coinage  of  Ancient Britain (London, 1953; second edition 1963; third edition 1975). 
27 Mack, as in n. 26 (1963 edition), p. 1. 
28 See, e.g., J. Collis, 'Functional and theoretical interpretations of  British coinage', World  Archaeology  3, 71-84; Collis, 'A func-

tionalist approach to pre-Roman coinage', in Coins and the Archaeologist,  edited by P.J. Casey and R. Reece (2nd edn, London, 1988), 
pp. 1-11; the various essays in Coinage  and Society  in Britain and GauhSome Current  Problems,  edited by B.W. Cunliffe,  CBA 
Research Report 38 (London, 1981); and those in Celtic  Coinage:  Britain and Beyond,  edited by M. Mays, BAR British Series 222 
(Oxford  1992). 

http://www.writer2001
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movements of  British mercenary bands, paid with gold coins which they then took back home 
with them. He also revived the coinage of  Cassivellaunus after  some years' intermission.29 The 
mercenary hypothesis would come to play an excessively important part in Daphne Nash's 
approach to Celtic coinage and society, as exemplified  in her Coinage  in the Celtic  World.  Its 
influence  lingers in the presumption, still shared by many, that Iron-Age gold coinages were 
always produced for  military purposes.30 Kent also took over Allen's last, unfinished,  project of 
publishing the British Museum collection of  continental Celtic coins, bringing two volumes to 
posthumous publication 31 

The new archaeological tendency was, and in many ways still is, led by the work of  Colin 
Haselgrove, who in 1977 wrote prophetically: 

It seems that the study of British Iron Age coinage has itself reached a turning point and that in the future 
research will be increasingly devoted towards the integration of the coin evidence with the rest of the archaeolog-
ical data, of which it is after  all only one component.32 

The publication of  his doctoral thesis in 1987 was the fullest  statement thus far  of  the archaeo-
logical approach which he has pursued since with great effect33  He organised all the coinages by 
phase, avoiding over-precision in the dating and tribal attributions, going back instead to some-
thing like Evans's organisation by geographical district. 

That this new approach failed  to bring about a new consensus is vividly revealed by the publi-
cation only two years later of  Van Arsdell's Celtic  Coinage  of  Britain, which took an entirely dif-
ferent  tack34 This book was intended as the successor to Mack's corpus and, insofar  as it included 
a large range of  new types never before  published, it served a very useful  purpose. However, it 
had serious drawbacks. With breath-taking boldness, all types, apart from  Allen's Gallo-Belgic 
series, were attributed to one tribe or another and given an extraordinarily exact date range. The 
inscribed types of  different  rulers were organised into numbered issues, like those of  medieval 
English kings, and in a curious throwback to Brooke's invention of  the coinage of  Cassivellaunus, 
Boudicca was inexplicably given an issue of  the East Anglian silver coinage attributed to the 
Iceni. Van Arsdell's book was neither fish  nor fowl.  Numismatically it was simply not very good. 
It was riddled with inaccuracies of  description, whilst it displayed only a passing acquaintance 
with the relevant archaeology.35 That it was taken up by Cunliffe  as the standard reference  in the 
coin-related sections of  the latest edition of  his Iron  Age Communities  of  Britain was perhaps one 
of  the more puzzling turns in the recent history of  British archaeology.36 One explanation is that 
Cunliffe's  view of  the late Iron Age in many respects evolved out of  the historicizing and art-his-
torical tradition of  Christopher Hawkes and Derek Allen. Van Arsdell's work perhaps made more 
sense from  this perspective than that of  Haselgrove. Despite its many shortcomings, it was cer-
tainly more immediately accessible and comprehensible, which probably explained its enduring 
appeal. 

It is perhaps surprising to realise that the tendency to describe Iron-Age coin series in tribal 
terms reached its peak only in the 1980s with Van Arsdell, who extended the tribes back in time to 

29 J.P.C. Kent, 'The origin and development of  Celtic gold coinage in BritainCentenaire  de la mort de I'Abbe  Cochet.  1975. Actes 
du colloque international  d'archeologie,  (Rouen, 1978), pp. 313-24; Kent. 'The origins of  coinage in Britain', in Coinage  and Society 
in Britain and Gaul, edited  by B.W. Cunliffe  (London, 1981), pp. 40-42. 

30 D. Nash, Coinage  in tbe Celtic  World  (London, 1987). For more in a similar vein, see J.A. Sills 'The summer of  54 BC',  NCirc 
104 (1996), 334-5; Sills, 'Coinage of  the British coalition against Caesar', NCirc  105 (1997), 324-6. 

31 D. Allen (J.P.C. Kent and M. Mays, editors). Catalogue  of  Celtic  Coins in the British Museum,  Vol. 1 Silver  Coins of  the East 
Celts  and Balkan  Peoples (London, 1978); Vol. 2. Silver  Coins of  North  Italy,  South  and Central  France,  Switzerland  and South 
Germany (London, 1990); (M. Mays, editor) Vol. 3 Bronze Coins of  Gaul (London, 1995). The fourth  and final  volume will be edited 
by Colin Haselgrove and the present author. 

32 Haselgrove, Supplementary  Gazetteer  . . . 1977,  as in n. 24, p. 1. 
33 C.C. Haselgrove, Iron  Age coinage in south-east England:  the archaeological  context,  BAR British series 174, 2 vols. (Oxford, 

1987), including an overview of  the history of  the subject on pp. 1-12. 
34 R.D. Van Arsdell, Celtic  Coinage  of  Britain (London, 1989). 
35 See the critical reviews by J.P.C. Kent in NC  150 (1990), 266-68 and A.M. Burnett in BNJ  59 (1989), 235-37 
36 See B.W. Cunliffe,  Iron  Age Communities  of  Britain (London, 3rd edition, 1991). Cunliffe  also wrote the preface  to Van 

Arsdell's work where he optimistically described it as 'an essential tool of  incomparable value for  everyone working in the field  of  Iron 
Age studies'. 
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include Allen's early uninscribed coin series. (The Celtic Coin Index's website has recently fol-
lowed him in this.) Richard Hobbs, by contrast, returned to Allen's distinction between unin-
scribed and inscribed series (though rejecting the Belgic invasion hypothesis that had underpinned 
it) and, following  Haselgrove's lead, returned to the example of  Evans and avoided tribes alto-
gether in his 1996 catalogue of  the British Museum collection.37 This prompted an enigmatically 
titled retort from  Van Arsdell in the pages of  the Numismatic  Circular  Hobbs's catalogue pro-
vided a fully  illustrated publication of  the 4,581 coins then in the British Museum's collection. 
Despite not being a full  type corpus, the quality of  the collection meant that in most areas it was 
able to serve as one. Its cautiousness on dating and tribal divisions as explained in the introduction 
provided a much needed antidote to the illusory exactness offered  by Van Arsdell. However, the 
names which Hobbs gave to some of  his series, especially his 'northern' and 'north-eastern' 
regions, rather than 'Catuvellanian/Trinovantian' and 'Corieltauvian', were somewhat unhelpful, 
and perhaps said more about the south-of-Thames  origins of  the author than anything else.39 The 
other major new departure in this catalogue was the inclusion of  an index to the bewildering mul-
titude of  symbols that appear on the coins. This imaginative attempt to make sense of  the visual 
repertoire of  motifs  does not as yet seem to have made much impact, and it did not make good the 
lack of  a more basic index of  designs. 

The 1990s saw a significant  increase in activity, mostly centred on the work of  the Celtic Coin 
Index in Oxford,40  Jeffrey  May at the University of  Nottingham 41 and the University of  Durham, 
where Colin Haselgrove was professor  of  archaeology.42 The existence of  these different  centres 
represented the diversity of  approaches which has been characteristic of  the field  since the 1970s. 
Haselgrove's radical emphasis on evolving chronologies and questions from  archaeology rather 
than typology, and on the integration of  the study of  the coin evidence with other categories of 
finds,  differed  widely from  the variety of  more thorough-going numismatic methods that were 
otherwise prevalent.43 Elsewhere, the technique of  the die study was applied to a much wider 
range of  coin series. This helped refine  typologies considerably and made significant  progress 44 
In most other respects, however, the new numismatists perpetuated the venerable tradition of 
extracting history from  (or injecting it into) the coin evidence. Indeed there often  seemed to be 
few  points of  contact between them and the archaeologists, as the questions they were asking, the 
premises they were starting from,  and the conclusions they thought they could draw from  their 
evidence were so very different.  The various members of  the Department of  Coins and Medals of 
the British Museum who had responsibility for  the Iron-Age collections during the 1980s and 
1990s, Andrew Burnett, Richard Hobbs and the present author, on the whole adopted a position of 
catholic neutrality and took refuge  in publishing the collection and new hoards, or in the perhaps 
less exciting but certainly less polarized world of  Roman coins.45 

37 R. Hobbs, British Iron  Age Coins in the British Museum  (London, 1996). This project was initially conceived by Allen as part of 
his intention to publish the BM Celtic collection in five  volumes. 

38 R.D. Van Arsdell,'It's 1960 again - is everyone feeling  much better now?', NCirc  106(1996), 104-105. 
39 Or, as Hobbs himself  (pers. comm.) has acutely conjectured, maybe it's because he's a Londoner. 
40 See the accessible introduction by P. de Jersey, Celtic  Coinage  in Britain (Princes Risborough, 1996), which drew extensively 

on his work at the Index. See also his 'Exotic Celtic coinage in Britain', Oxford  Journal  of  Archaeology  18 (1999), 189-216; and 
'Cunobelin's silver', Britannia 32 (2001), 1-44. 

41 See, e.g., J. May, 'The earliest gold coinages of  the Corieltauvi?', in Mays (editor), Celtic  Coinage,  as in n. 28, pp. 113-121: 
May, 'Coinage and the settlements of  the Corieltauvi in east Midland Britain'. BNJ  64 (1994), 1-21. 

42 See his survey article 'The development of  British Iron-Age coinage', NC  153 (1993), 31-63. 
43 For the work of  the next generation of  archaeologists, see, e.g., M. Curteis, 'An analysis of  the circulation patterns of  Iron Age 

coins from  Northamptonshire', Britannia 27 (1996), 17-42; I.J. Wellington, 'Iron Age coinage on the Isle of  Wight', Oxford  Journal  of 
Archaeology,  20 (2001), 39-57. 

44 See, e.g., A. Chadburn, 'A hoard of  iron-age silver coins from  Fring, Norfolk,  arid some observations on the Icenian coin series', 
BNJ  60 (1990), 1-12; Chadburn, 'Iron Age coins', in Excavations at Stonea,  Cambridgeshire  1980-85, edited by R.PJ. Jackson and 
T.W. Potter (London, 1996), pp. 264-286; S.C. Bean, Coinage  of  the Atrebates  and Regni (Oxford.  2000); J.A. Sills, Gaulish and 
Early  British gold  coinage (London, 2003), and G.L. Cottam's forthcoming  book on the inscribed coinage of  the Corieltauvi. 

45 For their work, see, e.g., A.M. Burnett, 'Celtic coinage in Britain III: the Waltham St Lawrence treasure trove', BNJ  60 (1990), 
13-28 (together with the two companion pieces cited below); Burnett, '"Gallo-Belgic" coins and Britain' in Sites  and sights of  the Iron 
Age, edited by B. Raftery,  Oxbow Monograph 56 (Oxford  1995), pp. 5-11; Hobbs, British Iron  Age Coins-, J.H.C. Williams, 'Delete-
undelete: Mack 280 and early British silver', NC  158 (1998), 53-61; Williams, 'Coin inscriptions and the origins of  writing in pre-
Roman Britain". BNJ1\  (2001), 1-17. 
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There were attempts by John Creighton to reinvigorate the debate. His innovative book, Coins 

and Power in Late Iron  Age Britain, built on earlier work to develop a range of  original theses 
about the meaning of  the coin types of  Iron-Age Britain.46 The abstract motifs  characteristic of 
early uninscribed British coinage were, he argued, inspired by narcotically induced visions 
brought on in the course of  shamanistic ritual. On the reasons for  the apparently abrupt change to 
classical imagery in the later period, he proposed as the vehicle for  this shift  a nursery of  young 
British princes, sent to Rome as hostages, who grew up in the imperial court and returned to 
Britain imbued with the new Augustan style which they imitated on their coins, though almost 
nowhere else. This work was of  uneven quality and it received mixed reviews, but it was undoubt-
edly the most interesting and inventive thing to come out of  Iron-Age coin studies for  a long 
time.47 

Ever since Evans the evidence of  changing weight standards had provided a rough means of 
estimating chronologies for  undated coin series 48 The development of  techniques to measure spe-
cific  gravity gave some insight into changing gold contents and added a further  dimension to the 
story. The 1990s saw the metallurgical analysis of  Iron-Age coins come into its own, with impor-
tant work published by Northover and Cowell. The most interesting story to come out of  this work 
was, perhaps, the deliberate maintenance within the Gallo-Belgic and uninscribed British gold 
series of  a gold colour over a long period of  steady recycling and debasement, followed  by a shift 
towards a general preference  for  cuprous red gold more or less at the same time as the arrival of 
inscriptions and classical imagery 49 

Another important development in the late twentieth century was the more effective  integration 
of  continental material and its leading scholars into all sides of  the insular British debate. Colin 
Haselgrove undertook extensive fieldwork  in northern France and collected valuable information 
on stratified  coin finds,  with sometimes important implications for  the dating of  various early coin 
series.50 On the more strictly numismatic side, the publication in 1977 of  Simone Scheers's 
immensely learned work on the coinages of  Belgic Gaul provided a detailed type corpus, metro-
logical and die studies, and much information  on the distributions of  some of  the most important 
coinages for  the understanding of  the British series.51 This was complemented in 1994 by Philip 
de Jersey's work on the coins of  Armorica.52 

Scheers's style, with its intense attention to numismatic detail and strong historicizing tenden-
cies, remains highly influential  within Britain, and she remains the current leading representative 
of  the francophone  tradition of  Iron-Age coin studies which for  decades was dominated by the 
work of  Colbert de Beaulieu. His view of  coin chronology was strictly historically based, derived 
from  a forced  reading of  the ancient literary evidence. He adopted from  Camille Jullian, the great 
historian of  Gaul in antiquity, the notion of  an Arvernian Empire which had lasted from  the third 
century BC down to the Roman conquest of  the south in 121 BC. Only with the fall  of  the Arverni 
and their monetary monopoly, he argued, did regional gold, silver and bronze coinages begin to 
flourish.  This position proved to be untenable in the face  of  an increasing amount of  good archae-
ological evidence which pushed the regional series back into the second century BC, though it still 

46 J. Creighton, Coins and Power in Late Iron  Age Britain (Cambridge. 2000). See also his 'Visions of  power: imagery and sym-
bols in late Iron Age Britain", Britannia 26 (1995), 285-301. 

47 For reviews, see J.H.C. Williams in British Archaeology  57 (Feb., 2001). 30-31: R. Hobbs in NC  161 (2001), 364-68; J.A. Sills 
in NCirc  108 (2000). 162-3; J. Collis in Archaeological  Journal  157 (2000), 475-6. 

48 See Evans, Coins of  the Ancient Britons, as in n. 9. pp. 26-7. estimating the date for  the beginning of  coinage in Britain through 
declining weight standards. 

49 See, e.g.. M.R. Cowell. W.A. Oddy and A.M Burnett. 'Ccltic coinage in Britain: new hoards and recent analyses', BNJ  57 
(1987), 1-23; A.M. Burnett and M.R. Cowell. "Celtic coinage in Britain II ' . BNJ  58 (1988), 1-10: M.R. Cowell, "An analytical survey 
of  the British Celtic gold coinage", in Mays (editor), Celtic  Coinage,  as in n. 28, pp. 207-34; P. Northover. 'Materials issues in the 
Celtic coinage", in Mays (editor), Celtic  Coinage,  pp. 235-300: P. Clogg and C.C. Haselgrove, 'The composition of  Iron Age struck 
"bronze" coinage in eastern England", Oxford  Journal  of  Archaeology  14 (1995). 41-62. On the interpretation of  colour in iron-age 
coinage, see Creighton, Coins and Power, as in n. 46, pp. 37-40. 68-9. 

50 See his survey article, C.C. Haselgrove, 'Iron Age coinage: recent work', in The  Iron  Age in Britain and Ireland.  Recent trends, 
edited by T.C. Champion and J. Collis (Sheffield.  1996). pp. 67-86. 

51 S. Scheers, Traile  de numismatique celtique  II. La Gaule Belgiqtie  (Paris, 1977). 
52 P. de Jersey, Coinage  in Iron  Age Armorica (Oxford,  1994). 
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seems to have some advocates.53 Colbert de Beaulieu was also keen on attributing coin series to 
different  local tribes. This, with some modification,  is a tradition that persists.54 There is, however, 
an important countervailing archaeological tendency which is less committed to an historical 
framework  for  dating and more sceptical as to tribal nomenclature.55 If  the study of  these coins in 
Britain and on the continent is to move forward  in the future,  there will have to be a furthering  of 
dialogue between archaeologists and numismatists on both sides of  the Channel. 

Roman Coins 
At the turn of  the last millennium Britain was in many ways the most intensely studied province 
of  the Roman Empire, both in terms of  the numbers and range of  sites excavated and the kinds of 
questions asked about it. Britain generally lacks the monumental remains that characterize the 
continental provinces of  the Empire, so British archaeologists developed new techniques of  exca-
vation, including stratigraphy, and studied the small things at their disposal - the strap-ends, the 
potsherds, the brooches, the tile fragments  - at which they once excelled. Romano-British archae-
ology was thus rather less art-historical than its continental counterparts, which was a good thing. 
But it still shared some of  their blindspots. For example, British archaeologists tended to excavate 
the 'historically significant'  villas, towns and military camps of  Roman Britain, and largely 
ignored the countryside. In an economy that must always have been predominantly agricultural 
and where most of  the population will have lived in small rural settlements, this was perhaps an 
oversight.56 

The style of  writing about Roman Britain changed over the century. From Haverfield  through to 
the 1980s, most general books concentrated on the military and political story. Archaeology was 
used to illustrate the ancient textual evidence, or rather the narrative that had been constructed 
from  that evidence. The post-1965 generation realised that archaeology could answer different 
kinds of  important questions on which the texts had nothing to say. They began instead to devise a 
wide array of  theoretical positions to enliven their debates on such subjects as Romanization, soci-
ety and economy. They stopped reading Latin and Greek texts but, to some extent, also lost their 
interest in objects, and stopped being able to identify  coins and pots as well. 

The study of  Roman coins in Britain fitted  into this changing paradigm rather well. There was 
no distinctively Romano-British numismatic series, apart from  the late third-century 'British 
emperors', Carausius and Allectus, and the brief  life  of  the mint of  London in the next generation. 
So there was no great local numismatic patrimony to distract scholars from  more important mat-
ters 57 For the first  half  of  the century British numismatists wisely concentrated instead on the 
imperial series as a whole, rather than on their small inheritance of  it. Out of  this empire-wide 
view grew Roman Imperial  Coinage  and the catalogue of  the British Museum collection which 
between them still constitute the standard references  for  Roman imperial coins of  most periods. 
The original presiding genius of  these projects was Harold Mattingly who, together with Edward 

53 See J.B. Colbert de Beaulieu, Traite  de numismatique celtique  I. Metliodologie  des ensembles (Paris, 1973); reviewed critically 
by D. Nash, 'The chronology of  Celtic coinage in Gaul: the Arvernian "hegemony" reconsidered', NC1  15 (1975), 204-17. 

54 See L.-P. Delestree and M. Tache, Nouvel  Atlas des Monnaies  Gauloises, vol. 1, de la Seine du Rhin (St Germain-en-Laye, 
2002), pp. 10-12 for  refreshing  scepticism on tribal attributions before  La Tene D1 (c.130 BC). However, the grounds for  even this 
t.p.q„ are still rather shaky, for  it rests on the dubious supposition that Caesar's account of  the tribes of  Gaul written in the 50s BC relies 
on Poseidonius's account supposedly written in the late second century BC. 

55 See, e.g., K. Gruel, La Monnaie  chez les Gaulois (Paris, 19S9); V. Guichard, P. Pion, F. Malacher, J. Collis, 'A propos de la cir-
culation monetaire en Gaule chevelue aux lie et Ier siecles av. J.-C.', Revue Archeologique  du Centre  de la France  32 (1993), 25-55. 
For a review of  recent developments in Belgic Gaul, see C.C. Haselgrove, 'The development of  Iron Age coinage in Belgic Gaul', NC 
159(1999), 111-68. 

56 For discussion and statistics on types of  sites excavated, see Hingley, Roman Officers  . . . , as in n. 3, pp. 149-51. 
57 This has not prevented the production of  important work on these areas. See, e.g., the four  essays by A.M. Burnett, J.P. Casey, 

R.F. Bland and C.E. King from  BNJ  54 (1984) republished as Studies  in the Coinage  of  Carausius  and Allectus,  edited by C.E. Challis 
and M.A.S. Blackburn; H.P.G. Williams, 'A small Carausian hoard from  the Wheeler excavations at Verulamium', BNJ  60 (1990), 
130-3; C.E. Lloyd, 'The C mint of  Carausius and Allectus', BNJ  68 (1998), 1-10. For larger studies, see N. Shiel, The  Episode  of 
Carausius  and Allectus:  the literary  and numismatic evidence,  BAR 40 (Oxford,  1977); PJ . Casey, Carausius  and Allectus:  the British 
Usurpers  (London, 1994). The study of  the mini of  London has most recently been the province of  Lord Stewartby. See, e.g., his 'Early 
tetrarchic coins of  London from  the Market Stainton finds',  NC  158 (1998), 89-102. 
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Sydenham, worked tirelessly on both from  the 1920s to 1950 as assistant keeper in the British 
Museum (though, to the slight frustration  of  his unworthy successors, he puzzlingly omitted to 
write a concordance between them). Webb and Pearce contributed volumes on the third and late 
fourth  centuries AD respectively, while Sutherland, Carson, and Kent continued the work on both 
series until the publication of  the final,  tenth, volume of  RIC  in 1994.58 Not the least of  the contri-
butions made by those remarkable Romanists was the indispensable Late Roman Bronze Coinage, 
which reduced the apparent complexities of  this series to a manageable, if  initially daunting, tabu-
lar format.59  The British Museum collection of  Republican coins had been published in 1910 by 
Grueber, whose work was based on that of  Count de Salis in the previous generation. Sydenham's 
type corpus of  the series appeared in 1952, but the mysteries of  the Republican series were not 
finally  solved until Crawford's  Roman Republican Coinage  in 1974, which immediately rendered 
all previous classifications  obsolete.60 

The sorting out of  the entire Roman coin series is perhaps the most important contribution 
made by British scholars in any field  of  numismatics. That tradition lives on in the Roman 
Provincial  Coinage  project with the added ingredient of  entente cordiale,  since it is a joint enter-
prise of  the British Museum and the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris.61 This essay could justifiably 
end here, but there is another, equally important, story to tell about Roman coin studies in Britain, 
concerning the rise of  a distinctively British style of  archaeological numismatics in the 1970s, 
inspired by Richard Reece in London and John Casey in Durham. 

There had been books of  merit and interest on Roman coins in Britain before  1970. Akerman 
published the earliest example of  the genre in 1836, but the first  of  the modern era appeared in 
1937 62 Sutherland's Coinage  and Currency  in Roman Britain undertook a period-by-period sur-
vey of  the subject, looking at both the general currency and the phenomenon of  copying in each 
one. It made extensive use of  hoard evidence and contained a systematic list of  all Roman coin 
hoards from  Britain then known 63 On a somewhat more popular level for  collectors was Gilbert 
Askew's Coinage  of  Roman Britain, which was essentially an updated version of  Akerman.64 

Roman coin hoards were doggedly published, with increasing attention to detail over the years 
as new reference  books became available, by British Museum curators who dealt with them in the 
course of  their Treasure Trove work. These appeared first  in the Numismatic  Chronicle  and later in 
the Coin Hoards  from  Roman Britain series, started by Robert Carson and Andrew Burnett in 
1979. But there was little sense that coin finds,  whether in hoards or individually, were merely one 
aspect of  the whole archaeological record with which they should be integrated. They were treated 
as a source for  new numismatic types and varieties and as a means of  understanding what coins 
were in circulation within Britain at different  periods. 

Explanations of  different  patterns of  hoarding or circulation were mostly derived from  histori-
cal evidence. Explanations were simple, in the sense that outbreaks of  hoarding were thought to be 
explicable in most cases as a response to a local emergency of  some kind or another. All that 
remained was to find  out from  the texts what the emergency might have been, be it the Boudiccan 
rebellion, the End of  Roman Britain, or whatever. If  nothing appropriate was found,  the hoards 
were then interpreted as predictive of  an otherwise unrecorded emergency — Saxon pirate raids, 
local insurgencies or the like. Either way, hoards were made to serve the purposes of  reconstruct-
ing the military and political history of  Roman Britain, which was entirely understandable as this 
was in fact  the agenda of  Roman archaeology as a whole. So, for  instance, Anne S. Robertson, the 

58 J.P.C. Kent, The  Roman Imperial  Coinage,  Vol. X. The  Divided  Empire and the Fall  of  the Western  Parts  (London, 1994). 
59 P.V. Hill, J.P.C. Kent, R.A.G. Carson, Late Roman Bronze Coinage,  AD 324^198  (London, 1960; reprint 1965). 
60 H.A. Grueber, Coins of  the Roman Republic in the British Museum  (London, 1910; 2nd edition, edited by R.A.G. Carson and 

M.H. Crawford,  London 1970); E.A. Sydenham (revised by G.C. Haines, L. Forrer and C.A. Hersh), The  Coinage  of  the Roman 
Republic (London, 1952); M.H. Crawford,  Roman Republican Coinage,  2 vols (London, 1974); see also his Roman Republican Coin 
Hoards,  RNS Special Publication no.4 (London. 1969). 

61 A.M. Burnett, M. Amandry, P.P. Ripolles, Roman Provincial  Coinage,  vol. I, From  the death  of  Caesar  to the death  of  Vitellius 
(44  BC-AD 69) (London-Paris, 1992), and Roman Provincial  Coinage.  Supplement  1 (London-Paris, 1998): A.M. Burnett, M. 
Amandry, I. Carradice, Roman Provincial  Coinage  ,vol. II, From  Vespasian  to Domitian (AD  69-96)  (London-Paris, 1999). 

62 J.Y. Akerman, Coins of  the Romans relating  to Britain (London. 1836; 2nd edition 1844). 
63 C.H.V. Sutherland, Coinage  and Currency  in Roman Britain (London, 1937). 
64 G. Askew, The  Coinage  of  Roman Britain (London, 1951; 2nd edition 1980). 
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doyenne of  Romano-British coin studies, whose monumental corpus of  hoards was published 
posthumously in 2000, attempted to explain the efflorescence  of  hoards closing in the reign of  the 
emperor Marcus Aurelius (AD 160-181) with reference  to a textually-attested rebellion within 
Britain which, she argued, had caused an outbreak of  emergency hoarding.65 The problem with 
this explanation was that there was also a peak in hoarding at this time detectable in other areas of 
the empire where no disturbances were recorded. This began to be changed by the work of  John 
Casey and Richard Reece in the 1960s and 1970s, both Roman archaeologists with a particular 
personal interest in coins and in site finds  in particular.66 

Reece studied the rather unpromising 56,000 coins found  in the excavations at Richborough in 
Kent, and found  that in the late third century AD there was a huge upsurge in the numbers of  coins 
found  on the site, and a corresponding dip in the period from  296 to 317. This he initially inter-
preted as an indication of  the refortification  of  Richborough by the 'British emperors', Carausius 
and Allectus, in the years up to 296. He then went on to compare the profile  of  coin finds,  period 
by period, from  this site with those from  eighty-eight other sites in Britain which he had also stud-
ied and, most importantly, with the normal profile  of  coin loss for  all sites, which was a mean gen-
erated from  their coin lists. Reece found  that the late third-century upsurge in Richborough's coin 
list was actually perfectly  normal for  Britain as a whole, but that Richborough had an abnormally 
high proportion of  coins from  the latest period of  Roman Britain, 388-402.67 These observations 
led Reece to develop new statistical methods of  analysing data on coin loss and a range of  predic-
tive 'normal' profiles  for  different  kinds of  site across Britain. Not everyone found  them entirely 
accessible, however, and in the latest presentation of  his ideas there are, mercifully,  'no 
numbers'.68 

This method has been revolutionary for  our understanding of  coin circulation in Roman Britain 
and beyond, and is still fundamental.  What it taught us is that no site, indeed no province, can be 
studied in isolation. What it perhaps did not manage to achieve was to integrate fully  the study of 
the coins with other categories of  finds.  Though Reece's work was by no means restricted to coins, 
that part of  it that concentrated on the numismatic evidence was still something of  a closed dis-
course to those not especially interested in the subject of  Roman coinage in Britain. But there are 
signs in the work of  the next generation that this is changing. The excavators of  the Roman small 
town at Heybridge in Essex, for  example, are attempting not merely to construct a unified  coin list 
for  the whole site, but to investigate variations in coin loss between different  contexts within it, 
and to relate these to the other sorts of  finds  in the different  settlement zones of  the town, in order 
to produce a more integrated description of  both the material and the place.69 

The major advances in interpretation have come from  the recording and study of  site finds  by 
archaeologists. It must be acknowledged, however, that an important contribution has also been 
made by amateur archaeologists and metal-detectorists. Although the precision of  the provenance 
date they tend to provide may leave something to be desired, the sheer quantity of  material recov-
ered is impressive. Through their efforts  several new types of  Iron-Age coin came to light in the 
1980s and 1990s, and the numbers of  specimens known increased rapidly.70 Relations between 
detectorists and archaeologists were often  rather tense except in areas like Norfolk,  where 
archaeologists like Tony Gregory made an effort  to reach across the divide and gain access to the 

65 A.S. Robertson, 'Romano-British coin hoards: their numismatic, archaeological and historical significance',  in Coins and the 
Archaeologist,  edited by P.J. Casey and R. Reece, as in n. 66, pp. 13-35, at p. 29. See now her An Inventory  of  Romano-British Coin 
Hoards,  RNS special publication 20 (London, 2000). 

66 See especially the seminal volume of  essays which they edited jointly, Coins and the Archaeologist  (BAR 4, Oxford,  1974; 2nd 
edition, London, 1988). See also P.J. Casey Roman Coinage  in Britain (Princes Risborough, 1980; 2nd edition 1984; 3rd edition 1994). 

67 For a more extended account, see R. Reece, Coinage  in Roman Britain (London). For further  selected highlights, see also Reece, 
Roman Coins from  140 Sites  in Britain, Cotswold Studies 4 (Cirencester, 1991); 'Site-finds  in Britain', Britannia 26 (1995). 179-206: 
'The interpretation of  site finds  - a review', in Coin finds  and coin use in the Roman world,  edited by C.E. King and D.G. Wigg, 
Studien zu Fundmiinzen der Antike 10 (Berlin, 1996), 341-54. 

68 Reece, Coinage  of  Roman Britain, as in n. 67 p. 9. 
69 Work currently being undertaken for  publication by Peter Guest and Mark Atkinson. 
70 For further  discussion, see P. de Jersey, 'Cast away riches: estimating the volume of  Celtic coinage found  in Britain', The 

Yorkshire  Numismatist  3 (1997), 1-13. 



IRON-AGE AND ROMAN COINS 55 
important material and other information  that detectorists were uncovering and which was going 
unrecorded.7' One imaginative response to the situation was the introduction of  British 
Numismatic  Journal's  Coin Register in 1987, as a quick and easy means of  publicizing new single 
finds  of  significance.  A potential solution to the problem arose out of  a report of  the Council for 
British Archaeology published in 1995, which estimated that around 30,000 detectorists were dis-
covering something of  the order of  400,000 finds  dating from  before  1600 every year, of  which 
perhaps only five  per cent were being recorded in any form.72  Something had to be done to 
encourage the voluntary reporting of  these finds,  and to improve relations across the country. This 
general feeling  led to the launching of  the Portable Antiquities Scheme in 1997, which received 
most of  its initial impetus from  numismatists, especially Roger Bland. The scheme, which is based 
at the British Museum and within local archaeological or museum services, was designed to 
enable the voluntary recording of  finds  of  antiquities of  all sorts, mostly made by metal-detec-
torists. Of  the many thousands of  objects of  all kinds found  and recorded every year, Roman coins 
alone constituted almost a fifth.  The Scheme was piloted in six different  regions across England 
and Wales, and has recently received funding  from  the Heritage Lottery Fund to cover the whole 
of  England and Wales.73 (Scotland and Northern Ireland are not included.) The national scheme 
will include a post specifically  dedicated to the interpretation of  Roman and Iron-Age coins 
recorded by regional finds  liaison officers. 

Despite the increase in the contribution of  site finds  and chance individual finds  since the 
1970s, hoards have continued to make a considerable impact, not least on the lives of  British 
Museum curators. The early third-century AD Shapwick Villa hoard of  over 9,000 silver denarii, 
found  in 1998, was the largest fully  recorded (and now published) denarius hoard from  anywhere 
in the Roman Empire.74 In the 1980s the curators who worked on the massive Normanby (Lines.) 
and Cunetio (Wilts.) hoards of  47,909 and 54,951 radiates respectively rewrote the catalogue of 
the late third-century coinage.75 The Hoxne (Suffolk)  hoard of  over 15,000 gold and silver coins 
and over 200 items of  gold and silver jewellery and tableware, buried in the early fifth  century AD 
and rediscovered in 1992, will build on Pearce's and Kent's earlier taxonomic work on the late 
Roman silver siliqua coinage.76 The Hoxne hoard also provides important new information  and 
analytical data on the related phenomena of  the copying and clipping of  silver coins in this period, 
of  which the latter especially has long been a favourite  subject in Romano-British numismatics.77 
Finally, the mid fifth-century  AD Patching (W. Sussex) hoard, discovered in 1997, either narrowed 
or highlighted the gap between the disappearance of  coinage with the end of  Roman Britain and 
its reappearance in Anglo-Saxon England.78 This chasm had once been filled  with the so-called 

71 See, e .g.. his essay Snettisham and Bury: some new light on the earliest Icenian coinage , in Mays (editor), Celtic  Coinage,as  in 
n. 28, pp. 47-68, together with Andrew Rogerson's obituary of  Gregory at pp. 70-71. 

7: C. Dobinson and S. Denison, Metal  Detecting  and Archaeology  in England  (London. 1995). 
73 Sec the Scheme's website at www.finds.org.uk  and its regular Newsletter  and Annual Report. 
74 See R.A. Abdy and S. Minnitt, 'Shapwick Villa, Somerset', in Coin Hoards  from  Roman Britain Vol. XI, edited by R.A. Abdy, 

I.R.M. Leins and J.H.C Williams, RNS special publication no. 36 (London. 2002). pp. 169-233; and R.A. Abdy, R.A. Brunning and 
C.J. Webster "The discovery of  a Roman villa at Shapwick and its Severan coin hoard of  9,238 silver denarii',  Journal  of  Roman 
Archaeology  14 (2001), 359-72. 

75 E. Besly and R.F. Bland (eds). The  Cunetio  Treasure.  Roman Coinage  of  the Third  Century  AD (London, 1983); R.F. Bland and 
A.M. Burnett. 'Normanby, Lines: 47909 radiates to AD 289". in Besly and Bland (editors), The  Normanby  Hoard  and other Roman 
Coin Hoards.  Coin Hoards  from  Roman Britain Vol. VIII (London. 1988).pp. 114-215 

76 To be published as RS.W. Guest, The  Gold  and Silver  Coins from  the Hoxne  Hoard  (London, forthcoming).  For preliminary 
reports, see R.F. Bland and C.M. Johns, The  Hoxne  Treasure.  An Illustrated  Introduction  (London, 1993); and, by the same authors, 
'The great Hoxne treasure: a preliminary report. Journal  of  Roman Archaeology  6 (1993), 493-96. 

77 See especially R.A.G. Carson, 'Gold and silver coin hoards and the end of  Roman Britain'. British Museum  Yearbook  1 (1976), 
67-82; S.A. Archer. 'Late Roman gold and silver hoards in Britain: a gazetteer', in The  End  of  Roman Britain, edited by RJ. Casey, 
BAR British series 71 (Oxford.  1979), pp. 29-65; C.E. King, 'Late Roman silver hoards in Britain and the problem of  clipped sill— 
quae', BNJ  51 (1982), 5-31; A.M. Burnett,'Clipped siliquae and the end of  Roman Britain', Britannia 15(1984). 163-8; RS.W. Guest, 
'Hoards from  the end of  Roman Britain", in Coin Hoards  from  Roman Britain Vol. X. edited by R.F. Bland and J. Orna-Ornstein 
(London 1997), pp. 411-23. 

78 See S. White, J. Manley, J. Orna-Ornstein et al.. 'A mid-fifth  century hoard of  Roman and pseudo-Roman material from 
Patching, West Sussex". Britannia 30 (1999), 301-15. 
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'minim' coinage of  the fifth  and sixth centuries.79 A steadily improving understanding of  the phe-
nomenon of  copying over the twentieth century, especially of  low denominations, rightly identi-
fied  these coins as 'barbarous' imitations of  earlier types, relocated them to the third and fourth 
centuries where they belonged, and left  the fifth  and sixth centuries barren.80 There are renewed 
attempts to fill  them again with lingering Roman base-metal coins found  in early Anglo-Saxon 
burial contexts 81 The implications of  these and many other hoard finds,  old and new, have 
recently been succinctly and admirably surveyed by Richard Anthony Abdy in his Romano-British 
Coin Hoards.82 

The advent of  the Treasure Act in 1997, which superseded the old common law of  Treasure 
Trove, had an immediate impact on the number and the kinds of  hoards that were reported and 
catalogued. Brought into law through the joint efforts  of  the Surrey Archaeological Society, Lord 
Perth and Roger Bland, it quickly effected  a doubling in the number of  reported cases of  coin 
hoards.83 This increase came about largely because, under the new law, hoards no longer had to 
have been buried with the intention of  later recovery to qualify  as treasure. Moreover, base-metal 
coin hoards now fell  squarely within the category of  finds  that had to be reported. Previously coins 
had had to consist 'substantially' of  precious metal. This left  many debased-silver coinages in an 
uncertain position. Furthermore, base-metal non-coin objects found  in association with coin 
hoards were now deemed to be treasure 'by association'. This led to a noticeable increase in the 
numbers of  sestertius  hoards, mixed silver and bronze hoards, and hoards including items of  cop-
per-alloy jewellery that became available for  recording.84 It will be interesting to see whether this 
trend continues in future  years and whether the new-found  visibility of  these wider associations 
will bring hoard studies closer to other archaeological debates. 

Conclusion 
The fields  of  Iron-Age and Roman numismatics in Britain have taken similar courses over the cen-
tury of  the British Numismatic Society's existence. Both have developed vastly more detailed 
typologies, and benefited  from  improved provenance data and proper recording of  hoards. One 
paradoxical consequence of  this expansion was that archaeologists and historians in adjacent 
fields  gradually came to pay less and less attention to what the numismatists were writing and 
thinking, and their methods and preconceptions seemed to drift  further  and further  apart from  one 
another. Numismatics tended to persist in its deep-rooted antiquarian traditions of  taxonomy, 
whilst archaeologists increasingly adopted a variety of  ideas-based approaches which all too often 
shunned the object. The numismatists tended to work within the conceptual framework  of  a previ-
ous generation of  archaeologists and historians, while they in turn referred  to outdated or unreli-
able books on coins, or took as facts  statements or arrangements that were merely hypothetical. 

There were figures  in both fields  who saw the need for  (re-)integration, especially in the latter 
part of  the century, but they were only partially successful.  Despite their efforts,  most people in 
the wider academic world continued to work with the presumption that coins and coin studies 

79 For a representative example of  this view, held also by Sutherland, see P.V. Hill, 'The coinage of  Britain in the Dark Ages', BNJ 
26 (1949), 1-28, finally  overturned by John Kent, 'Barbarous copies of  Roman coins: their significance  for  the British historian and 
archaeologist', Limeskongress  Rheinfelden-Bcisel  1957 (Basel, 1959), pp. 61-8. See also his 'The end of  Roman Britain: the literary 
and numismatic evidence reviewed', in The  End  of  Roman Britain, edited by P.J. Casey, BAR British series 71 (Oxford,  1979), 
pp. 15-28. Kent also rooted out Carausius II, another will o' the wisp conjured up from  Roman copies: 'Carausius II: fact  or fiction?', 
NC6  17 (1957), 78-83. 

80 On copying, see especially J.A. Davies, 'The barbarous radiates from  Richborough', BNJ  52 (1982), 17-28; Davies, Barbarous 
radiates:  a study  of  the irregular  Roman coinage of  the 270s and 280s from  southern England  (unpublished PhD thesis, Univ. of 
Reading, 1988); G.C. Boon, 'Counterfeit  coins in Roman Britain'. in Casey and Reece (editors), Coins and the Archaeologist  (2nd edn. 
as in n. 66, pp. 102-88; R.J. Brickstock, Copies of  the Fel Temp Reparatio Coinage  in Britain, BAR British Series 176 (Oxford,  1987); 
C.E. King, 'Roman copies', in King and Wigg (editors), as in n. 67, pp. 237-63, with extensive,empire-wide bibliography. 

81 Especially by G. Williams (pers.  comm.). For the evidence, see R.H. White, Roman and Celtic  Objects from  Anglo-Saxon 
Graves, BAR British series 191 (London, 1988), chapter 5. 

82 R.A. Abdy, Romano-British Coin Hoards  (Princes Risborough, 2002). 
83 Yearly notices of  Roman hoards from  Britain are published in NC,  Britannia and the Treasure  Annual Report. 
84 See R.A. Abdy et al., 'Preface',  in Coin Hoards  from  Roman Britain Vol. XI, as in n. 74, pp. 7-8. 
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were somewhat marginal. Absorbed as they were with the minutiae of  their subject and dealing 
with the ever-increasing volume of  material, the numismatists on the whole failed  to communicate 
their passion and the significance  of  their material and results to others, and they were always in 
danger of  becoming something of  a closed community. Neither of  Britain's national numismatic 
societies did much to counteract this tendency. Indeed it could be said that they fostered  and insti-
tutionalized it. 

Despite the problems, the study of  Iron-Age and Roman coins within Britain was still in rude 
health in late 2002 at the time of  writing. Traditional numismatic approaches and more integrated 
studies were both flourishing,  in Iron-Age coins as never before.  Whether they will fare  so well in 
the future  depends at least in part on whether numismatists succeed in communicating more effec-
tively with their wider academic audiences, which are still potential rather than actual. The chal-
lenge before  the Society and its friends  in its second century is surely to create for  the discipline 
an even more confident  and outward-looking character than it had in its first.  Sic C, aliter  CC\ 
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