
ART. I. - The Roman Occupation of North-west England: The Coin evidence. By D. C. A. 
SHOTTER, B.A., Ph.D. 

R ecent work on Roman sites in north-west England has made a considerable advance 
in an understanding of the pattern of their occupation (Jarrett 1976; Potter 1 979). 

One of the elements able to make a contribution to this understanding is the growing body 
of numismatic evidence from north-western sites. It is the purpose of the present paper to 
explore the contribution of this evidence. 

Although most Roman sites in north-west England are said to have produced over the 
years large numbers of Roman coins, in the majority of cases details of these coins have not 
been preserved. Eight sites, however, have recorded samples of approximately one hundred 
or more legible coins: 

Carlisle (512) 	 (Shotter, in McCarthy forthcoming) 
Castlesteads (93) 	(CW2 22 (1922), 221 f) 
Lancaster (265) 	 (Jones and Shotter, forthcoming) 
Manchester (230) 	(Jones 1974, 137 ff) 
Maryport (129) 	 (Casey in Jarrett 1976) 
Ribchester (226) 	 (Shotter, in Edwards and Webster, forthcoming) 
Watercrook (96) 	 (Shotter, in Potter 1979) 
Wilderspool (167) 	(Shotter, in Williams and Hinchcliffe forthcoming) 

Whilst these eight sites represent a small proportion of the original number, they have 
the advantage of providing a wide variety in geographical disposition, in garrison type, in 
purpose, and in the roles they probably played in the development of the occupation. For 
this reason, a comparison of their coin samples will be instructive. Whilst a sample of one 
hundred coins is not particularly large, a comparison between coins and other types of 
evidence from these sites suggests that the trends which they exhibit are not entirely 
illusory. 

The examination and comparison of coin samples from the eight sites does present 
certain difficulties — chiefly because the coins have been recovered in a great variety of 
circumstances. Obviously the coins recovered in controlled excavations will generally be 
the most reliably recorded; however, the areas of the sites which have been excavated 
represent generally small proportions of the whole sites; further, the excavations may not 
have taken place in "typical" areas of the sites. At Watercrook, for example, the 
excavations of 1974-75,  which have provided the bulk of the known coins, took place in a 
narrow strip of land occupied by the east vicus, the area around the fort's north-east gate, 
and the fort's east angle (Potter 1979). Again, the coin sample from Deansgate, 
Manchester in 1972 (Jones 1974, 1 35 f) covers a chronological range much shorter than 
that reported from the fort site as a whole. Excavations in the known vicus area of 
Ribchester consistently produce coins whose chronological range, as at Manchester, is 
considerably shorter than that of the fort itself (Fig. 2). At Lancaster again a similar 
phenomenon is observable, although in this case it has to be conceded that eighteenth- 
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RIB CHESTER: Coin finds 
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FIG. 2. - Ribchester: Coin-loss in fort and vicus areas. 

century cellaring may have removed the later Roman levels. However, such discrepancies 
between fort and vicus finds naturally prompt questions about possible interruption of 
vicus occupation. 

A second problem is that in most cases a considerable number of the coins under 
discussion derives from reports of finds made in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 
Such reports frequently make no clear distinction between coins which derive from hoards 
and those which represent casual losses. "Contamination" by hoard material will of course 
distort a site sample and is often hard, if not impossible, to rectify. Manchester represents a 
severe example of this problem (Jones 1 974, 1 37). Yet another problem is posed by 
deliberate or enforced selectivity on the part of the antiquarian recorders, who may also 
have been collectors. There is little doubt, for example, that on the whole these recorders 
tended to note the more distinctive earlier issues which may have been both more 
interesting as specimens and easier to identify (e.g. Shotter 1978a). 

A third problem is that we cannot apply the same criteria of analysis to casual-loss coins 
of all periods; for example, inflation from the mid-second century A.D. onwards had the 
effect of changing the denominations in common use (Casey 1974, 44); thus, whereas a 
late-first century group would probably include denarii, sestertii, dupondii and asses, a 
group of a century later would probably contain very few (if any) of the last two. Indeed, 
the tendency towards the use of higher denominations culminated with the introduction 
early in the third century of the radiate antoninianus (or double-denarius). It is obvious 
that the number of coins lost would fall under these circumstances. Coin loss in the mid-
third century is hard to interpret because of the problems of understanding the relationship 
between and usage of base radiates and copied coins. Lastly, in the fourth century 
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complications are introduced by the annona militaris, the practice of paying troops, at least 
partly, in forms other than in cash (Casey 1974, 48  ff). 

Finally, the majority of the coins which figure in the whole site samples are now lost; 
identifications cannot be checked; and, more importantly, there will now be little or no 
opportunity to assess the wear of a coin before its loss. The composition of hoards, for 
example, shows the possible longevity of circulation of Roman coins, and thus highlights 
the potential error in recording a coin simply by its issue-date. For example, a worn 
sestertius of Hadrian which, unchecked, would normally be assigned to A.D. I I7-I 38, could 
well represent a loss as late as c. A.D. 26o (Reece 1974,  87). It can be simply demonstrated 
(Fig. 3) from a small sample of coins from an excavation at Ribchester in 1977  that by 
representing the coins in such a way as to allow some passage of time for wear, we achieve a 
significantly different picture; the `peak' moves from c. A.D. I I o to approximately 30-40 
years later. 

6 
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FIG. 3. — Ribchester 1977:  Issue-dates and `loss-dates'. 

Whilst, however, it is possible to make such assessments on small groups of coins, this 
cannot be done on complete site samples; thus the whole sample has to assume the standard 
of the poorest of its information. The coins from the eight sites will for the purpose of 
comparison be divided into twenty-one periods of issue (Figs. 4-00): 

I - A.D. 41 XI 222-235 
II 41-54 XII 235-259 
III 54-68 XIII 259-275 
IV 68-96 XIV 275-294 
V 96-117 XV 294-317 
VI 117-138 XVI 317-33o 
VII 138-161 XVII 33o-348 
VIII 161-18o XVIII 348-364 
IX 180-192 XIX 364-378 
X 192-222 XX 378-388 

XXI 388- 
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The First and Second Centuries 

The period up to the death of Marcus Aurelius (A.D. I 8o) is the most satisfactory for the 
use of coin-loss samples to discuss the possible occupation-pattern of sites; the relationship 
between the denominations is clear, and the effects of economic factors, such as inflation, 
are clearly observable. From the last quarter of the second century, the interpretation of 
samples is complicated by the progressive decline in use of aes denominations, and the 
greater use of the denarius and its double — more valuable coins which we may guess were 
the object of more intensive search when dropped. 

Further, the general historical framework of the first two centuries is better understood 
than it is for the third and fourth centuries; the building of Hadrian's and the Antonine 
Walls provide fixed points to which the histories of individual sites may be related. 

First, initial occupation: the excavation of more sites and the closer study of the 
available archaeological data — including the coins — has enabled us to advance from the 
position which held north-western sites, virtually axiomatically, to be Agricolan 
foundations (Jones 1968, 6). Logic in any case demands that so large a number of sites can 
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FIG. 4. — Histograms of coin-loss at Wilderspool, Carlisle. 
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hardly be ascribed to a single campaigning season; sites in the north-west could conceivably 
have been established before A.D. 8o, and just as easily after that date. 

The coin evidence provides one of the bases by which we can distinguish between 
different periods of initial occupation. The chronological distribution of the coins shows 
that those of periods I-V are arranged very differently at different sites. All, except 
Castlesteads, have some coins from periods I-III (Republican to Neronian issues), but the 
relationship between IV (Flavian) and V (Trajanic) varies greatly — from sites like 
Ribchester, where IV is markedly superior to V, to Lancaster (where they are closer), and 
to Watercrook, where V sharply outnumbers IV. 

We might expect that in terms of coin-loss pre-Agricolan, Agricolan, and post-Agricolan 
sites would indeed present different pictures. The reign of Vespasian saw a major advance 
in the organisation of minting activities (Sutherland 1974, 176), whereas production in the 
Claudian and Neronian periods had been spasmodic, prompting amongst other things the 
prolonged use of copies of Claudian aes-types. An obvious effect of this is that sites of the 
early 7os (that is, the governorship of Petilius Cerealis) would yield noticeable quantities of 
pre-Flavian coinage, particularly aes denominations. An Agricolan site, by contrast, would 
be expected to reflect a decade of more organized minting — in other words, the swamping of 
pre-Flavian issues by current or near-current coin. In contrast again, a late Flavian site 
might be expected to show a rather smaller amount of Flavian coin-loss, as Flavian coins 
will have had a relatively short period of unrivalled circulation before giving way to the 
prolific Trajanic issues. 

The north-west provides examples of all three phenomena in the coin-loss distribution. 
Carlisle has of all sites in the area the most substantial amount of pre-Flavian coinage; this 
includes republican denarii, which remained current in Britain into Hadrian's reign 
(Reece 1974, 84). More importantly, it contains Claudian — (though not copies) —, 
Neronian and earlier aes issues. Whilst Neronian aes lasted into the Flavian period (and 
beyond), Claudian issues and copies of them were somewhat less resilient on military sites. 
This, coupled with the Flavian superiority over Trajanic coins, leaves little doubt of a 
foundation at least as early as Agricola's governorship. The question of whether Carlisle's 
foundation can be taken back earlier than Agricola is a difficult one (Ogilvie and Richmond 
1967, 55); the status of the pre-Flavian coins, which of themselves might be taken as 
indicative perhaps of the presence of Cerealis, is not straightforward; the coins derive from 
a rather odd collection apparently made in the city in the I 86os (Shotter I978a). Further, 
the most recent excavations in the city, whilst they leave Agricolan activity in little doubt, 
have failed to yield coins suggestive of activity earlier than the late 7os. 

Another group of sites — Manchester, Ribchester and Lancaster — has a smaller amount 
of pre-Flavian coinage than Carlisle, but still a marked superiority of Flavian coins over 
Trajanic. These two factors together may be regarded as indicative of initial occupation in 
or around A.D. 80. The degree of Flavian superiority over Trajanic varies from a 141% 
difference at Ribchester to 21%  at Lancaster. 

One other site — Castlesteads — has more Flavian than Trajanic coins; however, the 
small nature of the superiority, the complete absence of pre-Flavian issues (including the 
more resilient denarii), and of course the weight of other evidence precludes a Flavian date 
for the fort. It may however serve to keep alive the dispute as to the date of the fort's origin 
— late Trajanic or Hadrianic (Divine 1969, 161). 

We are then left with a last group of sites — Wilderspool, Maryport and Watercrook — 
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which still have some pre-Flavian coins, but more Trajanic than Flavian issues; in all cases 
this superiority is in the area of 2 to I . This clearly argues against an Agricolan foundation, 
suggesting a late Flavian, or even a Trajanic date, when Flavian coins enjoyed a more 
restricted circulation. In the cases of Maryport and Watercrook we may regard this as 
indicative of the process of consolidation which will have followed Agricola's initial 
penetration of the area, whilst Wilderspool's foundation in this period presumably mirrors 
the existence of the conditions of peace which will have enabled such a non-military site to 
flourish undefended. 

We have noticed that within these various groups of sites the degree of superiority 
enjoyed by one period over another varies considerably — for example, in the cases of those 
sites for which an Agricolan foundation seems likely. A closer examination of these sites 
20_ 
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FIG. 5. — Histograms of coin-loss at Castlesteads, Watercrook, Ribchester. 
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suggests that the explanation may not lie in the Flavian period itself. For example, at 
Ribchester, which shows the largest superiority of Flavian over Trajanic, we see that the 
Trajanic and Hadrianic samples are closely similar; in other words, the nature of the 
relationship between Flavian and Trajanic coin-losses is occasioned less by a very strong 
Flavian showing than by a depressed Trajanic sample. As a general principle, it may be 
held that the coins of a particular emperor enjoyed their freest circulation in the early part 
of his successor's reign; thus a depressed Trajanic sample is most likely to be explained by a 
factor affecting occupation in the Hadrianic period. 

At Lancaster, where all the evidence suggests an Agricolan foundation, we should 
explain the very close relationship between Flavian and Trajanic coins in terms of a factor 
affecting the circulation of Flavian coins — presumably a break in occupation which may 
have spanned the latest years of the Flavian period and the beginning of Trajan's reign; 
epigraphic evidence (RIB 604) in any case suggests Trajanic rebuilding. 

The Lancaster example highlights potential problems in interpreting coin-loss figures; 
first, crude coin-loss figures, where we have no detailed information on the types of 
denomination lost, may be interpreted in a misleading way; the figures could simply mask a 
period in which coins of higher denomination are being lost — thus possible evidence of a 
change of garrison-type (Casey 1974,  48). Secondly, a break in occupation in the last 
decade of the first century and perhaps early in the second has the effect of producing a 
partial depression of Flavian coin-loss. We have noted at Watercrook that the relationship 
between Flavian and Trajanic coins, which in fact consists of a depressed Flavian sample, 
is to be explained in terms of the site's post-Agricolan foundation. However, evidence also 
suggests that Watercrook was probably abandoned at least for a short time fairly soon after 
its foundation — that is, in the Trajanic period (Potter 1979).  In terms of the coin evidence, 
the effect of this also would be some depression in the proportion of Flavian coins lost. 
Thus at Watercrook we appear to have a case where a single phenomenon in the coin-loss 
evidence is to be explained by two separate occupation factors. 

Without doubt the second century in the north-west was dominated by frontier policies; 
the effect of these policies can be seen at a number of the sites under discussion. For 
example, we have already noticed the depressed Trajanic sample at Ribchester; the most 
likely explanation of this is a temporary demilitarization in the Hadrianic period. The fact 
that the pre-Hadrianic garrison at Ribchester, the Ala II Asturum, is attested on Hadrian's 
Wall in the early third century (RIB 1462) lends some weight to this proposition. Similarly, 
the relationship between periods IV, V and VI at Carlisle suggests that the Trajanic sample 
may be depressed at that site too; a context would not be hard to find. Further, at both 
Carlisle and Watercrook, an examination of the Hadrianic coins suggests a gap between 
issues of the earliest years and those of the 13os. It should also be noted that a different 
kind of coin evidence may also reflect frontier problems — coin hoards; a study of those 
recorded in north-west England reveals a considerable number which either terminated 
with Hadrianic coins or contained republican silver (Shotter 1978b); it has recently been 
emphasised (Reece 1974, 84) that such coins in Britain do not appear to outlast the 
Hadrianic period. 

It is assumed that the move forward to the Antonine Wall in the 14os will have 
occasioned further redeployment of garrisons. Depressed Hadrianic samples occur at 
Lancaster, Watercrook and, significantly, at the Hadrian's Wall fort of Castlesteads. A 
possible explanation of this lies in a factor restricting the circulation of Hadrianic coins — 
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either, as at Watercrook, the absence of a garrison during part of the Hadrianic period, or 
the loss of the garrison during the reign of Antoninus Pius. In the case of Castlesteads the 
former suggestion rather lacks conviction — unless the site were a late Hadrianic 
foundation, which on all the evidence appears unlikely (cf. Birley 1961, 204). It seems a 
more reasonable explanation that some, if not all, of the Hadrian's Wall forts lost their 
garrisons with the Antonine advance into Scotland (Hartley 1972, 36; Shotter 1976, 89). 
At Lancaster, the weight of evidence favours a break in the reign of Antoninus — a view 
which is considerably strengthened if an early garrison unit was the Ala Augusta 
Vocontiorum (RIB 6o6; Jones and Shotter), which was possibly at Newstead in the period 
of Antoninus (RIB 2121; Richmond 1950, 21). 

The fortunes of the Antonine frontier itself have been much discussed (Breeze 1975) in 
particular with relation to the date of its abandonment. Although the numismatic evidence 
on this question is widely held to be inconclusive, it has been generally thought to favour a 
date of c. A.D. I 8o (Robertson 1971, 133). The chronological distribution of coins from all 
the sites of the Antonine frontier (taken together) shows strength in the Trajanic and 
Hadrianic periods, with a marked falling away in period VII (the reign of Antoninus). This 
together with the facts that a number of the sites have issues of c. A.D. 155 as their latest 
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FIG. 6. — Histograms of coin-loss at Maryport, Manchester, Lancaster. 
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coins, and that of the very few post-Antoninus coins most are not unequivocal in their 
status, lends weight to the proposal advanced on the basis of the samian ware (Hartley 
1972, 36) that occupation of the Antonine Wall did not continue long into the reign of 
Marcus Aurelius (Shotter 1976, 88). Such a proposition gains some confirmation from 
evidence of refurbishing on the frontier in England at about this time (Potter 1977, 168). 

The later second to third centuries 
Interpretation of the coin evidence subsequent to c. A.D. I 8o in terms of occupation 

factors becomes more hazardous; the fact that most of the sites under discussion exhibit a 
decline in coin-loss through the second half of the second century and small loss in the first 
half of the third cannot obviously be explained adequately (if at all) in terms of occupation 
factors. Inflation led to changes in the denominations which dominated the money in 
circulation (Reece 1973,  229 ff; Casey 1974, 44), giving particular emphasis to the 
denarius and the sestertius, and later to the antoninianus; we may assume that this change 
will have had the effect of reducing the amount of `small-change', and presumably causing 
losers to search harder for what they had dropped. As Casey has shown, the period of 
Alexander Severus, which exhibited a short-lived revival of the denarius against the 
antoninianus, also occasionally displays a small upward movement in coin-loss figures — 
demonstrating the sensitivity of the figures to denominational factors. 

At most of the sites the proportions occupied by coin-losses of periods VII, VIII and IX 
display a progressive decline; the single exception is Maryport, where VII and VIII occupy 
the same proportion. There can be no question of accounting for this exception by arguing 
for a deficiency in period VII, as the relationship between VI and VII is not abnormal, and 
in addition we have dateable inscriptions from the site of the reign of Antoninus. It is 
perhaps worth noting that another site where we have approximately equal proportions in 
VII and VIII is Ravenglass, also of course on the coast, but where unfortunately the coin-
sample is too small for valid conclusions to be drawn (Shotter 1 979). 

At Wilderspool, the sample shows progressive decline from the Trajanic period, which 
may indicate that after a peak of activity during the Hadrianic period occupation declined 
— or moved to other, as yet less well sampled, areas of the site; for recent studies of the 
excavated material have shown that occupation at the site continued in some form into the 
fourth century (Webster 1975,  91); indeed the existence of a small scatter of third and 
fourth-century coins points in the same direction. 

We are left with the likelihood that our strongest indicator of late second-century 
activity will lie in the strengths of periods VII and VIII. The point may be partially 
demonstrated by the obvious contrast between the sites of the Antonine Wall and the fort at 
Cramond (Shotter 1976); it is unlikely that the former were occupied beyond the early 
years of the reign of Marcus Aurelius, the coin-loss proportions indicating a small drop 
from VI to VII, followed by a very sharp drop from VII to VIII. At Cramond, on the other 
hand, presumably abandoned early in the 16os and then reoccupied in the first decade of 
the third century, we see a slight rise from VI to VII, falls to VIII and IX, followed by a 
sharp rise in X. The sharpness of this rise is repeated at only one other site in the group — 
Castlesteads. 

The period from A.D. 260 to 273 was one of prolific coin production — official and 
unofficial — and loss. At the sites under discussion it is not uncommon for period XIII losses 
to occupy as much as 15%-20% of the total sample, although it should be noted that period 
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XIII coins and copies of them could represent losses in periods XIV or XV, or even later. In 
any case, we shall obviously be drawn to those sites at which the period XIII loss is 
markedly at variance with the `norm'. Of these Wilderspool is obviously explicable in terms 
of the general `decline' at the site already noted. More striking, however, is Castlesteads, 
particularly since Hadrian's Wall forts, taken as a whole, have yielded approximately 20% 
of their samples from this period – a figure which is of course much closer to what appears 
to be `normal' at north-western sites. It is hard, therefore, to avoid the conclusion that 
Castlesteads saw a period of demilitarisation in the second half of the third century, 
although we should note that epigraphic evidence (RIB 1983) indicates occupation at least 
into the 24os. 

At the other sites which display a far larger proportion of coinage of period XIII, the 
chief point of interest hinges on the varying nature of the coins which comprise them – 
distribution amongst `legitimate' and `rebel' emperors, proportions occupied by low-grade 
copies. In the majority of most site records, information is not sufficiently detailed to 
determine the proportions of low-grade copies present. In the cases of Lancaster and 
Ribchester, however, it does not appear that the proportions are particularly high; at 
Watercrook, on the other hand, nearly 70% of the coins recorded for period XIII consist of 
copies of very poor standard. 

The make-up of the coin-loss of this period at the sites under discussion may be 
demonstrated in tabular form: 

Lancaster Manchester Ribchester Watercrook Maryport 
26o-268 (Legitimate) 29.27 20.69 11.76 16.67 22.72 
26o-268 (Illegitimate) 19.51 13.79 2.94 4.55 
268-271 (Legitimate) 12.20 31.03 14.72 25.00 9.09 
268-271 (Illegitimate) 17.07 6.90 11.76 20.83 31.82 
271-273 (Legitimate) 21.95 24.1 4 55.88  37.50 31.82 
271-273 (Illegitimate) — 3.45 2.94 

It will be noted that Ribchester, Watercrook and Maryport display markedly lower 
proportions of coins of Postumus than do either Manchester or Lancaster – a contrast that 
can also be demonstrated in the make-up of hoards terminating with coins of the Tetrici 
(Shotter I978c). In particular, we might note that two hoards of the period from the 
vicinity of Ribchester – Hackensall Hall Farm (Shotter 1978c) and Worden (Robertson 
1948, 214) – consist of coins distributed in proportions not unlike those of Ribchester; 
Boothstown, on the other hand (Carson 1947), has more coins of Postumus, rather more 
like the distribution at Manchester. It is a possibility – although on present evidence it 
cannot be put more strongly than that – that the sites with a lower showing of Postumus' 
coins have some break in their garrison pattern in the 260's; we should observe that 
Lancaster, one of the sites where Postumus' coins are better represented, also has 
epigraphic evidence (RIB 6o5) of large-scale rebuilding in the early 260's. The two factors 
may be combined to suggest reoccupation after a break of north-western sites during this 
decade. It is likely that, although the radiate copies have been included in period XIII, their 
loss and indeed manufacture should be extended into period XIV. Very few coins of 
legitimate rulers from A.D. 270 until the "separatist movement" of Carausius have been 
reported from the north-west; this, and the fact that their appearance in hoards in the area 
is also rare, will presumably indicate that the radiates and copies of period XIII continued 
to provide the bulk of coinage in circulation until the late 280's (Sheil 1 977,  83). 
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At Watercrook, coins of period XIII form the last significant group; no coins of 
Carausius have been reported from the site, and on the basis of this we might reasonably 
assume that full occupation of the known site was not extended beyond the 280's (Potter 
i 979). In contrast, the relatively high showing of coins of Carausius at Lancaster should be 
noted, possibly suggesting the build-up of naval activities on the west coast in the late third 
century. The small "resurgence" of coins of period XIV at Castlesteads (two of Carausius) 
is perhaps indicative of a renewal of activity at that site. 

The fourth century 
Although all of the sites under discussion have yielded fourth-century issues, the 

proportions of such coins from Wilderspool and Watercrook are too small to suggest full 
occupation. We are thus left with six of the sites whose fourth-century coin yield leaves no 
doubt as to the basic fact of their occupation during the period. The proportions of whole 
samples occupied by fourth-century issues are as follows: 

% 
Lancaster 36.6o 
Maryport 36.45 
Castlesteads 33.69 
Manchester 33.50 
Carlisle 24.68 
Ribchester 16.38 

Casey (1974,   5 I ) has discussed the possible effect upon the coin-loss figures at military 
sites of the annona militaris — the practice of paying troops at least partly in forms other 
than in cash, which seems to have operated from the time of Diocletian. In particular he 
has demonstrated the "discrepancy" between the fourth-century coin-loss at Corbridge 
and Housesteads, a civilian and a military site enjoying continuous occupation through the 
third and fourth centuries. The following table demonstrates for the six sites the fourth-
century coin-loss expressed as a percentage of the total loss for the third and fourth 
centuries: 

% 
Castlesteads 65.31 
Manchester 62.I0 
Lancaster 59.15 
Maryport 58.75 
Ribchester 45.12  
Carlisle 43.00  

The fact that these sites do not appear to conform to the "Corbridge/Housesteads model" 
is probably to be explained by a number of individual factors — in particular, the likely 
unevenness of the garrison patterns at the forts, and possibly also hoard "contamination". 
It should perhaps be noted in addition that the total site samples under discussion here are, 
with the exception of Carlisle, markedly inferior in size to either Housesteads or Corbridge. 
Finally, a matter of considerable significance and speculation — the dates of abandonment 
of Roman sites in north-west England. Studies of the latest coins from sites (e.g. Kent 
1951) have tended to put the likely dates of abandonment very late in the fourth century; 
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recently indeed some late issues from Carlisle have also been seen to exhibit a considerable 
degree of wear, which perhaps advances their loss-date into the fifth century. 

Of the sites under discussion, Carlisle, Lancaster, Manchester and Maryport have 
yielded coins of period XXI; Castlesteads lacks coins of period XXI, but suggests strength at 
least up to A.D. 37o; Wilderspool, as already noted, apparently lost full occupation on the 
known site at some stage in the second century, although both coins and pottery suggest 
some activity into the fourth. At Ribchester, the situation after c. A.D. 360/370 is equivocal, 
whilst Watercrook on present evidence appears to have lost its full garrison late in the third 
century — a suggestion which receives some support from the discovery in the upper levels 
of a filled fort ditch of a fresh issue of A.D. 320. 

The coin evidence can, however, highlight another potentially important phenomenon: 
it has recently been pointed out in the case of Maryport (Casey in Jarrett 1976) that that 
site shows strength in period XXI after slacker periods in XIX and XX; Lancaster exhibits a 
not dissimilar feature. Ravenglass, on its small sample, also shows considerable strength in 
the second half of the fourth century. The fact that these three sites are situated on the 
coast prompts speculation; the coin evidence may reflect the effort put into coastal defence 
in the latest stages of the occupation (Shotter 1973, 206). 

Thus the coin evidence can be seen in its strengths and its weaknesses; it is particularly 
helpful in a discussion of occupation fluctuations up to the mid-second century A.D. During 
this period it is possible to detect different phases of initial occupation and to see reflected in 
the pattern of coin-loss some of the possible consequences on the hinterland of frontier 
policy. From the mid-second to the mid-third century the small amount of coin-loss and its 
reflection of the empire's economic problems make interpretation hazardous. From the 
mid-third century to the end of the fourth there are again problems of interpretation, 
although there are aspects where the coin evidence can offer considerable assistance. 

The greatest problem, however, lies in the variable quality of the evidence itself as it has 
been recorded, and the relatively small number of sites whose recorded samples are 
sufficiently large to permit this kind of examination. 
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CARLISLE CASTLESTEADS LANCASTER MANCHESTER 

`l, % % % 
I 18 3 .44 - 5 1.89 7 3 .04 
II 5 0.96 - 4 1.51 - 
III 12 2.29 - 3 1.13 I 0.43 
IV 68 13.00 II 11.57 25 9.43 37 16.09 
V 37 7.07 IO 10.53 1 9 7.1 7 24 10.43 
VI 37 7.07 4 4 .21  7 2.64 15 6.52 
VII 33 6.32 12 12.63 20 7.55 1 3 5 .65 
VIII 12 2.29 7 7 .37 1 4 5 .2$ 9 3.91  
IX 5 0.96 2 2•II 4 1.51 - 
X II 2•I0 II I 1.57 3 I•13 6 2.61 
XI 12 2.29 I 1.05 I 0.38 3 1.30 
XII II 2.10 I I.05 5 1.89 3 1.30 
XIII 128 24.47 2 2•1I 46 17.36 29 12.61 
XIV 5 0.96 2 2.11 12 4 .53 6 2.61 
XV Io 1.92 4 4.21 18 6.79 19 8.27 
XVI 11 2.10 

20.00 17 6.42 18 7.84 
XVII 6o 11.47 

19 
} 33 12.45 20 8.70 

XVIII Io 1.92 2 2•II 13 4.91  7 3 .04 
XIX 33 6.32 6 6.32 9 3.39 7 3.04 
XX 3 0.57 1  1.05 3 1.13 4 1.74 
XXI 2 0.38 - 4 1.51 2 0.87 

 
 
 
tcwaas_002_1980_vol80_0003



ROMAN OCCUPATION OF NORTH-WEST ENGLAND 	 I 5 

MARYPORT RIBCHESTER WATERCROOK WILDERSPOOL 

% % % `%, 

3 2.33 4 1.77 4 4.1 7 8  4.79 
- 2 o•88 - - 

3 2.33 5 2.21 I I.04 3 I.8o 
8 6.20 6o 26.55 16 16.67 39 23.35 

15 11.63 27 11.95 24 25.00 64 38.32 
8 6.20 22 9.74 6 6.25 26 15.57 
6 4.64 15 6.64 6 6.25 II 6.59 
6  4.64 5 2.21  3 3.1 3 6 3.58 

4 1.77 - 3 I.8o 
4 3.10  5 2.21 2 2.08 2 1.20 
1 0.78 1 0.44 1 1.04 - 

3 2.33 1  0.44 - - 
24 18.59 36  1 5.93 29 30.21 1 o•6o 

1 0.78 2 o•88 - - 
4 1.77 1 1.04 1 o•6o 
4 1.77 1 1.04 2 1.20 

35 27 13 21 9.30 -- i o•60 
7 5 .43 4 1.77 - - 
I 0.78 4 1.77 2 2.08 - 
1 0.78 - 
3 2.33 - - 
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