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Iron Rge coin deposition at Harlow Temple

Colin Haselgrov

Introduction

The Romano-Celtic temple at Harlow in west Essex is well known as the
type-site for Wheeler's (1928) now classic study of the distinctive
double-square building form associatd with indigenous religious
practices in Britain and Gaul, and for the Iron Age coins found in the
1962-71 excavations there. The sheer number of finds not only afforded
Derek Allen (1964; 1967; 1968) the material for a thorough reappraisal
of the later Iron Age coinages of Eastern England, but strongly implied
the existence of an earlier, pre-Conguest religious site, as with many
Gaulish temples. The recent publicaticn of the final report on the
1962-71 excavations (France and Gobel, 1985) is thus of great importance
for this field of study. It includes a further wide-ranging discussion
of the Iron Bge coins and their use as offerings at temples (Fitzpatrick,
1985).

The interpretation of activity preceding the construction of the cella
and ambulatory is not without problems, as recent reviews have noted
(Casey, 1987; King, 1987). Published structural and, apart from the Iron
Age coins, artifactual evidence for the periocd ¢ 50 BC-BD 40 is decidedly
limited, although the recently resumed excavations have added to our
knowledge of the former (Bartlett, 1887). The range of Iron Age fine
wares in the ceramic assemblage, with many copies of Gallo-Belgic forms,
is appropriate to a late pre-Conquest or a post-Conquest group. Very
little earlier Iron Age material was found (Thompson, 1982)}. The brooches
show an emphasis on the later first century AD (cf. France and Gobel,
1985). The Iron Age coins are themselves mostly late types, 62% of them
the later, 'developed' types of Cunobelinus (cf. Allen, 1967). This
proportion must be assessed against widespread evidence for continuing
post-Conguest circulation of Iron Age coins (Fitzpatrack, 1985;
Haselgrove, 1987a). Conversely, an occupation gap ¢ AD 40-B0 is posited,
despite the numper of Roman coins dating to this peraios (King, 1387).

Almost all the pre-stone temple finds were from a ubiguitous browr
loam deposit, thought to represent the later Iron Age ground surface
covering the small hillock on which Harlow temple stands. The layer was
formed from organic materials, the excavators suggestirg leaf mould;
another possibility is the remains of perishable wrappings in which the
offerzngs were deposited. In the new excavations, this deposit was
Gbserved to seal features dated no earlier than the later part of the late
lron Age by associated metalwork finds (Bartlett, 1987). Instead of
continucus deposition from the mid first century BC, the offerings -
including stil circulating Iron Age coins - could therefore date 1largely
or wholly to the early FRoman period. If so, the Iron Age coins are of
uncer ta.n relevance to the earlier activity, thus undermininc the
Fr.ic.pal argusment for & pre-Conguest ritual site, eg Casey (29%7}F not
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The total of securely provenanced Iron Age coins from the temple up
to the end of 1971 is 236 (12 gold, 3 silver, 6 plated and the remainder
bronze) (Note 2). Their non-uniform distribution in space and type was
noted in the published report (Fitzpatrick, 1985); the cluster of early
gold beneath the stone temple particularly stands out. Per sgquare metre
of exXcavation, the trenches beneath the later west range have high
densities of coin finds and there are further clusters underneath the east
range, and beside the entrance (Fig 1). The major concentration, however,
is the one underneath and beside the west range, around an earlier gully hbj.ﬁT
which the new excavations have shown to be circular and probably 21|43? .
associated with a building (Barlett, 1987). Up to the end of 1986, a e 307
further 274 Iron Age coins had been found in only 200 square metres of
courtyard immediately beside the west range. Previously, Fitzpatrick
(1985) had suggested that the concentration resulted from coins being
deposited around a central object or figurine, as on some Continental
sites.

Although this suggestion now appears less likely, it has a bearing on
whether even the enlarged sample of coins is fully representative of
those deposited on the hillock. The placing of offerings at temples and
ritual sites was almost certainly subject to definite spatial rules
{Bruneau, 1986), which could well have changed over time, resulting in
chronological differences between cliusters of offerings. Only
comprehensive area excavation can therefore be relied on for evidence of
absence and this excludes coins retrieved or robbed in antiquity, guite
apart from the fears expressed by Rodwell (1981). As it is, the
excavations have largely followed the lines of the Roman buildings (Fig
1). Further discrete clusters of Iron Age offerings of different date
could therefore still await discovery elsewhere on, or around, the hillock
and all conclusions as to the probable sequence and the nature of activity
at any one period must be viewed in this light.

The stratigraphic circumstances of the identifiable clusters of Iron
Age coins may be reviewed using three principal subdivisions: (1) those
deposits for which the construction of the flint and mortar temple
provides the only effective terminus ante quem, probably in the late
Flavian period {(though secure dating evidence is lacking; King, 1987)}; (2)
Phases I and II of the temple building itself; and (3) the rubble layers
from its collapse or demolition, together with the disturbed upper levels.
Table 1 summarises the coin phasing employed here to facilitate quantified
analysis of the finds (Note 3). 29% of the 224 excavation coins were
stratified in the "brown lcam" andéd other pre-temple deposits, 24% in
contexts relating to its use and 47% in post-temple contexts (Fig 2). The
dominance of the developed issues of Cunobelinus almost everywhere on the
site is especially strikino.

The proportion of issues by phase is relatively unchanging int he
different areas through these ithree principal stratigraphic stages. The
sole exception is the cella, where the sample is anyway small. The
majority ©f coins in post-first century AD contexis Were presumably
therefore cisturbed and redeposited from earlier pre-tenple deposits in
the szme area (MNowe <), although the sim.larities are such that trhey couid
egially have beer redeposited from other areas in levelling-up Oper=t.onc.
Thney wil. .zt be considered further here.

Le already indica:red, the gold from bernesth the cells and amtulatory
stands out &8s the earl.est pre-temple croup. The coins, comprisirc
staters ans quarter-staters, all date to the period ¢ 55-35 BC anc were
undoubtecly deposited well before the Conguest. Possible explanat-.ons of
this concentrat:on of golag coine are & s5.ngle deposit, whach was
subseguently scattered, or that the area was reserved for certaan Types of
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offerirg, (cf. Faitzparrick, 1983) (Hote 5). , the
reasons for depcs:ting could be distanct from that for the bronze ins.
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be circular. In fact, two coins were found cupped one intc the other as
they were originally deposited (Allen, 1964), very much as the coin
offerings from the Gaulish temple of Bois L'Abbe, Eure were found
deposited in separate heaps and piles (Mangard, 1976, 334; 1978), some of
them probably in woven containers. The Harlow gold coins may therefore
represent a series of smaller offerings. Their statification is of little
help, as all but one of the coins came from the brown lcam. The exception
is a British QC quarter stater from the infill of a pit which the loam
sealed; however, an adjacent and similar pit contained material that was
possibly intrusive (Haselgrove, 1987a, Appendix 5, HALl).
However their presence is exXplained, the gold coins may well be
the remnants of a more extensive deposit which was largely retrieved in
antiguity. Reasons why this might have happened include periodic
collecting up of the more valuable offerings for storage elsewhere or
recycling, as at Roman temples (Stambaugh, 1978); to finance the stone
temple building {(cf. Nash, in Downey et al, 1980); or as plunder by the
victors of an indigenous conflict or following the Roman conguest,
particularly if there was a Conquest period military site at Harlow
(Fitzpatrick, 1985). However, it seems inconceivable that the odd later
coin woulé not also have been found if gold coins were still being
deposited at the same spot into the first century AD. Whatever the
phenomenon represented by the gold finds in the cella area, it was
probably confined to the later first century BC.
Selective recovery of precious metal types could equally have
distorted the composition of the other clusters of coins. However, the
number of coins is such that more gold and silver types would surely have o bq
been foundé, if they had originally been present in any number. The b .
principal Iron Age coin offerings on the hillock must therefore have ‘*ywkﬁvj.
consisted almost entirely of bronze types. The second earliest cluster Lot
appears to coincide with the highest density of offerings under the west
range. The observation that coins of Tasciovanus were concentrated here
{(France and Gobel, 1985) must therefore be treated cautiously; their
frequency could be merely a function of the overall numbers, 47% of all
finds, rising to 76% if the adjacent 1985-6 coins are included {(Note &).
However, from their associations and statification, a few coin 10sses, s
uninscribed bronzes of British LX 21-23 types and one of Tasciovanus (Mack
175) may be earlier than anywhere else on the site apart from the cella
(Haselgrove, 198B7a, HAG5, 68-70).
The circular gully, which the new excavations have shown tc be
some 13 m in diameter, was sealed by the brown locam and its primary silts
contained middle pre-Roman Iron Age pottery (Bartlett, 1287). It is
interpreted as belonging to a buildéing. A large later Roman pit removed
much of its interior, but several pits and postholes, dated to the end of
the pre-Rcman Iron Age by associated metalwork, vwere also recorded both
inside anc outside it. ¥any coins were founé within the upper {ill of the
circular cully and ih the interior, together with pre-Flavian brooches
(includinc Coichecter, Nauhe:m derivative and Eod Hill tvpes) and other
votive itens such as ping, angé iror plough shares, cocketed implemsnts and
bar fragmente (Bar*lett, 18987). The quantiiy of
grog-temper=¢ wh2elinade pottery wacs limited, as
wil, esvidently be c¢f the utmost importance Ior
ritual use of this part of the hillzep for oifsf
furnishinc & terminus post guem for the ubizuld
affording fresh insights a1rLoe ite origins.
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deposition started. The offerings therefore, are best viewed as a
secondary or more probably post-abandonment use of an earlier circular
building. It is therefore premature to claim it as a shrine (or at least
that it started life as such), dedspite the connection implicit in the
choice of its site for the deposition of so many offerings. The building
itself would not be out of place in a mid-late Iron Age domestic context
in Essex (Bartlett, 1987).

Further stratigraphic detail is needed to clarify the status of the
smaller Iron Age coin concentration under the East range, which comprises
an even greater proportion of Cunobelinus' developed issues (Fig 2).

This is centred to the south-east of a large oval pre-temple pit, with
which it is conceivably associated. The pit itself was backfilled after
the Conguest and contained relatively few coins. It may have been open
when the coins were deposited, whenever this was, although more coins
might have been expected from inside it if so. Alternatively, the pit
may have been dug through and removed part of a larger spread of coins,
which were not subsequently incorporated in the infill. Either
hypothesis is possible. The other bronze finds scattered through the
entrance and courtyard areas also have a high proportion of Cunobelinus'
later issues. These coins were presumably mostly redeposited at their
present location by the exXtensive levelling operations associated with
the construction of the stone temple; a few bronzes from the cella area
can reasonably be appended to this courtyard group. The larger clusters
of finds inside and to the left of the entrance (Fig 1 above)} clearly
represents the easterly limits of the main coin concentration adjacent to
and under the west range, which was therefore of greater extent than the
circular structure which had previously stood there.

Most bronze coins found at Harlow then, were minted in the period c AD
25-40 (70%), and only a tiny fraction go back to before ¢ 5 BC (2%). The
coin assemblage is also overwhelmingly local in its make-up. Coins with
Tasciovanus legends, especially these issued by Cuncobelinus - undoubtedly
struck primarily for this region, whether or not they was at a separate
western mint (Allen, 1964) - and the latter ruler's Essex series account
for all but 7% of the temple finds (Fig 3). Amongst the coins issued c AD
25-40, the three latest types of Cunobelinus' developed series with
Tasciovanus legends (Mack, 1975, Nos. 244, 248, 249) constitute 65% of
the coins, although this may arise solely from the commonness of these
types. To establish a likely depositional date for the bronze ceins the
enguiry must now be made comparative and extended both to the dateable
associations of the stratified finds and to how the overall coin
assemblage compares to other sites in the Central district and to the
broader pa:ztern of Ircn BAge ceoin deposition north of the Thames.

The assoc:ations of the temple coin _finds.
In the 34 pre-temple contexts which contained Iron Age C€Oins

[KRacseligrove, 1987a), the asscciations are as follows (Note 7). Eleven of
these depo:zits vwere without recognisably post-Conguest pre-rlaviar
maETerial amongst the identifiable dateable objects (32%). & further nine
centained recouLzsably post-Conaguest potrery and other finde, :nzlwding
T cne cese, a’ 485 oF Titvs {(27%). The rerzining fourieen had no

erded aszociataons (£1%). In what are, presumably, nostly cunplative
Zeoreite o which fresh 2fferings were containcusely addesc, anc where the
e#xrent cf :fubscsguent redsposation and mixinc is unknown, thess
esscTiatione cannot theresore be held to offer a convent:onal terminus
TCst quen Tor the depocsit. Much depends, also, on how the brown 1cam
ierred eri wnether the zbraded pottery sherds founé in it wsre alregady
=recsent vhsn this happened or were incorporaced subseguently.
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the surprisingly high proportion of ‘'conteXxis’ with
ecognisably post-Conguest finds clearly cautions against wholesale
snrerpretesion of the lron Age coint at zn situ pre-Conguest olferimngs.
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In a minority of cases, the coherence of a group of finds (eg

Haselgrove, 1987, HA 26, which includes a copper-alloy ear Scoop, tweezers
and nailcleaner), suggests that the items were deposited together. The
whole question of depositional patterning and the structuring of the
offerings at Harlow would repay systematic study. The Hayling Island and
Bois L'Abbe temples afford clear evidence for the practice (Downey et al,
1980; Mangard, 1978). At Hayling, many objects are clustered round burnt
circular patches, which were perhaps offering points.

Roman coins form a very small proportion of those from the pre-temple
contexts (B%), as France and Gobel (1985) point out. They comprise two
asses of Claudius a semis of Nero, and an as of Vespasian, as well as the
coin of Titus mentioned above, rather than earlier issues as might be
expected (Note 8). As a proportion of the total first century AD Roman
coins from the temple (11%), the contrast with the proportion of Iron Age
coins stratified in pre-temple contexts (29%) is less marked. This
suggests that while Roman coin offerings began later than the Iron Age coin
offerings, the number deposited before the temple was built was higher than
now appears the case.

A more satisfactory comparison is between the associations of the
coins in deposits other than the disturbed upper levels and the patterns
for Iron Rge coinage on settlements in eastern England as a whole
(Haselgrove, 1987a, Fig 5:8). This assumes that, despite redeposition in
later layers, the overall pattern of coin associations is largely
resistant to distortion, a conclusion which the general case supports.
Coins of different phases can be readily seriated according to their
association with other dated artefact types (Haselgrove, 1987a). &
similar chronological pattern ought to hold for Harlow {(despite the coins
being offerings rather than casual losses as at the settlements) since the
mint condition of many of the brooches and other items leaves little doubt
that they too were votive offerings.

Excluding the disturbed upper levels, a total of eight Roman coains
were recovered from the same general deposits as Iron Age coins (which
invariably include Cuncbelinus' developed types). The Roman coins are one
each of Caius and Claudius (regular), two of Nero, three Flavian issues
and one of Marcus Aurelius. Although the group 1is too small for
certainty, this pattern of associations appears later than the norm for
developed types of Cunobelinus (Haselgrove, 1987a Fig 5:8), for which
Claudio-Neronian issues predomirnate, folliowed by those of Augustus to
Caius. The general case is very much influenced by the Sheepen finds,
(Haselgrcves, 1987b), but as the latter site has its floruit c AD 10-60,
the compar:con is not inappropriate.

The picture from the brooch associations is similar, from a
slightly larger sample (17 brooches). At Harlow, the Iron Age coins were
most ofter. found with Colchester derivative brooch types (Fig¢ 4}, whereas
celsewhere, the types most commonly found essociated are the garlier
Langton Sown, Thistle and especially Colchester and ccpper alloy Kauheim
derivativz types (Haselgrove, 1%87a, Fig £:8). Ths .Latter tvpe:c are

(=1
reasonably common at Harlow, as can be seen from Lihe overall Tirst Century
AD broocn =ssemblage (Fig 4), and the discreparcy ¢©ouldé sirp:y be
forzuitous. On the other hand, the predoninance cf ire Coliclheaster
derivativs and Hod Hill typesg, thoulé &l:c be rotsi. A Claudio-Nerorian
dating is cenerally assumed for these haingsé 1ypss (rrancs a.c Gobsl,
1985}, ans the lafe of the Hauheim deravataives certa-rly extends into this
ceriod as well. Like the Roman ceoins, the brooch evidence s5ugdesis a
jepositicrzl emphasis in the midé first cernwury AD rather thayn earliier for

“he Irer: R3e COirns.

Tre Harizw Temple Coirs in their reciona. CONteri.
The hzarest site to ithe temple with iron Rge ¢
sc—-=1.23 =0lbrocks settlement (Conian, :87%), loca
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north-east of it. The site runs from the later first century BC to the

fourth century, but its status is uncertain. Conlon (1973) interprets the

area as a manufacturing centre producing votive items for use at the

temple, but a better suggestion may be that this area was another ritual s
locus (Fitzpatrick, 1985), with the temple forming a part of the kind of , wet “ |
extended rural religious complex so common in Gaul. The incidence of uwﬂi)rﬂrﬁr
first century AD brooches and especially Colchester derivative types DL o e
(30%) is again high, but the Iron Age coins (Allen, 1973) have a very mﬁuﬂﬂ”w
different emphasis, 56% of the finds being types struck before c AD 10

(Fig 5). Whether casual losses, or offerings as at the temple, there is

no doubt that as a group, the Holbrooks coins are much earlier,

indicating that deposition was either earlier, or, to accomodate the

brooch evidence, inceolved much smaller numbers of Iron Age coin in the

later stages. Either explanation suggests a pattern of first century AD

deposition different from the temple.

In fact, the Holbrooks assemblage is very closely comparable to the
mean for Iron Age coin losses on major settlements in the Central District
as a whole (Fig 5). Sites like Baldock and Braughing have a history of
continuous occupation from the mid first century BC to the mid first
century AD and should thus present a picture which is representative of the
overall coin losses through time brought about by the changing composition
of the coin circulation pool {(Note 9). Coins with Tasciovanus legends were
always apparently more common in the Central District than his successor's
issues (Haselgrove, forthcoming), and this is reflected in all the site
finds, particularly at the rural settlements. The temple coin assemblage
thus stands out for its exceptional emphasis onh Cunobelinus' later coinage,
alone of all the major sites in the region.

The regional data, of course, very largely reflect coin losses from
circulation, whereas the temple coins were intentionally deposited as
offerings. This does not, however, affect the overall argument, although
it would allow some chronological disparity in the date of deposition. If
the temple finds did represent a series of offerings of equal intensity
over the period from the later first cen.ury BC, the assemblage would be
expected to be of comparable composition to the regional mean, but is
not. Two possible explanations present themselves. First, coin offerings
may have been made in comparatively small guantities over most of the
period in gquestion, but were subseguently swamped by the deposition of two
or tliree enormous hoards, comprising mainiy late issues of Cunobelinus, at
a later stage in the seguence. Second, the cfferings were indeed made
very late in the history of Iron BRge coinage, the earlier coins simply
being survivals in circulation alongside the latest issues which were by
then current.

Apart from the gold, there are, as we have seen, a few early bronzes
stratifiec beneath the wes: range in positions which could potentiaily
support tre first hypothesis. Against this, & third possiblity should be
raised: trat these ccins may be casual 1lo0sses in an earlier domestic
concext. The presence of & possible shrine on an otherwise nornmal
settlement 18 not unknowr in Iron Age Essex, as with the central sguare
building .rn the recently excavaied settlement at Stanzted, which cortinueg
in use alcne after most of tne settlement had fallen into disrepair

{H.3rocse, #ere. Comm.). Suich a juxtaposition of the secular and the
relicigis 28 not impossikblie of the ssriier ectavoty at Hariow.

Directly pertinent to t{hese guestions g the condition of the iron
Age cosive, which in the case of mary bronze: was erxceptionally good
(Alien, .©=2). Some of Cuncbel.nue' develonsd types, in particular, were
N & maghn.oficent siace (Lilsn, 1988). Cverzli, the excavators concludec,
Wit SOms justice, that "a 15t OF the bronzes coines were recovered in mant
coré_tiorn &nd mugt have reen offered directily 10 the deities" (France and
Gobe., 19€%, 137). This cerzsinly allows the Harlow finds an appreciably
earl-er Sepotitional date Thar wWoUlEé be 11Xely for a gimilar oroup of



o~

G

coins lost from circulation on a settlement site. The same is true of the
brooches. For this reason alone, the observation that developed issues of
Cunobelinus are almost invariably found in post-Conquest deposits
everywhere else (Haselgrove, 1987a) is not relevant to the date at which
the same types were used as offerings at Harlow. If they were offerings
fresh from the mint, a pre-Conquest date of deposition cannot be ruled
out, even for the very latest of Cunobelinus' types. This does, however,
beg the question of whether bronze coinage was always put straight into
circulation, or whether it could have been kept, immobilizZed in someone's
treasury, until it was eventually offered at the temple.

Either way, the dominance of late types means that intensive
deposition started at earliest in the late pre-Conquest period. The
excavators®' picture of a significant level of coin deposition stretching
back towards the mid first century BC is not born out by the surviving
earlier coins. Also, those with Tasciovanus legends, although generally
in comparatively good condition, show rather more signs of wear than | 5%?
those of Cunobelinus, suggesting that most were, in fact, survivals in
circulation, supporting the second hypothesis. Moreover, the late
emphasis of the brooch assemblage is exactly the opposite of what we would
expect if the brooch offerings were contemporary with the coins. If
anything, the deposition of brooches in mint condition should have
generated a pattern of coin associations earlier than that produced
through casual loss and the abandonment of older, broken examples in
settlement contexts. The only alternative explanation is that brooch
depositiorn largely occurred after the Iron Age coin offerings had ceased.

A final comparison relevant to the date of the pre-temple offerings
involves the Roman coins. The relative frequencies of the earlier types,
up to and aincluding issues of Hadrian, are shown in Figure 6, using the
periodisation by emperors' reigns adopted by Reece (19B85). Within this ’
date rangs, the most frequent types are of Claudius {(Period IIa). 19 out
of 22 of them (85%) are, however, British copies, which were struck well
into the reign of Nero. Most of the Roman coins therefore date to the
later firet century AD, although as with the Iron Rge coins, the
sagnificance of tr._s tendency can only be assessed in relation to the mean
for the region and type of site. It does, however, suggest than any Roman
fort at Harlow is likely to be Neronian, and connected to the events of AD
E0-1, rather than of the early Conguest period.

The crronological emphasis of the group falls somewhere betwsen
Sheepen, where activity affectively terminated in the 60s AD, with its
much higher proportion of pre-Flavian issues, where activity affectively
terminateZ in the 60s AD, and the public town of Verulamium. There, the
Fiavian pesk (Period I111) effectively masks the short-lived Conguest
period mil:tary, occupation (Reece, 1985). As already observed,
pre-temple Roman coin offerings at Harlow were probably more freqguent than
now appears to be the case, particularly from the Neronian pariod. A&s,
for example, at Champlieu, O:se (Huysecom and Woimant, 1883), the descline
in intens.ve deposition of Iron Age coinage may therefore correlate
girectly «.th the increasing availability of Romarn coinage at Harlow two
or three ZIszcades after the Conquest. I1f so, this must strengthen the =
case for = significant post-Conguest Iron Age coinage deposition ¢n the
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site. ror the present, the matter is, however, beyend procf. 2 final &m“dj*
argumer: S:iVvOouring a posg-conauest depositional date could bz the zbsence 4J“7HTJ'
of weapcrnr.. This, with“norse harness and vehicle equipment, forrs one of @h#wfﬂi
the pranc.zal catecories of later Iron Age offerings at the Haylinc Island “”:J4
temple (C:wnevy =t 21, 1980) anc¢ at Gaulish sanciuary sites such as CD S
Gournav-co-~Aroncée, Oise or Ribemont-sur-ancre, Somm2 (Bruneau, 1%E3).

Discussa:z- &nd Conclusions

ir. coocliusion, we car lock more generalily at iron Age coin offerings
s

at Romens-Teltic temples and at the other possible factors beshiné the
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ritual use of the hilltop. 1In all, 211 Continental Romano-Celtic temples
have recorded offerings (a minimum figure owing to poor records) and of
these 31% include Iron Age coin finds, 26% of them alongside other
artefacts or animal bones, the other 5% with coins only (Haselgrove, 3
1887a). Later lznn_AgQ\offerxngs of weaponry, usuvally deliberately , =
damaged, and(én;mal bone are attested at the—sdnctuaries already mentioned
in Picardy and-others—(Bruneau, 1986), but most dated temple deposits in
Gaul begin only in the early Roman period. Gruel and Clement (1988},
indeed, have recently suggested that while animals, brooches, pottery and
especially the weaponry were well established pre-Conquest offerings,
monetary offering at temples was an early Roman introduction, an
expression of the changing values of post-Congquest Gaulish society. The
custom, they hint, may even have its origins in the Roman world, where it
is attested at an early date. Coin offerings at river sources and fords
were also probably a largely post-Conquest phenomenon, since the majority
are Roman and the Gaulish types found with them are generally late issues
(Blanchet, 1905). They do not, however, consider the possibility that
single and multiple finds of gold coins may sometimes be offerings rather
than casual losses or abandoned hoards.

Romano-Celtic temples with Iron Age coins are far fewer in south-east
England than in Belgic Gaul, although probable religious sites such as
Springhead in Kent and Gosbeck's, outside Colchester, also yield finds.
The temples of central southern England form the only coherent group, with
a possible outlyer at Woodeaton in the Upper Thames basin. At Hayling
Island, some coins were undoubtedly later first century BC offerings,
but the temple's Continental affinites are 5o strong that the whole complex
must be regarded virtually as an extension of contemporary Romanised
practice in Gaul (cf. Downey, et al, 1980). At the other sites, which
include Farley Heath, Waltham St Lawrence, and the newly discovered
Wanborough temple (Frere, 1986), the deposits look later, and may even be
entirely post-Conguest. They are comprised very largely of Southern
precious metal coinage and have the appearance of treasure. Deposition at
Hayling Island may have restarted afresh after the Conguest (Haselgrove,
1987a).

In the counties surrounding the Thames estuary, the only temple
prolific on the scale of the southern sites is Harlow itself. The other
sites have either very few Iron Age coins, eg Kit's Coty in Kent, or even
just a single specimen, €9 Mutlow Hills in Cambridgeshire, in coin lists
which span the entire Roman pericd. HNone of them are certainly temples.
Biong with several other supposed Romano-Celtic temples (cf. Black,
1286), they have a far better claim to regarded as nausoclea, sometimes
like ancther well knowm member of the central southern series at Lancing
Down, Stesex, with Iron Age timber structures preceding the later stone
builgines=.

A roesible clue to the rituzl significance of the Harlow hilltop is
provadec by two features shared by this group of probable mausolea. The
first 1:5 he frequent reuse of SBronze Age tumuli, £g at Kit's Coty,

Larcing Down and Mutlow KHoills. Remains of at least two Bronze Ahge
crematicn urns imply the funerary use of the hilltop at an earlisr date
(cf. Frzrce and Gobe., 19:F). Many other instances of natural knolls or
moLnds Lzond vced at 'karriws' are Xrown, the burials cimply being
inserced in the grouni. Ir¥gn AZE £Ddaing, tOD, are Xnown from several
comparsflec natural mounds :n. eooin-sast England (Easelgrove,
1887a).

Serznd, there 28 zthe potentiel link with pre-FCOman mOri{uary practices
Wihich thsz2 mausolea encapsulats, tNé homan bulldings eifectively
formelising & pre-exictions foziege., Both the ephjecte and the groups of
offerirc: whach were apparently deposited togeiher at karlow, such as the
broochs: 2nd the tozlet sc_,, are similar 1o those contained in later Iror
Aas craver in the Kaing harry Lane cemetery outrside St Elbans (Sread,
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1968). There were also finds of cremated human bone (though this may be
Bronze BAge). Pre-temple usage of the hilltop could then have been
connected in some way with mortuary ritual. The well-known accompanied
*Avlesford' cremations almost certainly constitute a minority rite and most
individuals must have been disposed of in ways which did not leave
archaeologically recoverable burials. Iron Age coins, in fact, occur at
several south-eastern cemeteries, in areas discrete from the burials, eg

at Aylesford itself, and could therefore be offerings made when the dead
were cremated, rather like the costly Gallic funerals which Caesar mentions
(De Bello Gallico VI, 19). Conversely, Iron Age mortuary or ritual use of
the Harlow hilltop quite possibly predated the custom of making any form of
visible offering there.

The earliest Iron Age activity was apparently associated with the
circular building, whether this served a ritual purpose or not. This
structure could still have been in use when the first gold coin deposits
were made in the cella area during the later first century BC, but even if
not, the site where it had stood exercised a powerful influence on the
later offerings. Later Iron Age gold coins are often found at the coast,
and at river scurces and other natural settings which most probably had a
ritual significance. By coincidence, the later name of 'Stanegrove' or
'Standing Groves' (France and Gobel, 1985) evokes just such a natural
setting, and in addition the hill was once partly surrounded by a meander
of the river Stort which subsequently became an oxbow lake. This certainly
seems the most likely explanation of the early gold deposits. Even
single gold coins recovered as chance finds in the countryside were often
probably offerings rather than casual losses (Haselgrove, 1987a}.

The bulk of the bronze coinage was not, however, deposited until the
late pre-Congquest period at the very earliest. This might even represent
an unrelated reuse of the same location; the earliest bronze coins
from the west range would not be out of place in a domestic context.

Such evidence as there is points to the decades immediately following the
Roman Concuest as the period of most intensive deposition. As in Gaul,
the practice could therefore be a Roman introduction, employing the
bronze coinage available locally at the time. British coinage in any case
soon became increasingly irrelevant to its original purpose, since taxes
and cofficial payments needed to be transacted in Roman coin, resulting

in the Rorman monetary system rapidly gaining ground in the province. But
even if deposition did start earlier, monetary offering at formal temples
seems to hzve been pramarily & Roman custom, and the Harlow deposits would
therefore 5& best regarded as yet one more facet of the high level of
Romanisation in the South East in the decades preceding the invasion
(Haselgrove, 1987a). A link to the earlier indigenous practice of gold
coin offer.ngs at natural foci is also probable, both in Britain and Gaul.

The rzssibility of an earlier timber structure beneath the ceiia (as
at Hayling Island; Downey et &l., 1980) having been stanc:ing while the
main concerntrations of bronze coins formed at adjacent offering points, as
not to be cwverlooked, althoush no obvious traces were observed durang the
1962-71 excavetions. A poss:ble paraillel is Region 1 at Shespen, whers
the Iron LI:z ccins in the disturbed upper levels adjacent to the late
first cenzt.ry &0 tenple compiex have a much later chrenclogical efighac:
than thoss strai:f.ed in the earlier settlemesnt deposite. Assuming tha
the most irwensave Ilron Age coin depos:tion at Haricw wes post-Concuest,
ils deciirns probably coincides With the increasing avaiiebility of Roman
coinage, & at Gaulish sites. With the building of the stone temple,
massive cc:n offerings on the hilltop ceased as sudgenly as they had
started, t-ougrl they may have carried¢ on an another form or
location &Z-acent to the building=. These are guestions wh
further vwzrs ir the surrounding arez wi:ll evenhtuzlly ressis
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Footnotes

I am indebted to Andrew Fitzpatrick for a list of the recorded provenances
of the Iron Age coins found between 1962-71.

The total of 232 securely provenanced to the temple omits the coins from
the 1819 exploration of the site, & minimum of 4 of which can be identified
to type. \!'2.?.!-?

The phasing is set out in detail in Haselgrove (1987a).

This contrasts with Hayling Island temple (Downey et al, 1980), where the
coins show a marked change in composition between pre-temple and temple
contexts (Haselgrove, 1987a). The latest Iron Age issues are little in
evidence in the former group. The earlier construction date of the stone
temple here, which was possibly erected when Iron Age coin offerings were
still being made, could be a relevant factor.

7 gold guarter-staters, of similar date to those in the cella area, were
found between 1985-6, implying a second cluster in the western part of
the courtyard. A quarter-stater Tasciovanus' earlier series was also
recovered. If this coin formed part of the same deposit, it would
suggest a later date for this second group reinforcing the earlier
warning about possible temporal and spatial variation and the danger of
relying on the negative evidence of partial excavation. I am indebted to
Andrew Fitzpatrick for details of the 1985-6 coin finds in advance of
publication.

The composition of the 1985-6 coin finds resembles the group from the
West range; if anything, their overall emphasis {apart from the gold) is
even later, 69% of them being developed issues of Cunobelinus and only 13%
with Tasciovanus legends.

'Association' is to be understood as coins and artefacts recovered
from the same general depeosit in a particular trench.

An as of Nerva, the only coin of that emperor listed in the report, is
variously assigned to a pre-temple context (pl34), Phase lb of the temple
EEEEL and to the disturbed upper layers (pBQl_}c£5¢4K%£EJ 1987)J e (1
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Fig

Fig

Fig

Fig

Fig

Fiqure Captions

The Romano-British temple at Harlow, showing the extent of the
excavations, 1962-71 and the areas with above average numbers of Iron
BRge coins recovered per sg. metre excavated, with additions after
Bartlett (1987).

Coin finds from different parts of the temple by period of deposition
(%).

Derivation of the Iron Age coins found at Harlow Temple (%).

First century AD brooches from Harlow Temple (i) associated with Iron
Age coins; (ii) totals recovered in the 1927 and 1962-71 excavations.

Histogram of Iron Age coin finds from Harlow Temple, Harlow-Holbrooks
and the mean for the major settlements in the area; by phase (%).

Histogram of Roman coin finds from Harlow Temple, Colchester, Sheepen
and St.Albans up to Hadrian, by phase (1%}.
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CENTRAL DISTRICT
MAJOR SETTLEMENTS

HARLOW-HOLBROOKS

HARLOW TEMPLE
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FHASE DURATION
5 &. 60 - 50 B.C.
& €. 50 - 20 B.C.
7 €. 20 B.C. ~ A.D. 10
B . A.D. 10 = Lo
Table 1

COMMENT

Gallic war coipages and
their ipmediate derivatives

VYirtually no bronze; ailver
relatively limited

Includes TASCIOVANVS,
ADDEDOMAROS and DUBNOVELLAVNOS
legends

Includes CVNOBELINVS, subdivided

into Early (E) and Late (L)
issues, and EPPILIVS

Phasing of British Iron Age coinage used ip this study; all dates

approximate to nearest 4 10 years.



