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has recently been a revival of the controversy between those
authorities who deny the need for coinage in the Dark Ages after the
middle of the fifth century and those who contend that the practice
of striking coins scarcely ceased, in one part of the country or another,
from the end of the Roman occupation to the seventh century, when
the Nordic settlers began to issue their first thrymsas on the Merovingian pattern. The study of barbarous imitations has convinced me
that the weight of evidence belongs to the latter view, that there was
without a shadow of doubt a series of pieces which can be attributed
to the Romano-Britons in the Dark Ages and which continued to be
produced at least until conditions became so desperate (during the
latter half of the sixth century ?) that a monetary medium of exchange
was no longer necessary or even practicable.
To provide a background for our researches into the coinage of the
Dark Ages in Britain it will be necessary to describe the little we
already know of the history and social conditions of the country from
the last years of the Roman occupation to the first years of the
" Saxon " settlements—a period of nearly two centuries. We have but
few contemporary authorities upon whom to draw—the author of the
Vita Germani, probably Constantius Presbyter, who wrote c. 480 and
who therefore may be relied upon for the fifth century; St. Patrick,
whose Epistle to the Christians subject to Coroticus gives a good idea of
conditions of north-west Britain in the mid-fifth century; Gildas, the
British monk, who composed his De Excidio Britanniae c. 546 and who
may be used for his own times, although rather too hysterical to be
trustworthy as a general historian; and the Historia Brittonum (date
uncertain), 1 which does give us a few facts amidst its tangle of fable
and legend. From the English side we have even fewer authorities.
In his Ecclesiastical History of the English People Bede follows Gildas
very closely for most of the earlier history and is of use only when he
arrives at a point nearer his own time (c. 730), while the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, the compilation of which was begun by command of Alfred
at the close of the ninth century, is very sparse and unreliable for the
earlier periods, though sufficiently thorough for Alfred's day. The
Greek and Latin authors—"Prosper Tiro", Zosimus, and Constantius
Pi'esbyter—can, with the exception of the last-named, be entirely
ignored, since their language is often so obscure that they contribute
nothing whatever to our knowledge. From all these elements we must
attempt a picture, unfortunately anything but complete, of the state
of Britain in the Dark Ages.
THERE

1 Some authorities say t h a t it w a s written during the last quarter of the seventh c e n t u r y
and enlarged by Nennius in the n i n t h ; others t h a t it was written b y Nennius c. 796 and
revised b y a certain Samuel of G w y n e d d (North Wales) c. 810.
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Gildas attributes the misfortunes of the Britons to the continental
adventure of Magnus Maximus (usurper in Britain, 383-8), and there
is some truth in his opinion, although in point of fact they had begun
a century earlier when the first Nordic pirates made their descents
upon the east and south coasts. Towards the middle of the fourth
century the danger from the northern and western barbarians—Picts
from beyond the Wall and Scots from Ireland—started to grow serious,
becoming gradually more intensified until 367, when the great Pict
War laid waste large areas of the country, cut communications between
the towns, and caused the virtual breakdown of the system of defence.
It is indeed probable that at this time many of the remoter countrydistricts lost for ever their veneer of romanization and " w e n t native"
again—a grim foretaste of what was to come a century later. Admittedly the pacification of Britain by Count Theodosius (father of Theodosius I) in 368-9 led to a reorganization of the defences which gave
to Britain a temporary peace, but within fifteen years discontent
among the army caused a Spaniard named Magnus Maximus to usurp
the purple in Britain. Soon afterwards, with a view to making a bid
for Rome, he invaded Gaul, taking with him as many of the British
troops as could be spared. The natural result was a renewal of the
barbarian raids, which continued for some years until, towards the
end of the century, Stilicho, the energetic and capable Vandal general
of Honorius, was placed in command of the defence of Britain in the
hope that he would repeat the work of the elder Theodosius thirty
years earlier. In this he apparently enjoyed considerable success, but
it was only temporary and his pacification of Britain lasted less than
ten years. In 402 the attack of Alaric and the Visigoths upon Italy
necessitated the withdrawal by Stilicho of a British legion to defend
the frontiers nearer home, while four years later a confederacy of
Suevi, Alani, and other German tribes crossed the Rhine and invaded
Gaul, almost cutting the communications between that province and
Britain. Such was the state of affairs on the Continent when, disgusted at Stilicho's failure to relieve the province from recent attacks
b y the barbarians, the British army mutinied. First they appointed
a certain Marcus as emperor, only to murder him almost immediately
afterwards; then they saluted one Gratian as emperor, but he lasted
only about four months; finally, a private soldier, Constantine, seized
power and set himself up as Constantine III (407). Not content with
authority in this island, he assembled many of the remaining British
troops and sailed for Gaul in an attempt to succeed where Maximus
had failed. Although he managed to survive for nearly four years,
until his capture and execution in 411, he wasted time in securing
Spain and in conducting a fruitless campaign against Honorius' armies
on the Rhine instead of applying himself to the more useful task of
driving the barbarians out of Gaul. Meanwhile, the Britons grew
more and more impatient of their protege's failure, so that eventually
in 410 they expelled the officials whom he had appointed and set up
their own administration, taking upon themselves the responsibility
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for the defence of the island. The famous rescript of Honorius of the
same year justified their conduct. It is possible that they organized
a provincial league, similar to that which had recently been organized
in Armorica (Brittany), and appointed their own military officers for
defence purposes, while at the same time recognizing Honorius as
emperor and themselves as citizens of the Empire. What is commonly known as "The Withdrawal of the Romans", therefore, was not
a single event but a combination of events—the withdrawal of most of
the forces by Maximus and Constantine III, the expulsion of the
latter's officials by the Britons themselves, and the rescript of Honorius
ordering them to take measures for their own defence. It is likely that
for a time municipal government survived in the towns but the
country districts must have relapsed very quickly into the native
tribal system under local magnates, such as that which had existed
before the Romans came. That these chieftains were the forerunners
of the sixth-century reges whom Gildas censures so severely can hardly
be doubted.
The last edition of the Notitia Dignitatum, an official handbook of
the early fifth century, gives a good idea of the imperial defences at
the time when it was published, which was probably before 407,
though some authorities would bring it down to c. 428. It is a noteworthy fact that the Notitia does not mention the south-west or
Wales, although the Scots are known to have been ravaging those
parts at that time, as is shown b y the account in the old Irish
chronicles of the death of Niall " of the Nine Hostages ", an Irish king,
in the British ( = English) Channel c. 405, and by the expulsion of a
band of Scots from North Wales by Cunedda of Strathclyde just before 400.1 It is therefore possible that even at this date the defence
of the districts of Wales and south-west Britain was already in the
hands of the local inhabitants and that, if the expedition of Cunedda
can be taken as a pointer, it was carried out by British chieftains leading British armies.
The account in the Vita Germani of the first visit of St. Germanus
to Britain in 429 is important as painting for us a fairly adequate
picture of the social conditions twenty years after the " W i t h d r a w a l " .
Pope Celestine sent Germanus, formerly a successful soldier and at
that time Bishop of Auxerre, to Britain to suppress the heresy of
Pelagius, with its denial of original sin, which had gained a firm hold
upon the Britons. On his arrival he called a synod at Verulamium,
where he and the champions of orthodoxy thrashed out the question
with the heretics. We are told that the Pelagians were supported by men of wealth and standing (presumably local magnates
and chieftains), all dressed in costly apparel. From this account
several facts emerge. It is clear that Verulamium must have been
some distance from the danger-areas of the " S a x o n " advance or a
synod would hardly have been held there: obviously the south-east
1 R e c e n t research has placed the date of Cunedda a b o u t fifty years later, b u t this probability does not affect the argument in a n y w a y .
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was still mainly intact and the walls of its cities had not yet been
destroyed. Nor were the Britons yet reduced to the precarious and
poverty-stricken existence of a century later: their chieftains were
rich and powerful and they themselves had the time to indulge in
theological arguments. Such security, prosperity, and leisure can only
have been the result of their hitherto successful defence against the
outer barbarians. But while the synod was in progress news came that
a formidable alliance of Picts and Saxons had invaded the province
and had penetrated even to the north midlands. Doubtless remembering the military reputation which Germanus had enjoyed in his
youth, the Britons asked for his assistance and he, massing a vast
army, defeated the barbarians in the famous " H a l l e l u j a h " Victory
which gave to Britain another term of peace from her enemies.
Eighteen years later we find St. Germanus again in this country, not
only to combat the Pelagian heresy, which had sprung up once more,
but also to help in a military capacity against the barbarians. This
time, however, no victory took place, so far as we know, for Britain,
with her powers of resistance gradually sapped by the repeated incursions, was in a far worse condition than before.
The second visit of St. Germanus brings us to the time of the semilegendary " Vortigern", 1 a king or chieftain of, possibly, South Wales
whose short-sightedness in calling in the aid of the Jutish pirates
against the Picts and Scots in 449 led, according to the legend, to the
first Nordic settlements on British soil. It is not easy to disentangle
fact from fancy in the more or less apocryphal accounts and traditions of the early " S a x o n " conquests, but nevertheless we can get
from them a general idea of the state of the island in the mid-fifth
century. It would appear that two rival factions were in process of
formation: one a native " C e l t i c " party, led b y Vortigern, and the
other a " R o m a n " party, formed a few years later, probably to combat the disastrous effects of the former's policy, by Ambrosius
Aurelianus, Romano-British patrician and "modest descendant of
emperors". Far from uniting for the sake of defence, however, the
two factions were constantly at war with each other and facilitated
the barbarian advance by their dissensions, although Ambrosius and
his followers, unlike their rivals, seem also to have made some attempt
to stem the " S a x o n " flood.
B y the end of the century it appears that the supremacy of the
" R o m a n " party under Artorius (Arthur) was complete, and his victory over the Teutons at Mons Badonicus (Bath?) in the early years
of the following century (516 is the traditional date) gave to southern
Britain a period of peace which was to last for thirty or forty years.
The invaders were forced to retreat to the parts which they had
already conquered and as a result started to consolidate and to
organize into kingdoms Essex, East Anglia, and other areas in eastern
Britain. Meanwhile, while the south was enjoying a respite from
1 " V o r t i g e r n " is t h e name given t o h i m b y Nennius: Gildas or a later interpolator calls
him " G u r t h r i g e r n u s " and t h e Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle " W y r t g e o r n " .

io

The Coinage of Britain in the Dark Ages

attacks the north was enduring constant strife between the Briton on
the one hand and the Pict, Scot, and Angle on the other.
From Gildas, the British monk whose De Excidio Britanniae is our
main authority for the first half of the sixth century, we can learn of
the state of Britain towards the close of the thirty years' peace, just
before the invaders made their second and finally successful attempt
to conquer the western districts. Gildas divides his book, which he
wrote c. 546, into two parts: (i) a short, rather fanciful history of
Britain to the beginning of the sixth century, and (ii) a letter addressed
to five British kings whose iniquitous ways he felt himself called upon
to denounce. From this letter (for we may discount his " h i s t o r y "
altogether) we learn that the land still remaining in British hands had
b y this time crystallized into various native kingdoms, undoubtedly
the result of the division of the remoter country-districts into tribal
" c a n t o n s " a century or more earlier. Gildas enumerates five such
kingdoms from North Wales (Gwynedd) to Devon and Cornwall
(Damnonia), but we know that these were not all and that there were
seven or eight others in the north-west, of which the most northerly
was Strathclyde with its capital at Dumbarton (Alclyde).
Not only does Gildas give us an idea of the political organization
of the British-held parts of the island in the middle of the sixth century, but he also mentions two coins which, in spite of their archaic
nomenclature, "denarius" and " o b o l " , 1 must have been in current
use or at least recognizable to his readers. It has been conjectured
that by "denarius" he means the clipped siliqua, so familiar a sight
in late silver hoards (Fig. 1). These siliquae, however, are most
unlikely to have been in continuous use since their manufacture in the
fourth century, for they nearly always appear in very fine condition
or even in mint state, so that the only conclusion to which we can
come is that they were not circulated but treasured for their metal
value alone, serving as bullion until their owners were forced to hide
them in the earth on the approach of some barbarian raiders. From
time to time hoards are found composed of siliquae clipped so closely
to the type that no trace of either obverse or reverse legend remains.
We can imagine that this was the result of persistent clipping, as the
metal scarcity grew steadily worse, and that the silver fragments were
carefully conserved for future use. B y " o b o l " Gildas quite probably
meant the very small copper pieces (minimi and "minimissimi")
which, as we shall see, must have been current in his time. Admittedly obols were originally struck in silver, but it is not altogether
unreasonable to suppose that the word was used by Gildas with much
the same meaning as we use " s t i v e r " or "brass farthing". (We must
beware of imagining that the "minimissimi" were called " o b o l s " by
Gildas or his contemporaries!) Yet, since the obol was the smallest
1 In his abuse of the priests he s a y s : " U n o sane perdito denario moestos, et ad u n u m
inquisitum l a e t o s " (§ 66) and, in the same section, " E g e n i s eleemosynam esse d a n d a m
summis e labiis praedicantes, sed ipsi vel obolum non d a n t e s " . L a t e r he remarks, " Ille
[i.e. Judas Iscariot] triginta argenteis venalem h a b u i t omnium Salvatorem, vos vel uno
obolo" (§ 107).
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silver coin in most Greek states, so in sixth-century Britain the term
can be equated to the smallest coin in use, which was the tiny "minimissimus ".
The final stage in the Anglo-Saxon conquest began with the victory
of Ceawlin of Wessex at Deorham in 577, which not only split the
Britons of Wales from those of Damnonia but also lost to the Britons
the towns of Bath, Gloucester, and Cirencester. An attempt by the
Britons to call in Scottish aid in 603 proved unavailing and the combined force was defeated b y ^Ethelfrith of Northumbria at Daegsastan
(Dawston in Liddledale ?). Ten years later iEthelfrith pressed still
farther west and by his victory near Chester drove a wedge between
Wales and Strathclyde. In 633 the energetic Cadwallon of Gwynedd
brought about a British revival, but it lasted only until his death in
battle near Hexham a year later, so that to all intents and purposes
the Teutonic supremacy was complete throughout most of the island
b y the end of the sixth century.
From the closing years of the fourth century onwards the output
and modules of the barbarous imitations struck in this country must
necessarily have been regulated by two factors, one economic and the
other political—the metal scarcity, which gradually became more
acute as time went on, and the repeated barbarian raids upon the
Continent as well as upon this country. About 385, when the economic
situation began to get serious, a small coin of M 4 module was introduced (Fig. 2) and it soon became the staple bronze denomination of
the Late Empire. It is reasonable to suppose that after that time no
barbarous imitations would be produced in a module larger than that
of the official JE4. until, as we shall see, larger pieces were revived—at
least in this country—probably towards the end of the sixth century.
Next, about the time of the death of Theodosius I in 395 the Gallic
mints were closed, thus limiting the supply of coin to Britain from
the nearest and most convenient sources. Then, in 405, a great barbarian attack upon Gaul almost cut the lines of communication
between Britain and the Continent and resulted in the permanent
occupation b y the invaders of large areas of Gaul: the supply of coin
to Britain was thus further impaired. Finally, in 410 the Britons set
up their own provincial administration and, while recognizing the
sovereignty of Honorius, virtually threw off central control.
In such circumstances no very great quantity of coin would have
been imported into Britain, especially after 410, although after a
term of years, large numbers of Theodosian M 4 arriving more or less
sporadicaUy, could, and did, accumulate here. A t first, therefore, the
Britons would be forced to subsist upon their existing stocks, composed of both current money and earlier obsolete issues, but these
were constantly dwindling by reason of the many hoards which were
being buried for safety in the precarious days of the early fifth century.
It might be expected that in course of time there would have been
attempts at remedying this deficiency by striking (Fig. 3) or casting
(Fig. 4) imitations of the Theodosian JE4, but such imitations are
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rare in this country, 1 although common enough on the Continent,
especially in Spain, so that it is possible that large-scale copying was
not practised in Britain until considerably later in the fifth century,
when the existing stocks were beginning to fail. Yet, as the account
of the first visit of St. Germanus suggests, Britain was by no means
impoverished even twenty years after the " W i t h d r a w a l " , and the
metal shortage, which is so very definitely attested by hoards buried
at that time, must have been offset to a large extent by considerable
prosperity in other spheres, such as industry and agriculture: indeed,
the well-dressed supporters of Pelagius may have been "capitalists"
who had accumulated into their own hands much of the wealth of the
rapidly disintegrating society.
The list of hoards, which is given as an appendix to this paper, is
divided into three periods according to burial-dates. The first covers
those buried during the first half of the fifth century; the second,
those buried during the time of metal-scarcity; and the third, one of
probably late date, perhaps towards the end of the sixth century. In
addition a fourth section gives a list of hoards of clipped siliquae.
Incidentally, the hoards of Period II are arranged within the section
roughly in chronological sequence according as a study of their composition suggests an early, medium, or late date in the period of metalscarcity.
Owing to the intensification of the barbarian raids in the first years
of the fifth century there was naturally a vast number of hoards
buried at that time. Of these a small selection is given in the Appendix,
and it is a noticeable fact that they nearly always end with coins of
Arcadius and Honorius, in greater or less quantity, though occasionally an earlier emperor is the last to be represented. Moreover,
they also contain a few worn third-century radiates with, sometimes,
third- or fourth-century pieces, orthodox or barbarous, clipped to JE4.
module (Fig. 5). Obviously, then, we are to see in these deposits the
first stages of the metal crisis which was to grow to such alarming
proportions half a century later. In two hoards, those from Kiddington and Wiveliscombe, barbarous imitations with stylistic affinities
with the seventh-century Saxon sceattas were noticed. Of such
imitations as these (which are presumably late in date) we shall have
occasion to speak further. All that we can say here is that their
incidence in these early hoards must be regarded as a mere coincidence
of style rather than as a suggestion of lateness of date for the deposition
of the hoards. Those which contain imitations of JE4 of Theodosius I
and his sons may naturally be attributed to slightly later dates in the
period than the others, since we must always allow a certain length of
time to elapse after the first appearance of an issue before it can
become sufficiently familiar to serve as a prototype for barbarous
1 e.g. the hoards from Cirencester, L a x t o n , and Richborough (I and III) each furnish
one Theodosian imitation, the N o b o t t l e hoard three, the K i d d i n g t o n hoard five, t h e
Wiveliscombe I I seven, and the Icklingham I I eleven. T h e Richborough II hoard, of w h i c h
two-thirds, and the W e y m o u t h B a y , of which over one-third of the copies were of Theodosian JE4, were notable exceptions.
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copies. A similar " t i m e - l a g " may perhaps have been in operation in
the case of coins circulating in outlying districts. Those of Arcadius
and Honorius, for example, may have taken some few years to reach
the remoter parts of Wales, the west country, and the north, and this
probability has a considerable bearing upon the date of hoards from
those regions which contain such coins in any quantity, especially
at a time when official issues were arriving in this country only
sporadically. The increasing scarcity of metal is shown very clearly
b y the Kiddington and Nobottle hoards, both of which seem to have
been buried at about the same time—towards the middle of Period I.
Already, as the Kiddington hoard proves, the reduction by clipping of
A£3 to
module had begun, while the ten blanks in the same hoard
emphasize still farther the shortage of metal; they must have been
intended as flans for barbarous copies to supplement the dwindling
stocks of official coins. The Nobottle hoard contained two very
interesting orthodox overstrikes, both Theodosian types overstruck
(obverse on reverse) on other contemporary types ; one on a "Victoria
Augg." (one Victory) and the other a "Salus Reipublicae" on a
"Victoria Augg." cut in half.
We may here consider various other features of the coinage during
the last years of Period I and the first half of Period II. It has been
noted that certain barbarous imitations are struck on flans of a distinctly yellowish colour. Such pieces are often of a very debased style
and technique (Fig. 6), quite unlike those copies, both large-size and
minimi, which are almost certainly contemporary with their prototypes. In fact, one would unhesitatingly postulate a late date for
them on grounds of style alone. There is little doubt that the source
of supply for their flans was the orichalcum sestertii and dupondii of
the Early Empire 1 hammered out, often into the thinness of a wafer,
and roughly cut up with a chisel or shears, usually without any regard
for neatness of execution. One sestertius would in that way produce
the metal for quite a substantial number of new coins at a time when
metal was at an ever-increasing premium. 2
The same conditions which almost certainly produced these orichalcum pieces must also have been responsible for the use of clipped
coins, fragments of orthodox or barbarous pieces, and half- (Fig. 8) or
quarter-coins, occasionally restruck with new types (Fig. 9), some of
which are included in late (post-Roman) hoards. Very often these
fragments are just roughly broken (Figs. 10, 11), but sometimes they
are neatly shaped and rounded. A typical example of the latter was in
the Worlebury Camp hoard. It was part of a coin of Magnentius or
1 " A t some d a t e — w e cannot s a y quite w h e n — i t m i g h t h a v e become profitable t o pick
over abandoned sites for t h e metal t h e y m i g h t c o n t a i n " (H. M a t t i n g l y in Antiquity, 1943,
p. 163). T h i s m u s t h a v e been t h e reason w h y so m a n y late hoards contain early orthodox
and barbarous pieces and would also a c c o u n t for the availability of earlier JEi and M2 for
conversion into barbarous minimi in p o s t - R o m a n days.
2 I t m u s t not be imagined t h a t all such pieces are of p o s t - R o m a n date, as I h a v e noted
" c o n t e m p o r a r y " barbarous radiates t h e flans for w h i c h h a v e been produced in the same
w a y (Fig. 7).
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Decentius with Chi-Rho reverse and it had been chisel-cut in the shape
of a hexagon to JE4 size (Fig. 12). Although the late barbarous minimi
of which the hoard was largely composed were very badly worn, this
piece was in excellent condition—a fact which (if the hoard is as late as
it seems to be) vitiates the possibility that the coin from which it had
been cut had been in continuous use from the mid-fourth century.
The Richborough minim hoard (Richborough III) also contained an
interesting fragment. It was part of a Constantinian " B e a t a Tranquillitas" which had been neatly cut to the shape of the altar, the
inscription on which (VOT/IS/XX) was almost intact. The obverse,
however, had been restruck with a crude radiate head, but so efficiently
as to obliterate any trace of an undertype (Fig. 13).
Then, again, there are the very crude barbarous copies, usually of
fairly small module, the flans for which had been clipped with shears
from sheet-metal (Fig. 14). They are so thin that one can only conclude that they represent yet another attempt to conserve metal and
so must be attributed to the period, probably in the latter half of the
fifth century, when it was becoming increasingly scarce.
A study of hoards proves the constant use of barbarous radiates
throughout the fourth and fifth centuries—a continuity of circulation
which implies a continuity of manufacture. Barbarous " F e l . Temp."
copies, too, must have enjoyed a considerably longer life than their
prototypes, and there exist imitations of radiates, " F e l . Temp." and
even of Constantinian coins (Figs. 15-17) struck at M 4 module which
exhibit a similarity of treatment and style to that of the late Theodosian 7E4 copies. If, then, as seems likely, barbarous radiates and
"Fel. Temp." copies were continuously struck during the fourth and
early fifth centuries, the recurrence of their types in post-Roman days
is made more feasible than it would otherwise have been.
B y the middle of the fifth century the political and economic situation had grown steadily worse—if, indeed, we may judge from the
account of St. Germanus' second visit in 447—so that the period of
acute metal-scarcity may then be said to begin. 1 For the Britons it
never came to an end, as we shall see, and we may postulate that after
some considerable time (perhaps a century) they had no further need
for a monetary medium of exchange.
Towards the end of Period I or at the beginning of Period II may be
dated the Weymouth Bay hoard, with its large percentage (33 per
cent, of the total number of barbarous, which, however, are not
numerous) of Theodosian M 4 copies. Nevertheless, the fact that the
hoard did contain so many late imitations is in itself sufficient to date
it well after the " W i t h d r a w a l " . As in other early fifth-century hoards
of Period I, third-century radiates, both orthodox and barbarous,
were again in circulation, though in rather larger quantities, and this
1 Gildas, however, states quite definitely (op. cit., § 21) t h a t after the failure of the
Britons' appeal to Aetius in 446 and their consequent determination t o defend themselves
a period of t e m p o r a r y prosperity set in. B u t there is no reflection of this in the hoards of
t h e latter half of the fifth century.
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would suggest that these earlier pieces were beginning to be used at
this time to help supplement the dwindling stocks of late bronze. Two
barbarous overstrikes in the hoard show us other methods of increasing the quantity of Theodosian M 4 in circulation, though, of course,
» we must remember that overstriking does not add to the number of
coins current, but only alters their types. One, a barbarous "Salus
Reipublicae", had been overstruck on part of a coin of PValens and
another on a piece with reverse either Two-Victories or Camp-gate
(by which the report means, presumably, the rare "Victoria Auggg."
M 4 which preceded the commoner "single V i c t o r y " type or the
"Spes Romanorum" /E4 of Maximus and Victor). Another interesting hoard which may be dated to this period (latter half of the fifth
century) is that from Redenhall, Norfolk, probably c. 460. This hoard
is quite definitely post-Roman, as is evidenced in no uncertain manner
by a minimus (Fig. 18) copied from a type, the Christogram, which,
with a "Salus Reipublicae" legend, was first struck by Arcadius and
which was in more general circulation on the Continent about the
middle years of the fifth century. This piece also shows stylistic
affinities of the obverse head with Saxon sceattas, and it is perhaps
significant that in the early years of the next century, not long after
the suggested date for the deposition of the hoard, the kingdom of
East Anglia, according to Saxon tradition, began to take shape. A t
Redenhall, as at Weymouth, we have an instance of the recirculation
in fairly large numbers of third-century coins, both orthodox and
barbarous. Minimi, radiate and diademed, were in this hoard, but
none of them fell to less than 0-30 in. in diameter.
Although the political situation improved considerably for the
Britons of the west and south as a result of Mons Badonicus, the
economic situation on the contrary went from bad to worse—at least
judging from the hoards buried about, or soon after, 500. The modules
of the minimi, both radiate and diademed (Figs. 19-21), gradually
decreased until, probably some time during the first half of the sixth
century, the diademed minimi reached the ridiculously tiny size of
o-io in. in diameter. Some hoards consist of radiate minimi exclusively, or almost so, with few if any orthodox pieces; such are the
Hayle, Mere, Perran-ar-worthal, and Whitchurch hoards (all, incidentally, from the south-west) which contain minimi ranging from
0-25 in. to 0-50 in. in diameter. The part of the Whitchurch hoard
in the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, includes six orthodox pieces of
Victorinus and Tetricus I, of which one had been clipped to M 4 module
and one was an irregularly shaped fragment, as well as a lump of
unworked bronze and a small rectangular plate of bronze. All these
testify to a scarcity of metal which was not the case during the third
century, so that it would hardly be reasonable to attribute this hoard
a date more or less contemporary with the orthodox radiates in it.
Furthermore, the minimi are generally of quite a different style from
earlier radiate minimi, such as those in the Verulamium Theatre
hoard (c. 300): they are cruder in design, rougher in execution, with
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none of the neatness in either art or technique, which distinguishes
the earlier pieces. The late date of the hoards from Whitchurch and
the other places is indicated only too clearly by their extreme poverty
and by the stylistic imperfections of their contents.
The tiny " minimissimi" from Bourton-on-the-Water, 1 Lydney, and »
a few other sites, with types derived from the fourth-century " F e l .
Temp. Reparatio" (legionary and horseman) issue, are undoubtedly
very late, perhaps even as late as the middle of the sixth century
(Fig. 22).
" A t Lydney the 'minimi' were associated with the Temple precincts of the god
Nodens—a fact which itself seems to point to a Britain clear of the supervision of the
'most Christian' emperor Theodosius the Great. The extreme scarcity of metal,
attested b y the minute pieces, cannot be understood either in the Roman period or
just outside it. The province must have been starved, and starved for some long
time. This coinage, then, . . . should belong to a time when the use of the bronze left
b y the Romans was beginning to be exhausted—perhaps when Britain . . . was at the
very ebb of her vitality." 3

The age of Gildas at the close of the thirty years' peace after the victory of Mons Badonicus seems, therefore, to correspond with this
picture of a devitalized Britain, hemmed in on all sides by enemies
and with her reserves of metal exhausted, so that it may well be that
these tiny debased "minimissimi" were the last coins ever to be
struck b y the Romano-Britons.
The Richborough Radiate (Richborough IV) hoard of 1931 was by
far the most interesting discovery of recent years and, in so far as the
dating of barbarous imitations is concerned, ranked in importance
with the hoard from the theatre at Verulamium. The presence in it
of two very distinctive kinds of copies serves to argue a late date for
its deposition. First, about a score of pieces with radiate obverses
but with reverses derived from fourth-century types (mostly " F e l .
Temp. Reparatio" (Fig. 23) and "Gloria Romanorum")—that is to
say, copied from prototypes between 50 and 100 years apart-—suggest
at once that they could not have been contemporary imitations:
otherwise the die-engraver would not have failed to make use of a
diademed and not a radiate obverse. The conclusion is that they must
have been produced at a time far removed from either prototype—
and, one might add, by people to whom the relationship of obverse
head and reverse type in the originals was but imperfectly understood. Secondly, this suggestion of a late date was supported by the
presence of another class of imitations, so numerous as to compose no
less than 11 per cent, of the total number of recognizable copies in the
hoard (Fig. 24). Their style and fabric bore very close resemblances
to the Saxon thrymsas and sceattas, so much so that the conclusion
1 I t is significant t h a t the reverse design of one of these " m i n i m i s s i m i "
is paralleled
b y the design on certain late fourth- and fifth-century p o t t e r y f r o m t h e same site a n d from
Silchester: cf. also a similar t y p e on a coin from the a d m i t t e d l y late R i c h b o r o u g h R a d i a t e
hoard (N.N.M.
80, PI. x . 5) (cf. Fig. 24).
2 H. M a t t i n g l y in Antiquity,
1943, p. 164.
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was reached that " t h e artists of the thrymsas and sceattas must . . .
have seen and handled coins similar to those in the hoard". 1 On these
grounds, then, the burial of the hoard has been assigned to a date very
close to 600, or at least to some time during the latter half of the
sixth century.
Apart from the " sceatta-like " imitations no fewer than four other
classes of barbarous copies are recognizable in the Richborough hoard:
(i) radiates which are contemporary, or nearly so, with their prototypes (Fig. 25); (ii) radiate minimi of early ("contemporary") style
(Fig. 26); (iii) large-size copies which from their style and art seem
to have been produced at a considerably later date than those of
class (i) (Fig. 27); (iv) similar minimi (Fig. 28). The few orthodox
coins in the hoard and the earlier imitations were in too good a condition to have been in continuous use since the third and fourth centuries, so that the heterogeneity of the hoard can be explained only by
the possibility, mentioned above, that the recirculation of such pieces
was the result of their rediscovery at a later date or, as may have been
the case here, of loot captured b y the invaders.
If a very late date for the hoard is correct, how can we reconcile
it with the tradition that Kent fell into Jutish hands as early as the
mid-fifth century ? Were the survivors of the Britons in Kent still
using a momentary medium of exchange even after a century and
more of subjection to their conquerors ? The " sceatta-like " imitations
may provide an answer to these problems. These pieces, both from
the Richborough hoard and elsewhere, are mostly larger than minim
size and at first sight it would seem that metal was by now in better
supply than it had been hitherto. But the style and fabric of the
"sceatta-like" copies strongly suggest that they were produced, not
by the Romano-Britons, but by the " S a x o n " settlers at a time when
their final victories over the Britons had consolidated their hold over
most of the province and when their more settled ways of life were
beginning to make them realize the need of a coinage of their own.
Having recognized such a need, they would in all probability use coins
dug up from the earth 2 or captured from the unfortunate Britons,
supplementing them with copies in bronze of their own making.
Therefore, if we once admit the Jutish origin of the "sceatta-like"
pieces of the Richborough hoard, we shall have no difficulty in reconciling its late date with the tradition of the fifth-century conquest of
Kent.
Unfortunately, the Richborough I V hoard is the only one which can
be assigned at all definitely to Period III, so that any conclusions
which we may draw from it cannot as yet be adequately checked.
Nevertheless, one point is certain—that "sceatta-like" imitations
occur in sufficient quantities elsewhere to warrant our considering
them as a definite class (Figs. 29-31). This hypothesis is supported
D . F . Allen in N.N.M.,
So, A p p x . B , p. 116.
T h e S a x o n tradition of buried R o m a n hoards is voiced in t h e e n t r y in the
Saxon Chronicle under t h e y e a r 418: cf. Brooke, English Coins, p. 2.
1

2

Anglo-
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by their very distinctive style and fabric, which are completely
different from those of the imitations produced by the Britons at
any time during their long tradition of copying. Apart from that,
if they are as late as they really seem to be, the possibility of an
economic revival on the part of the Britons after the period of acute
metal scarcity, with the result that they began again to strike coins
larger than the Theodosian M4, cannot possibly be admitted. Furthermore, the provenances of these " sceatta-like" pieces are, with very
few exceptions, confined to the south and east of a line from the
Severn estuary to the Humber. It must surely be more than a
coincidence that this area is roughly the same as the distribution area
of the majority of the Saxon sceattas 1 and also the district in early
Saxon England most likely to have been influenced first by the civilizing tendencies of cross-Channel trade.
In Period III may possibly also be placed the rare coins with radiate
obverses which do not have any definite affinity with sceattas but
which are of a " l a t e " appearance with, often, attempts at entirely
original and un-Roman compositions on the reverses (Figs. 32, 33).
This divergence from Roman prototypes, taken together with their
style and the fact that a score or so were in the Richborough IV hoard,
seems to point to a date well outside the Roman period.
One class of coins has so far been omitted from our study of Dark
Age coinage—the problematical group generally known as the
"Carausius I I " group (Fig. 34). These pieces, struck at M 3 module,
have on the obverse a crude diademed head with a barbarized version
of "Domino Carausio Caes." (in one example the "Caesar's" name is
Censeris) and on the reverse the legionary and horseman or emperor
in galley types of the " F e l . Temp." series but with a legend which
embodies a Constantinian name. Sir Arthur Evans 2 first put forward
the theory that the then newly discovered "Carausius I I " coin from
Richborough was struck by a colleague of Constantine III. Since
Evans wrote, five other examples have come to light, two of them
overstruck on earlier coins, and recently 3 Dr. Sutherland has reconsidered the evidence. He concluded that for several reasons the coins
could not have been struck as late as the time of Constantine I I I :
(i) their modules are invariably superior to those of the official
issues, which since their inception must have regulated the modules
of all subsequent imitations; (ii) overstriking occurs on two of the
coins and if such overstriking had been employed in the early fifth
century it would have been done on the contemporary M 4 and not
on larger pieces; (iii) the title of Caesar, which appears on at least
1 See Sutherland in Num.
Chron., 1942, pp. 67-9. T h e provenances are: C a n t e r b u r y
and R i c h b o r o u g h (Kent), Bermondsey, V e r u l a m i u m (Herts.), Asthall, Kiddington, and
W o o d e a t o n (Oxon.), Castor, H i g h a m Ferrers, and A s t r o p (Northants.), Colchester (Essex),
I c k l i n g h a m (Suffolk), Redenhall and Caister St. E d m u n d (Norfolk), South W i t h a m
(Lines.), W o r l e b u r y C a m p and Wiveliscombe (Som.), Driffield (Yorks.), and Corstopitum
(Northumb.). Of these sites the only ones which do not fall within the sceatta distribution
area are Driffield and Corstopitum.
2 Num.
Chron., 1887, pp. 1 9 1 - 2 1 9 .
3 Ibid., 1945, pp. 125-33.
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three of the six coins, lapsed after Julian (355-60) and, although it
may still have continued on random later imitations of, say, Julian
or Constantius Gallus, its use on coins of definite rulers, such as Evans
regarded "Carausius I I " , cannot be later than the official use of the

title; (iv) the prototypes are mid-fourth century and for that reason
the reverse legends, C O N S T A N , C O N S T A T I , &c. (which replace the
normal " F e l . Temp." legend) would more naturally be influenced by
the names of Constantius II or Constans than by that of Constantine I I I who reigned half a century later. To these four reasons may
be added a fifth: the similarity in style and fabric of the " Carausius I I "
group to many of the " F e l . Temp." overstrikes, which are without
doubt to be assigned to the 35o's, may be used to give additional
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evidence to the theory of its earlier date. 1 On those grounds, therefore, we shall have to omit these coins from our considerations.
Under whose authority was this currency issued after the termination of the Roman domination ? Sutherland 2 has regarded the
"Carausius I I " and "Censeris" coins as the products of petty local
rulers in this country who grasped at partial autonomy during the
troubles of the Magnentian usurpation and it is not unlikely that the
M4. from Richborough bearing the name of " Pavunius " or " Pruumus''
and with a "Victoria Auggg." reverse was struck in similar circumstances by a local tyrant during the chaos which accompanied the
"Withdrawal". 3 With this single exception the coins which may
probably be attributed to the Dark Ages, if they show any obverse
name at all, have merely barbarized versions of the name of the ruler
who struck the prototypes. We can only guess at the issuing authority
(if one existed at all) who, in the years immediately following the
" W i t h d r a w a l " , was probably the municipal magistrates and, as time
went on, the tribal chieftains or local magnates. Later, during the
sixth century, the coins must have been struck under the authority
of the tyranni of the petty kingdoms against whom Gildas fulminates,
while, if we are correct in assigning the "sceatta-like" imitations to
the English invaders, we can imagine that it was their own chieftains
who permitted the striking of coins. Two points are certain—that
with few exceptions 4 barbarous imitations had but a local circulation,
each district looking after its own monetary needs and that, whether
or not they were produced under the aegis of persons in authority,
they were executed by individuals, working either singly or in groups
at unofficial mints, who more often than not had little or no knowledge
of the technique of coin-production or even of the Latin tongue.
It must not be imagined that the opinions put forward in this paper
are universally accepted. There is a small but influential opposition
who hold the view that Dark Age coinage was non-existent and who
postulate a break in this island's monetary system for more than two
centuries from the mid-fifth to the late seventh century. This school
of thought bases this hypothesis mainly on archaeological evidence,
or, rather, on the lack of it, and on the fact that archaeologically
" minimissimi" and other kinds of coins to which we have given a
late date are found associated with coins and other objects of Roman
date. However this may be, it is as well to keep an open (one might
say, unbiased) mind when dealing with such a thorny subject as
this: it is extremely unwise to dogmatize even though we may be con1 I recently came across three further examples in Mr. F r e d B a l d w i n ' s collection.
Two
support Sutherland's hypothesis regarding the name on the reverse in a most remarkable
w a y , reading C O N S T A 1 V S C F I and c O N S l u [
]VSI r e s p e c t i v e l y — N u m . Chron.,
1948, pp. 9 1 - 3 .
2 Ibid., pp. 132-3.
3 Ibid., 1934, p. 309, where Salisbury, however, suggests t h a t it w a s produced b y Priamus,
a local ruler on t h e Rhine.
* e.g. coins sharing t h e same dies from Lincoln and N o r f o l k and, more amazing still,
f r o m Richborough and Kenchester (Herefordshire).

io

The Coinage of Britain in the Dark Ages

vinced of the soundness of our own arguments. We should be prepared to alter our opinions and even to make concessions to the other
side if necessary.
Nevertheless, it may be as well to reply here to the main arguments
of our opponents, and we shall begin by considering the validity of
numismatic evidence in general. Coins can often be deceptive witnesses for dating and must be used extremely cautiously, especially
late Theodosian JE4. We have seen in the case of the Redenhall hoard
that the date of its burial cannot be determined by its latest orthodox
coin. If this can happen with a hoard, it is equally possible that it can
happen in dating archaeological sites and strata. Time-lag, due to
wear, must be added to the length of time a coin takes to travel from
its mint to outlying districts. We know, too, from hoards that obsolete
bronze coins were in use, probably as small change, for many years
after they had officially been withdrawn from circulation, e.g. thirdcentury antoniniani (often clipped to the required module) were
circulating side by side with Theodosian M4. All these factors should
make us more cautious about accepting as final the evidence of individual coins for dating purposes. The evidence of the bath-house at
Canterbury, which the opposing school of thought accepts as conclusive, can hardly, in these circumstances, be made the basis of any
dogmatic assertions. Here "minimissimi" (which I assign tentatively
to the Dark Ages) were found in association with mid-fourth-century
pieces in what was apparently a fourth-century layer. From this it
was argued that, if these tiny coins are later than the fourth or early
fifth century, it is inconceivable that no pieces of the intervening
period were found to bridge the gap: therefore, all "minimissimi" are
fourth-century! Why, it was asked, should the users of the baths
drop coins c. 370 and their successors not lose any money until c. 500 ?
The answer is in our foregoing remarks—and in the fact that "minimissimi" of o-io in. or 0-20 in. in diameter could easily slip from an
upper stratum into a lower through the cracks in the earth. And, in
any case, would the baths have actually been in use b y RomanoBritons fifty years after the English occupation had begun ?
We have seen that there is little literary evidence to support our
theory, but what there is fits in very well. Constantius Presbyter's
description of the wealth of Britain soon after the " W i t h d r a w a l " is
incompatible with the numismatic evidence if we are to believe that
such impoverished hoards as the Bermondsey, W r orlebury Camp, and
Richborough III were buried in Roman times. More than a century
after St. Germanus' first visit Gildas speaks of a "denarius" and an
" obol". If coins had ceased to be used by the mid-fifth century, these
terms would have meant nothing to his readers a century later and
Gildas would hardly have jeopardized his reputation for learning by
using obscure language.
The " e a r l y " school has claimed that barter replaced coins by about
the middle of the fifth century and in this they may be partly correct.
It is quite understandable that in the difficult conditions which
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prevailed in those days the more primitive medium should tend to
reassert itself. Nevertheless, the use of barter does not necessarily
exclude completely the use of coins, as is shown by the fact that coins,
albeit few in number, are yielded by country villas where barter seems
to have been the usual medium of exchange. W h y should not both
have been carried on simultaneously ?
Turning to the evidence of individual coins and classes of coins, we
find that the numismatic evidence is all in favour of the continuation of coinage in the Dark Ages. The Redenhall minim with the ChiRho reverse, for example, is definitely late fifth century or even later
still. Its style, with the " sceatta-like" obverse, is certainly not contemporary and the prototype itself was not generally current until
the middle years of the fifth century. Nor is there any place for the
tiny "minimissimi", scraps and fragments, half- and quarter-coins—
not even for small change—in the economics of the fourth century
when regular supplies of official coins were coming over from the
continental mints. They are the currency of a Britain starved of her
resources, with her economic and political life broken down and under
constant stress of invasion from all sides. Moreover, when we consider the large number of imitations still extant which have definite
stylistic affinities with thrymsas and sceattas, we find it difficult to
believe that so many were mere coincidences. That would be to place
too great a strain on the imagination.
Finally, we may be justified in asking the opposite side two questions: is it conceivable that the traditions of coinage—and, for that
matter, of imitating—which had been carried on in this island for
nearly six centuries should suddenly cease in the mid-fifth century ?
Or is it more likely that, however difficult the conditions of life, it was
continued so long as the Roman traditions remained and until the
invading flood made it impossible for the Britons to maintain even
the last vestige of romanization ?
Some idea of the course of Dark Age coinage may now be given,
although it must be remembered that dates must be taken with
extreme reserve: they cannot be regarded even as approximate, only
as vaguely possible. More evidence is still awaited and much research
has still to be done before we can define the limits of our subject with
any pretence to accuracy, but what has been given in these pages may
be taken to represent the general run of the currency during the two
problematical centuries between the Roman and Saxon occupations—
that is, if one is willing to admit the necessity for any kind of money at
all after the mid-fifth century.
Our results were better presented in tabular form.
Period I, c. 410-450
1. Remaining stocks of Theodosian M4, supplemented by a very few cast or struck
imitations of Theodosian coins.
2. Earlier coins, orthodox or barbarous, clipped to JE4 module.
3. Probably some copies of earlier pieces (e.g. Constantinian and "Fel. Temp.")
struck at IE4 module.
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4. Clipped siliquae.
5. Probably some late copies on flans cut from sheet-metal and on orichalcum flans
(see Period II (1) below).
Period II, c. 450-550
1. Late barbarous copies, mostly with radiate heads, some struck on flans clipped
from sheet-metal, others made from early imperial orichalcum coins hammered
out and cut up.
2. Clipped siliquae (Gildas's "denarius"?)—not circulated but hoarded as bullion
and kept as sources of supply for silver.
3. Irregularly shaped fragments and cut and rounded fragments of earlier coins,
orthodox and barbarous.
4. Radiate (?) and diademed minimi, superseded in time by diademed "minimissimi" (Gildas's " o b o l " ?).
Period III,

c. 550-600

1. Barbarous imitations, mostly radiates and of large module (though some minimi
exist, as well as a few pieces taken from fourth-century prototypes), having
stylistic affinities with thrymsas and sceattas: some struck on orichalcum flans.
Beginnings of English coinage ?
2. Large-size pieces with no definite affinities with sceattas, but late in style and
often with new designs not attributable to any Roman prototype.

In conclusion, we may say that, although there seems to exist sufficient evidence for the use of coins in the Dark Ages and for the forms
which they took, the ideas expressed in these pages are but tentative,
for we do not yet know enough about barbarous imitations to form
any final judgement. Nevertheless, the way is open for further
research into this vast terra incognita, at least for those who, untrammelled by any preconceived notions of their own making, have the
energy and determination to carry it out.
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George Gray, formerly of Taunton Castle Museum; Mr. E. J. W. Hildy a r d ; Mr. M. R. Hull of the Colchester and Essex Museum; Mr. A. P.
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APPENDIX:

Site

Date
of
finding

Probable
burial
date

Ouantity
Total
of
quantity barbarous

Type
of
minimi

P E R I O D I , c. 4 0 0 - 5 0

Caerwent I (Mon.)

1902

c.

410+

Cirencester (Glos.)

c.

1929

Duston (Northants.)
[hoard ?]

c.

1 8 6 0 c. 4 0 0 + ?

Icklingham II (Suffolk)

Kiddington (Oxon.)f

1902

Before
1935

c.

c.

410

420

c. 4 2 0 - 3 0

c- 55°

R

924

11

D

12

All

R, D

1,064

46

R, D

1,176

26J

R, D

4,006

LIST OF HOARDS
Size
of
minimi

Types of
barbaroiis

Gallienus-Carinus;
Unc. 3rd cent. (44)
Helena-Arcadius
4th cent. (c. 506)
and Honorius
Claudius I I ; Constan- Unc. 3rd cent. (2)
tius I-Arcadius and Gloria Exercitus (one
Honorius
standard) (4)
Fel. Temp. (4)
Victoria Auggg. (1)
Tetricus I (5)
°'35 _ 0 '5°
Tetricus II (1)
Unc. 3rd cent. (1)
Fel. Temp. (5, incl. 2
overstrikes)
Tetricus I (5)
Gallienus (Caesar)Unc. 3rd cent. (6)
Arcadius and
Beata Tranq. (1)
Honorius
Gloria Ex. (two standards (1)
Gloria Ex. (one standard) (4)
Constantinopolis (3)
Urbs Roma (2)
Fel. Temp. (11)
2-Victories [Mag.] (1)
Chi-Rho [Dec.] (1)
Salus Reip. (4)
Vict. Auggg. (2 Vict.)
(4)
Vict. Auggg. (1 Vict.)
(3)
0-45-0-50 Claudius I I ; Constan- Unc. 3rd cent. (9)
tine I-Arcadius and Constantinopolis (2)
Honorius
Urbs Roma (1)
Glor. Ex. (ii) (1)
Glor. Ex. (i) (3)
Fel. Temp. (5)
Salus Reip. (1)
Vict. Auggg. (i) (3)
Unc. Theod. (1)
Blanks (10)
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92-3-

1924, pp.

N.C., 1929, pp. 332-4

N.C., 1934, PP- 266-8.

N.C., 1929, pp. 31927; N.C., 1938, pp.
59-61.
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V.C.H. Oxon., i, p. 329;
N.C., 1936, pp. 82-7;
Oxon., 1936/7, pp. 7080.
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APPENDIX: LIST OF HOARDS (cont.)

Site

Date
of
finding

Probable
burial
date

Quantity
Total
of
quantity barbarous

Laxton (Northants.)

1936

c. 410

339

1

Nobottle (Northants.)

1929

c. 420

814

13

Richborough I (Kent)
Richborough II

Wiveliscombe II
(Somerset)

1924
1926

1946

c. 400
c. 440

c. 400

74
1,202

i,i39

Type
of
minimi

Size
of
minimi

1
53

46}

R, D

D

1

?

Range

Types of
barbarous

Claudius II-Arcadius Theodosian (1)
and Honorius
L. Verus; Victorinus- Claudius II (1)
Allectus; Constan- Unc. 3rd cent. (1)
tine I-Arcadius and Fel. Temp. (6, incl. 1
Honorius
overstrilce)
Unc. Const. (4)
Vict. Auggg. (ii) (1)
Vict. Auggg. (i) (2)
Theodonian (1)
Constantius II and
Constans-House of
Theodosius I
Maximums I-ArcaTetricus I (1)
dius and Honorius
Unc. 3rd cent. (9)
Constantinopolis (1)
Glor. Ex. (i) (1)
Fel. Temp. (2)
Gloria Romanorum (1)
Spes Romanorum
[Fl. Victor] (1)
Salus Reip. (31)
Vict. Auggg. (i) (4)
Unc. 4th cent. (2)
Unc. 3rd cent. (2)
Tetricus I and I I ;
Helena-Arcadius
Providentia Augg. (1)
Gloria Ex. (ii) (2)
Urbs Roma (1)
Fel. Temp. (24, incl.
6 overstrikes)
Spes Reip. [Const.] (1)
Fel. Reip. [Mag.] (3)
2-Victs. [Mag.] (2)
Sec. Reip. (1)
Glor. Rom. (1)
Salus Reip. (3)
Vict. Auggg. (i) (4)
Unc. 4th cent. (1)

References
N.C., 1936, pp. 15663
N.C., 1930, pp. 27581; A.J., 1933, pp.
282-305.
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Rept., ii, pp. 118-19.

^
CFQ

Rept., iii, pp. 34, 192-5
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N.C., 1946, pp. 163-5; »
S.A .S.P., 1946, pp. 6575
(Personal examinaOQ
tion).
CO

442

Wroxeter I (Salop)
[Hypocaust]

1859

c. 400
(probably
slightlyearlier)
c. 4 1 0 + ?

Wroxeter II [Salop]

1859

c. 4 1 0 + ?

Icklingham IV

0- 1934

c. 470

c. 28

21%

R, D

Redenhall (Norfolk)

Before
1895

c. 460

144

78§

R, D

Woodbridge (Suffolk)

0.1935

132

38

5

8

R

1

R

PERIOD I I , c. 4 5 0 - 5 5 0

Unc. 3rd cent, (barb.); Unc. 3rd cent. (5)
Constantinian eraMagnus Maximus
Claudius II and
Tetricus I (barb.);
Constantine I—
Valens

Claudius II (1) ?
Tetricus I (1) ?
Unc. 3rd cent. (6)

Caracalla; Carausius;
Constantinian eraGratian

(Unspecified)

Claudius II (barb.)Probus (barb.);
Valentinian I ;
Valens

Claudius II (1)
Tetricus I (1)
Probus (1)
Unc. 3rd cent. (8)
Virtus Exerc. (1)
Urbs Roma (1)
Emperor/Urbs Roma
(1)

Postumus-Quintillus;
Theodora-Honorius;
5th cent, (barb.)

N.C.,

1935, pp. 49-53-

T. Wright, Uriconium,
p. 68; N.C., 1859,
PP- 79-83: V.C.H.
Salop, i, pp. 2 1 7 - 1 8 ;
Kenchester Rept., i,
P- 55T. Wright, Uriconium,
p. 69; V.C.H. Salop,
i, pp. 217-18.
N.C., 1934, pp. 262-6.
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Fel. Temp. (7)
N.C., 1946, pp. 157-9Claudius II (3)
(Personal examinaPostumus (1)
tion).
Tetricus I (8)
Unc. 3rd cent. (5)
Glor. E x . (ii) (7)
b
Glor. E x . (i) (7)
Constantinopolis (3)
Constan tinopolis/
Urbs Roma (1)
OQ
Constantinopolis /
Glor. E x . (ii) (1)
CO
Urbs R o m a (3)
Urbs Roma/Pax
Publica (1)
Fel. Temp. (20)
2-Victs. [Mas.] (4)
Fel. Reip. [Mag.] (2)
Unc. 4th cent, ( n )
(Chi-Rho [5th cent.] (1)

K>
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APPENDIX: LIST OF HOARDS (cont.)
tsi

Site
Weymouth Bay
(Dorset)

Date
of
finding

Probable
burial
date

c. 1928

c. 450

Bermondsey (London)

Colchester (Essex)

1945

c. 1870

Perran-ar-worthal
(Cornwall)

c. 500

47

361

40

R, D

R, D

All J

Size
of
minimi

R, D

0-35-0-45

0-35-0-50

All

R

0-25-0-45

c. 500

99

R

0-30-0-50

c. 500

60 +

All

R

0-30

c. 500

c. 1870
1845

C.

4,400 +

Type
of
minimi

Many
thousands
100**

1825

Hayle (Cornwall)
Mere (Wilts.)

c. 500

Quantity
Total
of
quantity barbarous

Range

Types of
barbarous

Postumus-Allectus;
Tetricus I (9)
Constantine I-Arca- Unc. 3rd cent. (6)
dius and Honorius
Urbs Roma (1)
Urbs Roma/Constantinopolis (1)
2-Victs. [Const.] (1)
Fel. Temp. (8)
Spes Reip. [Const.] (1)
Glor. Rom. [Mag.] (2)
Glor. Rom. [Val.] (1)
Salus Reip. (5)
Vict. Auggg. (i) ( n )
Unc. 4th cent. (1)
Claudius II (2)
Claudius II (barb.);
Unc. 3rd cent. (1)
Constantine I—
Glor. Ex. (ii) (1)
Arcadius and
Glor. Ex. (i) (1)
Honorius
Fel. Temp. (6)
Salus Reip. (1)
Vict. Auggg. (i) (9)
Unc. 4th cent. (1)
Unc. barb. (c. 60)
Claudius II ? (1)
Tacitus ? (1)
Tetricus I (1)
Tetricus II (5)
Unc. 3rd cent. (23)
Constantinopolis (1)
Fel. Temp. (8, incl. 1
overstrike)
Postumus;
Victorinus ; Tetricus I ; Unc.
3rd cent.
Claudius I I ; VictoriVictorinus
nus; Tetricus I and
II
Tetricus I and II

References
D.A.S.T., 1929,
pp. 158-82; N.C.,
1931, pp. 14-27.

o
o
Ob
N.C., 1946, pp. 167-9.
(Personal examination) .

fa

»

Ar-C., 1934, PP- 25562.

<X>

fa
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V.C.H. Cwll., v,
pp. 35-6; N.C., 1936,
pp. 202-9.
N.C., 1934, pp. 300-2.
Sain thill, Olla Podrida,
ii, p. 112 ; N.C., 1853,
proc. pp. 12-14:
V.C.H. Cwll., v, pp.
34< 3«-

tK
Oq
00

Whitchurch (Somerset)ft c. 1870

c. 500

422

416—

R

Worlebury Camp
(Somerset)} J

1852

c. 500

241

77

R, D

18804-

c. 550

23

All

D

Lydney II (Glos.)

1929

C- 550

1,646

All

D

Richborough III§§

1931

c. 500-50

1,238

All

R, D

Bourton-on-the-Water
(Glos.)

0-25-0-50 Victormus; Tetricus I (Unspecified)

Salonina; Claudius II
Helena-Arcadius
and Honorius

N.C., 1934, pp. 92105; N.C., 1 9 3 5 .
pp. 16-20.
(Personal examination
of Ashmolean coins).
N.C., 1946, pp. 153-6.
(Personal examination)

Claudius II (1)
Unc. 3rd cent. (1)
Glor. Ex. (ii) (3)
Glor. Ex. (i) (5)
Constantinopolis (2)
Urbs Roma/Constannopolis (2)
Urbs Roma/GIor. Ex.
(ii) (1)
2-Victs. [Con.] (3)
Fel. Temp. (47)
Gloria Romanorum
[Mag.] (1)
2-Victs. [Mag.] (s)
Fel. Reip. [Mag.] (1)
Unc. 4th cent. (7)
B.G.A.S.T.,
1934,
Fel. Temp. (23)
PP- 133-9; N.C.,
!935. PP- 284-6.
Rept., pp. 116-31.
Glor. Ex. (i) (2)
2-Victs. [Con.] (3).
Fel. Temp, (most of
recognizable remainder, incl. 1 overstrike) .
N.C., 1939, pp. 112Claudius II (9)
19Victorinus (2)
(Personal examinaGlor. Ex. (ii) (1)
tion.)
Glor. Ex. (i) (23)
Constantinopolis (26)
Urbs Roma/Constantinopolis (2)
Emperor/Constantinopolis (5)
Urbs Roma (13)
Pax Publica (1)
2-Victs. [Con.] (4)
Fel. Temp. (137, incl.
2 overstrikes)
Gloria Rom. (1)
Salus Reip. (1)
Remainder—unc. prototypes
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APPENDIX: LIST OF HOARDS (cont.)

Site

Date
of
finding

Probable
burial
date

Total
quantity

Quantity
of
barbarous

Type
of
minimi

c. 600

875

853

R, D

Size
°f
minimi

Range

Types of
barbarous

References

PERIOD I I I , c. 550-600

Richborough IV

1931

0-35-0-50 Gallienus—Allectus
[Constantius I I Arcadius: uncertain
whether these
formed part of
original deposit]

Gallienus; Quintillus; N.N.M. 80
Tacitus; Probus;
(Personal examinaPostumus; Victorition.)
nus; Tetricus I and
I I ; Unc. 3rd cent.
Fel. Temp. (7)
Glor. Rom. (12)

f Containing JE3 clipped to M ^ module.
j: Including one " s c e a t t a - l i k e " imitation.
* See also list of siliquae hoards.
§ Including " s c e a t t a - l i k e " imitations.
I! Including one " sceatta-like " imitation and clipped coins.
* Including clipped coins and one blank.
t+t+ The examples in the Ashmolean include one orthodox clipped to M4, one orthodox fragment, a lump of bronze, and a small bronze plate.
Including fragments and one cut-and-rounded fragment: also one " s c e a t t a - l i k e " imitation.
+
§§+The account of this hoard included site-finds: the hoard itself, of radiate and diademed minimi, had been scattered.
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C O I N A G E OF T H E D A R K A G E S IN B R I T A I N

Plate I

SILIQUAE HOARDS

Date of
finding

Site
East Harptree (Som.)
.
.
.
.
Shapwick II (Som.)
.
.
.
.
" North Mendip " (near Bristol) (Som.) .
Groveley Wood (Wilts.)
Sproxton (Leics.)
Icldingham I (Suffolk)

.

.

.

.

South Ferriby (Lines.)
Terling (Essex)

.

Colerne (Wilts.)
Shapwick I
Edington (Som.)
Icklingham II

.
.

.
.

.

.
.

.

.
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

Rams Hill (Oxon.) (with skeleton)
Whorlton (Yorks.)

.

1887
1937
c. 1868
1906
1811
Before
1907
Before
1935
1824

Probable
burial
date

Percentages
Total
Quantity

.

.

c. 1886
1938/9
1854

3
3

N.C.,
N.C.,
N.C.,
N.C.,

1888,
1938,
1915,
1906,

pp.
pp.
pp.
pp.

22-46.
53-8.
433-78329-47.

15
20

N.C., 1934, pp. 61-73.
N.C., 1908, pp. 215-17.

c. 410

228

59 2

20

27

21

3°

N.C., 1935, pp. 254-74.

c. 410

4-9

11

23

33

24

N.C., 1933, pp. 144-81.

100
io-8
47
46

7
6
8
9

30
23
10
18

32
34
40
3°

34
34
42
42

N.C.,
N.C.,
N.C.,
N.C.,

100

29

14

14

43

Ant. J., 1940, pp. 481-5.

92-5

23

18

59

100 —
c. 10
23-2

4
5
14

20
20
14

62
46
44

G.M., 1S11/II, p. 616.
(Personal examination.)
N.C., 1936, pp. 257-61.
N.C., 1948, pp. 169-73.
N.C., 1855, pp. 101-15.

40

.

36
36
48
27
36

c. 430

.

29
54
20
36
3°
32

c. 430

Icklingham III
.
.
.
Tuddenham St. Martin (Suff.)
Coleraine (Ireland)
.
.

71
9
33
8

References

26
5

1940
1810

378392

7'4
3'5

c.
c.
c.
c.

.

364378

c. 410
c. 410

1940
1936
1838
1902

.

After
392

Before
364

1,496
125
2,044
299/R
2/E
95
318

o- 376
c. 390
c. 390
c. 400

36N
286 yR
280
120
62 +
6q/R
995
7M

.

Per cent.
clipped

410
410
420
420

0. 450 +
0. 450 +
c. 450 ?

230
114
1.937

13
22
29

1942,
1936,
1948,
1929,

pp.
pp.
pp.
pp.

97-104.
245-50.
82-5.
319-27.

* Including one M core of a forgery of a siliqua.

ABBREVIATIONS
A.J.
Ant.
Ant. J.
B.B.C.S.
B.G.A.S.T.
D.A.S.T.
G.M.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL JOURNAL.
ANTIQUITY.
ANTIQUARIES JOURNAL.
BULLETIN OF THE BOARD OF CELTIC STUDIES.
TRANSACTIONS OF THE BRISTOL AND GLOUCESTERSHIRE ARCHAEOLOGICAL

Society.
Transactions of the Dorset Archaeological Society.
Gentleman's Magazine.

USED

N.C.
N.N.M.
OXON.
REPT.

S.A.S.P.
V.C.H.

Numismatic Chronicle.
Numismatic Notes and Monographs (American Numismatic
Society).
Oxoniensia.
Report (Kenchester; Lydney; Richborough II and III).
Proceedings of the Somerset Archaeological Society.
Victoria County History.
R. Radiate.
D. Diademed.
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