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Chapter 14

The island of Jersey:
Focus of resistance or field of last resort?

Philip de Jersey

The discovery of the Le Catillon II hoard in Jersey in June 2012, and its subsequent
excavation under laboratory conditions, has provided an extraordinary opportunity to
re-examine the Gallic War period in the Channel Islands and in the wider Armorican
region. The sheer size of the hoard - almost 70,000 coins, plus a dozen gold torcs,
silver and bronze ingots, and many other items of precious metal - is unparalleled in
Armorica, and indeed further afield: it is by some distance the largest single hoard of
Celtic or Iron Age coinage ever uncovered. It is by no means an isolated find, however.
There are other hoards from Jersey and indeed at least one, and possibly two or three,
more from the same field. These hoards have been interpreted in a fairly consistent
fashion since the late 19th century, but such is the volume of material now known
from the island that reconsideration of the traditional interpretation is arguably well
overdue.

The Jersey hoards

Prior to the discovery of Le Catillon II in 2012, at least eight or nine hoards of Iron
Age coinage had been recovered from Jersey soil (Figure 14.1). The earliest known
discoveries, made towards the end of the 18th century, are poorly recorded, but seem to
have included ‘a number of pieces’ found at the Mont de la Ville megalithic monument
in 1786 or 1787; perhaps two hundred coins ‘in an iron pot ... near the great harbour’,
¢. 1795; and ‘a considerable quantity’ in an earthenware pot near Rozel, c¢.1802 (Hawkes
1937, 124-125; Colbert de Beaulieu 1957a, 49-51). The identity of the ‘great harbour’
is uncertain and it is just possible, despite the reported difference in vessel, that the
last two refer to the same discovery. The few coins which survive from these hoards,
or were illustrated at the time, are almost all typical Coriosolite issues (see below).
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Figure 14.1 Map of Jersey showing the locations of (1) Mont de la Ville; (2) Rozel; (3) La Marquanderie;
(4) Le Catillon. Not marked: ‘the great harbour’.

Subsequent discoveries are generally rather better recorded. There are at least
four substantial hoards and one smaller find. All have relevance to the following
discussion and so their contents will be briefly summarized here.

Rozel, 1820

A cliff fall at Rozel, within the promontory fort of Le Catel de Rozel (Cunliffe 1992),
revealed a large hoard almost entirely composed of Coriosolite billon staters. The Baron
de Donop acquired 982 coins - possibly the entire hoard - and illustrated 760 of them in
Les médailles gallo-gaéliques (1838). Colbert de Beaulieu (1957a, 52) considered the 760 line
drawings to show 754 Coriosolite staters, two Coriosolite quarter staters and four ‘Unelli’
staters - probably equivalent to the ‘Rybot types’ from La Marquanderie (see below).

Rozel, 1875

One or perhaps more likely two hoards, discovered after heavy rain caused the collapse
of a cliff at Rozel (Cable 1876, 29). Colbert de Beaulieu (1957a, 54-56) suggested that
there were at least two separate deposits, one consisting mostly of Coriosolite staters
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- perhaps several hundred, many of them heavily defaced - and the other a far more
heterogeneous mix of central, northern and eastern Gaulish silver, with at least
fourteen Roman denarii down to 39 BC (de Jersey 1994, 168-170). The contemporary
accounts (the most useful of which is de Barthélemy 1884) indicate that this part of
the deposit must have included at least 700 coins.

Rozel, 1883

A small hoard of eighteen coins in an earthenware jar, including Coriosolite staters
and Roman coins, found close to the 1875 discovery (Cable 1886, 122-123). Cable (1886)
suggested that there may have been more coins than the finder admitted. Those
examined included a denarius of Mark Antony, c. 32 BC (Colbert de Beaulieu 1957a, 56).

La Marquanderie, 1935

The largest known hoard of Armorican coinage, until the 2012 discovery, was found in
digging the foundations of a house at La Marquanderie, in the south-west of the island,
on 22 April 1935. 1t contained approximately 12,000 staters, all but eight of them issues
attributed to the Coriosolitae. The hoard was published by Major N.V.L. Rybot (1952),
who identified these eight coins as ‘intruders’. Although they have clear stylistic links
to other lower Normandy coinages, at least six of them form a distinctive group that
remained extremely rare until the discovery of Le Catillon II, which contains more than
one hundred examples. The significance of Rybot’s ‘intruders’ will be considered below.

Le Catillon I, 1957

On 22 January 1957, Peter Langlois moved a large stone in a field at Le Catillon, in
the parish of Grouville in south-eastern Jersey, to find beneath it something in the
order of 2,500-3,000 coins, and various items of jewellery. The precise nature of the
discovery was obscured at the time, and the contemporary accounts of the numismatic
contents, by Colbert de Beaulieu (1957a; 1957b; 1958a; 1958b; 1959) and Derek Allen
(1958; 1960, 297-301), suffered accordingly. It is unlikely now that the exact contents
will ever be certain, but it seems to have been a single deposit, consisting of at least
2,280 Coriosolite staters and 43 Coriosolite quarter staters, together with a minimum
of 160 other Armorican issues, a few coins from elsewhere in continental Gaul, and -
crucially for questions of chronology - some 20 or 21 Gallo-Belgic and British coins.
The items which accompanied the coins included fibulae and rings in silver and
bronze, pieces of silver chain, a fragment possibly from a gold torc on an iron core,
and other iron objects (Fitzpatrick and Megaw 1987).

At least two of these hoards - the non-Armorican element of Rozel (1875) and the
small group from the same location (1883) - cannot have been buried before about
35 and 30 BC respectively, given the presence of Roman coins in both. In contrast, La
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Marquanderie and Rozel (1820) consist solely of Armorican issues which, according to
the conventional chronological framework, could have been deposited in the Gallic War
period, or shortly thereafter - for the sake of argument between about 56 BC and 45 BC.

The dating of Le Catillon I is more difficult, primarily because of uncertainty about
the chronology of the British coins and some of the jewellery contained within the
hoard. The British coins include six staters and six quarter staters attributed to the
Durotriges, all in good silver (Allen 1960, 297-298). On the currently most widely
accepted chronology for the British series - which essentially sees the development of
anative gold coinage in most regions as consequent on the import of large quantities
of Gallo-Belgic gold, during or very soon after the Gallic War - it is difficult to place
the silver coinage of the Durotriges before the early 40s BC, if not a little later in the
decade. Admittedly the examples of this coinage in Le Catillon I are heavy and in good
silver, which suggests that they date from near the beginning of this series, but we
still have to allow time for the stylistic development visible from their predecessors
struck in gold; and if the Durotrigan gold cannot have been struck before, say, 54 BC,
then the silver coins which followed obviously cannot have been buried in 57 or 56
BC, the years when Caesar’s troops were present on Armorican soil. A more realistic
date for the burial of Le Catillon I would thus be in the early or mid-40s BC; if we allow
for a very rapid typological progression through gold and silver, then it is just about
feasible that the heavy silver coins could have been produced towards the end of the
50s BC, and (on that basis) the hoard buried c. 50 BC. But unless our interpretation
of the British coinage is seriously at fault, we simply cannot push the Durotrigan
material in Le Catillon I back to the mid-50s BC. This chronological difficulty is still
more of an issue for Le Catillon II, as we will see below.

Colbert de Beaulieu and Allen both considered that Le Catillon I - and most of the
other Coriosolite-dominated Jersey hoards - must have been buried during the Gallic
War (de Jersey 2016, 165-166). Allen (1960, 297) commented that ‘The date of burial
[of Le Cétillon I] must be between Caesar’s campaign against the Veneti in 56 BC and
the completion of his campaigns in 51 BC’. Colbert was even more strongly in favour
of burial in 56 BC, although he qualified this view slightly by suggesting that even
if the hoards were not buried in that year, then they must have been assembled in
56 BC (Colbert de Beaulieu 1973, 163 n. 205).

This chronology was increasingly challenged from the late 1970s onwards, partly
because of revisions in the dating of the British coinage, including that in Le Catillon
I (Haselgrove 1987, 317-321), and partly because of improvements in the dating of
some of the items of jewellery, notably the fibulae (Fitzpatrick and Megaw 1987, 437).
As a consequence it was suggested (Fitzpatrick and Megaw 1987) that the Almgren
65 fibulae in Le Catillon I dated to between about 40 and 20 BC, and consequently
the hoard cannot have been buried before that period. Somewhat ironically, it now
appears (Andrew Fitzpatrick, pers. comm.) that the dating of the Almgren 65 fibulae
may be rather earlier than was considered to be the case thirty years ago, and so their
presence in the hoard would not necessarily preclude assembly and/or deposition
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during the Gallic War. Regardless of the dating of the fibulae, however, the chronology
of the British coinage still pushes the date of deposition significantly after the war.

Le Catillon II, 2012

Early in 2012 Reg Mead and Richard Miles detected a signal in the field at Le Catillon
where the hoard had been found in 1957. They dug a neat hole down to the find
and recovered four staters and a quarter stater, before refilling their excavation and
disguising its location. They reported their discovery to the Jersey Heritage Trust and
in June 2012 an archaeological excavation of 2 m x 2 m was carried out, centred on
the location of the metal-detected signal (de Jersey 2012; Miles and Mead 2016). The
hoard was removed as a single large block, weighing approximately 750 kg, and taken
to the Jersey Heritage laboratory where excavation under laboratory conditions began
in September 2014. The final coins (save for a small portion of the hoard which has
been left intact for future research) were removed in January 2017; the estimated total,
including the preserved portion, is approximately 69,550 coins. In addition to the coins,
the hoard contained many other items, including ingots in copper and silver, a dozen
gold torcs, smaller items of jewellery in gold, silver and bronze, several glass beads, one

other Armorican
petits boillons 2.0% | exotica
4.0% L 0.2%

Coriosolite quarters
19.1%

Coriosolite staters
74.7%

Figure 14.2 Approximate proportions of the main coin types in Le Catillon II.
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late Bronze Age spearhead, and
a worked stone. At least two of
the ingots have coins visibly
projecting from the metal.
Most of the non-numismatic
material is yet to be studied
in detail, and so the following
discussion will focus primarily
on the evidence of the coinage.

Figure 14.3 Coin no. 22585, apparently combining a petit billon At the time of writing
obverse die with a Coriosolite class IV quarter stater reverse. (March 2017) some 56,360
Diameter 11.5 mm, weight 0.72 g. coins have been cleaned and

identified. Approximately
three-quarters of these (c. 42,100) are staters of the Coriosolitae (Figure 14.2).
This proportion is unlikely to change significantly as the remaining coins are
cleaned, and thus the total number of Coriosolite staters should be in the order
of about 52,000. A further 19%, or about 10,800, of the coins cleaned so far are
quarter staters of the Coriosolitae. This is an extraordinary figure when it is
considered that as recently as 2004, Delestrée and Tache (2004, 92) could write
that Coriosolite quarter staters are ‘de la plus grand rareté ... I'effectif des
divisions connues de nous, essentiellement par d’anciennes publications, se
monte a quelques dizaines d’individus dont les trois lots du trésor de Jersey 11
[Le Céatillon I] ont fourni Iessentiel’. Preliminary examination of the Coriosolite
quarters in Le Catillon IT suggests that this element of the coinage is far more complex
than the relatively straightforward six classes of Coriosolite stater, and thus it is not
a simple matter of identifying six types of quarter stater which correspond directly
to the stater types.
About 2,300 of the coins cleaned so far are examples of the types generally known
as petits billons armoricains (Gruel and Taccoen 1992). This is a catch-all term for a
complex and poorly understood series of coinages, undoubtedly originating from
several different regions of Armorica, and possibly spanning both the pre- and post-
conquest periods. The petits billons have typically been dated to the period between
about 40 and 10 BC (Gruel and Taccoen 1992, 180), but there is at least one coin in Le
Catillon IT which apparently combines a reverse die of a Coriosolite quarter stater,
stylistically identical to class IV staters, with an obverse die otherwise found only
on petits billons (Figure 14.3). This has various important implications: it suggests, for
example, that this petit billon type was produced at the same mint as the Coriosolite
quarter, and at the same time, presumably before the Gallic War. Other petit billon
types in Le Catillon 1I include coins with features strongly associated with other
Armorican coinages, such as the barrié¢re d’hippodrome found on staters and quarter
staters of the Osismii (as Gruel and Morin 1999, no. 152). There are also a significant
number of petits billons types in Le Catillon 11 which were previously unknown, and
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as with the Coriosolite quarter staters will require considerable research before they
can be placed more securely in their Armorican context.

Other Armorican types (i.e. neither Coriosolite, nor petits billons) in stater and
quarter stater denominations are currently represented by about 1,100 of the
cleaned coins. In addition to relatively well-known types traditionally attributed to
the Baiocasses, the Osismii and other Armorican tribes, there are two less familiar
groups which are of particular interest. One is best described as ‘Coriosolitae/Veneti’
in style. A few examples have been published in recent catalogues (e.g. DT 2294, 2331;
DTS 23304, 23314, 2333A-B, all of which are attributed solely to the Coriosolitae),!
but there do not appear to be any provenanced examples from mainland Armorica;
it is curious that none seem to have been recorded in any of the previous hoards,
either from Brittany or Jersey. They are usually struck in good silver and in terms of
style they are clearly related to the early Coriosolite classes (in particular VI and V)
and the so-called ‘Veneti’ billon (de Jersey 2016, 171; see Delestrée 2015, 11 for an
appropriately doubtful view of this traditional attribution).

The second Armorican group of particular interest consists of just over one
hundred staters and a few quarter staters, which are related to the group of
‘intruders’ recognized by Rybot (1952, 42-44) in the La Marquanderie hoard. They
have stylistic links to coinages from Lower Normandy, for example in the form of
the hair (generally between two and four large locks) and in the presence of a lyre
(in this case always placed vertically) beneath the horse. Colbert de Beaulieu (1958a,
203) listed them as ‘a few coins of the Unelli and the Abrincatui’, but paid them less
attention than they deserve. Le Catillon IT has provided at least eight major varieties.
With a few exceptions, probably dating from the beginning of the series, they are
noticeably more poorly engraved than almost all of the other Armorican types in
the hoard. They give the impression of hurried production, possibly by an authority
with limited skills or resources available. It is tempting - though as yet wholly
unsupported by any other evidence - to suggest an association with Viridovix, the
Celtic king defeated by Quintus Titurius Sabinus in the south part of the Cotentin
in 56 BC (Caesar, BG 3.17-19).

The remaining c. 110 coins so far identified from Le Catillon II consist of
various ‘exotica’: coins originating from beyond Armorica. The two largest groups
are about twenty-five globules a la croix, traditionally attributed to the Senones or
the Carnutes (DT 2537), and more than sixty ‘thin silver units’ purportedly from
Hampshire or West Sussex (ABC 911). Almost all of the globules have test-cuts, a
feature otherwise virtually unknown on this type (John Sills, pers. comm.), and
thus may have been regarded essentially as bullion in this context. The thin silver
units are intriguing because there are now more known from Le Catillon II than
from the whole of southern Britain; there were four examples in Le Catillon I (Allen
1960, 298, nos 15-18), but the type is seemingly unknown from the continent. The
possibility that it might be a continental production (or even from Jersey?) cannot
be ruled out, however.
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As with Le Catillon I, one of the smaller groups of exotica - in this case, two staters
and seven quarter staters of the Durotriges - bear a significance far out of proportion
to their quantity, in terms of the chronology of the hoard. For the reasons explained in
the discussion of Le Catillon I, above, it is very difficult to place these coins before the
early 40s BC, and indeed the examples of these types in Le Catillon I mostly appear
to be rather later in the Durotrigan sequence than those in Le Catillon I. Once again,
therefore, we have to conclude that unless the dating of the British series is at fault,
Le Catillon II cannot have been buried before about 50 BC, at the very earliest, and
in fact is unlikely to have been buried until c. 40 BC or later.

Le Catillon: the hoard in context

One of the magnificent benefits of Le Catillon II, and the means by which it was
discovered and then excavated, is that for the first time in Jersey we have the
opportunity to truly explore the context of the discovery. We can also make more sense
of Le Catillon I in relation to the 2012 hoard, thanks in particular to the archival research
of Robert Waterhouse, Field Archaeologist for La Société Jersiaise, who has established
that the two hoards were located about 13 m apart (Waterhouse 2016, 37). Waterhouse’s
detailed recording of the excavation site, and the records and observations kept by

Figure 14.4 Excavation of Le Catillon IT, showing the surface of the large hoard block (being measured)
and the ‘Roman’ pit (with vertical scale) in the north-east corner of the trench.
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the two metal detectorists, Richard Miles and Reg Mead, all serve to demonstrate the
unique importance and potential of this site: not just for the island of Jersey, but for
the whole Armorican region at the end of the Iron Age.

The 2 m x 2 m excavation which revealed the 2012 hoard also exposed other
features of potentially great significance. In addition to the pit which had been dug
for the hoard, there was another, smaller pit in the north-east corner of the trench
(Figure 14.4). This contained early Roman material, including a denarius of Augustus
struck in Lyon in 8 or 7 BC (RIC 1, 199). Elsewhere in the trench, Waterhouse (2016,
37-38) recorded the presence of metal slag, burnt clay and daub. Given the amount
of activity in this area of just four square metres - and the presence of Le Catillon I,
a few metres away - it seems very likely indeed that there will be further traces of
occupation elsewhere in the field. The pattern of ploughsoil finds recorded by Miles
and Mead (2016, 20, 34) also points to at least one more possible hoard, perhaps
scattered from a point towards the north: more than one hundred coins have been
recovered in a narrow strip of land on the western edge of the field. Nor should we
completely dismiss the ‘legend’ or rumour told to Reg Mead in about 1980, concerning
the discovery of an unreported hoard found when one of the hedgerows was grubbed
up some years earlier (Miles and Mead 2016, 18-19). This might just be a garbled
version of the 1957 discovery, but if not confused with that find then it implies the
presence of at least one more hoard on the site. The potential value of a detailed
geophysical survey of the whole field, and the field to the west, across Le Catillon
road, cannot be underestimated.

Although as indicated above there are hints of settlement and occupation in
the finds retrieved from the 2012 excavation, as yet we have no clear insight into
the nature of the wider site, and thus for the time being we need to turn again to
the evidence provided specifically by the hoard - and in particular the dominant
numismatic element, the staters of the Coriosolitae.

The coinage of the Coriosolitae

Staters of the Coriosolitae account for some 75% of the hoard’s numismatic contents
by number, and more than 90% by weight. An association between some at least of
the six Coriosolite stater classes — probably the final three, in chronological order I,
III and IT - with the Gallic War, and specifically with the period of 57-56 BC, has been
recognized for many years, and this still seems the most likely explanation of the
sudden surge in production. Katherine Gruel (1998, 61) has taken this interpretation
further with her suggestion that those three late classes were issued by a coalition
of Armorican forces. Their production did not necessarily take place at the same
location as the earlier classes, nor was it necessarily the same authority - whether an
individual or a coalition of rulers - who sanctioned the production of the ‘confederal’
coinage. It is clear from die studies that there is a definite break between the three
earlier classes - VI, V and 1V, in that order - and the three later (Colbert de Beaulieu
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1973, 114), but the duration and wider significance of this division is not known. The
absolute dating of the earlier classes is still elusive, since there are no examples known
from securely-dated archaeological contexts. Even the earliest coins of the series are
in relatively poor silver (about 32% for class VI staters), and it is not at all implausible
that the series did not begin until the second quarter of the 1st century BC - but it must
be admitted that this is little more than a guess, such is the paucity of the evidence.

The association between this coinage and the tribe known as the Coriosolitae
seems to have become generally accepted in the later 19th century. There are no
inscriptions on the coins to support the attribution, and so the evidence is based solely
on findspots. Lambert (1864), in common with other antiquarians and numismatists
of his era, focused on the presence of either the boar or the lyre beneath the horse to
refine the attribution. Thus the coins with the lyre ‘appartiennent aux Curiosolites, chez
lequels on les retrouve le plus habituellement, ainsi que chez leurs voisins, les Redones,
d’une part; les Abrincatuens et les Unelliens, de 'autre’ (Lambert 1864, 26), while those
with the boar ‘appartiennent aux Abrincatuens et aux Unelliens...’ (Lambert 1864, 28).
Twenty-five years later, the catalogue of the Bibliothéque Nationale (Muret and
Chabouillet 1889, 147-150) presented more or less the modern interpretation in listing
both boar and lyre types as coins of the Curiosolitae (sic).
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Figure 14.5 The distribution of hoards including coins of the Coriosolitae (data from de Jersey 1994,
217-218). The Gallo-Roman territory of the Coriosolitae is shaded grey.
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Single finds to support this attribution are not especially common (de Jersey
1994, 214-216), but those recorded are concentrated principally in three areas:
the hinterland of Saint-Malo, in the extreme north-east of the Cétes-d’Armor; the
southern part of the Cotentin; and the island of Jersey. The hoards (de Jersey 1994,
217-218), in addition to the obvious concentration on Jersey, are scattered more
widely across eastern Cotes-d’Armor and just across the Rance into Ille-et-Vilaine,
and intermittently through the Cotentin. The distribution of the hoards in Brittany
corresponds reasonably well to the territory ascribed to the Coriosolitae in the early
Gallo-Roman period (Figure 14.5), with the exception of a void in the southern third
of this region, approximately between the rivers Oust (in the west) and Vilaine (in the
east). Hoards are not necessarily reliable indicators of territory (Casey 1986, 61-67),
but with the relatively small number of single finds, they represent the strongest
evidence we have to make a direct link between this coinage and the Coriosolitae.

We might well ask, however: does this really matter? ‘Coriosolite’ is a useful label
to apply to the coinage - we have to call it something - but to do so invokes numerous
assumptions that simply cannot be tested. The division between the first three and
the last three coinages of the series has already been mentioned. Neither the early
classes nor the late were necessarily produced by or for this tribe, and as we have
seen Gruel has suggested that the latter group was a confederal issue. Some elements
of the coinage might perhaps have been the output of a ruler in a particular area of
the Coriosolite territory. And one of the single greatest problems in resolving these
questions is that we have absolutely no evidence of where the coinage was manufactured:
no minting debris of any sort has been recovered from the supposed Coriosolite
territory, or indeed from almost anywhere in Armorica (the single exception appears
to be a quarter stater die from the Morbihan; Delestrée 2017, 205).

In the absence of physical evidence of manufacture it seems to be generally assumed
that the Coriosolite coinage was produced somewhere in northern Brittany. Colbert
de Beaulieu (1973, 128) briefly considered the possibility that it was manufactured in
Jersey, noting the ‘densité prodigieuse’ of finds on the island, but rejected this view
on various counts, some more convincing than others (de Jersey 2016, 166-167). As
discussed in relation to Le Catillon I, above, Colbert de Beaulieu and his 20th-century
contemporaries considered almost without exception that the coins were carried to
Jersey by refugees fleeing the Gallic Wars, and buried on the island between about
56 and 51 BC (Allen 1960, 297; Colbert de Beaulieu 1973, 128). Whether deposition
took place during that period or in the decade or two afterwards, we should arguably
consider anew the possibility that some of the Coriosolite coinage was produced on
Jersey. The fact that the raw materials would have to be transported to the island
does not necessarily count against this possibility; it is self-evident that the Jersey
hoards were imported at some point, whether as finished coinage or as ingots, coins
or other objects destined to be recycled. The shipment of this material would have
carried some element of risk, but perhaps that risk was perceived as less significant
than that incurred in manufacturing the coins on the Armorican mainland, closer
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to the threat posed by Rome. If production did take place on the island, that in turn
raises intriguing questions about its political and social affiliations: was it effectively
part of the territory of the Coriosolitae? This is far from a novel idea - Lemiére (1851,
222) asked precisely this question in one of the earliest useful studies of Armorican
coinage - and it is no easier to answer now than it was in the mid-19th century. If
not actually part of the Coriosolite territory, then presumably the population of the
island were at least ‘on the same side’ as their mainland neighbours. But at present
we simply cannot say whether the production process, if it did occur on Jersey, was
carried out by inhabitants of the island, or by allies from the mainland - whether of
the Coriosolitae or other groups - who were only briefly present on Jersey.

The sheer number of Coriosolite coins now recorded from Jersey is certainly
impressive. Le Catillon II is likely to furnish about 52,000 staters when cleaning is
completed, and to this we can add the various hoards mentioned above, giving a total
of at least 67,000 Coriosolite staters. Although comparatively insignificant in terms
of weight, we should not forget that there are now also in excess of 11,000 quarter
staters from the island. Precise figures from mainland Armorica are more difficult
to calculate, primarily because of the number of poorly-recorded antiquarian finds,
but something in the order of 8,000 Coriosolite staters is a reasonable lower estimate;
quarter staters are very scarce indeed, as mentioned above. The largest credibly
reported hoard on the mainland is Trébry (Cétes-d’Armor), containing 1,756 staters
(Gruel 1981). One early 19th-century discovery (Saint-Dénoual, Cétes-d’Armor; de
Jersey 1994, 161) reportedly contained between 1,200 and 1,500 staters, probably of
the Coriosolitae, and there are several other antiquarian finds in the high hundreds,
though in each case containing fewer than a thousand coins (de Jersey 1994, 217-218).
Single finds are still comparatively rare, possibly in part because of the greater
restrictions on metal-detecting operating in France, compared to Britain or Jersey. In
summary, therefore, it is not unreasonable to estimate that more than eight times as
many Coriosolite staters have been found on Jersey than on the Armorican mainland,
and that quarter staters are almost exclusively an insular phenomenon.

It is possible to examine the Coriosolite stater figures in a little more detail, with
reference to the standard division into six classes. Of the 67,000 coins found in Jersey,
approximately 47,000 are class 1, II and III issues, the so-called confederal coinage.
The great majority (94%) of the 20,000 ‘early’ staters (i.e. classes 1V, V and VI) found
in Jersey are from Le Catillon 11 (35.3% of the Coriosolite stater contents): a little less
than one thousand were recorded from La Marquanderie (8.6%), and just over one
hundred from Le Catillon I (5.2%).

The breakdown of the six stater classes in Le Catillon II, compared to other hoards
both from Jersey and the mainland, is intriguing (Table 14.1). It differs significantly
from both insular and continental hoards in two respects: a relatively high proportion
of class V staters, compared to other Jersey hoards, equivalent to the bottom end of
the range seen on the Armorican mainland; and a proportion of class II staters, the
final issue, which is both much lower than the previous Jersey finds, and markedly
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Table 14.1 Proportion of Coriosolite staters by class, arranged chronologically, in nine hoards.

cl. VI cl v cl.1v cl.1 cl. 11 cl.11

La Marquanderie,Jersey 0.2 3.1 5.3 14.4 22.5 54.4
Rozel, Jersey, 1820 0.2 9.2 5.5 15.1 14.5 55.3
Rozel, Jersey, 1875 0.8 9.6 8.0 15.2 13.6 52.8
Le Catillon I, Jersey 0.3 2.1 2.8 12.3 16.8 65.6
Le Cétillon II, Jersey 3.0 22.4 9.9 14.4 17.3 33.0
Roz-Landrieux, Ille-et-Vilaine 16.3 63.8 5.1 14.1 45 1.9
Merdrignac, Cotes-d’Armor 0.1 40.6 40.6 9.1 0 8.3
Penguilly, Ctes-d’Armor 1.1 27.8 19.7 23.2 16.2 11.6
Trébry, Cotes-d’Armor 0.3 23.1 34.3 24.9 17.0 0.4

Note that there are historical errors in the data for Roz-Landrieux (totalling 105.7%) and Merdrignac
(98.7%), which cannot now be resolved.

higher than Armorican comparisons. Quite what this means, however, is difficult to
say. It could be interpreted to suggest that Le Catillon II is chronologically slightly
earlier in date than the other Jersey hoards, with a greater proportion of the earlier
types of coin and fewer late types, but that seems to be contradicted by the presence
of the relatively late Durotrigan issues, as discussed above. Given that all of the Jersey
hoards contain the final class I issue - forming between one-third (Le Catillon 11) and
two-thirds (Le Catillon I) of the Coriosolite stater contents - then plainly none of them
can have been buried before class II was manufactured and ‘circulated’, insofar as that
term is appropriate. It seems more likely that there has been some additional variation
in the factors leading to the assembly of particular hoards, but attempting to identify
the factors involved in any one case may be difficult. The variation between Le Catillon
I and Le Catillon II is a useful example of this point. The two finds are geographically
identical, to all intents
and purposes, just a
few metres apart in
the same field, and it is
difficult (although not
impossible) to conceive
that the depositors
of one did not know
about the presence of
the other. And yet there
is a tenfold difference
Figure 14.6 Left-facing Coriosolite quarter stater from Le Cdtillon Il in the proportion of
(coin no. 66001). Maximum diameter 15 mm, weight 1.47 g. class V staters, and one




280 Philip de Jersey

hoard has proportionately half as many class II staters as the other. There are other
differences: to give just one example, there were more than 50 ‘XN’ staters in Le
Catillon I, the type generally attributed to the Abrincatui (de Jersey 1994, 103-105),
but these coins are entirely absent from Le Catillon II.

Why? It must surely be a reflection of the source of the coins in each hoard, and
the history of each parcel or batch which went to make up each hoard before it
was buried for a final time. It is just possible that some light may be shed on these
processes by the 3-D spatial recording of the hoard contents (Miles and Mead 2016,
78), which provides an unprecedented opportunity to identify patterns at the level
of individual dies. This point is perhaps best explained by a potential case study.
There are almost 30 examples in Le Catillon II of a previously unknown Coriosolite
quarter stater, with the unusual feature of the head facing left (Figure 14.6). All but
one of these coins is struck from the same pair of dies (the exception is struck from
the same obverse and a different reverse). It is reasonable to assume that these left-
facing quarters represent a single episode of production at a mint, wherever it was. If
they are found to be scattered widely throughout the hoard, then it seems likely that
some period of time elapsed between production and final deposition, allowing these
coins to disperse from the mint and, to some extent, to circulate. If they are found to
be confined to a restricted area of the hoard, it might instead suggest that this batch
has stayed more or less intact since production. This type of enquiry - possible only
because of the painstaking removal and recording of the coins from the hoard, one
by one - presents a new and potentially very valuable source of information on the
processes by which the hoard was assembled.

Focus of resistance or field of last resort?

Analysis of Le Catillon II is still at an early stage. Although most of the coins have
now been identified, this is just the first step in what will inevitably be a long process
of examination and investigation, given the sheer size of the hoard and the many
different objects it contains. Further investigation of the find site is also fundamental
to a full understanding of the context of this hoard, and of its 1957 predecessor. In the
meantime, we can make some preliminary suggestions as to how this extraordinary
discovery fits in with the other hoards from Jersey and with the Gallic War period in
the wider Armorican region.

The question of chronology - and specifically the date of deposition of the hoard -
has a tendency to dominate all other lines of enquiry, but it is undeniably fundamental
to our attempts to make sense of Le Catillon II. In this respect the presence of a small
number of Durotrigan imports is crucially important. As discussed, it is impossible on
the current, widely-accepted chronology of the British series to date these Durotrigan
coins any earlier than c. 50 BC, and there is good reason to suggest that the examples
in Le Céatillon II are several years later. As a consequence, the final deposition of Le
Catillon II simply cannot have taken place before about 40 BC, and it is by no means
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impossible that it was a little later still, perhaps in the 30s BC. There is unfortunately
nothing in the vastly greater quantities of Armorican material which provides
anything like the same degree of precision in dating, nor in the handful of other
‘exotic’ coins scattered through the hoard. Unless some key chronological indicator
is identified among, for example, the bracelets or fibulae, then the numismatic dating
supplied by the Durotrigan coins will remain paramount.

If we accept a date for the burial of Le Catillon II as, say, 40 or 35 BC, then clearly
in a strictly chronological sense it is removed from direct association with the Gallic
Wars, although its assembly may still owe almost everything to the events of the
mid-50s BC. However one views the Coriosolite coinage, and in particular the three
later classes - whether confederal or not, whether produced by the Coriosolitae or
another authority, whether struck in Jersey or on the mainland - an association with
the incursion of Roman troops in 57 and 56 BC seems by far the most likely explanation
of the sudden increase in production. The fact that eight times as many Coriosolite
staters have been found on Jersey as on mainland Armorica might suggest that
this production took place on the island, but at present there is simply no physical
evidence to confirm this, one way or the other. The presence in Le Catillon II of at
least two ingots containing partially-melted coins is undoubtedly significant, but it
does not in itself prove that production took place on this site, or indeed anywhere
necessarily on Jersey.

How, then, should we explain the gap of perhaps fifteen or twenty years, or
more, between the date when most of the coinage assembled in Le Catillon IT was
produced, and the date when it was finally buried? The composition of the hoard
gives the impression of consisting of every last scrap of precious metal available to
the people who gathered it together: every little parcel of coins kept securely since
the Roman conquest; all their jewellery, whether pristine or damaged beyond repair;
a late Bronze Age spearhead, perhaps a treasured keepsake; the ingots melted down
from earlier Armorican coinages; a few Durotrigan coins received from their allies
across the Channel. There is a sense of finality about all of this. Does Le Catillon II
represent the treasury of a people for whom the technicality of a Roman conquest
in 56 BC was about to become the reality of Roman occupation?

In this scenario we might consider that the island of Jersey did in some sense act
as a focus of resistance during the immediate post-conquest period. Coinage and other
valuables were brought to the island, whether by refugees desperate to find safety,
or as the result of more strategic decisions made by the inhabitants of mainland
Armorica; quite possibly in both circumstances. For some time after the Gallic War
had ended, the inhabitants of the island continued to live relatively unaffected by
the Roman conquest. We have no detail, literary or historical, on events in Armorica
during the two or three decades after 56 BC, and the archaeological evidence is very
rarely of a precision that can shed any further light on such a short period. But it
seems unlikely that a relatively isolated (and difficult to access) location such as Jersey
would have been the first target for the new occupying power, especially if it was
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not perceived as a threat. The Romans may have been aware of the wealth concealed
on the island, but they might equally have realized that the inhabitants presented
no significant military challenge. In those circumstances they could afford to leave
them in peace for a few more years.

When, at last, the time came to occupy the island, the treasure which had been
stored on Jersey was buried for a final time: much of it at Le Catillon, some of it
perhaps at other locations on the island, particularly at Rozel. At least two of the
Rozel hoards cannot have been buried before the mid or late 30s BC, and it is by
no means impossible that the Le Catillon deposits were made at the same time; it
is also worth mentioning the Sark hoard in this context, another treasure perhaps
buried c. 30 BC (Allen 1971; de Jersey forthcoming). The Roman occupation of Jersey
began shortly afterwards, and there are tantalizing glimpses from the Le Catillon II
excavation trench that whether or not the occupiers realized that the field contained
treasure, they must have somehow appreciated its significance to the local population,
because they chose to continue to occupy the site through the end of the 1st century
BC and into the early 1st century AD, and perhaps beyond - only further excavation
will tell. For the island population, however, it is fair to say that while for a short
time Le Catillon might have seemed to be a focus of resistance, ultimately it became
their field of last resort.

Note

1 The following abbreviations are used in this chapter for coin types: ABC = Cottam et al. 2010;
DT = Delestrée and Tache 2004; DTS = Delestrée and Tache 2008.
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