The uses and values of copper alloy artefacts in the late to post-Roman transition period in Britain
Ellen Swift
In the Roman period, copper-alloy objects were widely available, and they are common excavation and metal-detected finds from both urban and rural sites. We can trace significant changes, however, in how they were used and valued in the late-to-post Roman transition period in Britain. It was a period of economic collapse and political breakdown, affecting how objects were valued in both practical and cultural terms. In this overview, following a preliminary consideration of how value is created for objects, I will examine some different types of artefacts and discuss examples that illustrate the range of ways they were used and valued, focusing on the late to post-Roman transition period.
Questions of Value
Value can be created for objects in many ways. An object may have a use-value related to its function, for example the requirement for a sharp cutting tool. Sometimes the use-value may be social rather than practical, for instance a ritual crown that is part of religious equipment. 
An object may have an economic value stemming from the value of the raw materials, which in turn depends on factors such as their utility and availability, and how they were judged culturally, for instance in aesthetic terms. With regard to materials, we can also consider how an action such as the manufacture of an alloy brings different materials together and creates new types of value that may be different from those of the constituent elements (Jones 2012, 143). There may also be ‘added value’ for objects, such as the age of antiques that increases their monetary value; work and time that goes into the production or maintenance of objects; or artefacts whose value in part stems from their currency (that is, their fashionable nature).  An object might also be valued because of its particular history: given as a gift, treasured as an heirloom or valued as a personal memento (see Stoner 2019). Some types of value or potential value can depend on the object’s status as alienable or inalienable (Chapman 2000, 30–32), that is, its ability to be transferred to new ownership. 
Anthropological and historical studies show these means of value creation occur cross-culturally and through time, as well as being attested in written sources for the Roman and /or wider Classical period, most notably in Pliny’s Natural History (HN 33; he is one of the few ancient authors interested in the qualities and properties of objects), but also in a wide range of other material such as ancient literary and historical writings, law codes, and personal letters (discussed in Swift 2022, 205; Baloglou 2012, 46).
Value is always contextual. Different owners, users or social groups might value things in different ways, or the same user might value something differently according to a particular context of use. Value that is related to social meanings can frequently change as such meanings develop and transform. We can also consider not only current value, but also the future potentiality that objects held for different kinds of use and value (Robinson 2017, 160–161; Graeber 2001, 163). It has even been suggested that we should view meaning, which would include value, as continually produced in the present in moments of interaction, rather than being static and enduring (Jones 2012,199–200; Joy 2009, 543–4).
From an archaeological perspective, this constant transformation is hard to study, but we can potentially trace some value changes during an object’s lifespan (its ‘object biography’, see Kopytoff 1986; Joy 2009) by examining evidence relating to its appearance or context. We can identify changes in both how objects were valued, and whether they were valued at all. Objects can return to their earlier status as raw materials, intended for recycling, or be disposed of altogether. Alternatively, there can be curation and repair of objects, which can prompt further changes in value and meaning.
These perspectives can inform the interpretation of examples when thinking about the end of the Roman period in Britain. Before examining some case studies, though, we need to consider the wider context of the period.
The Late to Post-Roman Context
The late to post-Roman period in Britain was a period of transformation. By the early 5th century, Roman government of Britain had ceased, there was political and economic crisis, and many towns were apparently deserted (Esmonde-Cleary 2013; 1989). What survived of Roman economic organisation, culture, and lifestyles is hotly debated among scholars (Gerrard 2013 provides an overview). Artefacts constitute important evidence, but there is a dramatic reduction in objects that normally survive well in the archaeological record. Burial rites change, so that grave-goods, an important source of artefact evidence, become scarce. There is some evidence for the continued production of artefacts (Cool 2000; Gerrard 2013; Henig and Gerrard 2016), but artefact production appears to have been vastly reduced compared to the previous late Roman period. Some of the artefacts that are typical of very late-dating assemblages are made from materials other than metal (bone, shale, jet) and the proportions of non-metal objects are greater in such assemblages than in early to mid-fourth century ones, as Hilary Cool has shown (Cool 2000, 49–50; see also Crummy 2006, 128–132). I have suggested this may be a consequence of metal technology becoming more difficult to access for some (Swift 2012, 191–2). At the same time, it is widely recognised that the new metal objects that do exist from the late-to-post Roman transition period and the early Anglo-Saxon period are mostly made from recycled Roman coins and other objects melted down (Swift 2012, 186–90; Dungworth 1997; Pollard et al 2015; Caple 2010, 313; Fleming 2012, 22–23). To some extent, this follows earlier recycling practices.
Reused objects in the late to post-Roman period 
In previous work, I have documented the reuse of extant objects from this period focusing particularly on modification practices (Swift 2019; 2014; 2012; Swift 2013) and I will just review this briefly. Examples of simple repairs and the repurposing of objects in new ways can be found throughout the Roman period, of course. However, there is evidence that this increases towards the end of the Roman period (Swift 2013, 107–9). There is much reuse in a wide range of materials, and of interest to this volume, copper-alloy objects being reused and valued in a range of different ways, for example: 
· evidence for curation, but the form of the object is preserved. 
· the object is modified but used similarly to its original function.
· the object is made into a different artefact with selective use of previous features. 

Some of the objects, such as bracelets, were probably produced in the fourth century and curated into the fifth; others, such as belt-fittings or penannular brooches, were made in both the fourth and fifth centuries. An important class of material is quoit brooch style (QBS) objects (Swift 2019; Suzuki 2000; Ager 1985; Evison 1965). These were made within the fifth century and the earliest objects derive from late Roman belt fittings. They have distinctive decoration used on a limited range of object forms including the quoit brooches from which the style is named. A large proportion of them show evidence of repair, modification, or transformation into other artefacts (see Swift 2019).

SLIDE Examples of the reuse of copper-alloy objects (Table 1)

	Re-use category
	Type of reuse
	Examples and context date

	Curation: the form of the object is preserved
	Brooches with minor repairs e.g. replaced pins

	Roman style penannular brooches – multiple examples from Swift 2014, Table 1; most dates are 4th, 5th or 6th  c. Crossbow brooches from Lankhills (Swift 2013, 96; Cool 2010, 284)

	
	Belt fittings with minor repairs – replaced tongues, new rivet holes, trimmed edges
	Multiple examples of QBS material (Swift 2019, 27–31). The style dates to the fifth century, QBS objects are mostly found in mid-late fifth to early sixth century contexts.
Buckland, Dover – Swift 2013, 97; Evison 1987 gr. 48 no. 14, c. 475–525.

	The object is modified but used similarly
	Bracelets cut down into child-sized bracelets

	Multiple examples from Swift 2012, 207–8 and 173, most context dates are late fourth to early fifth c. (excluding redeposited material).

	
	Belt fittings with altered form or decoration
	Multiple examples of QBS material (Swift 2019, 31–35). The style dates to the fifth century, QBS objects are mostly found in mid-late fifth to early sixth century contexts.

	The object is made into a different artefact
	Coins pierced for suspension or other purposes
	Colchester, graves 278 (300/320–320/40), 15 (TPQ 364), 69 (radiate) (TPQ 360), 406 (TPQ 367), 503 (TPQ 320/40–330/50). Burnett 2005; Crummy, Crummy and Crossan 1993, 41, 133–142, 154, 160–62. Poundbury, Farwell and Molleson 1993, 236. Anglo-Saxon period contexts, White 1988, 62–101.

	
	Belt-fittings or mounts made into brooches
	Howletts QBS square plate brooch, Higham QBS disc brooch, Faversham QBS disc brooch.
Unfortunately, none is from a dated context. Swift 2019, 35–38.

	
	Bracelets made into smaller rings, or pulled open into strips and/or cut up
	Multiple examples from Swift 2012; most context dates are late fourth to early fifth c. or later; there are also some from fifth and sixth century Anglo-Saxon contexts.

	
	Penannular brooch made into child-sized bracelet
	Wattle Syke c. 375 to early 5th c. Swift 2014; Cool 2013, 194–5. Worn at burial by child age c. 3–5 years along with cut-down bracelet.



Given the examples discussed above, what are the implications for the ways the objects were valued? From the archaeological evidence some snapshots of the changing uses and values of these objects can be glimpsed. We can look at both broad trends in use and value and the individualised and contingent values of the objects attributed by particular users or within individual contexts, although it can be difficult to reach conclusive opinions.
The broad trend appears to be related to the collapse of production of metal objects at the end of the Roman period, and thus one of the types of value in play is scarcity value. Attempts to continue living the same kind of lifestyle in the face of shortages of artefacts, raw materials, and access to technology will have encouraged behaviours such as curation and repair. For instance, in Roman Britain and more widely within the empire, bracelets (and other jewellery) seem to have been important in the construction of age-related identities, with multiple bracelets found in the graves of children and adolescents, and fewer in the graves of adult women (Swift 2000, 179; Oliver 2000). When bracelets become scarce, adult bracelets are sometimes cut down so that children can still wear them, as evidence from late Roman burials shows (Swift 2012, 181–2).
Wider cultural changes eventually meant that objects in some copper alloy artefact categories,  bracelets again being a relevant example, fell out of use. Bracelets were very popular in the fourth century, but they are uncommon as newly-made objects in the fifth century. They were supplanted by brooches, which become increasingly important as dress objects (Collins 2010). These changes in cultural values meant older objects became obsolete in their original form—at least in some particular contexts. Late Roman bracelets, in a later phase of use, appear to have been valued primarily for their material, since they were very extensively modified and transformed. A large number were made into smaller rings that are much too small to be used as bracelets, even for infants, and some were also pulled open and flattened into strips (see Swift 2012; Swift 2019).
[INSERT FIGURE 1A-1B HERE]
A quoit brooch style belt set from grave 34 at Highdown cemetery is an example of an object possessing scarcity value (Figure 1A). The cemetery is broadly categorised as Anglo-Saxon, but many graves contained Roman material culture (see, for example, Welch 1983, 619, fig. 103). Grave 34 has been dated to the later fifth/earlier sixth century (Swift 2019, Table 1). The belt set is made up from different pieces that did not originally belong together. We can see from the comparison with the item below, a complete and homogenous belt set from Pont-de-Buis-les-Quimerch in Normandy (Figure 1B), that the buckle frame comes from a similar set and has been repurposed, placing it with a kidney-shaped, gilded, cabochon-inlaid belt plate instead of the matching rectangular pieces that originally made up the set (Swift 2020, 436–8; Swift 2019). Belt fittings remained important in fifth-century dress culture (see Marzinzik 2003), but the technology to create newly made objects appears not to have been available, and so extant components were re-used—they had scarcity value. 
The most obvious social value of the belt set would be in the construction and communication of social status. Another perspective on value is also visible here, however. It can be seen in the photograph that the frame, plate, and connecting pieces look different in colour (not the gilding remnants but the bulk material used for each piece).  As part of my study of quoit brooch style objects, I undertook some compositional analysis of the objects (Swift 2019).[footnoteRef:1]  The belt set from Highdown grave 34 proved to have a buckle frame of gunmetal, and plate of brass/gunmetal, but the strips connecting the frame and the plate, that were designed to be mostly hidden behind the plate, were made from bronze. [1:  Non-invasive analysis of the uncleaned metal surfaces using a Niton XL3T portable XRF analyser was carried out. There can be problems with surface corrosion products and metal accumulation at the surface which affect the results, meaning that they may not be indicative of the overall composition of the object. While detailed quantitative results are not reliable, we can at least obtain qualitative assessments of broad alloy type that are likely to reflect the overall composition of the objects (see Swift 2019, 26 for further discussion). 
] 

Other Quoit brooch style objects that were analysed for composition also consisted of multiple different parts made of different alloys (not all in cases where belt sets were compiled from reused pieces). In five different objects, brasses and gunmetals were used for principal parts, while less visible components such as back-plates, buckle tongues, connecting strips, and pieces used for repairs were of copper or bronze (Swift 2019, 27). This appears to indicate that the different alloys were valued differently in this period. Brasses and gunmetals were more prestigious than bronze or copper, and perhaps more likely to be repurposed for that reason. Baker suggests for the early Anglo-Saxon period that brasses were favoured due to their gold colour (Baker 2013, 105, 421–4), and the same may be the case here. 
I have written elsewhere on the further interpretation of these kinds of objects and how their uses, meanings and values can be shown to change with prolonged use and reuse, including changes in function, and in the gender-associations of particular categories of artefact (Swift 2012, 2013, 2014, 2019, 2020). Instead, we will examine one of the categories mentioned above, pierced coins, in more detail.
Coin piercing
It has been suggested that coin piercing is an early Anglo-Saxon period phenomenon, that is, occurring from the mid-fifth century onwards. This is because of the incidence of pierced coins in Anglo-Saxon graves, in an apparent change from Roman period burial practices in which coins are more often placed on the mouth or by the hand (Burnett 2005, 6–7; White 1988, 98–101; 156; 163). The coins would have lost their function as currency many years previously, and so were used differently in this early medieval context. The picture is more complicated than this, however, as is becoming clear from new data.  A study by Burnett documented pierced coins in archaeological contexts that included the third century, although only using a small dataset (Burnett 2005,17). 
In his data sample of 455 pierced coins found in Anglo-Saxon period graves, White found a bias to third century coins and those of the Constantinian period, which he interpreted as Anglo-Saxon period scavenging of Roman sites, with pierced coin issues thus reflecting wider coin loss patterns in the Roman period. A similar pattern has been noted by other scholars studying material from excavations. House of Constantine issues are slightly over-represented in pierced coins but otherwise the numbers are what would be expected given overall circulation patterns (Burnett 2005,21; White 1988, 98–9; Curnow 1985,77).
[INSERT FIGURE 2A-2B HERE] 
Using a data sample now available from the Portable Antiquities Scheme (345 verified records of pierced coins), we can examine the incidence of piercing in coins of different issue periods in this dataset. Comparing the pierced coins per 1000 by Reece period (Figure 2A) against Walton’s British Mean (using verified records only) charted in Figure 2B, shows Period 13 (260–75) is under-represented and Period 14 (275–95) is over-represented, so while the proportions overall broadly follow circulation patterns, there are some discrepancies.[footnoteRef:2] There also seem to be slightly different trends chronologically, with more variation in the number and position of pierced holes among issues of later periods (Figure 3).  [2:  In Fig. 2A, the distribution in periods 15–17 also looks different to Walton’s British Mean, but this may result from the use of verified records only, as the mean calculated from Portable Antiquities data (the PAS mean) using verified records only produces a similar pattern for these periods. For period 21, White noted in his data sample that there was a lack of pierced coins issued from 375–402, which is also seen here. This is probably related to the small sizes of these coins making them a less favoured choice (White 1988, 98-99).] 

[INSERT FIGURE 3 HERE]
The proportion of pierced coins from each period could be produced by preferential selection of old coins for piercing in later times (Swift 2013, 113). Alternatively, it shows us when coin piercing was most common—towards the end of the third century. High-status, gold coin-set jewellery is certainly most popular in the third century (Burnett 2005, 2; Bruhn 1993, 1–2),[footnoteRef:3] which might suggest that those coins that were pierced for use as pendants follow the same trend.  [3:  See also Marshall’s British Museum catalogue of finger-rings, with 6 of 10 gold coin-set examples dating to the 3rd c. (Marshall 1907).] 

Occurrence of pierced coins in 3rd c., late Roman and Anglo-Saxon graves, however, shows us that they continued to be valued long after both their production date and the likely date of modification (for example, among the Roman coins from the Anglo-Saxon period cemetery at Highdown mentioned above,  there is one with a central piercing and one pierced at the edge, Welch 1983, 608, fig. 92 g and h). We can investigate piercing details and contexts for pierced coins to try and establish what kinds of values they had.
There are some examples where it appears the image was displayed correctly, and so the value is related to the motif on the coin. For example, SUR-0AD1D0 and BM-EA8D87 both show correct orientation of the reverse (Figure 4). It is rare, however, that the piercing is positioned so that one or both images would be displayed upright when the object was suspended. Burnett interprets this to indicate the image was not significant (Burnett 2005, 24–5). Yet if we consider instead whether the piercing avoids the image, this is the case for about 90% of pierced coins in the PAS data sample, which implies the image was valued in some way. We must also consider that a coin with a piercing that is not directly above the obverse or reverse image could still have been displayed upright if attached to a flat surface rather than suspended. 
[INSERT FIGURE 4 HERE]
In a recent survey of coin iconography within the social context, Kemmers gives a range of earlier Roman examples that demonstrate that users were aware of the imagery on the Roman coins they used, for example defacement of coinage, or preferential selection of particular images for coins deposited in grave contexts (Kemmers 2022, 347–9). This has also been suggested by Crummy for late Roman grave contexts in Britain (Crummy 2010,  60–74).
To judge by the contexts in which they are found, in some cases pierced coins were valued as amulets. For example, in contexts at the late Roman cemeteries in Colchester, pierced coins are found in grave assemblages (Burnett 2005, 19). In graves, they are associated with other established amuletic objects such as pierced teeth, bells, and lunula pendants (Crummy, Crummy and Crossan 1993, 41, 133–142, 154, 160–62; on Anglo-Saxon contexts, see White 1988, 101; see also Kay 2016, 95–98). An example is Colchester grave 406, with an assemblage, probably comprising a necklace or bracelet, of a pierced coin of Valens and other beads and pendants, including a silver lunula pendant. The wear patterns on coins recorded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme provide further evidence of suspension, perhaps as amulets—see, for example, SUR-0AD1D0 (top left) and BM-EA8D87 (top right) in Figure 4 above.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  A mid-second to mid-third century cuirass, unfortunately without provenance, with two silver denarii attached to it by rivets (Fischer 2019, 76–6 and fig. 107), may be another example of amuletic use.
] 

We can also see, though, from the Portable Antiquities examples, that there is a lot of variety in types of piercings (see Figures 3, 4 and 5), and it may be misleading to rely on grave contexts to explain the value of pierced coins in general. The different types of piercing suggest such coins were used in diverse ways and held multiple different kinds of value (see also Burnett 2005, 37).
[INSERT FIGURE 5 HERE]
As an example, we can consider a coin from Poundbury, with a chi-rho motif on the reverse and a central piercing, whose context, made up of roof fall and wall plaster in late Roman mausoleum R8, suggests it may have been nailed to the wall. The latest coin in this context is Theodosian, dating to 388–402 (Burnett 2005, 27; Farwell and Molleson 1993, 89, Table 9, 236). A recent Portable Antiquities find of 27 pierced coins, with 8 from Reece period 19 providing a TPQ (364–78), appears to show a similar practice (Table 2). The coins were mostly low value copper alloy (the exception is 1 siliqua; there is also a copper alloy core from a plated copy of a siliqua). Each coin had an iron nail or piercing through the centre (16 examples) or edge of the coin (9 examples), and they were found together near Tisbury, Wiltshire. There is a probable association with a temple site nearby (see Dakers 2023). There is evidence of piercing through the image of the emperor, with that side apparently displayed (WILT-610DD4, see Figure 5, bottom right). This example thus shows no concern about defacing the imperial image. 
Table 2: Tisbury group of pierced coins (IDs provisional; not all validated yet) copper alloy unless otherwise specified. All data from https://finds.org.uk/database consulted 15/07/2023.
	Reece Period
	number
	PAS numbers

	Period 19
	8
	WILT-262586 (silver), WILT-076024, WILT-0744D6, WILT-65CEF6, WILT-65AD50, WILT-659490, WILT-113078, WILT-658668.

	Period 18
	4
	WILT-260FA2, WILT-07B7C0, WILT-758F73, WILT-74BEC1.

	Period 17
	4
	WILT-266593, WILT-079821, WILT-7510C2, WILT-111043.

	Period 16
	4
	WILT-661D50, WILT-65E891, WILT-610DD4, WILT-1149C1.

	Period 15
	2
	WILT-077774, WILT-657583.

	Period 13
	2
	WILT-666256, WILT-6123A8.

	Period 12
	2
	WILT-75AB41, WILT-747516.

	Not known
	1
	WILT-40D2A1 (radiate or late Roman bronze coin)



Viewers would have recognised these items as coins, but they have clearly been put beyond use – they are inalienable. A status as votive gifts is likely, displaying how a shrine was venerated and the agency attributed to the deity (the power to answer votive requests). The coins were perhaps also intended to encourage others to make similar offerings. From the issue dates represented, the activity at this site seems most likely to be late fourth century rather than fifth century, though it is possible that all the coins could have been old when they were treated in this way.
Overall, the evidence suggests that the practice of coin piercing in general is not related to overall changes in how coins were valued at, and after, the end of the Roman period in Britain (for instance their obsolescence as currency). More variety in piercings in coins of the later issue periods, however, does appear to show attitudes to coins as objects for potential reuse were changing during the fourth century.[footnoteRef:5] Coin-piercing occurred across a long period, and pierced coins were valued in multiple ways, evident from their different contexts and the position and number of piercings.  [5:  Although the piercing is not necessarily concurrent with the issue date, and could have occurred long afterwards, the fact that we see less variety in piercing position for coins with earlier issue dates does imply that there is some correlation between the time when the coin was pierced and its issue date. Some types of piercing only appear to occur on later coins.] 

I’d like to finish with an example that illustrates a rather different way that copper alloy objects were valued in the post-Roman period—as a source of motifs to be copied. It also shows that coin motifs were looked at and valued specifically as images in fifth-century Britain. 
Motifs from Late Roman Bronze Coinage
The Brancaster finger-ring is an object type that principally dates to the fifth century ((Henig and Gerrard 2016, 229–231) and occurs in gold, silver and copper alloy. It has been observed that motifs representing a head or bust on Brancaster rings are likely to have been taken from late Roman coinage, since some of them recognisably show either the emperor wearing his late Roman regalia of a pearl diadem, or a helmeted figure that could also be imperial (Henig and Gerrard 2016, 232–4; 245).
As part of a wider ongoing study of material from fifth-century contexts, I have noticed some further relationships between motifs used on Brancaster rings and those taken specifically from late Roman coinage. In this paper, I will give examples based on copper alloy coins specifically, to fit with the volume theme. Notably, these are not motifs from the latest Roman coin issues closest in date to the finger-rings, but motifs on coins mostly from the mid- and earlier fourth century. These are among the most plentiful types recorded in Britain, that are more likely than less common issues to have survived into this period, as we have seen previously.
[INSERT FIGURE 6A-B HERE]
Figure 6 shows a Constantinopolis obverse (RIC VII Lyon 266, Reece Period 17) compared with a Brancaster finger-ring from Amesbury, Wiltshire (Henig and Gerrard cat. no. 6) with a motif of replicated helmeted figures. Although there are also some similarities to helmeted Imperial portraits, Constantinopolis is a more likely model for the motifs on this particular finger-ring. In addition to the crested helmet and large eye, notice how on the coin, the spear overlaps with the end of the helmet crest to make a shape that appears to be the inspiration for the swastika motif in the centre of the finger-ring bezel. It is very unlikely the principal motifs were still intended to represent Constantinopolis, the personification of the city of Constantinople. A helmeted warrior is a possible interpretation of the finger-ring motif, or perhaps even a cockerel with its wattles and comb.
[INSERT FIGURE 7A-B HERE]
Figure 7 shows a coin reverse with an owl on an altar (RIC VII Trier 62, Reece Period 15) compared with a Brancaster finger-ring from Sleaford, Lincolnshire (Henig and Gerrard cat. no. 36, Portable Antiquities Scheme LIN-337C26). Features of the finger-ring motif that correspond with this coin issue are the owl facing left with head turned to the front, the left edge of the altar, and the two circular shapes to left and right that are derived from the shield and helmet resting against the sides of the altar. Although the owl is still recognisable, the other parts of the image no longer appear to have any significant meaning.
[INSERT FIGURE 8A-B HERE]
Figure 8 shows a GLORIA EXERCITVS reverse (Portable Antiquities Scheme HAMP-C01C46) compared with a finger-ring bezel from Coombe Bissett in Wiltshire (Portable Antiquities Scheme WILT-529902). Both feature two figures either side of a standard. In particular, we can compare the tilt of each figure’s head and the central standard embellished with circular shapes in the centre. The figures on the ring-bezel no longer look like soldiers, but appear rather bird-like in appearance.
What does this tell us about the way the coins were valued? The uses we see here provide a contrast to the much more well-documented value for copper alloy coins as a source of material for metal recycling in this period (see above). The motifs on the coins, rather than their material, are what is important. The images taken from the coins, however, have been significantly transformed, as well as used on a wholly different object type: the finger-ring. The original meanings of the images as Roman military and Imperial symbols are not valued, nor even perhaps understood. The coins are a repository of imagery, and their value relates to their existence as objects made fifty or a hundred years previously.
Conclusion
It is clear from the above examples that the uses and values of copper alloy objects underwent significant change in the late to post-Roman transition period in Britain. Some objects became redundant in cultural terms and were valued mainly as materials, while others that were still important in fifth century culture were remodelled to bring them up to date and thus maintain their value, and some may have accrued ‘added value’ through their status as heirlooms, amulets, or personal mementoes. Objects could also be valued differently according to the specific alloy that was used. Value is always context-dependent and constantly changing, and this is reflected in the diverse life histories of objects within particular categories, such as copper alloy coins. These could be melted down to make new objects, pierced to make votive gifts or amulets and curated over long periods, or serve as the inspiration for motifs on newly made objects that had much higher status connotations compared to the coins themselves. It is by studying this kind of detail that can we begin to better understand the material conditions and cultural transformations that led to wider social change in the late to post-Roman transition period in Britain.
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