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ABSTRACT

The goal of this thesis was to go beyond typology and consider the form, material, size and
context of brooches in order to determine their meanings and functions to the Late Iron
Age/early post-Conquest peoples of northern France. Apart from assembling a database of
these ubiquitous objects, the objectives were: first, to standardize typological language and
description in order to consider material and size; second, to ask broader questions about
contexted finds from sanctuaries, funerary, rural sites and oppida.

The evidence examined demonstrates that brooches were seldom stand-alone finds, as one
would expect of lost or casually discarded objects. Rather, their deposition with other objects
demonstrates their integration into ritualized practices that were more complex and varied than
previously assumed. Moreover, the increase of ornamental types during La Tene D2 marks a
distinct change from the homogeneity of earlier types; perhaps relating to the impact of
increased competition, or need to promote co-operation, between the different family,
household groups and social classes at that were increasingly intermingled at oppida, as well as
sanctuaries. The transition from iron to copper alloy during this period matches the amplified
interest in ornamental types, aided by the malleability of the material. However, this shift also
parallels certain changes in iron production in the study area, echoing possible increased
restriction of iron production during La Téne D2b/GR1.

Beyond typology, brooches are a useful means of tracking changes in Late Iron Age social and
ritual practice, as well as responses to conquest and increasing contact with the Roman world.
By considering the chronological and contextual relationships of brooches this thesis examines
how Late Iron Age and Early Roman societies in northern France reproduced themselves
through material culture.
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Chapter One Introduction 1

Chapter One Introduction

Brooches are one of the most ubiquitous objects of Late Iron Age date in northern France, found
in increasing numbers in contexts dating between 190 BCE and CE 15. In the Picardy region of
northern France, where this project is centred, these items are variably described as clothing
fasteners, items of personal adornment, votive deposits, or as female items. These
multiplicitous definitions are problematic and some, like their identification as female objects,
are often based on unproven assumptions. For example, Werner (1955) identified Nauheim
brooch types as female based on their absence at military sites, while Bohme (1975) and Ludwig
(1988) interpret burials with brooch pairs as female because of evidence from the later first

century CE grave stelae depicting women wearing multiple brooches (Wild 1968: 173).

The majority of brooches recovered in Picardy are studied with an eye to dating them, mainly
using typo-chronologies created outside of northern France (e.g. Feugére 1985; Gebhard 1991;
Gaspar 2007; Metzler 1995). The concern with classifying and dating has, in some ways, worked
to limit the appreciation of how they might have been used. As few typologies specifically
guestion how or why brooches were formed, shaped or decorated as they were. Nevertheless,
despite these limitations there has been a distinct reluctance, at least in France, to take analysis
beyond typological considerations. This unwillingness possibly reflects an aversion to producing
research at least superficially similar to the ‘Culture History’ of the earlier 20th century (Graves-
Brown and Jones 1996: 7; Hides 1997: 42-43; also for an overview of cultural-historical
archaeology see, Trigger 2006: 147-206). Where, for example Kossina’s (1911; 1921: 48) used
brooches, among other objects, to distinguish culturally active peoples, ‘kultur-volker,” from
culturally passive peoples, or ‘natur-volker.” However, the need to avoid the mistakes of the
past has nevertheless also allowed outmoded theories and assumptions to provide the de facto
basis for current interpretations. For example, researchers such as Mantel (1997: 26) still
express surprise at recovering ‘female’ items like brooches at ‘warrior’ sanctuaries. Bataille
(2008: 194, 197) avoids similar bafflement and identifies sanctuary finds of iron brooches as
male deposits, associating rare copper alloy brooch finds with sporadic female activity. Given
the frequency with which brooches are recovered from Late Iron Age contexts, an explicit study
was needed in order to address these and similarly ungrounded speculations. By tapping into

the rich resource of excavated material available from Picardy, and surrounding regions, this
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project aims to examine some of this conjecture and re-assess the ideas that permeate current

conceptions about the role(s) and meaning(s) of brooches.

Away from gendered associations, questions of meaning have, to a certain extent, been
addressed in Britain. Hill and Jundi (1997), Carr (2006) and Crummy and Eckhardt (2008) have
stressed the importance of brooches as personal objects, used to construct individual and social
identities. Support for these ideas is slowly gaining momentum in mainland Europe. Roymans’
(2007: 323) study of Late La Téne bracelets in the Lower Meuse acknowledges that such objects
serve more than functional or ornamental purposes and examines their integration into
expressions of divergent and overlapping identities, e.g. age-class, ethnicity or group
membership. Studies of Late Iron Age coinage in northern France by British scholars have also
tended to emphasize how small objects were often integrated into individual and communal
rituals, hinting at a similar role for brooches (Haselgrove 2005; Haselgrove and Wigg-Wolf 2005;
Gruel 2007; Wellington 2005: 306).

Picardy was chosen as the core study area because development-led archaeology carried out
here since the 1970s has generated enormous amounts of good quality data, allowing for
analysis of contexted brooch finds at several types of site." Moreover, as no large-scale study of
La Iron Age brooch finds has to date been published in northern France it seemed valuable to
use the data available from the numerous small-scale publications and grey-literature to create
a more detailed overview of these finds and their contexts. Assembling these data emphasized
the absence of an over-arching regional brooch typology because, as previously mentioned Late
Iron Age brooches in Picardy tend to be identified and dated using external typologies, eg. from
southern France (Feugére 1985), Germany (Gebhard 1991) and Luxembourg (Metzler 1995).
While several local publications do include what seem to be typologies (e.g. Lambot et al. 1994;
Lambot and Friboulet 1996; Brunaux and Méniel 1996; Stead et al. 2007), these works are often
based on negligible site-based collections, making them too small-scale to serve as truly useful

regional typologies. Here typology is defined here as an over arching concept based on Adams

! Note that development-led archaeology in France (termed fouilles programmées or systématiques since
2001) should not be confused with developer funded work in Britain. In the former, work is most always
conducted and costs shared by the central or regional governmental bodies, such as CNRS, INRAP (formerly
AFAN) or SRA. This contrasts to work in Britain which is typically contracted out to the lowest bidder, with
costs born entirely by the developer (Demoule 2002: 172; Demoule 2009: 289 Kristiansen 2009: 244).
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and Adams (1991: 368) as a particular kind of classification, made specifically for the sorting of
entities into mutually exclusive categories called types. These ‘pseudo-typologies’ do, however,
provide more local dating evidence for brooch finds than extra-regional brooch publications

based on larger collections.

In northern France the dependence of brooch identification on extra-regional typologies is
problematic for several reasons. For example, Feugere’s (1985) study, based on a comparatively
small dataset from often uncontexted sites, still forms the backbone for understanding brooch
types, even if they are re-dated using more recent typologies from Germany or Luxembourg
(e.g. Gebhard 1995; Metzler 1995; Gaspar 2007). Moreover, these outside typologies all use
different descriptive language and standards for identification as well as variable criteria for
sorting. These differences make it difficult to cross-compare datasets, as the connections
between typologies are not immediately apparent. These limitations are mainly the result of
the essentially subjective nature of typologies, which are inherently constricted by their role as
purpose driven classificatory systems (Adams and Adams 1991: 157, 370). This is especially true
in the case of Late Iron Age brooches, where the interest in these items as dating type-fossils
means that brooch typologies are of limited use beyond identification and dating. The problem
here is in defining what typologies are actually meant to do. In North America the debate about
what typologies are, how they should be formulated and what they mean continues (ibid: 265-
277). In northern France typologies are practical tools, meant for use in identifying and dating
brooches and therefore were never structured with the intent of asking questions outside these

parameters.

Nevertheless, despite limitations, typologies are still integral to brooch studies, providing a
means of sorting complex dataset into more manageable categories. So while, typologies can
be barriers, especially in terms of linking cross-typological characteristics such as size, they are
still essential as ordering systems. Nonetheless, while typologies are necessary, studies also
need to go beyond sorting and approach questions of function and meaning. In Anglo-American
literature this is generally termed a ‘material culture approach’ (see Buchli 2002: 308; Tilley
1989; Yentch and Beaudry 2001: 219-233; Hicks 2010). To date this type of analysis has never
been attempted in northern France, where beyond traditional typo-chronological analysis, the

brooch’s role in Late Iron Age societies has never been fully considered. Other than the
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previously mentioned aversion to Culture Historical studies, it was also perhaps felt that
brooches, as elements of ‘Celtic’ culture, were already understood. As a result, emphasis was
placed on their ubiquity across Europe, focusing on stylistic variations as markers of regional
difference (Wells 1995: 132). This might explain why specific regional typologies have not been

thought necessary for northern France.

The overall absence of in depth material culture analysis in northern France is also partially
reflective of the essentially processual/functionalist nature of French archaeology; where
functionality is emphasised and used to get to the root of processes of cultural change (Trigger
2006: 314-384). Moreover, the quasi-historical nature of the Late Iron Age in northern France
means that archaeology is often used to illustrate and expand upon classical sources such as
Caesar’s, De Bellum Gallico (for further discussion about French archaeology, especially its role
in constructing national identities see, Audouze and Leroi-Gourhan 1981; Dietler 1994; 1995
1998). This theoretical bent provides a likely, albeit simplistic, explanation for the bias in
archaeological interpretation in France; particularly why settlement studies, have long
outnumbered material culture studies. Beyond dating, items such as ceramics, animal bones or
brooches are used to situate sites within an overarching landscape hierarchy as per Caesar’s
descriptions (Audouze and Buchsenschutz 1991; Auxiette and Méniel 2005; Gransar et al. 1999;
Malrain 2000; Malrain et al. 2002; Malrain et al. 2006; Méniel 1987; 1988; 1989a; 1994; 1996a;
1996b; 1999; 2000; 2001).

The general absence of a regionally specific brooch typology in northern France, or methods for
interpreting brooches outside typological classification, means that a great deal has yet to be
determined about their significance. Therefore, one goal of this project is to develop an
appreciation of the changing role(s) of Late Iron Age brooches in northern France. Beyond
reassessing their identification as female objects, this project questions how aspects such as
material, size and form influenced their function(s) and meaning(s). Additionally, as this project
focuses on brooches from well-excavated and recorded archaeological contexts, it is possible to
discuss where they are found on both an inter- and intra-site level, as well their association with
other objects such as animal bones, weaponry or ceramics. The in situ appreciation of brooches
reveals how chronological changes in depositional patterns at a variety of site types (eg.

funerary, rural sites, sanctuaries and oppida) can be used to reflect upon processes of social
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reproduction. In this way brooches are not only identified as objects of dress or adornment, but

as key vehicles for individual and/or communal agency.

1.1 Why Late Iron Age brooches in northern France?

An overview of Late Iron Age archaeology in Picardy
Although the picture of regional settlement in Picardy is developed within the body of the
thesis, it is instructive to give an over-view here outlining why the Late Iron Age archaeology of

this particular area provides such fertile ground for research.
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Figure 1.1: Map of the study area

The core of the Study Area centres on the modern administrative region of Picardy, comprising
the departments of the Aisne, Oise and Somme, a 19,399 km2 area approximately 55 km north
of Paris (Figure 1.1). Well excavated sites in neighbouring regions, such as Fesques (Seine-
Maritime) and Acy-Romance (Ardennes) will also be examined. This region was chosen because
of the quality and accessibility of archaeological data for this region. Moreover, the established
Late La Tene chronology used here, as well as development-led excavations at a wide variety of
Late Iron Age sites of different types provide excellent fodder for questions concerning
brooches, material culture, and deposition, as well as queries concerning Late Iron Age

settlement and society.
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The chronological period between approximately 190 BCE and 15 CE was chosen for several
reasons. Firstly, the Middle to Late Iron Age transition (La Téne C1/C2, 190/180 BCE) saw a
change from primarily funerary archaeology to include rural sites, sanctuaries and eventually
oppida, or large fortified sites. This, as well as the transition from inhumation to secondary
cremation as the main burial rite, also distinguishes the Late Iron Age from the preceding period
(see Haselgrove 2007: 493-514). Moreover, while brooches occur in Middle Iron Age burials,
they are found in increasing numbers at all sites from the start of the Late Iron Age, presaging

the brooch ‘event-horizon’ described by Hill and Jundi (1998: 96-107) in Britain.

The availability of contextual data raises an interesting point about the differing nature of British
and French archaeology. In Britain, brooches are consistently integrated into discussions of Late
Iron Age social change (see Hill and Jundi 1998; Hunter 2006; Carr 2006; Eckhart and Crummy
2008), but discussion is typically hampered by the low numbers of stratified finds as well as by
the rather dispersed nature of the available data (eg. Taylor 2007: 1-3, 11-18). In Britain,
brooches are primarily uncontexted finds recovered by metal-detectorists. While good relations
between detectorists and the Portable Antiquities Scheme, as well as public outreach programs
by the latter governmental body, by have resulted in good reporting figures (Lewis 2010: 25).
The lack of contextual brooch data has tended to restrict analysis in Britain to observations
about type, form, material and size; leading brooches to be examined in terms of adornment or
dress (Chapter Five). In contrast, stratified brooch finds in Northern France allow them to be
explored not only typo-chronologically, but also in terms of depositional context; although
typically due to regionally specific research methodologies only the former has garnered much

interest.

1.1.1 Archaeology, geology and the Belgae

In Northern France, in particular Picardy, increasing land exploitation from the 1970s onwards
and the excavation of large tracts of landscape has developed a diverse picture of Late Iron Age
settlement comprising of sanctuaries, funerary sites, rural sites, as well as oppida. While the
character of these types of site is discussed in more detail within the thesis (see Chapters Six
through Nine) it is necessary to outline a few points regarding the chronology and regional

specificity behind the archaeology.
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Deserving a mention here, is the overlap between the Picardy and the tribal groups described by
Caesar (de Bello Gallico 1.1), as Belgae. The identification of this region with these tribes has
resulted in its long being emphasized as a distinct area of study (Hawkes and Dunning 1930;
Hawkes 1968). Nevertheless, as these distinctions refer to the mid first century BCE they should
NOT be projected back and used to describe the peoples of the preceding two centuries

(Haselgrove 1990; 2007: 413; Roymans 1996: 16).

Problems with Caesar aside, the distinctive geology of Picardy marks it as an ideal region for
study. The geology of Picardy, and immediately surrounding regions, consists of an old
limestone ocean floor situated between the southern central massif and the chalk uplands
extending north west from the Ardennes (Dottin 1980). Despite this geological homogeneity,
differential erosion between the chalk and the limestone, as well as differences in post-glacial
deposition of loess (known locally as limon) has produced a great deal of variability. For
example, along the upper Aisne River which traverses the chalk plain of the western Ardennes,
the landscape is fairly open. While running through limestone, the lower Aisne is an area
sharply defined by cliffs. In terms of agricultural potential, in the Aisne and Oise which share
basic limestone geology, post-glacial erosion has resulted in highly fertile valley bottom deposits
of loess (known locally as limon). Whereas in the Somme, similar post-glacial activity has
produced a variable clay with flints landscape, with fewer fertile loess deposits. Patches of
limon are also found on the Ardennes plain and a direct association between these deposits and

pre-historic settlement has been noted (Lambot and Méniel 2000: 10).

The variable landscape of Picardy and supposed tribal differences have been used to explain
dissimilarities between site-types excavated in the region (e.g. Audouze and Buchsenschutz
1991; Fichtl 1994). Archaeological bias also has a part to play. Gravel exploitation in the Aisne
and Oise has led to the high recovery of rural sites there (see Chapter Three, Haselgrove 2007:
494-496), while aerial photography, road, rail development and industrial construction have all
shaped site recovery in the plateau areas of the Somme, Oise and Ardennes, such as sanctuaries
and funerary sites, (Agache 1978; Haselgrove 2007: 494-496; Stead et al. 2007).

While some might interpret this as reinforcing regionality, as well as Caesar’s tribal distinctions,
the even distribution of material culture, particularly coins (eg. Haselgrove 2005: 167), as well as

the brooches discussed in this thesis, speaks to the close link between groups and underscores
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the need to deal with the region as a unit before applying a de facto diversity that may or may
not exist. For example, the supposed absence of valley-bottom oppida in the Oise may not be
due to regional or tribal difference but rather to lack of subtlety in settlement terminology,
compounding problems between distinguishing rural sites, from sanctuaries and oppida
(Bradley 2006: 182). For example, Montmartin (Oise) a La Téne C1/D1a site identified as an
aristocratic settlement is comprised of a domestic enclosure, replete with palisade walls and
‘fortifications’ of split-post construction comparable on a smaller scale to those at Manching, as
well as a ritual enclosure replete with votive offerings (Brunaux and Malrain 1997). Similar
mixed rural and ritual features are also identified at Acy-Romance (Ardennes) (Lambot 1999;
2002). While problems and pitfalls involved in the likely fallacious need to project modern ideas
about the separation of secular and sacred also come into play here, northern French
methodologies that see differential interpretation of finds at so-called ritualistic and domestic
sites are also influential. While this is discussed in detail in Chapters Five, Six and Eight,
problems stemming from site identification, and the subsequent interpretations, underscores

the methodological issues working to falsely reinforce notions of regionally based diversity.

1.1.2 A ‘snapshot’ of Late Iron Age settlement in Picardy

Despite differences in archaeological exploration, initial identification of the area with the
Belgae as well as geological factors, links drawn between excavated sites (e.g. sanctuaries,
oppida as well as rural sites) and settlements described in Caesar and other classical sources
have created a compelling case for employing the regional archaeology of Picardy in the
formation of models of Late Iron Age settlement and society, particularly those depicting rise of
sanctuaries, oppida as the outcome of increasing social hierarchisation (see Pion 1990; Brunaux
1988; Audouze and Buchsenschutz 1991; Haselgrove; 1995; 1996a; 1996b; Roymans 1996).
Nevertheless, despite the presence of these sites, settlement in the region is undeniably rural in
character, with sanctuaries and oppida not in use, or only present during the later part of the

Later Iron Age (see Table 1.1).

Following their earliest built phases, most sanctuaries saw only sporadic use during La Tene
C2/D1a and post-Conquest refurbishment (Chapter Six). Unlike counterparts in Luxembourg

and Germany, oppida in Picardy were not long-lived proto-urban settlements (see Brun 1995a;
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Fichtl 2000; Kaenel 2006; Metzler et al. 2000; 2006; Chapter Nine). Instead, these densely
occupied short-lived sites possibly represent a local form of settlement based on the
agglomeration of rural sites/households; supported by the seeming contraction of rural

settlement during the period in question (Haselgrove 2007: 511).

Table 1.1: Settlement over time in the study area
200/190to0 150 | 150to 120 BCE 120to 85 BCE 85/80 to 50/55 55BCE to 15 CE

Sanctuaries

Rural Sites
Oppida

Funerary
Sites

This ‘snapshot’ or settlement does not fit with notions of increased settlement hierarchisation.
Moreover, the issues of site identification, for example at Montmartin and Acy-Romance, as
well as the increasing identification of mixed ‘domestic’ and ‘ritual’ activity at all sites during this
period also plays havoc with current interpretations which consistently associate ‘ritual’ or
‘votive’ activity, typically identified by the identification of structured deposits (Malrain et al.
2006: 238; cf. Hill 1995), with elite or aristocratic status rather than developing questions about

how different sites might have functioned.

This is why brooches, which are consistently recorded at all sites throughout the Late Iron Age,
provide a unique opportunity to explore how settlement, society and deposition have been
interpreted. Whether at sanctuaries, rural sites or oppida, brooches are always recorded, as
they are key indicators of date, whereas items attributed with an overly domestic function such
as tools, nails or loom-weights, whilst present at most sites are not consistently recorded. So
while it is necessary first to examine their classification, both to resolve issues from the mixed
use of outside typologies in the region as well as to organise a diverse dataset, brooches provide
a means of asking questions about how we identify Late Iron Age sites, interpret finds and

deposits at them and the dubious influence of societal models in these actions.
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1.2 Research aims and objectives

Beyond developing a typology of northern French brooches, the aim of this thesis is to
determine the significance of these objects to the Late Iron Age societies that used them. To
meet this aim several objectives were accomplished. First, | amassed a corpus of Late Iron Age
brooches in the study area. This data was then collated into a database, which included
information about brooches as well as context. Finally this data was integrated with current and
developing conceptions about the meaning and function of material culture within prehistoric
societies. The specific research questions driving analysis are as follows:
1. When and where were different types of Late Iron Age brooches used in Northern
France and for how long?
2. What can the adoption and distribution of specific brooch types tell us about regional
identities in Northern France?
3. Whatkinds of depositional practices were Late Iron Age brooches incorporated into? Do
these vary regionally and temporally and if so what might this signify socially?
4. What does the presence/absence of brooches at different types of sites signify about the

identity and status of their wearers/users?

By examining brooch finds, in context, from different types of sites, this project goes beyond
typology to question how brooches were used by Late Iron Age peoples. Nevertheless, despite
this contextual emphasis, non-contexted brooches were also integrated into the dataset for
typological consideration; although they were excluded from the contextual analysis, a

necessary concession to the often uneven nature of archaeological data.

Another issue affecting research is the rather unsystematic description of brooches in
publications and grey-literature across the study area. One of the major outcomes of this
project was the standardization of the language used to describe brooches, allowing me to
integrate my data with developing conceptions of material culture. By using standardized
descriptions, brooches were more easily sorted into cross-typological categories based on
common characteristics. This allowed me to overcome some of the restrictions involved in
strictly typological analysis and consider attributes such as, form, material, and size. In addition,

by examining finds from different types of sites as well as their relation to other objects, | was
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able to consider how Iron Age societies in northern France reproduced themselves through

material culture.

1.3 Chapter outline

This thesis is constructed as follows. Following this introduction, my data and sources are
outlined in Chapter Two. As my project is based on archival research and not firsthand analysis
of the brooches themselves, work was constrained and shaped by the material available. In this
chapter the methodology behind the collection and the collation of the available data is also
discussed. Chapter Three discusses the current state of brooch studies in the area of study, with
particular attention paid to how brooch typologies have formed the basis for the development
of Iron Age chronologies in western temperate Europe. This is relevant as most existing
typologies focus on charting brooch development, rather than exploring how form relates to

function, use and meaning and offer no direct interpretations of how these objects were used.

Chapter Four discusses the adoption of external brooch typologies in northern France, in
conjunction with the problems and pitfallsinherent in their development and use. Of particular
note is how the lack of systematic and standardized brooch description makes cross-typological
comparison nearly impossible. It was necessary to highlight this problem, as the development
of a standardized system of brooch description was imperative to taking analysis beyond

typology. The ‘Edgar Typology’ is also outlined in Chapter Four.

In order to test the strength of the categories outlined in the Edgar Typology, cross-typological
comparisons of certain features are further explored in Chapter Five. The intent here was to
move beyond typology and discuss how features such as size, material and form, shape the
meaning (s) of brooches and reflect upon the identities of those who used them. The
differences in how Late Iron Age brooches have been interpreted in Britain versus Temperate
Europe are also explored, with particular reference to material cultural approaches. Particularly
salient are discussions of the difficulties involved in associating brooches with a particular mode
of dress or gender, as well as exploration of size differences between brooches recovered at
different types of sites. Following this, brooch context is further explored, with particular

interest in how these objects are frequently recovered in structured, intentional deposits.
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These terms serve to introduce discussions in later chapters of how assumptions about a site’s
function as either a proto-urban, domestic or specialist ritual site have served to isolate what, in
effect, seem to be very similar types of deposits, and are perhaps reflective of common

practices.

The following chapters analyze brooch deposits at sanctuaries, rural sites, funerary sites and
oppida. Of particular note is the way specific research interests in the function of these sites
have shaped finds analysis. A good example is the difficulty in reconciling the presence of
brooches across oppida sites with the notion of specialized workshop and domestic areas, often
leading to their being discounted in distribution based analyses (e.g. Pion 1996a: 287, 299),
while at Montmartin (Oise), Brunaux and Méniel’s (1997) interest in distinguishing ‘ritual’ from
‘domestic’ areas results in manipulation of the finds in order to alternately emphasize and de-
emphasize objects, such as brooches or loom-weights, which are in fact recovered evenly across

the site.

In this way my research explores not only when and where different types of Late Iron Age
brooches were used in northern France and for how long, but also the kinds of depositional
practices into which they were incorporated. By moving beyond typology to include cross-
typological analysis of size, material and form, as well as contextual evidence, these small
portable objects are used to reflect on not only Late Iron Age deposition practices but also

identity and processes of social reproduction.
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Chapter Two Data and Sources

As this project focused on object-based and contextual analysis of brooches, it required a
diverse dataset, which included detailed information about brooches, but also about contexts
and associated finds. Moreover, although brooch-centred, this project also surveyed sites
where these items were not recovered (‘non-brooched’ sites) in order to determine if emergent
patterns were due to excavation practices or recording factors. Therefore, in tandem with
information about brooches, data about both ‘brooched’ and ‘non-brooched’ sites was also

collected.

Information on sites was gathered from numerous published sources, including journals such as
the Revue Archéologique de Picardie (RAP), Cahiers Archéologique de Picardie (CAP) and Gallia.
Other sources include the Carte Archéologique de Gaule (CAG) volumes for Aisne and Oise
(Pichon 2002; Woimant 1995), and the yearly Bilan Scientifiques Régional (BSR’s). However, as
most sites in the above are published only in summary form, grey-literature, such as excavation
reports, were also consulted at the Service Regional d’Archéologie (SRA) in Amiens. Due to the
financial restrictions imposed upon data collection it was not feasible to include material out-
side the wider Picardy and western Ardennes area. Therefore, only one site in Seine-Maritime
was looked at in detail. Fesques, located on the Somme border, was included in this case as a
rare example of an excavated and thoroughly published Late Iron Age sanctuary (Mantel 1997);
particularly in contrast to the Brunaux’s, well excavated but limitedly published, sanctuaries in
Picardy. The above materials were used to create a dataset of Late Iron Age and Early Roman
sites, both with and without brooches; only the former of which are included in Appendix Three

due to word-count limitations.

The following is a summary of the available material, including an overview of the problems
associated with brooch and site data, and their influence on compilation and recording. These
are discussed in order to familiarise readers with the excavation practices and source material
for the study area; and helps to outline why only 29% of Late Iron Age and Early Roman sites are

recorded as ‘brooched.’
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2.1 Site data

There are a number of gaps in the source material. A CAG volume has yet to be published for
the Somme; delayed due to fears that its release would cause a similar rise in metal detecting
activity that followed the publication of the Aisne and Oise volumes (Ben Redjeb, pers. comm.).
Moreover, although the CAG provides only basic summary descriptions of past excavations,
these are balanced with material from grey-literature reports and published data. However,
these additional materials were not available in every case. Another major issue with the CAG is
the lack of precise dating, with many sites simply classified as Late Iron Age or Gallo-Roman;
terms referring to any time between the second century BCE and fourth century CE. Neverthe-
less, the CAG volumes are a key source for information on excavations prior to the release of

regular BSRs in 1996, including Eighteenth and Nineteenth century antiquarian excavations.

CAG data present further dilemmas, for instance whether to include sites identified only via
aerial or landscape surveys. These were ultimately discounted due to identification problems
and the lack of datable evidence. Moreover, as the information in the CAG is sourced from
many different types of investigation (i.e. from simple test-pits, antiquarian surveys, as well as
areas cleared and excavated ahead of construction) it was therefore necessary to remember
that, although each entry seems to be given equal weight, this masks certain excavation-based
distinctions. For example, as many excavations, particularly those at gravel extraction sites,
were conducted on neighbouring land plots, what may represent a single site may have multiple
entries. Where possible | have tried to amalgamate these sites. However, in many cases this
was impossible as precise mapping co-ordinates are not included in the CAG and sites are only
situated within their respective communes with little additional cartographical information.
Annual BSR’s also present problems regarding date classification and geography, although sites
here are typically given more precise La Téne dates and situated on a map, albeit of poor

resolution.

Using these sources a dataset of 391 Late La Tene and Early Roman sites was compiled, allowing
for a broad comparison of ‘brooched’ versus ‘non-brooched’ sites in the study area. As
brooches are key to dating in the study area their recording is fairly consistent. However,

absence of evidence isn’t always evidence of absence. For example, corroded or fragmentary



Chapter Two Data and Sources 15

pieces are not always identifiable as brooches, leading unidentified items to simply be listed as
‘metal finds’ before being sent to the Conservare in Compiegne for analysis. This body, which
took over from the Institut de Restauration et de Recherches Archéologiques et Paléométallur-
giques (IRRAP) in 2006, is now responsible for the restoration and preventative conservation of
excavated metal objects from across France. Consequently, although they treat approximately
2000 objects per year they have quite a backlog, even closing their doors to the public and
researchers (Press Release: April 23, 2007). Therefore, many of the objects sent there for
analysis have yet to be published. Despite these limitations, there is still a great deal of informa-

tion available for analysis.

2.2 Regional differences in site data

Using these data, approximately 391 Late Iron Age and Early Roman sites, including oppida,
sanctuaries, funerary and rural sites, were identified in the study area (figure 2.1). The distribu-
tion shown below is very much the result of regional differences in the development-led excava-
tion rather than real settlement variation. Gravel quarrying, road and rail construction have
heavily influenced the types of land explored in the region and the types of sites recovered. For
example, the high number of rural sites in the Aisne and Oise, is mainly the result of the high

intensity gravel-extraction that has occurred in these regions.
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M Rural Sites
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100 A Rural/Funerary
¥ Funerary
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Aisne Oise Somme Ardennes Seine-Maritime
n= 391 Late Iron Age and Early Roman Sites

Figure 2.1: Late Iron Age and early Gallo-Roman sites in the study area
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Approximately 97% of the sites discovered ahead of gravel extraction are located in the Aisne
and Oise, 63% of which were rural sites. Despite being outside the gravel-quarrying region the
Somme also has a fairly high number of rural sites, mainly because of large-scale road and rail
construction; major works on the A29, A16 and TGV Nord, account for 57% of sites recorded in
this area of Picardy. Contrastingly in the Ardennes, academic or museum-led research is the
leading reason behind excavation and construction, particularly of industrial complexes (known

in France as ZACs), only account for 36% of excavated sites.

These regional differences in development-led archaeology also resulted in variations in the
types of landscapes explored. For example, in the Aisne and Oise, gravel extraction has resulted
in excavation of mainly valley-bottom sites. While in the Somme, road construction has resulted
in more even excavation across both valley-bottom and plateau areas (Auxiette and Méniel
2005: 132). Inthe Ardennes archaeological excavation is mainly the result of academic research
and block development of the plateau. Interestingly, while this has led to the identification of
fewer sites overall, academic interest and the large size of the construction plots means that
these are more likely to be completely excavated. The identification, and subsequent excava-
tion, of fewer sites in the Ardennes is also due to the heavily wooded nature of the region,
which has restricted aerial survey compared to Picardy (Agache 1979; Boureux 1974; 1982;
Vasselle 1982; Joy 1997). However, as unexcavated sites identified only via survey have not
generally been included, differences in the effectiveness of aerial survey have not unduly
unbalanced the data shown in Figure 2.1 above. Nevertheless, the limitations placed on past
settlement by the Ardennes plateau should not be overlooked. For instance, Lambot and
Méniel (2000: 10) have observed a direct correlation between scarcity of arable land, ground
water and pre-historic settlement. Therefore, the relatively low number of sites in the Ardennes
is not just a matter of archaeological bias, but is possibly reflective of a genuine regional Late

Iron Age settlement pattern.

Understanding regional differences in archaeological practice within the study area provides a
basis for understanding how regional differences in brooch recovery and publication have

evolved. These are discussed in the following section.
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2.3 Factors influencing brooch recovery and recording

Many factors impact upon brooch recovery and publication. Only 29% of the Late Iron Age sites
in this study are recorded as having brooches; a number likely reflective of differences in be-
tween development-led and other types of excavation, as well as incomplete publishing result-
ing from the backlog of work at the Conservare, rather than actual distribution. These factors

are discussed here.

Over 80% of the brooches recovered in the Aisne and Oise are from developer-led excavations.
However, information from these sites is very inconsistent, as the quality of published and grey-
literature reports vary widely. In the Oise, Malrain et al. (2006) published many sites, including
detailed information about finds assemblages. Contrastingly, few sites in the Aisne have been
published to this extent; most documented in journal articles and grey-literature, which may or
may not include detailed information about brooches or other finds. Finds Information from
site summaries in CAGs, BSRs, or documented in grey literature, typically reflects the expertise
of the individual(s) leading the excavation. For example, on rural sites, the focus is often on

ceramics or animal remains.

Aisne Oise 8
(778 brooches) (534 brooches)
Somme Ardennes
(529 brooches) (502 brooches)
B Sanctuaries H Funerary Sites Rural Sites H Oppida

*Sample Size 2343 Brooches (plus 74 Brooches from Fesques, Seine-Maritime)
Figure 2.2: Regional brooch recovery
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Inthe Ardennes, where 81% of brooch-finds are from museum-led excavations of funerary sites,
analysis and publication of finds was a priority. Thisresulted in a fortunate build-up of available
local expertise, so that when a large site was found ahead of development, e.g. Acy-Romance,
finds could be analyzed and published in detail. Therefore, the Ardennes brooch sample is
notably larger than for the Oise’s, despite being outnumbered in terms of sites. Whether this
represents real variation or archaeological bias is hard to say. However, low brooch recovery
from rural sites, in comparison to oppida and sanctuaries (see figure 2.2), could just as easily be
the result of their short-lived nature or smaller populations. Therefore, brooch recovery in the
study area has likely shaped by a multitude of factors. With the sheer amount of developer-led
excavation being both a help and a hindrance in terms of brooch recovery and publication.
Nonetheless, there remains sufficient data, approximately 2417 brooches, to form a useful

dataset for analysis.

Having summarized regional differences in excavation and brooch recovery, criteria used for the
identification of sites also needs to be discussed, since this forms the basis for contextual

analysis.

24 Site categorisation

Sites in this thesis are identified after Malrain et al. (2006: 48), as sanctuaries, funerary, rural, or
oppida. These categories were chosen because they are fundamental to studies of Iron Age
settlement in the region (Audouze and Buchsenschutz 1991; Buchsenschutz 1994; 1995; 1999;
Pion 1990a; 1996a; 1996b; Pion et al. 2006; Fichtl 2000; 2003; 2004; Fichtl et al. 2000). While |
recognize that these classifications have their own problems (see Woolf 1993; Malrain et al.
2007), as my research focuses on contextual analysis of brooch finds rather than settlement this

choice was made to maintain conventional identification practices.

These categorizations provide a means of contextualizing brooch finds and, as such, are a
primary step in analysis. Thus, while | am aware of the pitfalls of site identification, these
broadly defined groupings provide a starting place for analysis; allowing for some unity even as

they acknowledge the reality of functional diversity within the wider landscape. The method-
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ologies by which these various site types have been, and continue to be, identified and defined

are outlined below.

2.4.1 Sanctuaries

Following Brunaux (1988; 2002; 2003; 2006a), sanctuaries are defined as sites with a predomi-
nantly ritual character; containing large ritualized deposits of ‘votive’ objects (i.e. weapons,
coins and brooches as well as animal and human remains). Malrain et al. (2006: 238; after Hill
1995) defines ritual deposition as the intentionally structured placement of human and animal
remains as well as other objects. However, he cites several examples from rural sites such as
Verberie, “La Plaine d'Herneuse 1I” (Oise), slightly complicating matters. Moreover, several
votive or ritualistic deposits have been identified at rural sites, causing them to be rather
awkwardly identified as aristocratic, for example at Montmartin (Oise) (Brunaux and Méniel
1997) or Acy-Romance (Ardennes) (Lambot 1999; 2002; Verger 2000). However, such confusion
arises only when modern western conceptions of ‘ritual’ versus ‘domestic’ cause the terms to be

treated as mutually exclusive opposites (see Bradley 2005: 3-40).

The presence of ‘ritual’ deposits at supposedly ‘non-ritualistic’ sites raises concerns over the
relevance of ritual versus non-ritual categorizations, and therefore the identification of sanctu-
aries and other sites in the study area; a discussion outlined in later chapters (see Chapter Eight,
page 183). Nevertheless, despite these problems, sanctuaries are still recognized as a distinct

site type in the study area, and therefore remain a site category here.

2.4.2 Funerary sites

Funerary sites range from smaller burial sites associated with settlement, e.g. Jaux “Camp du
Roi” (Oise) to large cemeteries such as Ménil-Annelles (Ardennes). So as not to create separate
data entries for related funerary and rural sites in the sites dataset, the latter are entered as
rural/funerary, while the former are recorded as funerary. This classification is not repeated in
my brooches database, and is listed here simply as funerary; in these cases, this is understood
via reference to sites’ data as either an isolated funerary find or a funerary find related to

settlement and discussed accordingly.
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Please note that, although human remains are recognized at non-funerary sites, these are not
discussed as funerary remains. While these remains may be related to funerary rites, their
deposition elsewhere than the final burial pit links them (rightly or wrongly) with other ritualistic
practices. While the variable interpretation of human remains is certainly a problem that bears
further discussion, being outside the re-mit of brooches | was unable to explore it further within
the limitations of this thesis. Nonetheless, the frequent recovery of brooches with deposits of
human bone outside funerary sites provides an interesting link between deposition, funerary
practice and the differential treatment of human remains; particularly as secondary cremation

deposits presage deposits of brooches, human bone and burnt material at other sites.

2.4.3 Rural sites

Smaller settlements are labelled as rural rather than farm sites, not because they exist in oppo-
sition to urban sites, but because evidence indicates that not all functioned purely as agricultu-
ral settlements (Malrain et al. 2007). Rural sites had a wide range of functions: from salt-
production, e.g. Pont-Rémy, “le Baraquin” (Somme); stock rearing, e.g. Jaux, “Le Val Adam”
(Oise); to mixed economy sites where farming, as well as metal-working were evident, for
example, at Allemant, “La Vallée Guerbette” (Aisne). Nevertheless, the idea of functional
variability in rural sites is a recent addition to French archaeology, where traditional views
explain variation at rural sites in terms of status or hierarchy (Brun and Ruby 2008: 119-120).
For example, in Malrain et al. (2006: 246), rural sites are ranked hierarchically, based on factors
such as access and control of agricultural resources, or site plan. Nevertheless, as with sanctu-

aries, because these sites continue to be identified as ‘rural’, the designation is kept here.

2.4.4 Oppida

Oppida, or large (20 to 35 ha) enclosed settlements, are typically identified as proto-urban or
central-places (Dehn 1963; Bintliff 1984; Collis 1975; 1984; Wells 1984; Nash, 1976; Audouze
and Buchsenshutz 1991; Fichtl 1994; 2000; Brun and Ruby 2008); although this has been dis-
puted (Woolf 1993; Haselgrove 1995; 2007; Thurston 2009: 362-367). Smaller, nine to 15 ha
enclosures often identified as ‘fortified” settlements (i.e. Fichtl 2000: 45), are also included in

this category because, although the majority of these sites might be labeled differently, they are
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still generally discussed as oppida (Andouze and Buchesenschutz 1991; Buchsenschutz 2000;
Fichtl 2000; Kaenel 2006). Problems resulting from the identification of these smaller sites as

oppida are minimal in any case, as few fortified sites have been excavated.

2.5 The datasets

My site and brooch datasets were compiled using Excel, because its sort and filter functions
allowed for easy analysis and graphing. Initially, | intended to link several spreadsheets to-
gether, to form a relational database of brooches and associated contextual finds, but the size
of the dataset prevented this from being viable. Instead, some sorting fields, such as site name,
site type and date, had to be repeated across several spreadsheets. Therefore, as my data is not
organized within a true relational database it should technically be referred to as a flat-model
database, or simple dataset (Fischer 2004: 34). The form of the spreadsheets, and the included

data fields are discussed below.

2.5.1 Site data

Due to variability in source material the data compiled in this dataset were reduced to the most
commonly provided information. Fields include region, commune, site name and date. Follow-
ing this, the site is either marked as brooched (X) or un-brooched (0). For the former, further
information is then provided about the brooch data, for example, if the finds are contexted or
there is further information on typology. This is followed by a brief site description, the organi-
zation responsible for the excavation, the reason for the work, the excavation history and finally
the bibliographic reference. This information allowed for comparison of the source material, as
well as factors influencing excavation and brooch recovery across the study area. This was
mainly useful for discussing regional differences included above, but also provided a handy

reference tool when paired with the information in the brooch dataset.

2.4.2 Brooch data

The brooch dataset is composed of 2417 entries, sortable by region, site type as well as site
name, date, context number and context description. The latter includes identification on

whether the brooch was recovered from a pit or a ditch, or for funerary sites, its location within
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the burial. As the date field was complicated by factors, such as the presence of multi-phased
sites, an additional field describing the specific date of the brooch context was added. In order
to reference entries back to their original documentation, as well as to separate image files
stored elsewhere on my computer, published inventory or catalogue numbers as well as biblio-

graphic information were also included as separate fields.

The bulk of the data fields relate to typology and description. Many brooches had already been
identified using a variety of classificatory systems. Feugére (1985) or Gebhard’s (1995) typolo-
gies were used variably throughout the Aisne, Oise and Somme, while classification schemes
were specifically formed for brooch finds in the Ardennes (e.g., Lambot et al. 1994; Stead et al.
2007). As a result, separate fields were included to record the original typological assignations,
as well as the typological designations developed and used for this project (see ‘Edgar Typology’

in Chapter Four).

The typological designations developed for this project were reliant on consistent object de-
scriptions; something not always easy to achieve given the variable, or even absent descriptions,
available in grey and published literature. Therefore, when possible brooch description was
based on direct visual analysis of object drawings, rather than in-text depictions. Moreover,
rather than limit brooch description to a single field, separate fields were included for size,
material, bow-type, bow-form, bow-profile, bow-section and catch-plate type (see Appendix
One). These categories, as well as the subsequent descriptive classifications, were based on
Pion (1996a: 133-135) and Guillaumet’s (1984: 6) work, as they contained the most systematic
breakdown of brooch elements and descriptive terminology (see Chapter Four, page 39).
Nevertheless, while these terms are found in most brooch typologies, i.e. Feugere (1985) or
Gebhard (1995), they are seldom given precise definitions. This results in a great deal of incon-
sistency. The problem of variable identification of typological attributes, although smoothed
over somewhat in the dataset by standardizing description, can never completely be avoided.
However, the issues relating to typological formation and classification are more appropriate to

Chapter Four.

An additional field relating to completeness was also included to record the extent of fragmen-

tation, recorded via the number of component parts. This was tabulated using the French,
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‘Nombres de Membres Individuelles’ (NMI) system. Discussed in more detail in Chapter Five (see
page 100-101), this system is based on the methodology proposed for analysis of metal finds at

rural and sanctuary sites in northern France (Guillaumet and Nilesse 2000; Bataille 2008).

Further fields recording whether the brooch was complete/unfinished or intentionally bent or
twisted were also included. Initially, a field listing brooch repairs was included after seeing
similar data recorded for brooches at the oppidum of Titelberg (Gaspar 2007). Unfortunately
however, this category had to be excluded, as repairs, such as re-soldering, were not recorded
for any of brooches in the study area. In future through direct analysis of the brooches them-
selves, it might be possible to determine the extent to which the Late Iron Age brooches of

northern France were subject to maintenance and repair.

2.5.3 Context data

Parallel datasets were also constructed for contextual analysis. These were divided by site type
and separate spreadsheets were developed for rural, oppida, sanctuary and funerary sites.
Outside funerary contexts precise locational data, such as exact stratigraphy, was seldom
available. At other sites, contextual information was restricted to recording finds by context
number, listing if the context was recorded as a pit or a ditch and stating which part of the site
this context was found in (eg. site quadrant, enclosure ditch, inside enclosure etc.). Neverthe-
less, despite this limitation, additional information was always available by referring to the

original documentation.

Contextual analysis mainly focused on identifying associated objects. Therefore, fields were
included for separate objects, with various categorical groupings recognized, such as personal
ornament, tools, toilet kits, weaponry, or textile working (see table 1). These categories were
based on methods used for sorting material in French as well as English publications of Late Iron
Age sites (for example, Cool 1995; Brunaux and Malrain 1997; Malrain et al. 2006; Stead et al.
2007). This was done so that objects most associated with brooch finds could be identified and
compared, a matter of particular relevance as brooches were seldom found in isolation. Of
course this type of categorization represents a certain amount of simplification, as each of the

listed items has its own features, explained by either typology or description. Nevertheless, as
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this project was brooch-centred, it was inappropriate to overload the dataset with detailed
information about other finds, such as coins or glass beads. As a result, only presence and

absence were noted.

Table 2.1: Types of object recovered with brooches

Find Category

Finds

Personal Ornament

Brooches

Beads

Pendants

Rings
Torques/Necklaces
Belt Hooks

Bone

Human Bone
Animal Bone (pig, cattle, sheep, dog and horse)

Ceramics

Presence and Absence (X, 0)
If Amphora present then listed as ‘Amphora’

Toilet Kit

Shears
Razors
Tweezers

Fittings for Wooden
Objects

Bucket Fittings
Miscellaneous

Construction

Studs

Rivets

Nails

Joiners Dogs/Clamps

Tools

Axes
Knives

Locking Mechanisms

Lock Plates
Spring Locks
Keys

Coinage

Coins
Rouelles

Weaponry

Presence and Absence (X, 0)
Swords

Scabbards

Lance and Spear Points
Shield Bosses

Textile Manufacture

Spindle Whorls
Loom-weights
Awls

Needles

Miscellaneous

Other Iron

Other Copper Alloy

Clay Rattles (clay balls with pebbles inside)
Other Non-Metallic

2.6 Conclusion

The datasets described here fulfill the diverse criteria set by this project, allowing for typological

reassessment, examination of brooch features, as well as site-based contextual analysis. Data
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compilation, and its subsequent organization, was also key for developing further queries
pertaining to the meaning(s) and role(s) of brooches in the study area. Moreover, recognition
that the majority of brooches were recovered from stratified in contexts with other finds,
indicates that that few were casual losses or discards, but were placed as intentionally ‘struc-

tured deposits’, like those described by Hill (1995).
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Chapter Three Brooches: Typology and Chronology

The La Tene chronology used in this study is based on Haselgrove’s (2007: 496, table 1)
amalgamation of Miron (1986; 1989; 1991) and Metzler’s (Metzler et al. 1991; 1999; Metzler
1995; 1996) chronologies for Luxembourg and the Hunsriick-Eiffel. These chronologies have
also been adopted by other archaeologists in northern and central France (e.g., Vaginay and
Guichard 1988; Lambot and Friboulet 1996; Friboulet 1997; Brunaux and Méniel 1997; Stead et
al. 2007). The short sub-divisions of the La Téne Cand D correspond well to the short lived rural
sites in Picardy (especially the Aisne and Qise), as well as the Ardennes, helping to smooth the
adoption of these new dates (Debord 1993; Haselgrove 1996b: 135; Pion 1997; 2007). The
chronologies developed from funerary assemblages in the Ardennes has also helped (Lambot
and Friboulet 1996; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007). Unfortunately however, Malrainetal.’s
(2006) comprehensive publication of La Tene rural sites in the Middle Oise does not specify how
sites are dated in the work; meaning that it does not fit with any specific Late Iron Age

chronology, nor can it help refine Pion’s (1996a; 1996b) Late Iron Age chronology for the Aisne.

These phases of the Miron-Metzler-Haselgrove chronology are identified via material markers,
typically brooches, which are shown below in table 3.1. Brooch typo-chronologies form the
basis of this chronology due to the limited number of absolute dates for northern Europe. Very
few dendro-dates in Europe apply to stratified contexts containing brooches or other finds
(Haselgrove 1996a: 136; cf. Colin 1998: 21; Curdy and Kaenel 1985; Durost and Lambert; 2007;
Kaenel 1990). For this reason, brooch typo-chronologies are still a central feature of Late Iron

Age archaeology in northern Europe.

The period between the La Téne C1/C2 transition and the Early Gallo-Roman period can be
divided into five major phases: the Middle/Late La Téne Transition, the Earlier Late Iron Age,
Middle Late Iron Age, Final Late Iron Age, and Post-Conquest Iron Age/Early Roman Period (see
table 3.1). These overarching date groupings are more relevant to the study area, where
occupation tends to overlap the 30-40 year periods defined by the traditional La Tene scheme.
Problems with exact dating highlight the difficulties arising from dating via material
chronological markers, particularly as residuality or continued use of certain objects tends to

over-ride set phases.
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Table 3.1: Material Indicators of Late La Téne Chronology

Dates Chronological Markers
, La Tene 200-190 BCE Inhumation burial
g g c1/c2 Hand-made pottery
o E g Type 1 Reverted Bow Brooches
o B3
3 ‘é La Tene 190-150 BCE Transition from inhumation to cremation burial
S8 c2 Transition from hand-made pottery with Middle La Téne antece-
dents to wheel-made pottery
5 Transition from Type 1 Reverted Bow Brooches with mould-made
ﬁ decoration to Type 3 Pseudo-La Tene Il Reverted Bow Brooches
E E" with hammered decoration held high on the bow.
]
'f—% La Tene 150-120 BCE Continued use of La Téne C2 Pseudo-La Téne Il brooches
“ Dla Appearance of Nauheim Brooches
New forms of wheel-made pottery
ﬁ g Increased standardization of pottery forms
% ‘é Earliest appearance of Dressel 1A amphora
S
7§ = La Téne 120-85 BCE Continued use of Nauheim Brooches
D1b Wheel-thrown pottery with comb impressed decoration
§ La Tene 80-55 BCE A Coquille (Type 7) and early Arc Interrompu (Type 8) Brooches
E ) D2a The first appearance of lids for wheel-thrown pottery
3 <
s La Tene 55-20 BCE Proto-Gallic and Gallic Brooches (Type 9 and Type 14a)
- D2b A Collarette Brooches (Type 10)
Wheel-thrown hemispherical bowls as well as globular jars
._g_ Gallo- 20BCE-10 Queue de Paon Brooches (Types 16, 18a, 18b, 19 and 20)
% Roman BCE Alésia and Aucissa Brooches (Type 21 and 22)
§- go 1 Early Gallo-Roman/Gallo-Belgic pottery forms
o
bt Gallo 10 BCE-50CE Aucissa Derivative Brooches (Type 23)
S Roman
2

Although La Tene chronology is dependant on relative dates archaeologists in northern Europe

tend to see it dates as absolute; using it with confidence, rather than with caution as might be

warranted (e.g. Wendling 2007: 119-138). The development of Late La Téne chronology is

summarized below with the aim of explaining the current state of brooch research, particularly

the use of Feugére’s (1985) southern French typology in conjunction with Gebhard’s (1991)

German typo-chronology for dating brooches in northern France.

3.1 Late La Téne chronology and the divergence of brooch typologies

The La Tene chronology of northern Europe originated in Germany, where Reinecke (1902)

developed a system based on the stylistic evolution of brooches. Following Reinecke, refine-

ments were made based on further data from excavations across northern Europe (Major 1940;
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Haffner 1969; 1974; 1976; 1984; Polenz 1971; 1982; Furger-Gunti 1979; Berger and Furger-Gunti
Berger 1980; Miron 1986; 1991; Metzler 1995; Berger and Matt 1995; Wendling 2007).
Chronological contributions from France have been relatively minor, often based only on
unstratified or incomplete brooch publications from the oppida of Bibracte and Alésia (Colin
1998; Déchelette 1914; Feugere 1985; Guillaumet 1984; Lerat 1979). While the above works
might have been expected to produce conflicting sets of regional chronologies, the general
homogeneity of brooch finds across northern Europe was believed to reflect a unified Celtic
culture (for discussions of the ‘Celts’ see, Green 1995: 3; James 1998; Megaw and Megaw
1989a; 1989b; 1992; 1997; 2000; Sims-Williams 1998). Therefore, northern European La Téne
chronologies are still nominally perceived as a unified entity (Morin-Jean 1910; Colin 1998;

Haselgrove 2007: 492-493).

Continuous modification of northern La Teéne chronology by mainly non-French archaeologists,
in addition to arguments over the date of potin coinage (Guichard et al. 1993; Haselgrove 1996:
135). This explains why northern European typo-chronologies might have fallen out of favour in
France during the 1980s. Coin dating in northern France traditionally relied on historical dates,
e.g. the invasion of the Cimbri and Teutones, and changes in coin production, such as the
adoption of potin, were linked to the Gallic Wars (Beaulieu 1970; 1973). British numismatist
Allen (1980) objected to this interpretation and saw an earlier date for the adoption of potin. In
northern France, increasing problems with dating coins saw them removed as a dating tool from
most chronologies (Collis 1998; Haselgrove 2005; Lambot and Méniel 1992: 144); explaining why

brooches, rather than coins, now form the basis of La Téne chronology.

Partially as the result of the argument over potin, Feugere ’s (1985) southern French brooch
typo-chronology emerged as the primary means of dating Iron Age finds and sites in northern
France; for example, the brooches from oppidum of Villeneuve-saint-Germain (Aisne) (Debord
1996). Feugére drew heavily on stratified brooch finds from southern France, Germany and
Switzerland to create his chronology (e.g. Ettlinger 1973; Riha 1979; Furger-Gunti 1979). How-
ever, the majority of these dates are now recognized as late or residual and therefore cast
Feugére’s typo-chronolgy into doubt (Feugére 1993; 2009; Riha 1994; Striewe 1996; Haselgrove
1997). Ultimately, the increase in stratified brooch finds from northern France identifying the

earlier origins of Nauheim or Arc Interrompu types, resulted in the complete re-evaluation of
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Feugere ’s dates (Vaginay and Guichard 1988: 153-154; Lambot 1994; 1996: 129; Lambot and
Friboulet 1997; Brunaux and Méniel 1997: 94-96; Stead et al. 2007: 79, 81, 161). Brooches in
northern France are now dated after finds in Germany (Gebhard 1991) and Luxembourg (Miron
1986; 1991; Metzler 1995; Gaspar 2007). Nevertheless, Feugere’s work should not be dis-
missed. Even today it represents one of the most complete analyses of brooches from across
Europe, including finds from northern and southern France, Germany, Switzerland and Luxem-

bourg.

While Feugere’s typo-chronology is no longer appropriate for dating brooches in northern
France, its comprehensiveness means that it is still widely referenced; with the majority of
northern French researchers using studies from Germany and Luxembourg for dating, but
turning to Feugere for type identification. Consequently, because archaeologists are using La
Tene terminology for dating, awareness of which specific chronology they are using is essential.
For example, sites dated using Feugere, such as Villeneuve-Saint-Germain or Estrées-Saint-Denis
(Oise), generally need to be moved 30 years earlier (Debord 1996; Haselgrove 1996a: 135-137;
Woimant 2002a; Kaenel 2006: 23-26). However, in the case of the latter, phasing has proven
too convoluted for re-assessment (Brunaux et al. 2003:56). This is further discussed in Chapter

Six.

As the majority of recent typo-chronologies developed in northern Europe reference Feugere’s
typology this makes him the common, or key-typology, linking them all. Thus, his typology
forms the basis of the brooch classification in this thesis, while Gebhard’s typo-chronology is
used for dating. This methodology has already seen some use in the study area. However,
because Feugére and Gebhard’s typologies are based on different principles, few exact equiva-
lencies exist between the two. The use of both systems by researchers, who typically ignoring
these basic differences between the classificatory systems, has introduced a great deal of
inconsistency into brooch analysis, making it very difficult to compare brooch finds in northern
France. The means by which Feugere and Gebhard’s typologies have been adapted for use in

the study area are outlined below.
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3.2 European brooch typologies and their impact in northern France

Before discussing the various choices that researchers are now making regarding the study of
brooches in northern France, it is best to begin with an overview of typological analysis; particu-
larly, as these fundamentals of this type of investigation are at the root of problems arising from

variations in brooch classification.

Feugere’s typology is the natural product of late 18" and early 19" century studies, which
typically sought to group brooches into form-based types and examine how these developed or
changed over time. These methods are seen in early works such as, Morin-Jean (1910), Almgren
(1913) or Tischler (1885). Similar methodologies are in evidence within most major brooch
studies of the 20" century: where typologies focus either on morphology (Ettlinger 1973),
descriptions of type (Faudet 1973), or the development and distribution of types over time
(Feugére 1985; Gebhard 1991; Gaspar 2007). These typologies are typically based on large
collections of brooches and traditionally demonstrate the internal consistency and attention to
detail, albeit not always the same details, that define true typologies (Adams and Adams 1991:

280, 347; cf. Cormack 1971: 379)

Complications arise when non-specialist researchers, working at a single rural site or a small
group of cemeteries, classify and date small brooch collections with regards to larger typologies
(e.g., Vaginay and Guichard 1988; Lambot et al. 1994; Debord 1996; Lambot and Friboulet 1996;
Pion 1996a; Brunaux and Méniel 1997; Debord 1996; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007). These
actions mean that small site-based studies reference larger collections such as Feugere or
Gebhard, but seldom others from the same region, thereby creating a confusing array of some-
what conflicting mismatched typologies. This has had an oddly isolating effect on brooch
research in the study area and explains why, despite the large numbers collected in the region, a
unified study has yet to be conducted. Nevertheless, the reliance on these objects for dating
made their rapid classification and dating an understandable priority, explaining this somewhat

slap-dash approach.

As previously mentioned, Feugere and Gerbhard’s typologies show a great deal of variation in

how brooch types are distinguished from each other and how sub-types and sub-variants are
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identified. For example, Feugere seems to employ little consistency with regards identifying
types. With regards to his Reverted Bow brooches, material, size and spring-coil number are
marked as key identifiers for the Type 1. While for the Type 3, it is the form of the bow’s profile,
or side view, followed by the shape of the bow in section that are rated most important
(Feugére 1985: 186, 190). In contrast, while Feugére compresses different Reverted Bow types
into just two categories, Gebhard (1991: 80-86) divides these into several types. However, this
issue goes beyond type and extends to differences in what elements were considered central to
brooch fabrication and appearance. For instance, Feugere does not identify material as a
significant factor for many of his types, often not even listing it in his catalogue. This differs
from Gebhard (1991: 6), who believes material to be the deciding factor in identifying types,
stating explicitly that the different properties and appearance of iron or copper alloy are integral

to typological considerations.

In view of these differences there is considerable doubt regarding the compatibility of these two
typologies, something best illustrated by examining the application of Gebhard and Feugere to
the small brooch collections in northern France. For simplicity, Reverted Bow types from three
published typologies in the study area are compared: from the rural site of Montmartin in the
Oise (Brunaux and Méniel (1997) as well as Stead et al.'s (2007) and Lambot et al. s (1994)
typologies from cemeteries in the Ardennes. These typologies do not simply re-name Feugére
or Gebhard’s types but apply fundamentally different typological principles to their own small

collections.

The examples shown in table 3.2 below reveal that no strict distinction is made between La Téne
Il and Pseudo-La Tene Il Reverted Bow types after Feugere’s original division, or the divisions
used in the Haselgrove-Miron-Metzler chronology. This is odd given the wide acceptance of this
chronology in the study area. The strange associations between types developed by researchers
in the study area and Gebhard also provide some insight into the peculiar nature of the typo-
logical processes at work. For instance, specific features such as arched profiles, which are
identified as diagnostic in Gebhard (1991: 130-137), are not identified for brooches equated
with these types in northern France (e.g. Stead et al. 2007: 66). This awkwardness stems mainly

from the fact that although these small-scale typologies (or more correctly pseudo-typologies)
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reference Feugere or Gebhard, they do not respect the original diagnostic principles after which

they defined their types.

Brooches: Typology and Chronology

Table 3.2: The identification of Reverted Bow Types in northern France

Lambot et al. (1994)
1 -<100 mm - Moulded Bead Gebhard 19c
- Rectilinear Bow - Decorated with
- 8 Coiled Spring Hammered Chevrons —
- External Chord ’%
2 | -40-70 mm - 10 to 18 Coils Gebhard 22 %
- Rectilinear/Curved - External Chord L
Bows - Hammered Ring
3 - Similar to the Type 2 -4 to 6 Coiled Spring Gebhard 16
Brunaux and Méniel (1997)
2 | -‘Small - Wide Springs Gebhard 13a
-Iron - External Chord
- 4 Coils - Hammered Ring
3 -Iron - Hammered Ring Gebhard 15
- 4 Coils - Decorated with a
- External Chord Moulded Bead
4 | -lron - Hammered Ring Gebhard 14 —
- 4 Coils - Decorated with a g
- External Chord Moulded Bead Y
- Rectilinear Bow L
5 -Iron - Moulded Bead Gebhard 17a
- 4 Coils - Decorated with Two
- External Chord Moulded Beads
- Stretched Bow
6 -Iron - Curved Bow None
- 8 Coils - Hammered Ring
- External Chord
7 -Iron - External Chord Gebhard Feugere 1
-12 to 16 Coils 22/24a or3
8 -Iron - External Chord None Feugere 3
- 6 Coils - Hammered Ring
Stead et al. (2007)
A | - Copper Alloy - External Chords None
-4 to 6 Coils
B | -Iron - External Chord Gebhard 20 —
-6 t0 16 Coils Gebhard22 | &
C | -‘Large’ - External Chord Gebhard 16- 0
-Iron - Wide Coils 18 L
-4 to 6 Coils
D | Other Unidentifiable Reverted Bow Brooches. Gebhard 19

This disjunction raises questions of why equivalencies with Gebhard were made at all. The
answer lies in the need to re-evaluate the dates for these brooches; with researchers seemingly
choosing brooches from Gebhard with the dates believed appropriate. However, this method-

ology is complicated by the obvious difficulties involved in making Gebhard’s typo-chronology
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match Feugere’s types; particularly as the types defined by the latter do not recognize Feugere’s
distinct division between Middle and Late La Tene Reverted Bow brooches. For example, while
Gebhard (1991: 95) recognizes continuity between all of his Reverted Bow brooches this con-
trasts with Feugere (1985: 186, 190) who identifies brooches with moulded nodules as Middle
La Tene and those with hammered rings as Late La Tene. While this is partially overcome by the
possibility that features such as reverted feet held high on the bow might easily identify
Gebhard’s Late Iron Age Reverted Bow type (Sievers pers. comm.), this must be taken with some
skepticism; especially as this attribute is not given any significance by either Feugere or
Gebhard. Resultingly, the difference between early and later Reverted Bow types is not defini-
tively recognized by researchers in northern France, who instead loosely group Reverted Bow

types under Feugere’s Type 1 or 3, while also equating them with Gebhard for dates.

The disparities between typologies highlight their basis, not on objective, scientific principles
but on subjective beliefs about what is most important about a brooch; beliefs that vary be-
tween typology and typologist. In northern France, date rather than morphology, is believed to
be a brooch’s most important aspect. The disparity between the types described in the above
typologies not only prevents the further recognition of these types, but also effectively sends a
message that archaeologists need only access larger brooch typo-chronologies, such as

Gebhard, to find the brooch type and date that most easily matches their requirements.

The situation described above is not entirely tenable. However, a remedy raises further issues
related to the philosophies of typology formation. For example, two classes of typologists,
‘lumpers’ and ‘splitters’ are recognized via differences in the values they ascribe to descriptive
factors as a means of separating out or linking types. The former would advise dividing brooches
so that each type specifically matched each description, whereas the latter would find these
rough descriptions acceptable as useful broad indicators of type (for further discussion about
philosophical differences in typology formation see, Adams and Adams 1991: 280-280: cf. Kidder
and Shepard 1936: 626; Judd 1940: 430; Simpson 1945: 22-24; Brew 1946: 55; Taylor 1948: 126-
127; Cormack 1971: 329; Sokal 1977). Given the difficulties involved in relative dating, it would
be helpful to have a means of independently dating brooches. However, given that pottery
chronologies are constructed relative to metal finds, as well as the absence of other absolute

dating methods, there is no quick fix here.
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The philosophical differences between lumping and splitting raise questions about what to doin
this specific case. Here, | have decided that lumping is the best option, as the creation of new
types would only serve as a barrier for further analysis and pattern recognition. Therefore,
Feugere’s types have generally been maintained as a broad overarching category, with broad
date ranges taken from Gebhard. Following identification under these broad categories,
brooches are then systematically described so that variation, both within and between types,

can be assessed. This process is explained in more detail in the following chapter.

Lumping, rather than further splitting brooches, helps alleviate some of the problems involved
in making the various typologies used and developed in this study area work together. Moreo-
ver, this approach appears successful as, in all cases, the dates ascribed to these types generally
fit with those already given to the site and the brooch. This fix has served to both simplify the

various discrepancies between the various typologies developed and used within the study area.

3.3 Conclusion

In this chapter | have tried to encapsulate the origins and development of brooch studies in
northern France and situate these within a wider northern European context. In doing so, the
need to distinguish between chronology and typology has become apparent. Because, although
these concepts are often discussed together, the latter refers only to the act of sorting into
types, while the former is associated with the process of dating those types. Typo-chronologies
developed in northern France have walked a fine line between these processes, producing
typologies shaped by chronological re-evaluations in other research. This is because, in this

case, the need for typology has been inextricably linked with dependence on relative dating.

There are no quick solutions to the wider problems of chronology and typology in northern
European Iron Age archaeology, and this lies outside the scope of this project. However, as this
work involves brooches, the acknowledgement of problems related to their study is of rele-
vance. | have tried to develop solutions that keep the overall goals of the thesis in mind, namely
the aim to discuss the meaning(s) and role(s) of this object to the societies that used them.
Therefore, although typologies are organizational necessities, they are only a means to a further

end.
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Chapter Four The Edgar Typology

As Chapter Three indicates, the plethora of brooch typologies in northern Europe has proved
quite an impediment to the study of these items. For instance, many of the brooch types used
as chronological markers, are not specifically identified by typologies developed or adopted in
the study area. The main goal of this chapter is, therefore, to explain how types were defined in
this project. In particular, the central importance of systematic or standardized description in
assimilating the discrepant and divergent nature of the various typologies produced and used in
the study area. This process that ultimately forms the bases for the recognition of categories

and the definition of types within the Edgar Typology.

4.1 Typologies: a necessary evil or an indispensible device?

In order to achieve harmonized or systematic description, the arguments surrounding typology
formation first need to be explored. Only once the limitations and benefits surrounding these
processes are understood, can the real work of categorization begin. Therefore, the description
of types in the Edgar typology follows a summary of debates surrounding the typological

processes and a discussion of terminology used to describe brooch form.

Typological classification involves the physical act of sorting objects into different categories,
types, or classes, based on a number or cluster of attributes. As discussed above, in many
instances, the attributes chosen to define categories are shaped with some purpose in mind;
albeit dating, or the analysis of morphological development. While some archaeologists have
searched for a way to make typologies completely objective (for example, Adams and Adams
1991: 274; cf. Doran and Hodson 1975: 158-186; Brown 1982: 183-185), the human typologist
invariably drives the decision making process. The continuing dialectic between object and
typologist explains why typologies are a controversial subject in archaeology; especially in the
Anglo-American world where their purpose, role and even their validity have sparked a great
deal of debate (For a review of the so-called typological debate please see Adams and Adams
1992; Klejn 1982: 75-111; Wylie 2002: 42-56). At one extreme, while some may view them as
embodiments of fetishism (Adams and Adams 1992: 157; cf. Kluckhohn 1939: 338; Bennet 1943:
208; Hill and Evans 1972: 231, 267; Vierra 1982: 164; Hayden 1984: 81). Nevertheless, they
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remain an essential part of the archaeological process, as the variables making up most objects
are far too complex to be ordered without recourse to a typology (Adams and Adams 1992: 165;
cf. Miller 1956; Wallace 1961; Sokal 1977: 188). Researchers working in northern Europe have
tended not to get involved in these debates and here typologies still form a very integral and
often unquestioned part of the archaeological process (Buchsenschutz 1987; Demoule et al.
2002). This is very much the case with regard to Late Iron Age brooches, where typologies

represent in most cases both the means and end of analysis.

Typologies are generally defined by their purpose, which may or may not be stated explicitly
(Adams and Adams 1992: 157; cf. Gardin 1980: 81; Klejn 1982; 51-54). As discussed in the
previous chapters, most brooch studies have sought to show how these objects changed over
time, forming typo-chronological criteria based on the assumption that brooches evolved from
simple to more complex types, or how they evolved in response to specific design issues.
Basing categorization on ideals of evolutionary determinism however, acts as a barrier to
determining wider significances; especially as ‘complex’ types are used in conjunction with
‘simpler’ ones. Therefore, although types are typically given hierarchical ordering via numerical
nomenclature, many were used concurrently. This is problematic in regards to northern Euro-

pean brooch studies, which typically use typologies as the basis for relative chronology.

Given the limitations of typologies, even categories identified as archaeologically meaningful
might not have held significance to the culture(s) being studied (Adams and Adams 1992: 282).
This note of typological scepticism was a key factor in decisions underpinning the formation of
the Edgar typology; because typology should not be the primary goal of brooch analysis, but
used simply as a tool for asking further questions about these objects, particularly regarding

what elements or attributes might have had real significance.

4.2 Is a new typology necessary?

When weighing the necessity of creating an entirely new typology it seemed relevant to con-
sider whether this would produce something useful for the study of Late Iron Age brooches in
the study area. In the end, the prospect of adding yet another system to the mix seemed to

confuse rather than streamline matters. Therefore, in the interest of clarity and continuity,
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rather than create an entirely new system, Feugere’s (1985) types were retained as the back-

bone for most of my typology.

As noted in Chapter Three, the limitations of using Feugere’s typology are evident. Conse-
quently, it was substantially revised here, with new dates and some alterations to basic types
based on information provided by more recent works (see Section 4.4). Furthermore, given the
varied nature of typologies formed by Feugere and others, as well as the differences between
various brooch types, it was also crucial to standardize not only which attributes were chosen
but also the language used to describe them. The terminology used to describe brooches is

outlined below.

4.3 Basic brooch anatomy

Brooch typologies general focus on the configuration of a brooch’s primary elements: first
identifying the diagnostic or universal attributes for a specific type, then expanding to include
variations of these elements. As many elements make up overall brooch form, many attributes

are therefore incorporated into the identification of types.

BODY
BOW FOOT
HEAD —
SPRING/HINGE PIN CATCH-PLATE

Figure 4.1: Brooch parts (after Guillaumet 1984: figure 1)

The terms used for brooch parts give it an almost human or biological anatomical feel (figure
4.1): the ‘head’, or part closest to the pin/spring is known via its opposition to the ‘foot’, or the
lower part of the brooch between the catch-plate and the bow; while the ‘body’, between the
head and the foot, consists of the bow. While these terms imply that brooches have a very

specific orientation, we should not assume that this reflects how they were worn. For example,
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while brooches are typically seen in head-down positions on Roman grave stelae in Germany,

this might not have been how most Late Iron Age brooches were worn (Wild 1968; 1985: 393;

Rothe 2009: 15).

Table 4.1: Brooch construction and variation therein (Guillaumet 1984: 7; Pion 1996a: 133-135)

HEAD/MECHANISM
Method of Liason Chord Position/Hinge Type Coil Number
Spring - External Chord - Two-coiled
- Naked spring - Internal Chord - Three-coiled
- Plated spring - Four-coiled
- Hooked spring - etc.
- Hooked and
plated spring
- Covered spring
Hinge - Formed by bending the bow outward
- Formed by bending the bow inward N/A
BOW
Section Profile Bow Shape Decoration Type
- Filiform - Flat - Filiform - Moulded
- Cylindrical - Curved - D-shaped - Hammered
- Flat/Ribboned - Arched - Faceted - Beads
- Semi-cylindrical - Bent to cover - Rectangular - Disks
- Profiled the spring - Triangular - Cut-uut/Trimmed
- Composite - Added elements, i.e.
enamel
Decoration Location
- Bow/Spring junction
- Middle bow
- Catch-plate junction
FOOT/CATCH-PLATE
Formation/Construction Perforation
Reverted Bow N/A
- Free type (Early Iron Age)
- Held by a moulded bead (Middle/Late Iron Age)
- Held by a hammered ring or hook (Late Iron Age)
Hammered - Perforations
- Trapezoidal - Unperforated
- Triangular - Fenestrated
- Rectangular - Pierced

Brooch typologies generally work by focusing on the configuration of the primary elements of

morphology: first, the central diagnostic or universal attributes for a specific brooch type are

identified; then these are expanded to include variations. However, the way this is done and

the descriptive language used can vary greatly depending on the typologist in question.

Compounding difficulties is the fact that the main typologies studied here were published in

German and French, while this thesis is in English. Therefore, the importance of consistency in

translating these typologies cannot be understated (see Glossary of Terms in Appendix Two).
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Gaspar (2007) provided a great deal of help in this regard, as his typology was written in both

French and German.

Basic diagnostic elements and their variations are shown above in table 4.1. These were chosen
from Pion (1996a: 133-135) and Guillaumet (1984: 6), as these works contained the most
systematic breakdown of brooch elements and descriptive terminology. Please note that, while
brooches also contain pins these elements are not specifically diagnostic and are therefore not
considered in determinations of type. Another factor in regard to hinged brooches, is that
drawings are seldom detailed enough to determine the construction of the mechanism. For this
reason, more detailed description and analysis of hinged mechanisms was impossible. This

terminology forms the basis for brooch description in the Edgar Typology.

4.4 The Edgar Typology

In this typology, type definitions are ordered first by universal and then by variable attributes;
these are characteristics that are both shared by all brooches of that type and that vary
between those brooches. Where possible | have used the Feugére’s numbering system as a
base. However, when brooches are not found within Feugere they are inserted using an
alphabetical designation. Additionally, | have been required to modify Feugere’s typology on
several occasions: to clarify some of his sub-type divisions and to allow for new information
from larger data sets, most notably from Titelberg (Gaspar 2007). However, in regards to the
Alésia, Aucissa and Aucissa derivative Hinged brooches | have decided to avoid using Gaspar’s
Titelberg typology, mainly because, while these brooches are not rare in the study area, they are
typically from unstratified contexts at sites dating to the Gallo-Roman period. Also please note,
what is included below represents a brief summary of this typology. For more detailed

information please see Appendix One.

There are a total of 26 types in the ‘Edgar’ Typology, which are sorted into six groups based on
form, manufacturing technique and decoration: Reverted Bow Brooches (RB), Simple Filiform
Brooches (SF), Decorative Filiform Brooches (DF), Interrupted Bow Brooches (IB), Heavily
Decorated Brooches (HvD) and Hinged Brooches (HnB). These larger grouping encompass

several brooch types, as well as brooches which could not be identified with a specific type but
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could be placed within a larger group. For example, SF Brooches are wire-made types, whose
individual type distinctions depend of spring type and coil number. However, in many cases
these springs are too fragmented to allow for precise type identification. Therefore, rather than

leave these fragmented brooches unidentified, they can instead be placed into the SF category.

These groupings are outlined for reference in table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2: Brooch groups and types in the ‘Edgar’ Typology

Brooch Groups

‘ Variable Attributes

Universal Attributes | Group Attributes

Reverted Bow Brooches (RB)

1 Middle La Téne RB - Five to 21 coils - Moulded Bead/Ring - Reverted Bow
(La Téne C1 to D1b/D2a) - External chord

3 Pseudo-La Tene Type Il RB - Two to 18 coils -Hammered

(LaTene C2/Dlato D2) - Internal/External Hook/Ring
Chord - Copper Alloy/Iron
Simple Filiform Brooches (SF)

2 Filiform with External Chordsand | - Two to four coils - Wire-made - Wire-made
Narrow-Coiled Springs (La Téne - Catch-plate - Catch-plate
Dlato D1b/D2a) - External chord _Undecorated

- Undecorated

A Filiform with External Chordsand | -Six to 21 coils - Wire-made
Multi-Coiled Springs (La Téne - Catch-plate style - External chord
D1a/D1b to D2a) - Undecorated

4 Iron Filiform with Internal Chords | - Two to four coils - Wire-made
and Short-Coiled Springs (La Tene | - Catch-plate style -lIron
D1a to Gallo-Roman 1) - Internal chord

- Undecorated
5b | Copper Alloy Filiform with - Two to four coils - Wire-made
Internal Chords and Narrow- - Catch-plate style - Copper Alloy
coiled springs (La Téene D1a/D1b - Internal Chord
D2a/D2b) - Undecorated
6 SF Variable Bows - Four coils - Wire-made
(LaTene D1a/D1bto GR 1) - Catch-plate style - Hammered Bows
- Undecorated
Decorative Filiform Brooches (DF)
5a | Nauheim Brooches - Decoration - Wire-made - Wire-made
(La Tene D1a/D1b to D2a/D2b) - Catch-plate style - Triangular bow - Hammered bows
- Flat section - Decorated bows
- Internal chord
- Incised Decoration
5¢ | Nauheim Variant - Four Coils - Wire-made
(La Tene D1a/D1b) - Catch-plate style - Flat Section
- Internal chord - Internal chord
- Trimmed/Cut Bows

7 A Coquille Brooches - Catch-plate style - Wire-made

(La Téne D1a to D2a/ D2b) - Shell style - Shell-shaped bulge
Internal chord
9 Proto-Gallic Brooches - Wire-made - Wire-made
(LaTene D2a/D2b to GR 1) - Four to eight coils - Catch-plates: often
- Internal/External fenestrated, i.e.
chords (w/ window-like
External hooks) perforations
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Interrupted Bow Brooches (IB)

Moulded/Incised/

Added element

- Bows perforated
laterally

8 Arc Interrompu - Two to seven coils - Wire-made - Wire-made
Brooches (La Téne D1b to D2) - Internal/External - Interrupting mould- - Bows Interrupted:
chords made decoration Moulded Beads
- Interrupting bead /Disks
style
10 | A Collarette Brooches - Six coils - Transverse mould-
(LaTene D2b/GR 1to GR 2) - External chord made disk
- Mould-made disk
15 | A Disque Médian - Six coils - Bow replaced by
Brooches (GR 1/GR 2) - External chord mould-made disk
- Mould-made disk
Heavily Decorated Brooches (HvD)
14b | Langdon Down Brooches - Four to eight coils - Rectilinear bow - Wire-made
(GR 1 to GR 2/ Late First century - External chord - Stretched profile - Partially/Totally
CE) - Stabilizing hooks - Profiled section Covered springs
and platelets/ - Longitudinal Stretched/
_ spring covers grooved decoration Rectilinear profile
16 | A Disque Médian avec Queue de - Covered spring - Covered spring . .
Paon (La Téne D2b/GR 1to GR2) | - Disk held with pin - Disk partially ) Var!able section
- Mould-made disk replaces bow - Variable bow
style - Flaring foot -Decoration:
- Decoration: - Profiled section Moulded/Incised
Moulded/Incised
18a | Queue de Paon Brooches - Partially/Total - Flaring foot
(GR 1/GR 2 to Late First century covered spring - Pre-foot decoration
CE) - Variable bow
- Decoration:
Moulded/Incised
18b | Zoomorphic Brooches (GR 1/GR 2 | - Zoomorphic - Mould-made bow
to Late First century CE) variation - Zoomorphic Bow
19 | A Disque Médian avec Rosette - Decoration: - Covered spring
(GR 1/GR 2 to Late First century Moulded/Incised - Profiled section
CE) - Disk shaped bow
- Disk held with pin
20 | One-piece Thistle Brooches - Decoration: - Covered spring
(GR 1 to Late First century CE) Moulded/Incised - Profiled section
- Bow replaced by
moulded disk
- One-piece
Construction
Hinged Brooches (HnB)
21 Alésia Brooches - Decoration style - Hinged brooch - Hinged
(La Téene D2b to GR 1) - Triangular bow
- Transverse moulded
decoration
22 Aucissa Brooches - Decoration style - Hinged brooch
(La Téne D2b/GR 1 to second - Triangular bow
century CE) - Terminal knob
23 Aucissa Derivative Brooches - Triangular/ - Hinged brooch
(GR 1/GR 2 to Mid/Late Rectilinear bow - Stylized terminal
second century CE) - Decoration: moulding

This is far from a ‘perfect’ typology and there is occasional overlap of attributes between types

and the occasional odd non-conformist outlier. However, the goal of this typology is not
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perfection, should such a thing exist, but the production an organizational system for sorting
brooches into recognizable categories and groups. As stated previously, because archaeological
typologies are constructs that may or may not have had meaning to individuals making or using
these items, they are only useful a basis for future analysis and should not represent an end in
and of themselves. Therefore, because my project focuses asking questions regarding the
meaning(s) and role(s) of these objects, my categories (or types) needed to be inclusive of
attributes relevant to brooches as a whole, and as such, representative of broader trends in

brooch form, manufacture and decoration.

4.4.1 A note about illustration and language

As my research is based on library and archival research, data are limited to recorded images
rather than first hand analysis. As a result images here are re-renderings of previously drawn
brooches, which despite the existence of explicitillustration conventions for brooches in France
(for example, Feugere 1982: 20-22), show a great deal of variability: with different scales,
shading techniques and a tendency to not always show both the profile and birds-eye view of
the brooch or even its section. This inconsistency partly stems from simple omission, but is also
partially explained by the fact that there is little central oversight in the study of brooches and
therefore no forced adherence to drawing conventions. Therefore, given the source material,
the illustration-styles adopted in this project are by necessity, diverse; although | have

attempted some standardization by drawing all brooches at a scale of one to one.

In regard to naming individual types, English names are the general rule. However, French
terms are maintained in several specific instances, particularly when no exact English equiva-
lents exist or when the English term has a different connotation that may well only refer to
English variants of this type. Therefore, Arc Interrompu, Queue de Paon or A Disque Median
types are referred to as such, and the term A Coquille is used in lieu of Spoon-bow. Again, as
both French and German typologies were consulted, a glossary brooch related terminology with

English translations is provided in Appendix Two.
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4.5 Brooch types: from evolutionary progression to tagentential expansion

The brooch dates in table 4.3 below reveal that certain types over-lap each other, showing that
more is at work here than evolutionary progression from simple to more complex types. Of all
the types the SF Edgar Type 4 shows the longest use, from the La Tene D1a to the Gallo-Roman

1, paralleling the use of more complex types.

Table 4.3: Phases of brooch development

La Téne La Téne La Téne La Téne La Téne La Téne GR1 GR2
Cc1 C2 Dla Di1b D2a D2b

Phase 1: Continuity with the Middle Iron Age

TYPE1

TYPE3

Phase 2: Simple Filiform

TYPE 2

TYPEA

TYPEA4

TYPE 5a

TYPEG6

Phase 3: Decorative Phase

TYPE 5a

TYPE 5c¢

TYPE7

TYPEOS

TYPE 14a

TYPES

TYPEB

TYPE 10

TYPE 15

Phase 4: Heavily Decorated and Hinged Phase

TYPE 14b

TYPE 16

TYPE 18a

TYPE 18b

TYPE 19

TYPE 20

TYPE 21
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TYPE 22

TYPE 23

In general, the groups above demonstrate that brooch development can be grouped into four
overlapping phases. Initially Late Iron Age brooches follow the conventions of the middle Iron
Age and Reverted Bow types proliferate. During the second phase, Simple Filiform types begin
to dominate. These brooches start to appear in the La Tene C2 and remain in use until the
Augustan period. In the third phase, beginning in the La Téne D, we see two parallel develop-
ments in brooch design. First, more types of decorative variation start to creep into brooch
design, this can be seen in the Nauheim, A Coquille, Proto-Gallic and Gallic brooches. Intandem
with this, as brooch makers begin to become more confident, moving away from filiform or
hammered types, towards manufacturing brooches with mould-made decoration on their bows.
These are the so-called Interrupted Bow brooches. Early variants appear in the La Tene D1a and
remain in use until the Augustan period. At the end of this experimental phase brooches

become more heavily decorated and hinged variants begin to appear.

During the Post-Conquest Iron Age and Early Gallo-Roman periods, Heavily Decorated and
Hinged Brooches take precedence. However, while brooches may be dated within this period, it
is likely that these dates represent more than just their period of manufacture or use-life.
Nevertheless, the overlap in date between simpler and more complex brooch types indicates
that generally they did not develop along simple evolutionary lines. So, although brooches do
seem to develop more complexity over time, there is no evidence that simpler brooch types fall
out of favor. Consequently, it seems obvious that these objects need to be examined as more

than just points along a unidirectional line of development.

4.6 Reverted Bow Types

These are identified by their long bows which are generally bent back and reattached to the
bow to form the foot, i.e. the mechanism holding the pin in place. As discussed previously,
Feugere (1985) identifies two types of RB brooches, earlier Middle La Téne Types and later
Pseudo-La-Tene Il types. This project sees the Pseudo-La-Tene Il brooches as chronological

markers for the start of the Late La Tene. However, somewhat paradoxically, although this
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chronology is widely accepted in the study area, the division between earlier and later RB types
is not. This is because typologies based on small collections in the study area tend to follow
Gebhard’s typo-chronology from Manching, which envisages a longer period of use and overlap
for a larger varieties of RB types, and subsuming this within Feugere ’s typo-chronology through

identifications with his Type 1 or 3.

Approximately 301 RB brooches are identified in the dataset. However, of these, approximately
14% are too fragmentary or corroded for precise identification. Problematically, this
compounds difficulties in identifying earlier from later RB types and, consequently, it is very
difficult to determine how these types developed in the study area. Although some attempt
was made to distinguish earlier Edgar Type 1 from later Edgar Type 3 brooches, this should be
taken with a great deal of scepticism. Nevertheless, it seemed preferable, especially given the
limited information available, to work with Feugére ’s two RB categories, rather than make an

attempt to work with Gebhard’s (1995: 91) fifteen types.

4.6.1 Edgar Type 1:
La Téne Il (La Téne C1 to D1b/D2a)

Feugére (1985: 186) identifies his Type 1 by the reverted foot, which is bent back attached to
the midpoint of the bow with a moulded ring, bulb or a nodule. The re-curved portion can be
decorated but this does not appear with enough regularity to identify these as specific type
(ibid: 197). These brooches are found in both copper alloy and iron. In keeping with Feugére’s
(ibid) observations, iron types are typically the largest variants, with examples measuring up to
ten centimetres. These brooches vary widely in terms of spring number, and there are

examples with as few as four or as many as 21 coils (see figures 4.2 and 4.3).

Approximately 56% of the 163 Type 1 brooches identified in the dataset were recovered from
funerary contexts, followed by 23% at rural sites and 15% at sanctuaries. Only six percent were
associated with the latest chronological form of settlement, the oppida. In terms of regional
variation, the percentage shown in figure 4.4 below, with high numbers recovered from the
Ardennes and Oise, is likely the result of the large number of funerary sites in the latter and
rural sites in the former, particularly those of earlier date. Interestingly this diverges from

Feugere (1985: 187-190), who records the largest percentage of Type 1 brooches (75%), from
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sanctuaries, and the lowest (8%) from funerary sites. However, as Feugére only records 66
examples of RB brooches in his dataset, mostly from poorly understood sites, such as the grotto
of Sargel | (Saint-Rome-de-Cernon, L’Aveyron), his results are hardly definitive. Moreover, the
later Roman date for many of Feugere’s sites, as well as the possibly residual nature of his
recorded RB brooches, also cast doubt on his observed findings. This underscores the need to

examine brooches from well excavated and independently datable contexts.

%
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Figure 4.2: Edgar Type 1 (after Stead et al. 2006: figure 66.2)

Estrées-Saint-Denis (Oise}
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Figure 4.3: Edgar Type 1 (after Woimant 2002: figure 1)

Edgar Type 1 brooches display a great degree of variation, but are identifiable by their externally
chorded multi-coiled springs and reverted bows that are held relatively low on the bow by a
mould-made mechanism. However, these attributes only roughly define this type, particularly
as the mechanism holding the reverted foot in place is often missing. However, hammered

elements, particularly hooks and rings, have also been identified in these types. Forinstance, in
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the Ménil-Annelles example, the hammered ring mechanism holding the reverted foot is
attributed to the Middle La Téne by the fact that the brooch is found within a late La Téne C1/C2
inhumation; when it possibly represents residual deposition of an earlier Middle La Téne type

(Stead et al. 2007: figure 66.2).

Table 4.4: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 1

Department Brooch % of Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Total Site Type Brooches Brooches Context date
per site- per context
type
Aisne 11 7% Sanctuary 0 0 n/a
Rural 2 2 La Téne C2/D1a
Oppida 6 6 La Téne D1b
Funerary 3 3 La Téne C1/C2
Oise 65 40% Sanctuary 21 10 La Téne C2/D1a
6 La Téne D1a/D1b
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
2 GR1/GR2
2 No Date
Rural 25 21 La Téne C2/D1a
1 La Téne D1a/D1b
3 La Téne D1b/D2a
Oppida 2 2 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 17 16 La Téne C1/C2
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
Somme 13 8% Sanctuary 0 0 n/a
Rural 0 0 n/a
Oppida 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 12 12 La Téne C1/C2
Ardennes 71 44% Sanctuary 0 0 n/a
Rural 11 11 La Téne C2/D1a
Oppida 0 0 n/a
Funerary 60 7 La Téne C2
34 La Téne Dla
6 La Téne D1a/D1b
9 La Téne D1b
4 La Téne D2a
Seine- 3 1% Sanctuary 3 1 La Téne C2/D1a
Maritime 2 LaTéne Dla
Total 163 100%
Sanctuary 24 15% 11 La Téne C2/D1a
6 La Téne D1a/D1b
2 LaTéne Dla
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
2 GR1/GR2
2 No Date
Rural 38 23% 34 La Téne C2/D1a
1 La Téne D1a/D1b
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La Téne D1b/D2a Total 38
Oppida 9 6% 6 La Tene D1b

La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 92 56% 38 La Téne C1/C2

34 LaTéne Dla

6 La Téne D1a/D1b
9 La Téne D1b
1

4

La Téne D1b/D2a
La Tene Dla Total 92

Total 163 100%

In the dataset, approximately 81% of identified Type 1’s are of iron, the rest either copper alloy
(4%) or unidentified (14%). Nearly all examples have external chords, with the vast majority
comprised of either four-coiled (32%) or six-coiled (12%) variants. However, there are examples
with five to twenty-one coils. However, just as many (27%) were with recovered either with
absent springs or with springs of unidentifiable number. Therefore, due to fragmentation or
corrosion, it is difficult to discuss the mechanism holding the reverted foot or spring numberin

more detail.

Type 1’s have been recovered from contexts ranging in date from the La Téne C1/C2 transition
through to the later Gallo-Roman period (table 4.4). Unfortunately, it is difficult to know if this
long spanrepresents residual use, continued manufacture, or incorrect identification;
particularly given the problems distinguishing earlier RB types from later Pseudo-La Tene || RB
types. Furthermore, dating the exact transition from Middle to Later La Tene RB types is also
complicated by fragmentary examples that cannot be directly identified as either. Nevertheless,
as many Middle and Later La Téne RB types are found together in La Teéne C2/D1a contexts, for
example at Juvincourt-et-Damary (Aisne), this indicates relative continuity between these two
types (Haselgrove 1991; 1992). Given these reasons, as well as problems associated with the
correct identification of these types, the decision was ultimately made to lump together both

Type 1 and 3 brooches together under the category of ‘Reverted Bow Brooch’.

4.6.2 Edgar Type 3:
Pseudo La Téne Type Il (La Téne C2/D1a to D2)

Type 3’s are similar in form to Type 1’s, however their bows are generally thinner in section with

their reverted feet held via hammered rings or hooks (Feugére 1985: 190). Type 3’s also have a
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multi-coiled springs, and while both external and internal chorded types are known, the former

is most common (figures 4.4 and 4.5).
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Figure 4.5: Edgar Type 3 (after Pion 1996a: plate 357.1)

At Manching, Sievers (pers. comm.), identifies these types via the high position of the
mechanism holding the reverted bow. However, some brooches seem to straddle this
classification. In particular Gebhard’s Type 21b and 22 which could either be identified as either
Edgar Type 1 or 3’s. Pion (1996a: 138) also sits astride this identification, associating his Type
214 with Feugeére ’s 3a and Gebhards’s 4 and 21b. Most typologists avoid the problem of precise
identification, by either simply identifying their brooches with Feugere ’s Type 3 and avoiding
Gebhard altogether; for instance, Metzler (1995), Riha (1997) or Gaspar (2007). Or typologists
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hide their uncertainty by making convoluted mixed-references to Gebhard; e.g., Lambot et al.
(1994), Lambot and Friboulet (1996), Brunaux and Méniel (1997), Friboulet (1997), Stead et al.
(2007).

By avoiding connections with Feugere, or others referencing him, the above works avoid
dividing their RB brooches into separate Middle and Later La Téne categories. However, the fact
that so few researchers in the study area recognize Feugere’s Middle and Pseudo-La-Tene I
division is not a simple oversight, but a declaration that most no longer believe that these
brooches should be divided into only two types. This is something that needs resolution given
that these brooch types currently serve as material markers for the Haselgrove-Miron-Metzler
chronology. However, these issues cannot be solved without direct examination of the
brooches themselves. Perhaps if attributes, other than the position or style of the mechanism
holding the reverted foot in place, could be identified, the development Reverted Bow types

would be better understood.

Approximately 95 brooches in my dataset are identified as Type 3’s. These are found in contexts
ranging in date from the La Téne C2/D1a through to the La Téne D2b (table 4.5). These brooch
types are recovered from nearly all regions of my study area, with the exception of the
Ardennes. Their total absence from this region is explained because as researchers working
there (e.g. Lambot et al. 1995; Lambot and Friboulet 1996; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007)
identify their Reverted Brooches Types with those from Gebhard’s typology that have been
loosely equated with Feugere’s Type 1. Nevertheless, fragmentation makes re-evaluating the
identification of the Ardennes brooches untenable, particularly without direct examination.
Nevertheless, as these brooches are ultimately discussed as RB brooches, re-identification

seems unwarranted.

Of these Type 3 brooches recorded in the dataset, approximately 44% are iron and over half
have external chords. As 86 out of the 95 brooches were found intact, more can be said about
the mechanism holding the reverted foot; which in this type seem to be held in place by either
by hammered rings, hooks or beads, as well as by moulded rings. However, moulded ring Type
3’s, identified at Villeneuve-Saint-Germain, likely represent false identifications based on the

age of the site (Debord 1996: plate 3.56-57). The filiform or wire-made construction of these
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brooches fits, both morphologically and chronologically, with the construction of most Late La
Téne brooches. This is in keeping with the general trend, starting in the La Téne C2/D1a, away

from mould-made types.

Due to fragmentation and because | was unable to examine these first hand, exact identification
of Type 1 versus Type 3 brooches remains difficult. As a result, the problems associated with
the clear identification and seriation of RB brooches remain outside of the scope of this project.
Therefore, although | have had maintained loose Type 1 and 3 identifications, mainly following
Sievers method of identifying these brooches at Manching, | still harbour a great deal of
scepticism regarding the nature and identification of these types. As a result, Edgar Type 1 and
3 brooches were grouped together under the category of Reverted Bow Brooches for analysis.
This is especially relevant, given that of the 407 RB types identified in my dataset, nearly 40%

were unidentifiable as either Type 1 or Type 3 brooches.

Table 4.5: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 3

Department Brooch % of Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Total Site Type Brooches | Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 47 50% Sanctuary 0 0 n/a
Rural 8 8 LaTéne C2/D1a
Oppida 26 21 LaTene D1b
5 La Téne D2a/D2b
Funerary 13 4 LaTéne C2/D1a
7 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 LaTene D1b
Qise 30 32% Sanctuary 15 9 LaTéene C2/D1a
1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
5 No Date
Rural 8 5 LaTéne C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
1 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Oppida 0 0 n/a
Funerary 7 3 LaTéne C1/C2
2 LaTéne C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Somme 15 16% Sanctuary 1 1 La Téne D1b/D2a
Rural 0 0 n/a
Oppida 0 0 n/a
Funerary 14 1 LaTéne C1/C2
13 La Téene C2/D1a
Seine- 3 2% Sanctuary 3 1 La Téene C2/D1a
Maritime 1 LaTene Dla
1 No Date
Total 95 100%
Sanctuary 19 20% La Téene C2/D1a
1 LaTene Dla
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LaTéne D1a/D1b
LaTéne D1b/D2a
6 No Date
Rural 16 17% 13 La Téene C2/D1a

2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
1 LaTéne D1b/D2a

Oppida 26 27% 21 LaTene D1b
5 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 34 36% 4 La Tene C1/C2

19 LaTéene C2/D1a
LaTéne D1a/D1b
LaTene D1b

La Téne D1b/D2a Total 34

NN

Total 95 100%

4.7 Simple Filiform Types

Brooches in this group are typically wire-made, i.e. filiform, types formed by twisting long
metallic filaments into shape; forming the spring, bow and pin, with the catch-plate hammered
into a form suitable for holding the pin in place when closed (Guillaumet 1984: plate 2). Several
brooch types fall within this category (e.g. the Type 2, Type A, Type 4, Type 5b, and Type 6).
These are identifiable via the placement of the chords, the number of spring-coils, as well as
material. However, as there are exceptions to these rules, and because these types all seem to
overlap, this makes their categorization within a large over-arching group more practical. A
total of 455 SF brooches are recorded in my dataset. Their identification as separate types, as

well as their similarities are discussed here.

4.7.1 Edgar Type 2:
External Chords and Four-Coiled Springs (La Téne D1a to D1b/D2a)

These predominantly iron brooches are identified by their externally chorded, two to four-coiled
springs (figure 4.6). Type 2’s possibly represent the earliest appearance of the catch-plate
mechanism, although the Type A brooch, with wider multi-coiled springs, is just as likely to have
arisen contemporaneously. These brooches possibly represent an improvement to RB types,
whose mechanisms are generally believed to be more prone to breakage (Jones 1996: 154).
However, despite this apparent functional advantage, RB types appear to have been
manufactured and used well into the La Tene D2a. This type demonstrates is a close relationship
in form with both Type A and 4 brooches, as both types are mainly of iron and wire-made. This

similarity likely reflects the parallel development and use of most filiform types.
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Figure 4.6: Edgar Type 2 (after Debord 1996: plate 1.2)
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One-hundred and six Type 2’s are recorded in my dataset. More than half, 60%, were equated

via Feugere s typology, the remainder identified by researchers in the study area, via

associations through Gebhard (For example, Debord 1996; Lambot and Friboulet 1996; Pion

19964a; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007).

These brooches were recovered, at oppida (61%), funerary (18%), sanctuary (14%) and rural

sites (seven percent). In keeping with these figures, the largest numbers were recovered in the

Aisne, where the majority of excavated oppida are located. The broader recovery of these

brooch types, i.e. from all types of site, is also represented in the wider date range of discovery

contexts (table 4.6).

Table 4.6: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 2

Department | Brooch | % ofTotal Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 65 61.3% Oppida 65 7 LaTene D1b
55 La Téne D2a/D2b
3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Qise 12 11.4% Sanctuary 10 1 La Téene D1a/D1b
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
1 GR1/GR2
6 No Date
Rural 1 1 LaTene Dla
Funerary 1 1 LaTéne C2/D1a
Somme 5 4.7% Sanctuary 4 3 La Téne D1b/D2a
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Rural 1 1 LaTene Dla
Ardennes 24 22.6% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Rural 4 4 LaTéne C2/D1a
Funerary 19 4 LaTéne D1a/D1b
7 LaTene D1b
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
6 La Téne D2a
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Sanctuary 15 14% La Téene D1a/D1b

LaTéne D1b/D2a
La Téne D2b/GR 1
GR1/GR2

No Date

LaTéne C2/D1a
LaTene Dl1a
LaTene D1b

La Téne D2a/D2b
La Téne D2b/GR 1
LaTéne C2/D1a
LaTéne D1a/D1b
LaTene D1b
LaTéne D1b/D2a
LaTéne D2a Total 20
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Figure 4.7: Brooches found in association with Edgar Type 2 brooches

Despite their identification by Feugére (1985: 188-189) as brooches with external chords,
several non-conformist examples have been identified. A copper alloy Type 2 brooch with
internal chord was identified at the rural site of Chambly, “ZAC Porte de I'Oise” (Oise) (Beaujard
1996: plate 2, figure 5), but this was a preliminary publication in a yearly BSR and may be a
misidentification. Nevertheless, several other copper alloy Type 2’s were also identified in the
dataset: one, at the oppidum of Condé-sur-Suippe (Pion 1996a: plate 360.4) and three at
Villeneuve-Saint-Germain (Debord 1996: plate 2.11-14). Given these accepted variations, it
becomes more difficult to define Type 2 as a group distinct from other SF brooches. Moreover,
the similarities between these brooches and other filiform types makes them difficult to identify
and distinguish typologically. Additionally, as they are most often found in contexts with other
SF types it seems likely that they were used in similar ways (figure 4.7). In this light, the need

for exact typological distinction seems irrelevant.
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4.7.2 Edgar Type A:

External Chords Medium to Large Springs (La Téne D1a/D1b to D2a)
Type A’s represent the first deviation from Feugere’s typology. These types are similar to other
SF brooches. However, they vary in regard to their spring, which are externally chorded, with
between six and 21 springs (figure 4.8). These brooches were first identified by Gebhard (1991)
at Manching. Later, in the study area, they were recognized by Lambot et al. (1994: 162), Pion
(1996a: 138) and Friboulet (1997: 109).

0 1 2 3 4 5cm
I

Figure 4.8: Edgar Type A (after Friboulet 1997:109)

Approximately 15 Type A’s are recognized in my dataset: 67% from funerary contexts (mainly in
the Ardennes), followed by 20% at sanctuaries and 13% at rural sites. Interestingly, no Type A’s
were recovered at oppida. This could mean that oppida were not favoured sites for
use/deposition of these brooches, but it is more likely that, by the time these sites were
occupied, multi-springed brooches were no longer being used or deposited. Indeed, the vast
majority of springed brooches at oppida (442 of 615 or 72%) have two to four coils. This is
underscored by the fact that to date no Type A brooches have been recovered from contexts

post-dating La Tene D2a (table 4.7).

Table 4.7: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type A
Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 3 19% Funerary 3 3 La Téene C2/D1a
Oise 1 7% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Somme 1 7% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Ardennes 9 60% Rural 2 2 LaTene C2/D1a
Funerary 7 2 LaTene Dla
2 LaTene D1b
3 LaTeneD1la
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Seine- 1 7% Sanctuary 1 1 La Tene Dla
Maritime
Total 15 100%
Sanctuary 3 20% 1 La Tene Dla
2 No Date Total 3
Rural 2 13% 2 La Téene C2/D1a Total
Funerary 10 67% 3 LaTene C2/D1a
2 LaTene Dla
2 LaTene D1b
Total 15 100% 3 La Téne D2a Total 10

Nevertheless, we must remain open to the possibility that more brooches of this type were
recovered from the study area, but remain unidentified due to fragmentation. This is reflected
in my dataset a where a total of 27 spring fragments are identified as Type 1, Type 3 or Type A
brooches: mainly from sanctuaries (57%) and funerary sites (43%) throughout the Aisne, Oise
and Somme valleys. However, these fragments also keep within the date parameters defined by
the Type A’s above, and none were recovered in contexts post-dating La Tene D2a, nor at

oppida.

4.7.3 Edgar Type 4:

Iron with Internal Chords and Four-Coiled Springs (La Téne D1a to GR 1)
Type 4’s have four-coiled springs, internal chords and are most commonly made in iron (figure
4.9) (Feugere 1985: 200). As with Type 2, these identifying characteristics are problematic and
many atypical variants have been noted, including, several three-coiled examples (Stead et al.

2007: 71; Woimant 2002a).
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Figure 4.9: Edgar Type 4 (after Lambot et al. 1984: 85, fig. 49)

As with all SF types, positive identification remains difficult. For example, Gebhard (1991: 22-

23, 87) identifies his Type 26c¢ four-coiled filiform brooch with Feugere’s Type 4. However
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Gebhard’s Type 26¢ has been linked by researchers in the study area to both Feugere’s type 4
and 5b (Lambot et al. 1994: Lambot and Friboulet 1996; Brunaux and Méniel 1996: Stead et al.
2007). In all probability, the overall similarity of these brooches in manufacture and form, as
well as their frequent association with each other, as discussed in reference to the Type 2

brooch, means that they were likely perceived and used similarly.

290 Type 4’s are recorded in my dataset: 61% from oppida, 28% from funerary sites, 8% from
sanctuaries and 2% from rural sites. In keeping with these figures, 64% were recovered in the

Aisne, where most excavated oppida are located (table 4.8).

Table 4.8: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 4

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 186 64% Sanctuary 5 5 No Date
Rural 2 2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
Oppida 177 36 LaTene D1b
139 La Tene D2a/D2b
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Qise 18 6% Sanctuary 15 4 La Téne C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
2 La Téne D2a/D2b
4 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 No Date
Rural 3 1 LaTéne D1b/D2a
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 GR1/GR2
Somme 6 2% Sanctuary 3 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 No Date
Oppida 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 2 2 LaTene Dla
Ardennes 80 28% Funerary 80 2 La Tene Dla
1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
9 LaTene D1b
9 LaTéne D1b/D2a
28 La Téne D2a
15 La Tene D2a/D2b
4 La Téne D2b
7 La Téne D2b/GR 1
4 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Total 290 100%
Sanctuary 23 8% 4 La Téene C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
2 La Téne D2a/D2b
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
4 GR1/GR2
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No Date Total 23
LaTéne D1a/D1b
LaTéne D1b/D2a
La Téne D2b/GR 1
GR1/GR2
LaTene D1b

La Téne D2a/D2b
La Téne D2b/GR 1
LaTene Dla
LaTéne D1a/D1b
LaTene D1b
LaTéne D1b/D2a
La Téne D2a

La Téne D2a/D2b
La Téne D2b

La Téne D2b/GR 1
GR1/GR2

No Date Total 82
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Total 290 100%

4.7.4 Edgar Type 5b:
Filiform Nauheim (La Téne D1a/D1b to D2a/D2b)

Type 5b’s, with four-coiled springs and internal chords, were originally identified as a sub-type
within the larger Nauheim category by Feugére (1985: 200). He classified these as Nauheim
brooches because, unlike his Type 4, they were thought only to have been made in copper alloy
(ibid). Subsequently however, this identifying characteristic was ignored and several iron
brooches of this type have been identified in the study area; for example, at Villeneuve-Saint-
Germain (Debord 1996: plate 12. 211, 228, 227) and at cemeteries in the Ardennes (Lambot and
Friboulet 1996; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007). As Feugere’s original identification of these
as primarily copper alloy types seems to no longer hold relevance, these brooches should be

viewed as very similar to the Type 4 (figure 4.10).
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Figure 4.10: Edgar Type 5b (after Brunaux and Méniel 1997: figure 42.14)
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One hundred and nine Type 5b’s are recorded in the study area: 46% from funerary sites, 43%
from oppida, 7% from sanctuaries and 5% from rural sites. In keeping with these numbers it is
no surprise that the largest numbers were recovered from the Ardennes and Aisne (44% and
45%), where most excavated funerary sites and oppida are located (Table 4.9). As with Type 2
and 4 SF brooches, these brooches are found in contexts throughout the Late La Téne and into
the Gallo-Roman period. However, an interesting feature regarding the find spots of these
brooches emerges from the distribution pattern outlined in tables 4.6-4.9 above and below. For
example, although rural sites occupy the chronological time period occupied by these Types,
very few SF brooches (including Type A’s, Type 2’s and Type 5b’s) have been recovered from
these sites. Of the 544 brooches identified in the dataset as Simple Filiform, only 22 (4%) are
from rural sites. Perhaps while this figure could possibly be skewed by the explosion in
deposition at later oppida, it is telling that these common brooches are not found more often at

rural sites.

Table 4.9: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 5b

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 50 46% Sanctuary 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Rural 2 2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Oppida 47 9 LaTene D1b
38 La Téne D2a/D2b
Qise 2 2% Rural 2 1 La Téne C2/D1a
1 No Date
Somme 7 6% Sanctuary 4 2 La Téne D1b/D2a
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Rural 1 1 La Tene D2b/GR 1
Funerary 1 1 LaTene Dla
1 GR1
Ardennes 48 44% Funerary 48 2 La Téene D1a/D1b
19 LaTene D1b
5 LaTéne D1b/D2a
19 La Téne D2a
3 La Téne D2b
Seine- 2 2% Sanctuary 2 1 LaTéene GR1/GR 2
Maritime 1 GR2
Total 109 100%
Sanctuary 7 6% 2 La Téne D1b/D2a
3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 GR1/GR2
1 GR2
Rural 5 5% 1 La Téene C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1b/D2a
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 No Date
Oppida 47 43% 9 | LaTeéneD1b
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38 | LaTeneD2a/D2b Total 47
Funerary 50 46% 1 La Tene Dla
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
19 | LaTeneDi1b
5 LaTéne D1b/D2a
19 | LaTeneD2a
3 La Téne D2b
Total 109 100% 1 GR1 Total 50

Reverted Bow brooches represent the largest identified brooch group at rural sites, accounting
for 64 of 194 brooches recovered at rural sites (33%), while DF brooches are next at 28 (14%).
As only a negligible number (2%) are identified as either RB or SF brooches it may be that SF
brooches had yet to amass the critical mass in terms of popularity and use to fill the
chronological niche occupied by rural sites. While the presence of DF brooches would seem to
argue against this, the high number of these brooches should perhaps be highlighted as
abnormal for rural sites, being as they were recovered from sites highly associated with ritual
activity. As discussed in Chapters Six and Eight (see pages 124-125, 180), aristocratic/high status
sites such as, Acy-Romance, Montmartin, Estrées-Saint-Denis “Les Sablons,” straddle the divide
between sanctuaries and rural sites. The ill-fitting identification of these sites clearly indicates
the need for a more nuanced way of identifying and labelling sites. Indeed, a more graduated
identification method, perhaps taking into account length of occupation, size, presence of
domestic/ritualistic activities (i.e. not selecting one over another for discussion), would provide
a more balanced framework within which to highlight the continuity of depositionary behaviour

between sites.

Notably, the majority of aristocratic/high status or ritualistic rural sites are located in the Oise,
where few oppida have been identified to date. Whether or not this indicates regional variation,
with such sites taking the place of oppida, remains to be seen. Given that they tend to pre-date
oppida elsewhere in the study area, a more immediately local explanation is perhaps called for.
Rather than presaging oppida, perhaps these unique rural sites were borrowing depositionary
rituals or practices witnessed at sanctuaries. Therefore, the sanctuaries and special rural sites in
the Oise and nearby Somme valley seem more likely to have presaged the later large scale
deposition at oppida in the Aisne. The presence of a possible aristocratic/high-status/ritualistic

rural site at Juvincourt-et-Damary “Le Ruisseau de Fayau” (Aisne) underscores such a possibility.
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4.7.5 Edgar Type 6:

Copper Alloy with Internal Chords and Four-Coiled Springs (La Téne D1a/D1bto GR 1)
Feugere (1985: 229) identifies these copper alloy types via their internally chorded four-coiled
springs and often full, although sometimes pierced catch-plates. As with many SF types, these
represent rather a catch-all category (figure 4.11). However, due to similarities with other types
and resulting difficulties in identification, few researchers recognize this as a specific type. Only
eight such brooches are identified in the study area: by Debord (1996) at Villeneuve-Saint-

Germain, Pion (1996a) at Pommiers and Woimant (2002a) at Estrées-Saint-Denis (Oise).

Estrées-Saint-Denis

(Oise)
0 1 2 3 4 5cm
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Figure 4.11 Edgar Type 6 (after Woimant 2002a: figure 2)

Stead et al. (2007: 81) note a possible connection between their Type Ha and Hb brooches and
Feugere's type 6b, but more easily equate these brooches with his Type 4. Therefore, given the
limited number of these brooches, and the problems associated with identifying these as a
distinct type, it seems more useful to view them generally as SF types. However, it should be
noted that, with their hammered sections and triangular shapes they bear more in common
with Classic Nauheim’s (5a), possibly representing a rare variant. As with previous SF types
these brooches tend to be recovered at sanctuaries and oppida. One, however, was recovered

at a rural site in the Aisne (table 4.10).

Table 4.10: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 6

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts

Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context

Aisne 4 50% Rural 1 1 La Téne D1a/D1b

Oppida 3 2 La Tene D2a/D2b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1

Qise 4 50% Sanctuary 4 1 La Téene D1a/D1b

3 GR1/GR2
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Total 8 100%
Sanctuary 4 50% 1 La Téene D1a/D1b
3 | GR1/GR2 Total 4
Rural 1 12% 1 | LaTéne D1a/Dib Total 1
Oppida 3 38% 2 | LaTéne D2a/D2b
Total 8 100% 1 | LaTéneD2b/GR1 Total 4

4.8 Decorative Filiform Types

The following group consists of brooches produced using manufacturing techniques designed to
produce more variable and decorative varieties than SF types. However, as each brooch begins
as a wire, the links with SF brooches remains; hence their name, ‘Decorative Filiform’ brooches.
DF brooches exhibit wide decorative variation, generally involving more manufacturing steps.
For example, the Nauheim or Type 5a Brooch, is manufactured similarly to most SF types, but
has a bow that is hammered into a flat triangular shape (Guillaumet 1984: 45). This category is
inclusive of brooches that, while manufactured similarly to SF types, exhibit more decorative

variation.

4.9.1 Edgar Type 5a:

Classic Nauheim (La Téene D1a/D1b to D2a/D2b)
The Classic Nauheim was originally identified by Quilling (1903). It is one of the most
recognizable Late Iron Age brooch types. Type 5a is identified by its flat triangular hammered
bow, which often has incised decoration (Feugere 1985: 214). These types typically have
internally chorded four-coiled springs, perforated catch-plates and stretched profiles (figure

4.12). These brooches occur in copper alloy or iron.

Condé-sur-Suippe (Aisne),
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1
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3

4
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Figure 4.12: Edgar Type 5a (after Pion 1996a: plate 350.5)
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The flat surface provided by the hammered bow, seems to have been related to a need or an
increasing desire to include incised decoration on these brooches. Striewe (1996) attempts to
identify and map distributions of decorated Classic Nauheim brooches across Europe. However,
the sheer extent of variation results in the creation of more than 1000 types, making for a rather
unwieldy analysis. Therefore, simplicity was decided on as the best option for this project and
all Classic Nauheim’s are grouped together regardless of decoration. In the future it may be
worthwhile to view the decoration exhibited in these types in comparison with other
ornamental types and look, as Striewe did, for regional variation. Although, as Striewe found,
the sheer variation present rendered analysis difficult. It is helpful to underline again that, as
hand made objects, brooches will always exhibit more variation than can be accounted for in
standard typologies. Perhaps reducing decoration to basic forms forms (e.g. curvilinear, linear,
angular, floral, dots or zig-zags), rather than sub-dividing into increasingly differential decorative

motifs, would prove more useful in terms of analysing decoration.

Classic Nauheim’s have been the focus of chronological debate, now mostly resolved. They are
now dated securely to La Tene D1a (Vaginay and Guichard 1988; Lambot et al. 1994; Lambot
and Friboulet 1996; Friboulet 1997; Gebhard 1991; Gaspar 2000). Approximately, 166 Type 5a’s
are recorded in my dataset: 33% each from oppida and sanctuaries, 25% from funerary sites and
9% from rural sites. Of these nearly half were recovered from the Aisne, the remaining

percentage split relatively evenly between the Oise, Ardennes and Somme (table 4.11).

Table 4.11: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 5a

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 76 46% Sanctuary 12 3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
9 No Date
Rural 5 1 LaTéne C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 52 38 LaTéne D1b
12 La Téne D2a/D2b
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 7 3 LaTene D1b
4 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Qise 22 13% Sanctuary 14 1 LaTene C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 D1b/D2a
9 No Date
Rural 6 5 LaTéne C2/D1a




Chapter Four The Edgar Typology 64

1 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Oppida 2 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Somme 25 15% Sanctuary 24 1 La Téne D1a/D1b
5 LaTéne D1b/D2a
17 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
Oppida 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 37 22% Rural 2 2 La Téene C2/D1a
Funerary 35 1 LaTene Dla
5 LaTéne D1a/D1b
17 LaTene D1b
1 LaTéne D1b/D2a
11 La Téne D2a
Seine- 6 4% Sanctuary 6 1 La Téene C2/D1a
Maritime 2 La Téene D1a/D1b
3 No Date
Total 166 100%
Sanctuary 56 34% 2 La Téene C2/D1a
LaTéne D1a/D1b
7 LaTéne D1b/D2a
20 | LaTeneD2b/GR1
1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
22 | NoDate
Rural 13 8% 8 La Téene C2/D1a
2 LaTéne D1a/D1b
1 LaTéne D1b/D2a
2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 55 33% 38 | LaTeneD1b
12 | LaTene D2a/D2b
5 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Funerary 42 25% 1 La Tene Dla
5 LaTéne D1a/D1b
20 | LaTeneD1b
5 LaTéne D1b/D2a
Total 166 100% 11 | LaTeneD2a Total 42

Notably, as with SF types, these brooches also have a relatively low recovery from rural sites
(13/166; 8%). As with SF brooches, examples of DF brooches recovered at rural sites are mainly
from those like Acy-Romance that straddle the identificatory divide between sanctuary and rural
site. The rarity of SF as well as DF brooches at rural sites is perhaps skewed by later large-scale
deposition at oppida and sanctuaries. While no doubt obscuring the deposition of these types,

it also highlights the longevity of RB brooches at rural sites throughout the Late La Tene.

Given the absence of all site types across the study area, it is difficult to get an idea of what is
happening regionally. It may, nevertheless, be helpful to examine funerary finds. In the
Ardennes, both SF and DF brooches (particularly Nauheim’s) see continuous low-level
deposition in funerary contexts throughout the Late La Tene. What this means in terms of wider

use of these brooch types is uncertain. Nevertheless, it appears that outside funerary contexts,
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at least until the development of oppida and later sanctuaries, very few SF and DF brooches

were deposited.

4.9.2 Edgar Type 5c:

Nauheim Derivative (La Téne D1a/D1b)
These brooches are similar in appearance to the 5a: they are found in copper alloy or iron and
have flat triangular bows, four-coiled springs and external chords. What distinguishes this type
is that they are decorated by cutting off or trimming portions of the bow (figure 4.13). Only 5
these brooches have been identified in the study area and it is likely that they simply represent

a variant of the Classic Nauheim (table 4.12).

Vendeuil-Caply (Oise)

0 1 2 3 4 5cm

Figure 4.13: Edgar Type 5c (after Piton and Dilly 1985: figure 24.42)

Table 4.12: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 5c¢

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per context
context
Aisne 2 40% Oppida 2 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oise 2 40% Sanctuary 2 2 No Date
Somme 1 20% Rural 1 1 La Tene Dla
Sanctuary 2 40% 2 No Date Total 2
Rural 1 20% 1 La Tene Dla Total 1
Oppida 2 40% 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1 Total 2
Total 5 100%

4.9.3 Edgar Type 7:
A Coquille (La Téne D1a to D2a/ D2b)

These covered head, or Téte Couvrante, brooches are identifiable by their bows, which fold up

to cover the springs (figure 4.14). However, they are most often called A Coquille or
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Schiisselfibel because of the shell-like appearance of the head (Feugere 1985; 232-233; cf.

Bessou 1976). These brooches are found in copper alloy or iron.

The exact date for the development of these types is roughly dated to the La Tene D2, and the
chronology used in this project identifies them as a material marker for the La Tene D2a. Some
scholars recognize earlier externally chorded variants, but these lie outside the study area (see
Vaginay and Guichard 1988: 153; Metzler 1999: 293-294). Approximately 70 Type 7’s are
recorded in the dataset: 55% were recovered from oppida, 24% from sanctuaries, 20% from
funerary sites and one percent from rural sites (table 4.13). The latter figure is in keeping with

the generally low number of DF brooches recovered at these sites.

Villeuve-Saint-Germain (Aisne)
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Figure 4.14: Edgar Type 7 (after Debord 1996: plate 14.257).

Table 4.13: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 7

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 42 60% Sanctuary 4 4 No Date
Oppida 38 37 La Tene D2a/D2b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Qise 6 9% Sanctuary 6 1 La Téene C2/D1a
1 GR1/GR2
4 No Date
Somme 7 10% Sanctuary 7 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 14 20% Rural 1 1 La Téene C2/D1a
Funerary 13 9 La Téne D2a
1 LaTene D2a
3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Seine- 1 1% Sanctuary 1 1 La Tene Dla
Maritime
Total 70 w0 __ [
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Sanctuary 17 24% 1 La Tene Dla
7 La Tene D2b/GR 1
1 GR1/GR2
8 No Date Total 17
Rural 1 1% 1 La Téene C2/D1a Total 1
Oppida 38 55% 37 | LaTéne D2a/D2b
1 La Tene D2b/GR 1
Funerary 13 20% 9 La Tene D2a
1 La Téne D2a
Total 70 100% 3 La Téne D2b/GR 1 Total 13

4.9.4 Edgar Type9:
Proto-Gallic (La Téne D2a/D2b to GR 1)
Type 9's have uninterrupted bows which are often faceted in section. They are also identified by

their more complex decorative features, including fenestrated catch-plates, as well as stamped,
or incised decoration. Feugere (1985: 42) presents them as precursors to the type 14, Gallic
Brooch. Unlike the later Gallic types however, these brooches do not have platelets or wings,

protecting the outside of the spring, or a hook to hold the external chord in place (figure 4.15).

La Noue Mauroy 1992 (Ardennes)

0 1 2 3 4 5cm
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Figure 4.15: Edgar Type 9 (after Friboulet 1997: 216)

Gaspar (2007:40-41), Stead (et al. 2007: 81) and Friboulet (1996: 112) accept Feugére’s La Tene
D2b/Gallo-Roman 1 date. However, Lambot and Friboulet (1996: 129, 131) propose an earlier
La Téne D2a date, based on finds from Acy-Romance. However, these are almost certainly
wrongly attributed A Coquille types (Lambot 1998: 24-25). Nevertheless, based on finds from
Villeneuve-Saint-Germain (Debord 1996: plate 21.333-336) a La Téne D2a/D2b date seems
possible. However, as the latter are mainly from unstratified locations it is uncertain if or when

they were deposited during the site’s history.

Approximately 25 Type 9 brooches are recorded in my dataset: 44% recovered from sanctuaries,

36% from funerary sites, 16% from oppida and 4% from rural sites. Forty percent of these types
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were recovered from the Ardennes, with the remaining percentage split relatively evenly

between the Aisne, Oise and Somme (table 4.14).

Table 4.14: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 9

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per context
context
Aisne 6 24% Sanctuary 2 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 4 4 La Tene D2a/D2b
Qise 6 24% Sanctuary 6 1 La Téne D2a/D2b
3 GR1/GR2
2 No Date
Somme 3 12% Sanctuary 3 3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 10 40% Rural 1 1 No Date
Funerary 6 La Téne D2b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
2 GR1/GR2

Total 25 100%
Sanctuary 11 44% 1 La Téne D2a/D2b
5 La Téne D2b/GR 1
3 GR1/GR2
2 No Date Total 11
Rural 1 4% 1 No Date Total 1
Oppida 4 16% 4 La Téne D2a/D2b Total 4
Funerary 9 36% 6 La Tene D2b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Total 25 100% 2 GR1/GR2 Total 9

4.9.5 Edgar Type 14a:
Gallic (La Téne D2b to GR 2/Late First century CE)

Feugéere’s (1985: 262) Type 14 has been separated into Edgar 14a and 14b based on general
recognition of the unique qualities of these brooches, as well as their different dates (Metzler et
al. 1991; Metzler 1995; Metzler et al. 1999; Stead et al. 2007: 81; Gaspar 2007: 41). The Edgar
type 14a Gallic brooch, typically has a six to eight-coiled spring and an external chord protected
by projecting platelets and held in place by a hook. This type also frequently has a long
fenestrated catch-plate. While these attributes link them to the Type 9 Proto-Gallic brooch,
they are distinguished by the projecting platelets at the spring, as well as the hook holding the
external chord in place (figure 4.16). These brooches date to the La Téne D2b/Gallo-Roman 1
transition (Lambot and Friboulet 1996: 31; Metzler 1995: 241; Friboulet 1997: 113; Gaspar 2007:
41). This is supported the majority of finds from the study area which come from contexts of

similar date, for example at Champlieu-Ourroy (Oise) (Woimant 1993: 85, 144).
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Figure 4.16: Edgar Type 14a (after Legros 2002: figure 84)
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Approximately 76 Type 143a’s are recorded from later, post-Conquest Iron Age contexts: 63%

from sanctuaries, 16% from rural sites, 14% from oppida and 7% from funerary sites. Given the

predominance of excavated sanctuaries in the Oise, more than half of these types were

recovered here, with the rest split relatively evenly between the Aisne, Oise, Somme and the

Ardennes (table 4.15). Similarly to other DF brooches, few Type 14a’s were recovered from

rural sites. In this case, they were recovered at “Les Sablons,” a site closely associated with the

nearby sanctuary of Estrées-Saint-Denis.

Table 4.15: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 14a

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 6 8% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Oppida 5 1 La Tene D2a/D2b
4 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Qise 33 43% Sanctuary 21 1 La Téne D1b/D2a
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
16 GR1/GR2
3 No Date
Rural 12 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
4 GR1/GR2
7 No Date
Somme 15 20% Sanctuary 14 1 La Téne D1b/D2a
11 La Téne D2b/GR 1
2 GR 2/Outside Phasing
Funerary 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 13 17% Sanctuary 3 3 No Date
Oppida 6 6 No Date
Funerary 4 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
3 GR1/GR2
Seine- 9 12% Sanctuary 9 9 No Date
Maritime
Total 76 100%
Sanctuary 48 63% La Téne D1b/D2a
12 | LaTene D2b/GR 1
16 | GR1/GR2
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2 GR 2/Outside Phasing
16 | NoDate Total
Rural 12 16% 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
4 GR1/GR2
7 No Date
Oppida 11 14% 1 La Téne D2a/D2b
4 La Téne D2b/GR 1
6 No Date
Funerary 5 7% 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Total 76 100% 3 GR1/GR2 Total

4.10 Interrupted Bow Types

70

The following group have bows interrupted by mould made decoration, marking a change in

manufacture away from simple wire-made or hammer-flattened types.

4.10.1 Edgar Type 8:

Arc Interrompu (La Téne D1b to D2)

Almgren (1923) initially identified these brooches via their bows, which are interrupted by a

moulded bead. The French term for these types, Arc Interrompu, references the interruption

while the German, Knotenfibeln focuses on the knot-like appearance of the interrupting bead

(Feugére 1985:237; Gebhard 1991: 13, 26 ; Gaspar 2007: 40) (figure 4.17).

Figure 4.17: Edgar Type 8 (after Brunaux and Marchand 1993: 9)

An exact date for these brooches in the study area is problematic and extra-regional typologies

provide little help. For example, while Gebhard (1991: 94) recognizes an early La Tene D1a type,
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Gaspar (2007: 40) simply dates these to the La Tene D. Metzler’s (1995; Metzler et al. 1999:
291-292) assessment is rather conservative, at the La Téne D2a/D2b. In the Ardennes, only
Friboulet (1996: 45) pushes the date for her F10 Arc Interrompu type as far back as the La Téne
D1b, and finds at Pont-Remy (Somme), Béthisy-Saint-Martin (Oise), as well as at Acy-Romance,
seem support this earlier date (Jouvé 1973: 36; Prilaux 1997; Pion 1996a: 13; Lambot 1998: 124-
125). However, the danger remains that some of these early examples might actually be
Pseudo-La Tene Il Reverted Bow types that were not properly identified due to corrosion or
fragmentation. Indeed Lambot (et al. 1994:55) remarks upon the similarity between these two
types. However, without direct examination the original identification made in the publication

or report must be taken at face-value.

Table 4.16: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 8

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Aisne 47 34% Sanctuary 3 3 No Date
Oppida 44 3 La Téne D1b
41 La Téne D2a/D2b
Oise 13 9% Sanctuary 8 8 No Date
Rural 1 1 La Téne D1a/D1b
Oppida 1 1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
Funerary 1 1 La Téne D1a/D1b
Somme 69 49% Sanctuary 67 1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
63 La Téne D2b/GR 1
2 No Date
Rural 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 8 6% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Rural 1 1 LaTéne C2/D1a
Oppida 2 2 No Date
Funerary 4 2 La Téne D1b
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
1 LaTene D2a
Seine- 3 2% Sanctuary 3 1 GR1/GR?2
Maritime 2 No Date
Total 140 100%
Sanctuary 84 60% 1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
1 La Téne D1b/D2a
63 | LaTéneD2b/GR1
1 GR1/GR2
18 No Date
Rural 3 2% 1 LaTéne C2/D1a
1 La Téne D1a/D1b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 48 34% 1 La Téne D1a/D1b
3 LaTene D1b
41 | LaTéneD2a/D2b
1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
2 No Date
Funerary 5 1% 1 LaTéne D1a/D1b
2 LaTene D1b
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1_[ LaTéneDIb/D2a F
Total 140 100% 1 La Téne D2a Total 5

Approximately 140 Type 8’s are recorded: 60% from sanctuaries, 34% from oppida, 4% from

funerary sites and 2% from rural sites. Unsurprisingly given the predominance of excavated
sanctuaries in the Oise more than half were recovered here, with the remainder split relatively
evenly between the Aisne, Oise, Somme and Ardennes (table 4.16). The later La Téne date of
these brooch types is in keeping with the late recovery contexts of the majority of the finds, as
well as their general dearth from rural sites; although the example recovered from Acy-
Romance, on the surface of silo-pit St.406, is possibly one of the latest brooches deposited at

the site (Lambot et al. 1994: 79, 130).

4.10.2 Edgar Type B:
Broken-Bow (La Téne D1b/D2a)

The next divergence from Feugere is represented by the Type B Broken-Bow Brooch; identified
by their sharply bent, almost broken bows. As Gebhard (1991: 26) and Riha (1997: 67) identify
these as separate types based on Almgren’s (1923) study it is useful here to point these
brooches out. Nevertheless, as these brooches are of similar date and form the Arc Interrompu,
itis likely that they simply represent a variant. This is supported by their rarity in the study area;
with only one example identified a cremation burial near Acy-Romance (figure 4.18) (Friboulet
1996: 112). Consequently, although other typologies identify these as a distinct type, the one

Bent-Bow Brooch in my dataset will be included with Edgar Type 8 during analysis.

La Noue Mauroy 1992 (Ardennes)
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Figure 4.18: Edgar Type B (after Friboulet 1997: 140)
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4.10.3 Edgar Type 10:
A Collarette (La Téne D2b/GR 1 to GR 2)

Type 10’s have triangularly shaped, or faceted bows, interrupted by circular or semi-ovular
collars, fixed to the bow at right angles (Feugere 1985: 243-244) (figure 4.19). These brooches
are not found at Manching, but frequent examples from Titelberg and Goeblange-Nospelt, are
dated to La Téne D2b (Metzler and Gaeng 2007: 227; Gaspar 2007: 41). A possible A Collarette
find at Ménil-Annelles tentatively supports this date (Stead et al. 2007: 81). However, these
brooches are more frequently found in later La Teéne D2b/Gallo-Roman 1 contexts; for example
at Dompierre-sur-Authie (Somme) or Pommiers (Aisne) (Piton and Dilly 1987; 1988; 1990; Pion
1996a: plate 156.1-2). Despite problems pinpointing examples from pre La Tene D2b contexts,
if these are the brooches appearing on CRICIRU coinage as stipulated by Allen (1972:122-132),

this places them well within the pre-conquest period

S

Pommiers (Aisne)
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Figure 4.19: Edgar Type 10 (after Pion 1996a: plate 369.10)

Approximately 20 Type 10 brooches are recorded: 60% recovered from sanctuaries, 20% from
oppida and 10% each from funerary and rural sites. These brooches are found in relatively low

numbers across the study area, and in keeping with their date, in later contexts (table 4.17).

Table 4.17: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 10

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 4 20% Oppida 4 4 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Qise 4 20% Sanctuary 3 1 GR1/GR2

2 No Date

Rural 1 1 No Date
Somme 8 40% Sanctuary 8 8 La Téne D2b/GR 1

Ardennes 3 15% Rural 1 1 No Date
Funerary 2 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1

1 No Date
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Seine- 1 5% Sanctuary No Date
Maritime
Total 20 100%
Sanctuary 12 60% 8 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 GR1/GR2
3 No Date Total 12
Rural 2 10% 2 No Date Total 2
Oppida 4 20% La Téne D2b/GR 1 Total 4
Funerary 2 10% 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Total 20 100% 1 No Date Total 2

4.10.5 Edgar Type 15:
A Disque Médian (GR 1/GR 2)

This type is recognized by the circular disk sitting at the bow-foot junction, as well as their highly

arched bows and stretched feet (figure 4.20) (Feugére 1985: 268; Gaspar 2007: 41).

g‘”‘» e,

ES——— ‘ Estrées-Saint-Denis (Oise)

N

&
0 1 2 3 4 5cm

Figure 4.20: Edgar Type 15 (after Woimant 2002a: figure 4).

In contrast to Gaspar (2007: 41), who dates them between the La Téne D1 and Early Imperial
period, they are mainly recovered from Gallo-Roman 1 contexts in the study area. As only ten
examples are recorded in the dataset, few from securely datable contexts, this leaves the
guestion open as to whether an earlier date is supportable here (figure 4.32, table 4.18). It
remains possible that, as with the Type 10, these brooches might have developed much earlier
than suggested by their depositionary contexts. Feugére (1985: 269) speculates that these,
rather than the Type 10’s, are the brooches depicted on CRICIRU coinage. Interestingly,
although most of these brooches were recovered from sanctuaries, the majority were found in
the Aisne where few sanctuaries have been excavated (Table 4.18). This odd distribution is
explained by the inclusion of uncontexted surface finds around the tentatively identified

sanctuary site of Marteville (Dilly and Sallandre 1978; Faudet 1993: 20).
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Table 4.18: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 15

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per context
context
Aisne 5 50% Sanctuary 3 3 No Date
Oppida 2 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oise 3 30% Sanctuary 3 2 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Ardennes 1 10% Funerary 1 1 GR1/GR2
Seine- 1 10% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Maritime
Total 10 100%
Sanctuary 7 70% 2 | GR1/GR2
5 No Date Total 7
Oppida 2 20% 2 | LaTéneD2b/GR1 Total 2
Funerary 1 10% 1 GR1/GR2 Total 1
Total 10 100%

4.11 Heavily Decorated Types

These brooches no longer conform to techniques used to manufacture wire-made types but are
formed in moulds. They also exhibit a greater variation in decoration. The springs for these

brooches are also covered or completely encased in cylindrical spring-covers.

4.11.1 Edgar Type 14b:
Langdon Down (GR 1 to GR 2/ Late First century CE)

These brooches are recognized by their rectilinear bows, often concave in shape towards the
centre, appearing slightly cinched-in (Feugére 1985: 262, 265-266; Gaspar 2007: 41). These
brooches also have covered springs and are typically decorated with longitudinal grooves along

with the bow (figure 4.21).

Champlieu-Ourroy (Oise)
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Figure 4.21: Edgar Type 14b (after Woimant 1993: figure 10.6)
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Although Feugére (1985: 265) identifies these as a subtype of his Type 14, this represents an
agglomeration of types previously recognized as distinct by Ettlinger (1973). As Feugere is the
backbone of this typology, his ‘a’ and ‘b’ designations for the Type 14 brooches remain in use
here. However, this should not detract from the fact that these identify two very different types
of brooch, and not subtypes. Feugere’s typology blended Ettlinger’s Type 9 and 21 to 23 into a
single type based on the observation that all of the above are held by a hook and protected by
projecting platelets, or even covered completely. However, based on the different technique
needed to manufacture these brooches, Ettlinger, Gaspar (2007 believe these brooches
represent two distinct types. This difference is recognized here as, in contrast to the Type 14a,
14b brooches are cast rather than wire-made. This method of construction also distinguishes

Type 14b brooches as part of the Heavily Decorated Brooch group.

Type 14b’s are currently dated to the Gallo-Roman 1 and 2 (Metzler 1995: 241; Gaspar 2007:
41). This date is supported by finds in the study area, for example at Dompierre-sur-Authie or
Estrées-Saint-Denis (Piton and Dilly 1990: 41-44; Woimant 2002). Feugére (1985: 265) links
these with brooches Neomartus Type, inscribed variants found in Britain and elsewhere on the
continent. However, while the dates for the Langdon Down have been pushed back, the
Neomartus remains firmly dated to the Tiberio-Claudian period (Gaspar 2007: 43).
Nevertheless, this indicates that these decorative brooches, in one form or another, continue to

be manufactured and used well into the Roman period.

Approximately 67 Type 14b’s are recorded: 72% recovered from sanctuaries, 21% from oppida,
and seven percent from rural sites. Although 14b brooches are found in relatively low numbers
across the study area, the largest numbers were recovered from sites in the Oise, likely because
of the concentration of excavated sanctuaries there (table 4.19). The majority of these
brooches are recovered from contexts post-dating the conquest, in keeping with the date for
this type. However, as 66% if these brooches are from undated contexts very little can be said
about the development of these types. Or, if like the Interrupted Brooch Type 10’s and 15’s, an

earlier date can be postulated.
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Table 4.19: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 14b

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Aisne 8 12% Sanctuary 7 7 No Date
Rural 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oise 26 39% Sanctuary 24 13 GR1/GR?2
11 No Date
Rural 2 1 GR1/GR?2
1 No Date
Somme 13 19% Sanctuary 12 2 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
4 GR 2/Outside Phasing
6 No Date
Funerary 1 1 No Date
Ardennes 16 24% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Rural 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 14 14 No Date
Seine- 4 6% Sanctuary 4 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Maritime 3 No Date
Total 67 100%
Sanctuary 48 72% LaTéne D2b/GR 1
13 | GR1/GR2
4 GR 2/Outside Phasing
28 | NoDate
Rural 4 6% LaTéne D2b/GR 1
GR1/GR?2
1 No Date Total 4
Oppida 14 21% 14 | NoDate Total 14
Funerary 1 1% 1 No Date Total 1
Total 67 100%
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4.11.2 Edgar Type 16:
A Disque Médian-Queue de Paon (La Téne D2b/GR 1 to GR 2)

Dolfus was one of the first to characterize these brooches, based on the presence of the large
decorative disk on the bow. Dolfus originally separated these into three types, only two of
which were recognized by Feugere (1985: 270; cf. Ettlinger 1973) and, subsequently, by Metzler
(1995: Metzler et al. 1999; Metzler and Gaeng 2009: 292), Stead (et al. 2007: 81) and Gaspar
(2007:42). These brooches distinguished from the Type 19 Rosette Brooch and Type 20 Thistle
Brooch by the fact that its foot emerges from under the round portion of the bow, rather than

directly from it. These mould-made brooches are typically made in one piece.

The identifying characteristics of these types are difficult to determine as exhibited variations
are quite broad. Nevertheless, other than the placement of the foot, the following attributes
typically distinguish the Edgar Type 16 Disked-Queue de Paon brooch: its round or rhomboidal

interrupting disk; its thick and stocky arched bow; as well as its wide flaring foot. These
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brooches also have covered springs and are often decorated with incised grooves similarly to

the 14b (figure 4.22).
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Figure 4.22: Edgar Type 16 (after Stead et al. 2007: fig. 137)

Feugere (1985: 270) initially dated these to Gallo-Roman 1 and this is generally supported in the
study area. Bohme-Schonberger (2009: 141) has hinted at an earlier, La Téne D2b/Gallo-Roman
1 date based on variants recovered in graves A and B at Goeblingen-Nospelt. Unfortunately, the
near absence of contexted finds in the study area makes an early date difficult to confirm. As
with Collared Brooches (Type 10 and 15), with which these share some affinity, perhaps these

could have had an earlier development while only later deposits remain.

Approximately 13 Type 16 brooches are recorded: 46% recovered from sanctuaries, 46% from
oppida, and 8% from rural sites. Although these are found in relatively low numbers across the
study area, the largest concentration is in the Ardennes, mostly consisting of uncontexted finds

from Chateau-Porcien (table 4.20).
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Table 4.20: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 16

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per
context context
Aisne 1 8% Sanctuary 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oise 2 15% Sanctuary 2 1 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Somme 2 15% Sanctuary 2 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 7 54% Oppida 6 6 No Date
Funerary 1 1 GR1/GR2
Seine- 1 8% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Maritime
Total 13 100%
Sanctuary 6 46% 3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
1 GR1/GR2
2 No Date Total 6
Oppida 6 46% 6 No Date Total 6
Funerary 1 8% 1 GR1/GR2 Total 1
Total 13 oo [

4.11.3 Edgar Type 18a:
Queue de Paon (GR 1/GR 2 to Late First century CE)
Type 18a brooches are made similarly to the brooches above, except their bows are

uninterrupted. Feugere (1985: 278-279) initially identified these, as well as mould-made
zoomorphic brooches as variants of the same type. However, as others (i.e., Metzler 1995 and
Gaspar 2007) now recognize these as distinct, they have been separated here; although
Feugére’s nomenclature has been maintained to avoid confusion. These brooches are

recognized by their covered springs and short decorative flaring bows (figure 4.23).
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Figure 4.23: Edgar Type 18a (after Piton and Dilly 1985: fig. 26)

Type 18a’s date slightly later than the period examined in this project. However, they are
included as they are sometimes found in association with earlier brooch types, most notably in

the foundation deposit at Dompierre-sur-Authie (Piton and Dilly 1988). Only nine Type 18a’s are
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recorded: 67% of these from sanctuaries, 22% from rural sites and 11% from oppida. Given this
distribution, it is no surprise that more than half of these brooches were recovered from the

Oise, where the majority of excavated sanctuaries are located (table 4.21).

Table 4.21: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 18a

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Oise 5 56% Sanctuary 3 2 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Rural 2 1 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Somme 1 11% Sanctuary 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 1 11% Oppida 1 1 No Date
Seine- 2 22% Sanctuary 2 2 No Date
Maritime
Total 9 100%
Sanctuary 6 67% 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
2 GR1/GR2
3 No Date
Rural 2 22% 1 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Oppida 1 11% No Date
Total 9 100%

4.11.4 Edgar Type 18b:
Zoomorphic Queue de Paon (GR 1/GR 2 to Late First century CE)

These brooches are identified by their zoomorphic, typically lion-shaped bows (figure 4.24)
(Feugere 1985: 278-279).

Allemant, “La Vallée Guerbette” (Aisne)
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Figure 4.24: Edgar Type 18b (after Robert and Baillieu 1997: figure 13)
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Perhaps because of their late date only three of these brooches were recorded in my dataset.
However, as one example at Dompierre-sur-Authie, was found with a number of re-deposited
Late La Téne brooches they are included in this typology (Piton and Dilly 1992: 48).
Nevertheless, as only three of these brooches are identified in the study area, it is difficult to

provide much detail about how these brooches were used and developed (table 4.22).

Table 4.22 Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 18b

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per context
context
Aisne 2 67% Sanctuary 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Rural 1 1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
Somme 1 33% Sanctuary 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Total 3 100%
Sanctuary 2 67% 2 LaTéne D2b/GR 1 Total 2
Rural 1 33% 1 GR 2/Outside Phasing Total 1
Total 3 100%

4.11.5 Edgar Type 19:

Rosette (GR 1/GR 2 to Late First century CE)
These brooches are recognized by their large circular disks that are generally decorated with
large dentils, forming a rosette or flower-pattern (Feugére 1985: 288). These brooches typically
have the same grooved decoration on their bows and feet (figure 4.25). These brooches are
generally dated to the GR 1/GR 2 transition (Metzler 1995; Gaspar 2007: 42). One notable
example from my dataset was possibly recovered on the surface of the ossuary at Ribemont-sur-

Ancre (Somme) (Cadoux 1994).

Fesques (Seine-Maritime)

0 1 2 3 4 ° 5cm

Figure 4.25: Edgar Type 19 (after Mantel 1997: 189)
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Approximately 12 Type 19’s are recorded, all but one from sanctuaries. These types are found
relatively evenly across the study area, the largest concentration consisting of five brooches at

Estrées-Saint-Denis in the Oise (table 4.23).

Table 4.23: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 19

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Aisne 3 25% Sanctuary 3 3 No Date
Oise 5 43% Sanctuary 5 3 GR1/GR2
2 No Date
Somme 2 16% Sanctuary 2 1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
1 No Date
Ardennes 1 8% Oppida 1 1 No Date
Seine- 1 8% Sanctuary 1 1 GR1/GR2
Maritime
Total 12 100%
Sanctuary 11 92% 4 GR1/GR2
1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
6 No Date
Oppida 1 8% No Date
Total 12 100%

4.11.6 Edgar Type 20:
One-Piece Thistle (GR 1 to Late First century CE)

Type 20 brooches are of one-piece construction, with a large plaque instead of a bow (Feugére
1985: 293). These types also have covered springs and fan-shaped feet (figure 4.26). Gaspar
(2007: 42) notes their distribution throughout Gaul, Great Britain, the Rhine and the Danube
and places them between the Gallo-Roman 1/Gallo-Roman 2 and the Late First century CE. In
the study area these brooches are typically found at sanctuaries that were re-planned during

Roman period, for example, RIbemont-sur-Ancre, Fesques or Vendueil-Caply.

Twenty-two Type 20 brooches are recorded, all but one from sanctuaries. The largest
concentration, 11 brooches, was recovered from the sanctuary of Ribemont-sur-Ancre in the
Somme (table 4.24). Unfortunately, these are mainly from deposits excavated in the 1980’s

which have not yet been fully published (Cadoux 1994).
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Figure 4.26: Edgar Type 20 (after Unknown 1994: cat. no. 121)

Table 4.24: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 20

4.12 Hinged Types

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Oise 6 30% Sanctuary 6 6 No Date
Somme 12 60% Sanctuary 12 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
2 GR 2/Outside Phasing
9 No Date
Ardennes 1 5% Oppida 1 1 No Date
Seine- 1 5% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Maritime
Total 20 100%
Sanctuary 19 95% LaTéne D2b/GR 1
2 GR 2/Outside Phasing
16 | NoDate
Oppida 1 15% 1 No Date
Total 20 100%
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Hinged brooches, typically dating from the Post-Conquest Iron Age and Early Roman period,

mark a break from spring-made brooches. While Feugére (1985) does notes hinged variants of

earlier types, as these are seldom identified in the study area, the majority of hinged brooches

are identified with the types discussed below. Unfortunately, as the majority of these types are

surface finds or were recovered from disturbed or undated contexts, very little can be said with

certainty about the development of hinged brooches.
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4.12.1 Edgar Type 21:
Alésia (La Tene D2bto GR 1)

Type 21 brooches were initially defined as a type by Duval (1974) based on their recovery from
the ditches supposedly cut by Roman legionnaires around the site of of Alésia in central France.
These represent one of the earliest brooches found only as hinged types; although hinged
variants of earlier brooch types are likely contemporary. These brooches, identifiable by the
absence of a terminal button on the foot, are generally seen as precursors to the Aucissa type
(Feugére 1985:299-300). Type 21’s generally have flat triangular bows, curved profiles and un-
perforated catch-plates. Their bows are usually decorated, either with incised or moulded

ornament, although this varies greatly (figure 4.27).
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Figure 4.27 Edgar Type 21 (Piton and Dilly: figure 27)

Gaspar (2007: 42) dates these brooches between the Late First century BCE and the Augustan
period. In northern France there is no secure evidence confirming this early date; although
uncontexted finds from Pommiers and Chaussé-Tirancourt, both La Tene D2b/GR 1 sites,
provides some support for this date (Vauvillé 1912: 304; Brunaux and Marchand 1988: 11;
Pichon 2002: 353-354).

12 Type 21 brooches are identified in my dataset: 42% from oppida, 42% from sanctuaries and
16% from rural sites. The largest concentration of Alésia brooches was recovered from
Pommiers in the Aisne (table 4.25). Vauvillé (1912: 304) discovered four in the exterior ditch of
this site, along with other Late La Tene D2 and Early Gallo-Roman brooches, the majority of

which are now lost.



Chapter Four

The Edgar Typology

Table 4.25: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 21

4.12.2 Edgar Type 22:

Aucissa (La Tene D2b/GR 1 to Second century CE)

These hinged brooches are recognized by their almost semi-circular bow profiles as well as their
full triangular the catch-plates which terminates in a button (figure 4.28) (Feugére 1985: 312).
They are named Aucissa after the most frequent mark found on brooches of this type, although
brooches with this stamp are seldom found outside of southern France (ibid: 321). As with Type
21’s, they are typically associated with the Roman military, particularly as they are mainly

recovered at Roman military sites, such as the limes forts of Haltern, Mainz and Oberaden

(Feugére 1985: 319; cf. Gechter 1979).
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Figure 4.28: Edgar Type 22 (after Devilliers 2000: plate 1.8)

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per per context
context
Aisne 6 50% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Rural 1 1 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 4 4 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Oise 2 17% Sanctuary 2 1 GR1/GR2
1 No Date
Somme 2 17% Sanctuary 1 1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
Oppida 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Ardennes 2 17% Sanctuary 1 1 No Date
Rural 1 1 No Date
Total 12 100%
Sanctuary 5 42% 1 GR1/GR2
1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
3 No Date
Rural 2 16% 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
1 No Date Total 2
Oppida 5 42% 5 La Téne D2b/GR 1 Total 5
Total 12 100%
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Feugére (1985: 312) identifies many sub-types based on the shape of the bow in profile and
sub-variants based on the shape of the bow in section while Gaspar (2007: 44) separates these
into five different brooch types based on form and decoration. As so few Late La Tene brooches
have been found in association with Aucissa brooches | have decided to maintain these together
as a united type. Gaspar (2007: 44) dates these brooches to the Gallo-Roman 1 period. This is

supported by finds recovered at La Noue Mauroy 1992 (Friboulet 1997: 113).

Sixty-nine Type 22’s are identified in my dataset: 42% from oppida, 42% from sanctuaries and
16% from rural sites. As with Alésia Brooches, the largest concentration consisting of Aucissa

types was recovered from Pommiers (table 4.26).

Table 4.26: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 22

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Aisne 25 36% Sanctuary 25 25 No Date
Oise 11 16% Sanctuary 10 5 GR1/GR2
1 GR 2/Outside Phasing
4 No Date
Rural 1 1 GR1/GR2
Somme 10 14% Sanctuary 10 3 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
3 GR 2/Outside Phasing
4 No Date
Ardennes 23 34% Sanctuary 8 8 No Date
Oppida 13 13 No Date
Funerary 2 2 GR1/GR2
Total 69 100%
Sanctuary 53 77% LaTéne D2b/GR 1
5 GR1/GR2
GR 2/Outside Phasing
41 | NoDate Total 53
Rural 1 1% 1 GR1/GR2 Total 1
Oppida 13 19% 13 | NoDate Total 13
Funerary 2 3% 2 GR1/GR2 Total 2
Total 69 wox [
4.12.3 Edgar Type 23:

Aucissa Derivative (GR 1/GR 2 to Mid/Late Second century CE)

These hinged brooches are characterized by their bipartite or tripartite bows divided by
moulded decoration or projecting arms (figure 4.29). They are typically identified by heir
superficial terminal buttons which imitate those found in true Aucissa types (Feugere 1985:
331). Similar multiple sub-types and types are recognized for the derivatives as for true Aucissa

types (ibid; Gaspar 2007: 45-46). However, for the same reasons mentioned above these have
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not been maintained here. Some examples of these brooches are illustrated below. These
brooches are generally dated to the end of the first Gallo-Roman period, although examples
recovered from an occupation layer at Champlieu-Ourroy possibly push this back to the earlier

Gallo-Roman 1 (Woimant 1993: figure 10.1-2).
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Figure 4.29: Edgar Type 23 (after Legros 2002: figure 84)

Approximately 156 Aucissa Derivative brooches have been recovered in the study area, the
majority of these (65%) from sanctuaries. Just under half of brooches identified with this type
have been recovered in the Ardennes, unfortunately consisting mainly of surface finds identified
by Lambot (1993), for example at the oppidum of Chateau-Porcien, rather than contexted

brooches. These brooches account for the distribution shown in the figure below (table 4.27).

Table 4.27: Regional, site based and temporal distribution of the Edgar Type 23

Department Brooch % of Total Recovery Context Dated Contexts
Number Site Type Brooches Brooches Date
per context | per context
Aisne 2 1% Sanctuary 1 1 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Oppida 1 1 La Téne D2a/D2b
Oise 49 31% Sanctuary 41 20 GR1/GR2
3 GR 2/Outside Phasing
18 No Date
Rural 5 5 No Date
Oppida 3 3 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
Somme 22 14% Sanctuary 22 2 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
7 GR 2/Outside Phasing
13 No Date
Ardennes 70 45% Sanctuary 25 25 No Date
Rural 6 2 La Téne D2b/GR 1
4 No Date
Oppida 39 39 No Date
Seine- 13 9% Sanctuary 13 1 GR1/GR2
Maritime 12 No Date
Total 156 100%
Sanctuary 102 65% LaTéne D2b/GR 1
21 | GR1/GR2
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10 | GR2/Outside Phasing
68 No Date
Rural 11 7% 2 LaTéne D2b/GR 1
9 No Date
Oppida 43 28% 1 La Téne D2a/D2b
3 La Téne D2b/GR 1
Total 156 100% 39 | NoDate Total 43

4.13 Conclusion

In this chapter | explored typology formation and developed the Edgar Typology. While the
limitations of typologies are evident, they are generally considered integral to brooch analysis.
Nevertheless, the categories developed here are determined by criteria that in all probability do
not reflect how these objects were used or seen in the past. This places considerable constraint
on analysis. In the next chapter, in order to test the strength of these categories, cross-
typological comparisons of certain features, such as size, material and form, will be explored. By
scrutinizing these characteristics it might be possible to move beyond typology and develop

guestions about what these objects might have meant to the peoples who used them.
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Chapter Five Beyond Typology:
Brooches, Meaning and Material Culture Analysis

Approximately 2417 brooches are recorded in my dataset, from oppida, funerary and rural sites,
as well as sanctuaries. The variations demonstrated in figure 5.1 below reflect various factors,
not the least of which is chronology; with later sanctuaries, i.e. Dompierre-sur-Authie, having
the largest proportion of later brooch types, although many of these are surface finds, or are

otherwise uncontexted.

Sanctuaries Funerary Sites
(960 brooches) (581 brooches)

203

Rural Sites Oppida
(194 brooches) (682 brooches)

100

52

22

Total: 2417 brooches
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Figure 5.1: Site based brooch analysis

5.1 Dating contexts and dating brooches: a tight tautology

The distributions above are strongly influenced by brooch chronologies, with later brooches
mainly recovered from sites of later dates. This is an especially salient point given that brooches
form the basis for dating. However, these dates represent not just their period of manufacture
or use-life, and other factors should be considered. In particular, residuality, defined as the re-
deposition of earlier brooches in later contexts, also influences brooch recovery figures.
Although brooches can be deposited at the various stages of their ‘life’ it is often difficult to tell

how long these items were in circulation before their ‘death’.
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Several instances of brooch repair were noted in studies outside the study area, indicating that
many Late Iron Age brooches had long use-lives and were not immediately discarded upon
incurring damage (Gebhard 1991; Gaspar 2007). While no information regarding repair has
been noted in the study area, this does not preclude its occurrence. Forinstance, a brooch’s re-
invention as a necklace or bracelet at Villeneuve-Saint-Germain indicates that brooches could
serve as more than just simple linear-use items (Debord 1996: plate 13.244). Nevertheless,
although the actual picture is likely to be more complicated, we are essentially restricted to
viewing brooches at the end of their lives. Therefore, approaching brooch finds from the point
of view of understanding residual use and deposition, provides an interesting means of getting

past a standard linear view.

The ability to recognise use-life versus residual deposition is unfortunately complicated where
datable evidence arises primarily from brooches. In these cases, a tight circular argument is
formed between brooches and associated deposits. ldentifying residuality is only possible
where finds are recovered from closed contexts with other reliable dating evidence, i.e.
ceramics, later brooches, means of absolute dating and/or stratigraphical placement. However
such instances are rare. There are few absolute dates for the region and stratigraphy is often
not made explicit in publications or records. While other relative chronologies, e.g. from
ceramics, are often themselves based on brooches. Further complications also arise when
chronological systems are applied without further clarification of their associated material
assemblages. For example, ceramics, brooches and other small finds from sites in the Oise,
published in the otherwise comprehensive volume by Malrain et al. (2006), are not integrated

into a regionally specific Late La Téne chronology.

The tautology between brooch and context date makes it difficult to estimate approximate
either use-period or residuality. Analysis of long-lived types, such as SF brooches (see figure
4.7), reveals that that these were frequently recovered with others of like-kind; this suggests
that they were not used differently, hinting at specific aspects of meaning for these brooches
and how they were perceived by past societies. Nevertheless, the problems associated with
dating use-life versus residuality complicates understandings of typological development, for
example why, and how long it took to replace RB types by later SF brooches and so on. This

makes it difficult to provide exact assessments of how certain features, such as the catch-plate,
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developed, or how more ornate brooches developed alongside simple wire-made forms. As
these features likely defined brooch use and function(s), related questions about meaning

become exponentially more difficult to answer.

The difficulties involved in interpreting meaning(s) from material culture are well-recognized.
Aside from difficulties constructing full object life histories, objects are most frequently recov-
ered at the end of their lives, from contexts representative of their loss, abandonment or
deposition (Gosden and Marshall 1999; Kopytoff 1986; Shanks 1998; Joy 2009). Moreover, upon
their archaeological recovery these objects are further separated, both temporally and spatially,
from the original social and cultural contexts that gave them meaning (Hodder 1992: 12).
Despite issues involved in ascribing meaning to material culture, the limitations of typological
analysis are more onerous. In particular, the unlikelihood that the typological criteria identified
by researchers were of any meaning to past societies is especially relevant. Seen in this light,

material culture analysis provides the best way of escaping the confines of typology.

5.2 Beyond typology

As discussed in Chapter One, there is considerable chronological and regional variation in
settlement archaeology throughout the study area, particularly in the distributions of site types.
Nevertheless, despite this, the relative homogeneity of brooch finds across the region, even
accounting for sites with large assemblages, such as Villeneuve-Saint-Germain, points to a low
likelihood that groups living in certain regions (e.g. the Remi or Suessiones of the Upper and
Lower Aisne, or the Bellovaci of the Oise) preferred specific types (figure 5.2 to figure 5.7). For
example, the high numbers of unidentified brooches in the Oise and Somme, mainly from
funerary sites, is a likely explanation for the low proportion of SF brooches in these regions.
While the high proportion of later Heavily Decorated (HvD) and Hinged (HnB) brooches in areas
outside of the Aisne is the result of later deposition, possibly resulting from the later establish-

ment or reconstruction of sanctuaries there.

Regional patterns, if present, are masked by strong chronological, and site-based factors that
seem to determine brooch deposition. For example, the continuing preference at Funerary sites

for undecorated types (i.e. SF brooches, see Chapter Seven, pages 148-149). Given these
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factors, it seems unwise to view brooches as markers of tribal identity. In English publications,
this is a feature of brooch studies that is often inconclusive in any case (see, Carr 2006: 40-42;
Eckhardt and Crummy 2008: 140). Therefore, considering the limitations of typology, another

approach is needed in order to ascribe brooches with meaning.
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Figure 5.2: Regional, chronological and site based distribution of RB Types

Asking extra-typological questions raises issues about what brooch features might have been
considered meaningful, queries typically found in material culture approaches. Precise
definitions of what constitutes material culture are problematic, especially as these have
evolved reflexively and in tandem with archaeological theory (see, Buchli 2002: 3-8; Tilley 1989;
Yentch and Beaudry 2001: 219-233; Hicks 2010). General arguments can be reduced to how
objects are perceived. For example either, as active objects or artefacts (see, Hurcombe 2007:
1-3; Shanks 1998; 27), or as reflective of nebulous aspects of the archaeological record, such as
social practice, making the objects themselves social products with their own agency (see,
Hodder 1982a; 1982b; 1987; 1989a; 1992a; McCall 1999; Tilley 1989: 187). This dual aspect
explains perhaps why studying material culture remains so challenging (for further related
discussion see, Buchli 1995; Fitzpatrick 1996; Hodder 1989b; Shanks 1998; Shanks and Tilley

1992); because, not only are archaeologists dealing with materiality, or the substance and form
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of objects, but also with the more unknowable aspects of symbolic meaning (Hodder 1989a: 36;

1992a: 11-12, 51-52; Hodder 2005: 210; Hodder and Hudson 2003: 191).
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Figure 5.3: Regional, chronological and site based distribution of SF Types
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As objects of material culture, brooches need to be examined beyond materiality and form, and
symbolic meaning(s) should also be considered. However, how can the latter be assessed if
brooches are typically only analysed typologically; a process intent on marking only variation,
thereby ignoring commonalities and isolating types from one another. Paradoxically, although
typological studies focus on form and style, facets often identified as the basis for an object’s
social and symbolic meaning (e.g. Wiessner 1989; 1990; Caple 2006: 21), the catalogues pro-
duced by these studies are not easily adapted to wider queries about meaning or significance;
how they were made, worn, used or deposited. Contrastingly, questions about meaning seem
more comfortably applied within generalized works about jewellery, adornment, or dress. For
instance, they are most often found in studies concerning identity (e.g., Wild 1965; 1968; 1985;
Wild and Todd 2004; Hill and Jundi 1998; Carr 2006; Crummy and Eckhardt 2005; 2008; Rosten
2007; Rothe 2009). However, this type of research is mainly conducted in Britain. In northern
France, aside from typologies, research explicitly discussing the meaning of brooches is con-

spicuously absent.
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5.3 ‘Material culture’ analysis and brooches in northern France

| use the above term in quotations, as methodologies associated with this type of analysis have
not been explicitly adopted in northern France, nor have the associated theories been a matter
of much debate. Nevertheless, material culture analysis can occur indirectly, as archaeologists
cannot help but interpret their objects of study. Such is the case in northern France, where
rather than being discussed explicitly, interpretations of meaning are more subtle; most often
found within object catalogues or site reports, where description or analysis suggest, rather
than reflect, basic assumptions. For example, in the study area interpretation is often confined
to off-hand suppositions, rather than developing from consistent and precise evidence-based

statements.

Aside from their dispersed and indirect nature, assertions about Late Iron Age brooches in the
study area are also framed within the context of wider researcher interests, for example typol-
ogy, chronology, proto-urbanism, or hierarchical site ranking. Therefore, as contextualisation
can lead us down many tangents, it is best to isolate each instance and define each research
interest against the backdrop of a particular type of material culture analysis. In this way,
interpretations can be more sharply defined. Caple’s (2006: 21) rather pragmatic approach to
defining general material culture approaches provides a means of framing how northern French
scholars have interpreted brooches. Caple lists six methods of analysis: typological classifica-
tion, contextual analysis, consultation of written and illustrative sources (i.e. historical writings
and/or art), and finally consideration of associated social and symbolic meanings. All but the
last of Caple’s steps represents a type of, albeit indirect and limited work done with Late Iron

Age brooches in northern France.

As discussed, brooch typologies form the basis of northern European Late La Téne chronology.
Most studies generally stop here, effectively isolating brooches within illustrated typologies or
catalogues of finds. The focus on typology has implications for studies that include contextual
analysis, typically found where interest lies in using brooches for dating. This is certainly the
case at funerary sites, where brooches are used to phase burials (for example, Lambot et al.
1994; Friboulet 1997; Stead et al. 2007). In most cases, because these studies are not intended

as interpretive works, restriction to cataloguing and dating can be excused. Nevertheless, in
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many reports the same grave goods have been used as indicators of ‘status’ and ‘aristocracy’
(e.g., Duffressigne 1994: 72-73; Baray 1997a: 275; 1998: 224-226, 230; Buchez et al. 1998: 101-
202, 205; Robert et al. 2008). As these terms are never explicitly defined, there appears to be
no standard way of assessing a burial’s status; with criteria ranging from burial size to the
number of ceramics or metal finds. Therefore, in northern France, aside from use in dating,
brooches have been loosely interpreted as status objects, leading burials with these objects to

be identified as ‘aristocratic.’

At oppida and rural sites, contextual analysis typically focuses on using object distributions to
distinguish production or agricultural areas from living spaces or ritual from domestic areas (for
example, Lambot and Méniel 1992; Debord 1993; Pion et al. 1997; Brunaux and Méniel 1997;
Auxiette 2000; Auxiette et al. 2000a; Méniel 2000; Malrain et al. 2006). However, because
brooches are frequently recovered across all areas of a site they often work against the identifi-
cation of strongly differentiated site plans. For instance, Pion (1996a: 287, 299) interpreted
brooch distributions at Condé-sur-Suippe as ‘random’ and thereby discounted them from his
spatial reconstruction. At Montmartin, Brunaux and Méniel (1997) alternately emphasise and
de-emphasise objects such as brooches or loom-weights, in order to identify ‘ritual’ and

‘domestic’ areas.

These, and further examples of differential interpretation, are discussed in later chapters.
However, mentioning these here highlights a certain lack of consistency in the analysis of
material culture in the study area, particularly brooches. At most sites, these objects serve first
for date or phasing; at cemeteries, this is typically followed by their use in vaguely defined
attributions of status; and finally, they are generally subsumed within a site’s interpretation,

where they are either used or discarded as a means of discussing differential organisation.

With regard to Caple’s next to last step, consulting historical or illustrative materials, research-
ers in northern France have nearly nothing to build on. Instead, anecdotal evidence from
Caesar’s de Bello Gallico, as well as other historical sources, is generally used to discuss larger
themes such as, settlement patterns, societal organization, or ritual (Andouze and Buchsenshutz
1991; Brunaux 1988; 1996; 2000; Goudineau 1990; 1998; Fichtl 1994; 2000; 2004; Brun 2002;

Arcelin and Brunaux 2003; Buchsenshutz 2004). Interestingly, studies of brooch meaning are
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more common outside France, where researchers such as Wild (1965; 1968; 1985) use various
sources, including later Roman grave stelae in Germany, to substantiate claims of traditional

‘Celtic’ dress.

Wild’s (1968:41; 1985: 221; cf. Decker 1968: 41-43; Gebhur 1976; Bohme 1978) studies of Gallic
dress are based on relatively unsubstantiated links between paired brooch finds in northern
German and Scandinavian graves, images on later Roman Grave stelae from Mainz, and the
Danish textile identified as the ‘Huldremose-Peplos’. Aside from the fact that the majority the
considered graves date to the Roman period, they are also only sexed using grave goods rather
than skeletal evidence. Moreover, the so-called Peplos with which these paired brooches are

associated is just as likely to be a cape, or blanket (Hald 1980: 363).

The association between brooches and Late Iron Age female dress is, for the most part, based
on indirect evidence from the Roman period applied in retrograde. This is an interesting occur-
rence, as researchers who specifically study Late Iron Age brooches rarely attempt to relate
them to specific modes of dress, or identify the gender of the wearer (Rothe 2009: 18; cf. Stead
1981: 130). Nevertheless, despite the difficulties associated with linking brooches to female
dress, studies of this type are continuously referenced within broad general works on Celtic or
Iron Age Europe, incidentally lending support to their unsubstantiated claims (eg., Cunliffe 1986:
24; James 1993: 69; Miiller 2009: 84). Moreover, evidence from anthropological analysis of Late
Iron Age burials suggests that individuals of both sexes used brooches (Metzler-Zens et al. 1999:
279; Stead et al. 2006). Unfortunately, given the limited number of burials with sex identifica-
tion, it is difficult to get a substantial statistical picture, let alone discuss gendered associations;
particularly as gender does not always overlap with biology (Sgrensen 2000: 42-45; Rothe 2009:
5).

This summary provides an overview of the rather accidental nature of brooch interpretation
within northern French scholarship. Where outside of typological analysis, brooches are rarely
discussed with the direct intent of determining their meaning. Even so, casual statements made
about them do indicate that brooches are still interpreted as objects of status and import. The
dispersed, disparate and rather inadvertent nature of brooch interpretation in northern France,

in spite of the excellent contextual information available, underlines the need for more focused
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and deliberate research; especially in regard to substantiating, qualifying, or adding depth to

assertions already made about brooches.

5.4 Brooches: aspects of materiality

While the symbolic aspects remain elusive, observable details of materiality, or the elements
making up a brooch, are accessible for analysis. Nevertheless, before beginning wider discus-
sion certain problems, mainly stemming from brooches themselves, need outlining; namely
their varied aspect and how this has been classified and organized, rightly or wrongly, using
typologies. Typological analysis generally views variation as somewhat problematic, typically
resulting in the production of numerous sub-types and sub-variants; the attributes of which, are
not consistently maintained between typologies (e.g., problems matching Feugére 1985 to
Gebhard 1991). Moreover, as hand-made items brooches are inherently influenced by unknown
variables, such as individual or group choice, metallic impurities, or skill level (see, Guillaumet
1984:10-16; Wells 1995: 133, 138; cf. Drescher 1955; Furgur-Gunti 1977). As aresult, brooches
will always demonstrate greater variation than can be accounted for by standardized typologies.
Rather than seeing variation as problematic, it should instead be embraced as key part of
brooch manufacture, or as an element of their materiality. Unfortunately, although analysis of
production would be useful in regard to meaning, limited information about these processes has

resulted in their exclusion from consideration.

Nevertheless, given the level of variation demonstrated by Late Iron Age brooches and the fact
that this project is limited to archival analysis, a complete consideration lies outside the scope of
this project. Therefore, the focus was instead placed on attributes, such as material or brooch
length, which are commonly recorded across all types. These details were selected because
they are less vulnerable to subjective variation; limiting problems introduced because of differ-
ences in recording and/or illustration between sources. The commonality of these attributes
also permits easy movement outside of the narrow confines of traditional typological distinc-
tions, allowing for discussion of characteristics relating broadly to brooch use and function.
While there is no escaping from the basic truth that any choice will be subjective and possibly
not reflective of Iron Age values, there is more to be gained by asking the questions than by

avoidance (Wylie 2002b: 172; Hodder 2005: 208). Furthermore, as many brooches are recov-
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ered from large ‘structured deposits,” knowledge of function may also help define some of their
more numinous qualities (Hill 1995; Gagliardi 1999: 314; Auxiette 2000; Méniel et al. 2006: 186;
Bataille 2008: 194).

5.5 Brooch size

“Does size matter?” Carr (2006: 30) asked this question in relation to whether brooch type
alone relayed identity, or if size was also influential. Jundiand Hill (1998: 129) certainly believed
size to be anissue, citing the increased visibility of thistle/rosette brooches in contrast to earlier
wire-made brooches. However, this perspective focuses on ‘bulk’ rather than size, which
typically refers to length; usually the only measurement of size recorded. While length meas-
urements are included in most typologies, terms like ‘large’ and ‘small’ are usually applied as
descriptors. Feugere (1985), Gebhard (1991) and Gaspar (2007) use these terms without listing
precise ranges of measurements, or noting whether the terms mean the same things for
brooches of different types. The lack of a consistent approach to brooch size, in particular
length, highlights a need for this type of work. However, before jumping into size-based analy-
sis of brooches some caveats need mentioning. In particular, that complete examples of these

items are seldom recovered.

5.5.1 Assessing the length of fragmented material

As mentioned briefly in Chapter Two, the NMI system was developed by French researchers to
assess and numerate fragmentation. While this system was designed for assessing pottery, it
has also been applied to brooches (Guillaumet and Nillesse 2002; Bataille 2008: 23). The system
divides each brooch into four components, each defined as a quarter of the whole, i.e. the
spring/hinge, bow, foot/catch-plate and the pin. Brooches with all component parts are given a
number of one, while those with a missing component, such as a catch-plate are assessed at

0.75 and so on (figure 5.8).

While this system solves the problem of how to measure and quantify fragmentation, it raises a
number of additional issues; the most significant being that all parts, including non-diagnostic

elements, such as the pin, are given equal weighting. As the raw NMI/ provides little information
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about what brooch-elements are specifically present, it cannot be used alone as an indicator of
fragmentation. To solve this problem the NM/ has been used herein conjunction with
description of present components, i.e. spring, bow, catch-plate, pin. Listing extant components
gives NMI figures more traction, allowing for their use in assessing the true extent of
fragmentation and, as a result, the viability of associated length data for size assessments. For
example, although pins are the most frequently absent component, size measurements for
brooches only missing pins are still viable. Therefore, the NMIs for these brooches were

reassessed as nearly complete (0.75 to one), allowing for their incorporation into size analysis.
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Figure 5.8: Brooch Components, showing NM/

5.5.2 ... It’s how you use it?

Brooch size is sometimes correlated with function (e.g. Jones 1996: 148). This seems a reason-
able assumption given that smaller brooches would have been unable to pin as much fabric as
larger ones. Therefore, it is assumed here that size analysis can tell us about how brooches
were being used. For example, were smaller brooches used for decoration rather than fasten-
ing, while larger examples served more traditionally as cloak or dress fasteners? Can brooches
be linked to other functions? While size can be reasonably linked with function, the influence of
social context also needs considering. For example, examining the larger brooches that tended
to be recovered at cemeteries in Late Iron Age and Early Roman cemeteries in Essex and
Hertfordshire, Carr (2006: 31) cited the need for increased visibility at funerary contexts for the
proper display of identity. The contextual influence on size is an interesting facet that will be

considered here.
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Figure 5.9: Comparison of length between brooch type-groups

The size-ranges brooches are found in show some change between the Late Iron Age and the
Early Roman period. The box and whisker diagram above demonstrates the size range of the
major type groups (figure 5.9). The majority of Pre-Conquest wire-made types are found in sizes
ranging between 32 and 72 millimetres. There are rare outliers of course; for example, less than
thee percent of Reverted Bow and Interrupted Bow types are found in lengths over 100 millime-
tres, while brooches measuring less than 30 millimetres account for only 11%. However, inter-
estingly, ornamental types such as Decorative Filiform, Interrupted Bow and later Hinged types,
tend to cluster in the lower size range. For instance, Heavily Decorated and Hinged Brooches,

tend to be shorter, bulkier items, measuring approximately 40 millimetres in length on average.

The shortness of more decorative immediately Pre and Post-Conquest types, in contrast to
earlier wire-made types, possibly indicates that these brooch types were made and used differ-
ently. In Britain, Post-Conquest brooches are thought to mark a distinct shift in production,
perhaps indicating changes in modes of dress and/or increased access to finer textiles (Jones
1996: 153; Jundi and Hill 1998: 129). By extension, this is somewhat true of northern France as
well. However, the smaller size of later brooch types should not be mistaken for a complete
shift in how brooches were used, as the continued production and use of longer Proto-Gallic
(Type 9) and Gallic brooches (Type 14a), between the La Téne D2a/D2b and the Early Gallo-

Roman period, demonstrates a certain reluctance to shift completely to short bulky types. For
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example, the average length of these brooches was 56 millimetres, with around 20% measuring

more than 70 millimetres long.

The continued production/use of earlier Late Iron Age, e.g. longer Simple/Decorative Filiform
types, which are also recovered in post-conquest contexts undermine the notion of a wholesale
switch to smaller more decorative types. Nevertheless, given the disturbed nature of many late
contexts it is difficult to assess the exact nature of Post-Conquest brooch deposition. However,
examining closed context funerary deposits demonstrates that approximately 44% of Post-
Conquest brooches were longer Simple Filiform types. However, as the majority of these
brooches were recovered from cemeteries in the Ardennes, this does not support widespread
continuity throughout the study area. Given the decline in brooch deposition in funerary
contexts during the Roman period and the general preference throughout the Later Iron Age for
undecorated types, this could just as easily represent the exception proving the rule. With ‘old-
fashioned,” undecorated brooches possibly denoting traditional holdouts, or elderly individuals
cremated and buried with earlier types. Unfortunately, exact age details are rare (Stead et al.

2007: 100-107).

Now that the average lengths of Late Iron Age versus Early Roman brooches are better under-
stood, we can examine their distribution across variety of different sites (figure 5.9). Chronol-
ogy, again plays a part determining distribution, with later finds at oppida and sanctuaries
skewing these towards the smaller range. Nevertheless, chronological influence should not be
given too much weight as rural sites, rare in the Post-Conquest Iron Age, displays the same size
distribution. Note that although the graph below is based on a larger sample size than the
above (through the inclusion of all brooches with size data) this to does not change the distribu-

tion significantly.

On the surface figure 5.10 seems to show that brooches were found in fairly standard lengths
across most sites, except funerary sites. The presence of larger brooches at funerary sites fits
with Carr’s (2006: 31) hypothesis that larger brooches were a part of funerary ritual because of
the “greater necessity for visibility at [funerals] in order to display identity to mourners during
the period of waiting/viewing the body before the cremation.” However, if we look at the inter-

burial location of some of the larger brooches recovered from burials, a different pattern
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emerges. For example, many of the brooches measuring over 90 millimetres were recovered
from just outside the cremation heap and were possibly used as fasteners for perishable ‘bone-
bags’; e.g. burial nine and 16 at Ménil-Annelles (Stead et al. 2007: 216, 221). Additionally, some
brooches of average size, e.g. in burial one at Jaux, “Camp du Roi,” also seem to have been used

in this way (Malrain et al. 2006: site inventory 36).
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Figure 5.10: Comparison of brooch length between brooches from at different sites

The fact that most cremated remains are found in regularly shaped heaps within burials has lead
researchers to speculate about the use of perishable boxes or sacs to contain bone remains
(e.g., Baray 1997a: 11; Friboulet 1997: 209; Stead et al. 2007: 109). This is supported by Le
Goff’s (2009) work on cremated remains at La Calotterie, in Nord-Pas-de-Calais. Le Goff
determines that bones were either, dispersed/dumped in the burial pit, placed inside a
vase/urn, wrapped inside a circular/supple perishable container, or placed inside a
rectangular/rigid perishable box (ibid: 119, table 1). Taking this further, several steps of
cremation burial are reconstructed, described as part of the “constitution sociale du corps” (ibid:
115-116): from the selection of cremated remains from the pyre, to the collection and
placement of cremated remains inside containers, and finally the procession and deposition of
the cremated remains inside the burial pit. However Le Goff makes no specific mention of

brooches in relation to these containers, perhaps because of the general dearth of brooch finds
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at La Calotterie. Instead, the perishable containers are reconstructed as string-closed pouches

(Le Goff 2009: 118, figure 3).

Nevertheless, given the general similarity of burial rites at La Calotterie to the study area, the
presence of long brooches in association with regularly shaped burial heaps seems to indicate
that they were used, not just as items of adornment, but as fasteners. This raises the possibility
that larger brooches were specially manufactured for this use. However, there is no direct
evidence linking manufacture to funerary sites and it is just as likely that larger brooches,
possibly used for exterior cloaks, could have also been adopted for funerary use. This has
fascinating implications regarding the socially reconstructive elements of funerary ritual; with

the item used to clothe people in life, helping to enclose them in burial.

The implied re-use of cloak-brooches within these contexts also points to the strong associative
elements made between these items and socially contextualized conceptions of personhood in
Late Iron Age northern France (Fontjin 2002: 30; cf. Morris 1994; La Fontaine 1996: 132).
According to this perspective, the objects used in life and death can be seen as meaningful
expressions of personhood or identity, rather than as manifestations of individual status (Brick
2006: 297). Therefore, the brooch’s use as a material symbol, rather than as adornment, points
to more discursive meanings, i.e. those reached by following a line of reasoning versus those

reached by intuition, e.g. that brooches are only for dress (Bernbeck 1999: 96).

Taking this a step further, the possibility that brooches were emblematic of personhood in
funerary contexts has implications for determining the meaning of deposits outside of burials;
where, when deposited, they might have been seen as symbolic-actors for the individual(s)
involved in the action. Therefore, brooch choice was not simply demonstrative of dress style (as
discussed by Wiessner 1989; 1990) but was perhaps reflective of mentalité, or culturally and
temporally situated forms of ideology and action (Chartier 1982: 13; Knapp 1992: 7; Fontjin
2002: 23). However, before beginning contextual analysis of brooch finds, their material first
needs discussion, as this would have influenced not only their manufacture, but also their

appearance, perception and use.



Chapter Five Beyond Typology 106
5.5.3 Fragmentation and ritual damage

Brooch fragmentation may not be accidental but may reflect intentional, ritualised damage. For
example, in Gournay-sur-Aronde’s initial excavation report Brunaux (1977: 11) notes that many
brooches appear to have been ritually damaged. The subject of ritual damage or killing has,
however, mainly been discussed for weaponry, again perhaps because these deposits have
tended to focus on sanctuaries (see Roymans 1996; Brunaux 1988: 125-127). Nevertheless, the
criteria for injury is the same for all ritually injured objects, namely that they be rendered
functionally useless and irredeemable via forceful and elaborate deformation or breakage.
Therefore, when looking at fragmentation it is essential to view it alongside intentional spolia-

tion.

Although determining accidental versus intentional damage is difficult, the statistics below
evidence that it not impossible. For example, logically sites with the largest deposits, typically
oppida and sanctuaries, have the most fragmented and possibly intentionally damaged exam-
ples. And these sites both account for 80% of brooches with NMI’s of zero point five or less.
Interestingly however, nearly 77% of brooches with intentional damage, i.e. bent or twisted
bows or uncoiled springs, were recovered from sanctuaries; indicative, perhaps, of special ritual
practices there. Moreover, this percentage is likely considerably higher given the absence of
detailed brooch recording at many excavated sanctuaries. In comparison with other sites,
sanctuaries also exhibit the largest amount of variations in ritual damage. The preferred method
of injury seems to have been either bending or twisting the bow (figure 5.11). At other sites
spoliation is restricted to bent bows. In many instances specialist tools would have been re-
quired to bend and twist brooches in this way; perhaps linking the practice of ritual spoliation
with manufacturing; meaning that many brooches were possibly manufactured at sanctuaries,

as already observed at Nanteuil-sur-Aisne (Lambot 1978; 93; Wellington 2005: 175).

The main focus for ritual damage at sanctuaries seems to have been wire-made types: with
Simple and Decorative Filiform as well as Type 8 Arc Interrompu types amounting to 69% of
intentionally damaged brooches. Notably, more than half of these are found in Post-Conquest
contexts. However, as at Dompierre, these are mainly the result of deposition associated with

the Roman period restructuring of the site and the damage was likely inflicted much earlier.
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Multiple Damage Total: 71 brooches (NMI’s of < 0.50)
Uncoiled Spring
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Figure 5.11: Types of brooch damage observed at sanctuaries

Given the widespread nature of brooch deposition, it is surprising to find ritual damage mainly
restricted to sanctuaries. The primacy of fragmentation and intentional damage at these sites
points to their being a focus of specialized practices; perhaps linked with manufacture, given the
tools needed. The bent and twisted brooches found at sanctuaries also match damage inflicted
on other items, such as barre a douilles, ploughshares, coinage or weaponry, linking them with
wider depositionary practices involving metal objects. Resultingly, brooch finds at sanctuaries

should be viewed as integral, rather than incidental, to the rituals carried out there.

5.6 Material

Approximately 63% of the 1633 brooches in my dataset with recorded material are of iron. In
Britain iron, identified as a widely available and cheap commodity, has been correlated with the
increasing brooch numbers recovered from Late Iron Age contexts (Collis 1975: 53; Megaw and
Megaw 1989: 157-158; Wells 1998: 254; Hunter 2006: 95). However, whilst detailed lab testing
is becoming more common in Britain (Bayley and Butcher 2004), this is not typical practice in
France where visual analysis is the norm. This has had some impact on the way brooch material

has been recorded in the study area, and therefore how it is dealt with in this project.
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5.6.1 Recording material

Material is only recorded for 67% of the brooches in my dataset. Based on this, brooches in the
study area appear to have been most commonly manufactured of iron or copper alloy. While
the possibility remains that gold, silver may have also been employed, examples of these
materials are rarely recorded, such as the gold-plated and silver examples found at Villeneuve-
Saint-Germain (Debord 1996: plate 15.273, plate 18.300). In some instances tinning has also
been noted in connection with copper alloy brooches (bronze etamé), mainly for Post-Conquest
Hinged types (Dilly and Sallandre 1978; Jobic 1987; Piton and Dilly 1990; Piton 1992). Neverthe-
less, even if tinning was present, recording it is not standard practice. As a result, only copper

alloy and iron brooches are studied here.

5.6.2 Iron and copper alloy brooches

As mentioned, 63% of recorded brooches in the dataset are of iron and 36% are of copper alloy.
The extent to which this figure represents a change from the Middle La Tene is uncertain.
However, the earliest La Tene C2 inhumations recorded in the Ardennes mainly contain copper
alloy brooches, with iron examples primarily recovered from later cremations (see, Stead et al.
2007: 208, 211-212). The higher melting point of iron raises the possibility that the transition
from inhumation to cremation is related to the increased preference for iron brooches. Ap-
proximately 89% of brooches in Late Iron Age funerary contexts are iron, supporting the notion
of general preference for these types here. However, as the melting point of copper alloy is
over 1000°C it seems unlikely that open-air cremation pyres would have ever burned hot
enough to seriously damage metal objects (Fluzin et al. 1994: 287; Lambot et al. 1994: 257;
Northover and Montague 1997: 90-91; Patreau 1994: 306-314; Stead et al. 2007: 110). There-

fore, the preference for iron was likely shaped by other reasons.

Questions regarding the reaction of brooches to pyre heat raise some interesting points.
Firstly, when burned the fire would have appeared to renew the iron brooch by burning off
corrosion (Fluzin et al. 1994; Pernot 1994). The regenerative aspect of iron is perhaps why it
became a preferred material for brooches in the Late Iron Age (see, Hingley 1997: 217 for a
discussion of the regenerative properties attached to iron). This is demonstrated at even the

very earliest La Tene C1 cremation cemetery at Allonne, “ZAC de Thére” (Oise), where all but
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one of the 12 Reverted Bow Brooches are iron (Paris et al. 1998). Nevertheless, although
copper alloy and iron would have reacted in very different ways to fire, it is uncertain just how
many brooches were placed on the body during cremation; as pyre damage/impact, if visible, is
not typically recorded. Moreover, the possibility that some were used as fasteners for bone-
bags demonstrates that not all brooches adorned the corpse prior to cremation. This raises the

importance of identifying when and how brooches were added during burial ritual.

Manufacturing differences might also account for the preferential use of iron. While the exact
amount of specialized training needed to manufacture iron brooches is uncertain, experiments
estimate that it was very little (Wells 1995: 135; cf. Drescher 1955). Also, the processes of
smelting, and the shaping and tempering of iron brooches would have been very different to
those used for copper alloy. Copper alloy brooches were partially cast and then shaped when
malleable, while iron examples were formed by progressive reheating and hammering (Guil-
laumet 1984: 10-11). The switch to iron also involved a very different skill-set, possibly explain-
ing why early iron examples were straightforward, relatively undecorated, wire-made forms.
For example, even Decorative Classic Nauheims employed principles that anyone partially
familiar with iron-working would be comfortable with. Starting as a long wire of uneven width,

the Nauheim’s flat triangular bow was achieved by hammering (Striewe 1996: 21, figure 10.2).

Following the Classic Nauheim, other more decorative types were also developed; perhaps
indicating increased felicity with the mouldable properties of iron. Increasingly ornamental
mould-made A Disque Mediane brooches followed Arc Interrompu types, which were decorated
by simple moulded beads. Interestingly however, as brooches became more decorative, they
were also increasingly manufactured of copper alloy. So, while 25% of Arc Interrompu brooches
are of iron, this material only accounts for five percent of A Disque Mediane types. Finally, with
the development of Heavily Decorated and Hinged types, during the La Téne D2a/D2b, nearly all

of which were made using copper alloy (Figure 5.12).

The increased use of copper alloy in immediately Pre and Post-Conquest Iron Age brooches
marks a distinct shift in production and perhaps preference. This change, while possibly indica-

tive of significant disruption in iron manufacture (discussed in the section below) is also linked
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to anincreased preference for smaller brooches; which are more easily made from moulds with
copper alloy. Unfortunately production of these types is a bit of a mystery. Rare examples of
clay brooch moulds have been recovered at Bibracte and Stradonice (Guillaumet 1984: plate 55;
Wells 1995: 136; cf. Pic 1906). However, exactly which types these were for is unknown. In any
case, as most brooch moulds would have destroyed after use during extraction of the finished

brooch, their rarity is understandable.
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Total: 1735 brooches
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Figure 5.12: Brooch material from Reverted Bow to Hinged Types

The chronological overlap between the increased use of copper alloy and the Roman conquest is
sometimes thought to correlates with Roman influence or ‘Romanization’ (Jones 1996: 149),
although the extent to which this is so not measurable. Nevertheless, many late brooch types
seem to have originated locally, appearing earlier throughout northern Europe in comparison to
southern central France (Feugére 1985; Riha 1994; Demetz 1999; Gaspar 2007; Bohme-
Schonberger 2008: 40-41). While Hinged types may be associated with the Roman military (see
Feugere 1985: 319; Ettlinger 1973: 21-22; Demetz 1999: 156-167), their exact origin and the
timeline for their adoption is uncertain; particularly as most are recovered as surface finds, for
example, around Vendeuil/Marteville (Aisne), or at Chateau-Porcien (Ardennes) (Dilly and
Sallandre 1978; Lambot 1983). Furthermore, very little evidence exists for their manufacture.
The production of these brooches is likely to have followed very different lines from earlier
brooches; especially as the addition of glass paste or enamel to hinged brooches required a

more specialized skill set (Jones 1996: 171).
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5.6.3 Iron production and Late Iron Age societies in northern France

The increased proportion of copper alloy brooches in the Roman period contrasts with the
preference forironin earlier types; perhaps highlighting the importance of this material to Late
Iron Age societies. Ethnographic analogies are often invoked to explain the symbolic and
transformative properties of iron and the special status often ascribed to smelters (Halaand
2004; Hingley 2007: 217, 220; cf. Aldhouse-Green 2002; Gillies 1981; Herbert 1984; 1993).
Bradley (2005: 23) identifies restricted knowledge of iron working as central to its status.
Nevertheless, despite these ‘magical’ properties, indications are that knowledge of iron produc-
tion was not restricted in the study area. For example, evidence from the Aisne valley shows
that smelting is likely to have occurred at a series of sites, all working together to produce the
raw product, with various parts of the chaine-operatoire in evidence at different La Tene D
settlements, such as Bazoches-sur-Vesle, “Les Chantraines” (Bauvais and Fluzin 2005: 128).
Shared production across the landscape is indicative of a certain level of co-operation between
sites. Instead of contradicting the special status of iron working, interconnected acts of manu-
facturing perhaps transformed the material into ritualized symbol of communal or group iden-
tity. Therefore, in this case, restricted knowledge is not a de facto explanation for specialness of

meaning.

Evidence for networked iron production becomes more limited during the La Tene D2a, parallel-
ing the contraction of rural settlement. When rural settlement expands again in the Post-
Conquest period, indications are that iron manufacture was restricted. At the La Tene
D2b/Gallo-Roman 1 site of Ronchéres “Bois de la Forge” (Aisne), all the stages of production are
in evidence at the one site (Malrain et al. 2010: 101). While this is a limited study, changing
methods of production could be a factor behind the decline of iron brooch production and a

subsequent loss of its symbolic qualities during the Early Roman period.

Increasingly restricted production is possibly related to pre-Conquest transformations in settle-
ment, which saw the construction of densely occupied oppida (Haselgrove 2007: 517). How-
ever, it is uncertain if the metalworking detected at the oppida of Condé-sur-Suippe or Ville-
neuve-Saint-Germain represent centralized production, as their bigger populations are equally

likely to have contributed to the detection of larger-scale manufacture (Wells 1995: 135).
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Moreover, the extent of the decline of rural settlement is also difficult to measure. For exam-
ple, while valley sites such as Bazoches and Beaurieux appear to have been abandoned during
La Tene D2a, survey evidence seems to indicate a certain continuity of occupation on the
plateau (Haselgrove 2007: 408; cf. Haselgrove 1996). Therefore, while sites such as Ronchéres,
Cuiry-les-Chaudardes or Beaurieux, “Les Greves” (Aisne) seem to indicate a return to rural
settlement after the conquest (Demoule and llett 1982; Malrain et al. 2010: 101), because of
difficulties dating sites from this period, very little else is known about immediate post-conquest

settlement (Haselgrove 1996: 165-166).

5.7 Brooch deposition and contextual analysis

After size and material, brooch context, also sheds light on their roles in the processes of social
reproduction, or their uses as vehicles for individual, or communal, agency (see, Barrett 2001: 1-
11). Context here refers, not only to site, but also includes intra-site, as well as relation with
other objects. Archaeological context can be dealt with in a variety of ways. Joy (2009: 544) for
instance, suggests using both depositional and societal contexts in order to, “infer aspects
of...performance.” Considering context and its formative actions, permits discussion of the
multivariate aspects of an object’s life-trajectories; specifically, that objects can become alive or
inactive according to situational or societal context and thereby experience a series of ‘lives’ and

‘deaths’ or even re-incarnations (ibid: 543-544; cf. Strathern 1988; Moreland 1999: 198).

Considering the limitations of standard biographical approaches, examining the actions behind
deposition seems the best way forward. According to Robb (2010: 494), the socially reproduc-
tive qualities inherent in action are both defined and mediated by objects; materials not only
providing the context for relationships between individuals and objects, but also between
individuals and the wider community. Therefore, the actions behind deposition and the deci-
sions to incorporate items, like brooches, were both materially, contextually and relationally
constituted. Given the premised centrality of action in this argument, in order to prove that
brooches were vital actors the onus is placed on proving meaningfulness behind deposition.
This is problematic, given that this concept has seen continuous debate, following Hill’s (1995:
95) development of the term ‘structured deposition’ (see Bradley 1998; 2003; 2005; Briick 1999;

Insoll 2005; Handelman 2006; Fogelin 2007). Nevertheless, in this project, deposition is broadly
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defined as objects found in stratigraphic conjunction with structured remains (i.e. pits, ditches,
or postholes) on sites where ritual or religious acts may or may not have been the main focus.
An open definition for what constitutes a meaningful deposit was needed as brooches were
found in similar types of deposits at all types of sites. Such ubiquity perhaps suggests the wide-
ranging nature of ritual action, both sacred and secular, although dichotomous segregation of
these concepts is not necessarily warranted; particularly as actions likely functioned along a

continuum (Bradley 2005: 34).

Ritualistic ‘closure deposits,” i.e. offerings associated with abandonment, are evident both at
rural sites and oppida (Bradley 2005: 52-53). At Villeneuve-Saint-Germain, Verberie, “La Plaine
d’Herneuse II” and Montmartin, structures, or in the latter case the entire settlement, were
seemingly intentionally burned, then materials collected and re-deposited, often in association
with hearth structures or burnt stone (Brunaux and Méniel 1997: 122; Debord 1996: 77, 141;
Malrain et al. 2006: 238). Whether or not this is connected in some way with funerary ritual,
with settlements mourned and buried similar to individuals remains to be seen (Bradley 2000:
57). The possibility that these actions are also associated with cessation of ownership, possibly
related to death of the individual in charge of the settlement or changes in ownership, should

also be considered (Craven 2007: 38).

Given the possible overlap between sacred and secular it is necessary to explore current
conceptions of these practices. For instance, Late Iron Age ritual practice is often associated
with acts of power sharing and/or competition between religious specialists and political leaders
(Thurston 2009: 55; cf. Rausing 1997; Sievers et al. 1998; Arnold 1999; Sievers 2000; Bradley
2003; Maier 2006: 58). In these rituals, feasting and/or the consumption of alcohol were of
central importance (Dietler 1990; 1996; 1999; Dietler and Hayden 2001). From this basis, a
survey of amphora presence/absence at sites across the study yields interesting results. The
presence of wine amphora at rural sites and oppida certainly supports Dietler’s theory, while
their near absence from sanctuaries is curious. A partial explanation lies in the early date of
many sanctuaries, but this does not explain their absence from later sanctuaries. At Fesques
and Estrées-Saint-Denis, both occupied throughout the La Téne D, few if any amphora were
recovered (Mantel 1997: 26; Woimant 2002a: 31, 44). This contrasts with finds at Ribemont-

sur-Ancre, where amphora were recovered in association with the site’s La Tene D2
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reorganization; perhaps demonstrating a change in the site’s function, from a victory or military

trophy to a feasting site in the last quarter of the 1°* century BCE (du Leslay 2000: 121-123).

There is no simple answer for what is happening at sanctuaries. However, the differential
nature of amphora recovery at these sites does show that they were all unlikely to have
functioned in exactly the same way. Moreover, the absence of amphora doesn’t necessarily
mean absence of wine, as transport and consumption in alternate containers, such as perishable
wine-skins, is certainly possible (Poux 2008: 202-205). Also, the absence of amphora doesn’t
necessarily mean that feasting did not occur, especially given the presence of animal bone in
guantity at most sanctuaries. Nevertheless, the general absence of amphora from sanctuaries
during the Late Iron Age, compared to their relatively frequent recovery from oppida and rural
sites, does seem to indicate the existence of differential feasting and consumption practices.
Triadan (2006: 165) suggests that feasting, and related ingestion of intoxicants, bolsters ritually
inspired communal feeling. This feature explains perhaps, why wine-drinking is not evidenced
at sanctuaries; where the focus is estimated to have been on triumphalism, or large-scale

warrior-elite deposition, (Brunaux 1988; 2004).

Itis equally likely that the military or elite roles of sanctuaries has been somewhat exaggerated.
For example, discussion of key sites, such as Ribemont or Gournay, tends to focus on weaponry
rather than on other objects, i.e. brooches, prefiguring their identification as elite/warrior sites
(see, Brunaux et al. 1985; Brunaux 1988; 2002; 2004; Lejars 1998; Brunaux and Arcelin 2003: 59,
64). This is perhaps because brooches are seen as comparatively more ambiguous than
weaponry, whose functions are superficially more obvious. Therefore, given their ubiquity,
brooches are perhaps central to the elucidation of different ritual practices; something best

approached through close examination of deposits at various site types.

5.8 Deposition, ritual practice and meaning

As previously discussed brooch meaning, is something that has only ever seen glancing attention
by researchersin northern France. This contrasts with work conducted in England, as well as in
the Netherlands, where the significance of brooch finds is something that has also seen some

discussion. Roymans (1990: 77) has already suggested the high numbers of brooches recovered
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from Late Iron Age sites identifies them as votive offerings. Hunter (2006: 105) also focuses on
the social implications behind the large numbers of finds, noting that more and more people
seemed to have access to means of adornment. Hill and Jundi (1998: 96-107) discuss the
brooch ‘event-horizon’ in Late Iron Age Britain, associating increased interest in appearance and

adornment with social change.

Amplified Late Iron Age brooch numbers in Europe are often linked with decreasing
ornamentation, and increasing functionality as well as homogeneity. A feature often associated
with their growing commonality is the fact that they are more frequently manufactured of iron,
a widely available and hence cheaper material (Collis 1975: 53; Megaw and Megaw 1989: 157-
158; Champion 1995; Wells 1998: 254; Hunter 2006: 95). The variable interpretation of
brooches as votive offerings, adornment, or common functional items does not clarify matters.
However, there is no reason why a brooch cannot be all of these things, as well as common and
meaningful; particularly as meanings and uses are and determined, created and reproduced by
both social and contextual elements (Hunter 2005: 20; Joy 2010: 552; Strathern 1998).
Moreover, the regenerative and symbolic qualities of iron and its suitability to cremation ritual

argue against its straight-forward dismissal as an invaluable material.
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Figure 5.13: Objects commonly recovered with brooches
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| would argue that, although less ‘valuable’ in terms of metallic content, their near constant
recovery in deposits with other items, reveals that a brooch’s ‘worth’ was determined by
considerably more than its base components. Contextual associations include, human and
animal bone, amphora, glass beads, bracelets, weaponry, coins, rouelles (small metallic wheels),
tools, and barre a douille (currency-bars) (figure 5.13). The appearance of brooches on CRICIRU
coinage (Scheers 191/ LT 8124), some recovered from votive contexts, further underlines the
social importance of this ‘cheap’ and widely available item (Allen 1972; Wellington 2006: 82).
The close association at rural sites, sanctuaries and oppida also indicates a certain ubiquity in
depositional practice. While, differences in the frequency and recovery of certain objects

between sites, such as amphora, also demonstrate a certain variability of practice (figure 5.14).
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The general acceptance of Hill’'s (1995) theory of structured deposition by archaeologists
working at rural sites in the study area (for example Méniel et al. 2006) as well as its recognition
at oppida and sanctuaries (e.g, Fichtl et al. 2000; Brunaux 2000; 2002; Metzler et al. 2006)
allows for a wider discussion of depositionary practices. However to-date, the means of
identifying and attributing meaning to deposits at various type of site has been anything but
straight-forward. For example, in regards to the rural site at Jaux, “Camp du Roi” (Oise) four
types of deposition are noted: intentional, placed, washed-in, lost or dumped; which are at
least partially defined by the fragmentation of the recovered pottery (Malrain et. al. 1996: 287-
288, figure 49). However, as these supposedly distinct deposits are found mixed together in the
same contexts, it raises the question as to whether they all got there by similar means, namely
collection and then deposition. Many examples, of collection and deposition are evident across
the study area. Forinstance, at Montmartin a pair of enclosures, one identified as domestic the
other as ritualistic, both contained similar mixed deposits of degraded pottery, jewellery,
brooches as well as animal and human, all collected and deposited, following a fire (Brunaux and

Méniel 1997:89, 122).

Looking at deposition this way it might be useful, after Hill (1995: 1-2), to divide the number of
find/pits (expanded here to include wider context types such as ditches and postholes) by the
length of time the site was occupied. According to Hill (ibid) the number given demonstrates
how representative, i.e. reflective of consumption, the recovered objects are. In contrast to
Hill’s analysis in Wessex however, contexts examined in this thesis include several kinds of pits,
e.g. cisterns, silos and wells, as well as ditches; depositional contexts that are difficult to com-
pare and contrast in the same way as they are all subject to alternative use, maintenance and
post-abandonment processes. Nevertheless, as borne out in later chapters, finds in these
contexts seldom represent constant/casual loss, but rather excavated stratigraphy points to
concentrated episodes or acts of deposition. While the rarity of complete finds or context
inventories makes it difficult to ascertain exact figures for sites in the study area, this is balanced
by their short-lived occupations; 20 to 30 years in contrast to hundreds of years in Wessex.
Resultingly, finds/context to occupation ratios for Late Iron Age sites in northern France are
shown to be relatively high for the duration of occupation. For example at Villeneuve-Saint-
Germain (La Téne D2a/D2b), a total of 405 brooches from 222 contexts points to a higher

consumption/discard figure than can be accounted for by casual loss (see Debord 1996). The
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same pattern is evident at Montmartin (La Tene C2/D1a), where just under 10,000 inventoried
objects, e.g. brooches and other elements of ornamentation, weaponry, ceramics, human and
animal bone, were recovered from under 50 contexts (Brunaux and Méniel 1997). At these sites,
the high number of objects recovered together in discrete locations not only suggests that
deliberate and purposeful actions lie behind their deposition, but also behind the high numbers

of objects preserved in the archaeological record.

The idea of collecting items from across the site and then depositing them together is a likely
explanation for how so many items variably identified as either domestic or ritualistic are
frequently found together in the same contexts. Moreover, as brooches are recovered from
contexts attributed with either of these functions, it highlights the need for a new methodology
to describe the formative actions behind deposition. Therefore, by identifying the types of
deposit brooches were incorporated into, this project can explores their involvement in

purposeful structured actions and/or rituals representative of social reproduction.

Walker and Lucero’s (2000) study of ritual in the prehistoric north American southwest provides
aninteresting comparative example, demonstrating that the creation of specialised temples for
the enactment of large-scale rituals drew on smaller-scale practices previously carried out
within individual households. In northern France, the development of sanctuaries during La
Téne C2/D1a indicates that something similar could have happened (see, Roymans 1996: 90;
Brunaux 2002: 232). However, the continuing presence of complex deposition at rural sites and
oppida, points to a slightly more complex situation. In northern France it is perhaps the reverse
of what Walker and Lucero describe, with rituals typically performed at sanctuaries being

adopted and transformed for use at other sites.

5.9 Conclusion: brooch finds in the study area, moving towards site-based

depositional analysis
Only 29% of the Late Iron Age and Early Roman sites identified in the study area are brooched,
generating a total of 2343 brooches, including an additional 74 from Fesques in the Seine-
Maritime. The vast majority of these finds are from sanctuaries, followed by funerary sites and

oppida (figure 5.15).
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Figure 5.15: Brooches recovered from each type of site

The low number recovered from rural sites is understandable given their short occupation, as
well as some regional under-excavation. However, these features can also be explained by
population density, multi-phased use, as well as factors that might have favoured certain sites
for deposition. As noted in Chapter Two, the types of excavation carried out in the study area,
are also responsible for the differential brooch recovery. Variations in settlement patterns,
particularly the general lack of excavated oppida in the Qise Valley may also be a factor (Malrain

et al. 2006: 131).

Aisne (714 brooches) Oise (366 brooches)

Somme (467 brooches) _7 Ardennes (362 brooches)

B Sanctuaries H Funerary Sites @ Rural Sites H Oppida

*Sample Size 1909 Brooches (plus 42 brooches from the Sanctuary of Fesques, Seine-Maritime)
Figure 5.16: Regional recovery of brooches from datable contexts
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Due to the short occupation of certain sites, particularly rural sites and oppida, as well as the
close dating of deposits at multi-phased sites, it is possible to chart the rise and fall of brooch
deposition over the course of the Late Iron Age. The 1951 brooches used to create the graphs
below comprise approximately 81% of my total dataset, primarily selected for use here because
of their recovery from dated contexts. Overall, allowing for the high numbers recovered from
the oppida of Villeneuve-Saint-Germain in the Aisne, the number of brooches from dated (and
undated) contexts recorded in each region is roughly similar (figures 2.2 and 5.16).
Nevertheless, not all site types are equally represented. Nor are brooch numbers alone,
benchmarks of depositional activity, as some locations, such as small rural sites, given their

small size and short occupations, will always have fewer brooches than oppida or sanctuaries.
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Figure 5.17: Brooch deposition from the Middle/Late Iron Age Transition to the Post-Conquest
Period

While various archaeological and regional factors play a part here, the numbers can be seen as
indicative of general trends in brooch deposition (Haselgrove 1997: 51). The parallel crest and
trough of brooch finds at oppida and sanctuaries is of particular interest (figure 5.17); although
this is pattern mainly the result of the large number of finds recovered from large mixed deposit
outside the Roman sanctuary Dompierre-sur-Authie. Nevertheless, in comparing depositional
activity between rural sites versus sanctuaries, an interesting observation emerges. For
instance, while deposition continues throughout the Late Iron Age at rural sites, after the initial

burst of activity at sanctuaries deposition seems to slow down. However, as discussed furtherin
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Chapter Six, this observation is somewhat complicated by problems associated with dating La

Téne C2/D1a deposits at sanctuaries.

As all site types are not well equally well excavated and represented across the study area, it is
critical to tread carefully whilst analysing deposition, choosing well-excavated sites with good
examples of contextual brooch deposits in order to see if patterns visible there can be discerned
at other less well excavated sites. In the following chapters the nature and changing patterns of
brooch deposition at rural, funerary, sanctuary and oppida sites will be studied in order to

understand deposition across the study area.
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Figure 6.1: Map of sanctuaries mentioned in this chapter (after Haselgrove 2007: figure 1)

In northern France, Late Iron Age sanctuaries (figure 6.1) are identified via the presence of
dense concentrations of finds such as, weaponry, coinage, as well as human and animal bone
(Brunaux 1983; 1988; 1991; 1999). Brunaux (1978: 15) defined sanctuaries as a site type based
on his interpretation of finds at Gournay-sur-Aronde, where a densely packed enclosure ditch
deposit containing hundreds if weapons, tools, brooches, as well as human and animal bones
was identified with the Gallic religious sites discussed by Caesar (6.17.1), Diodorus Siculus (5.27),
Strabo (4.1.13) and Suetonius (54.2). The notion of specialized ritual sites is part and parcel with
theoretical paradigms regarding the increasingly hierarchical nature of Late Iron Age society,
leading to their interpretations as foci for expressions of elite identity (Brunaux 2002: 233; 2004:
33-38; Roymans 1990: 84; 1993: 33). However, the idea of specialist, elite religious sites is
complicated by the continued recovery of similar deposits at oppida and rural sites, where they
are instead associated with site organisation and/or elite status (Chapter Five, pages 96-98).

While, deposits at sites other than sanctuaries are not relevant to this chapters, there are
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certain issues involved in the identification of ritual sites which are best discussed here. The
nature of ritual activity has been the subject of much discussion. Hill (1995) and Bradley (1993;
2003; 2005) have done much to dispel the notion that votive or structured deposits are only
present at specialist Iron Age sites. Nevertheless, research conducted in northern France tends
towards conservatism and publications about ‘Celtic’ religion and sanctuaries, led by Brunaux
(2000; 2002; 2004; 2006a; 2006b; Brunaux and Arcelin 2003) generally ignore wider debates

from outside French scholarship.

Table 6.1: Ritual deposits at key sanctuaries

Site Date Deposit Stratigraphy and Finds Comment on Finds
Gournay- | LaTene Ditched 1" Deposit (Yellow Fill ): cattle Bones (by The main focus of
Sur- C2/Dlato Enclosure entrance), swords and shield bosses (La Téne analysis is given to
Aronde LaTene D2 Clb) weaponry and animal

2™ Deposit (Densely Packed with little Earth): bone. Only the
broken, folded or cut swords, shield bosses, and stratigraphy of the
lance points, 104 brooches, 23 Coins (including ditch near the
Scheers 191 and Senone LT 7417). entrance is
published.
Interior Pits | Early deposit of a braceletand horse-gear (LaTéne | Early features were
Clb/C2). very eroded.
Ribemont- | LaTéne C1 Enclosure 40 cm thick layer of bent and twisted La Téne C Stratigraphy highly
sur-Ancre | tolaTene Ditch and D weaponry, human and horse bone, silver disputed and finds
D2b/GR 1 coins as well as Dressel 1b amphora under-published.
Ossuaries Inside the enclosure, to the north and southeast. | Stratigraphy highly
The ossuaries consist of highly structured layers disputed and finds
of human long bones and horse remains. Finds under-published.
here include La Téne C1 weaponry, possibly
residual, as well as La Tene D1b/D2a weaponry
and harness-pieces. The 3 ossuaries here
contained 2000 bones from approximately 300
human individuals. A 1 m deep cylindrical pit was
also noted in the centre of the northern ossuary,
interpreted as a features predating the bone
deposit. Other excavations in the interior
revealed La Tene D2 brooches.
Charnier Some articulated headless human remains, Stratigraphy
animal bone, La Tene C1 weaponry and gold Late | disputed, finds
Iron Age coins under-published.

Brunaux supports many of his observations with finds from his excavations at Gournay-sur-
Aronde and Ribemont-sur-Ancre (table 6.1). Nevertheless, as these sites have never been fully
published, interpretations tend to focus on attributes and features that Brunaux most wants to
emphasize, such as weaponry or horse-gear, presumably because of their good condition
(Méniel and Uran 1978: 30; Lejars 1994: 1-2). However, at Gournay, these represent only 61%

of the the 2164 metal finds recorded; other objects include plough-shares, various tools, 61
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barres a douilles, 74 wire fragments and 144 brooches (Unknown 1994). Contrastingly at
Ribemont, the structured human remains, not the weaponry, are the focus of analysis, used to
identify the site as a military trophy (Brunaux 1999: 190, 202). Nevertheless, Ribemont’s
stratigraphy remains in dispute, waiting for the final report on the site (Brunaux 1994; 1999;
2001a; 2001b; Fercoq du Leslay 1996; 2000). Therefore, as Brunaux’s definition is based mainly
on incomplete information, much remains unknown about the nature and function of these

sites.

In Chapter Five (see page 112), a broad definition of what constitutes meaningful deposition
was adopted allowing for recognition of ritual activity at multiple types of site. Nevertheless,
this idea has not been widely accepted in Europe, and finds of ‘ritual’ and ‘domestic’ activity at
Late Iron Age enclosures, i.e. Viereckshanzen or Enclos Cultuelles, are still cause for some
discussion (Buchsenschutz 1991; Wieland 1999). While Venclova (1993: 63) now believes that
these sites possibly encompassed both functions, Von Nicolai (2006; 2009) thinks that this is
mainly the result of the mis-identification of domestic sites. The lack of excavated
Viereckshanzen outside Germany means that this debate is likely to remain unresolved for the
foreseeable future (see Bradley 2005: 16-23 for a basic summary; or Jansen 2000 for a more in
depth discussion). As these enclosures lie outside the study area, they fall outside the aegis of
this project. Nevertheless, the possibility that domestic and votive activity were not completely
isolated within specific sites raises interesting points, particularly in how sites are identified and

how finds have subsequently been interpreted.

6.1 Ritual or domestic: problems of interpretation

Problems with the identification of ritual versus domestic activity at Late Iron Age sites are
symptomatic of the current conceptualisations of this chronological period in France. For
example, Brunaux’s use of historical sources to interpret his excavations prefigured the
preferential analysis of finds emphasising ‘warrior’ or ‘elite’ elements, so that sites with
weapons are automatically identified as sanctuaries or ascribed with elevated, or aristocratic,
status. Aside from the fact that the historical sources are mainly based on Posidonius’ lost work
about southern Gaul (e.g. Nash 1976; Tierney 1960) and cannot be seen as accurate reflections

of northern Gallic societies, there are other issues, such as political motivation, to consider. For



Chapter Six Brooch Deposition at Sanctuaries 125

instance, although Caesar was in northern France during the period, his commentarii were not
intended to describe the ‘life-ways’ of Late Iron Age Gallic people, but instead to explain his
illegal campaigns and promote himself as a victorious military leader (Adcock 1956; Gardner
1983; Stevens 1952; Wiseman 1998). Moreover, Roman bias aside, the use of Latin terminology
to describe non-Roman institutions and sites adds a further layer of difficulty to using these

sources (Collis 1984a; Buchsenschutz and Ralston 1986).

Another factor influencing interpretation, is the notion that Late Iron Age ritual activity was
becoming increasingly monumentalized and isolated from everyday life at warrior-elite
sanctuaries, as a means of expressing the unique relationship between aristocrats and the gods
(Brunaux 2002: 233; 2004: 33-38; Roymans 1990: 84; 1993: 33). The identification of votive
activity at settlements raises the possibility that ritual was not restricted to sanctuaries (Malrain
et al. 2006: 318). Even at Gournay the presence of a little understood La Tene D2 ‘domestic’
and ‘craft-working’ site within the nearby oppidum, confuses the situation considerably
(Brunaux 1985: 43-46). Parallel discoveries of domestic and ritual activity are also evidenced at
Estrées-Saint-Denis, (Oise), a few kilometres north of Gournay-sur-Aronde, where a domestic
site developed at “Les Sablons” in tandem with the sanctuary. Unfortunately, poorly published
antiquarian excavations, as well as modern metal detecting activity, means that some
uncertainty about these sites will likely remain (Woimant 2002a; 2002b; Legros 2002; Quérel
2002a; 2002b; 2002c). Estrées-Saint-Denis is well-known as a Roman centre, but Iron Age finds,
particularly 199 coins, including 61 pre-conquest potin, indicate significant activity between La
Tene C2 and Dla. The re-dating of some of the brooch types found here indicates not
insignificant Late Iron Age activity, however their recovery within largely eroded stratigraphy, as
well as Woimant’s (2002b) persistence in using Feugeére’s brooch dates and a post-conquest
date for potin, compresses Late Iron Age activity considerably. Nevertheless, the co-presence of
sanctuary and habitation elements here is thought comparable to the rural site of Montmartin,
where separate domestic and ritual enclosures were also identified (Brunaux and Méniel 1997:

16).

In light of these observations there is obviously a great deal of continuity between northern
French sites identified as sanctuaries and others; although traditional identifications are

maintained in this project. Moreover, given the variations in deposits found in sites identified as
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sanctuaries, it is highly unlikely that all functioned in the same way. In the following sections
special attention is focused on sites with brooch deposits. Brooched sanctuaries account for
just under 80% of identified Late Iron Age sanctuaries in the study area. However, only
excavated sanctuaries with brooches are discussed in this chapter, with other brooched

sanctuaries listed in Appendix Three.

6.2 Brooch deposition at sanctuaries

The pattern of brooch deposition at sanctuaries, as with all site types, is heavily influenced by
site-date (figure 6.2). This is an understandable tautology, given that brooches form the basis
for northern European Late Iron Age chronology and typo-chronological factors play a strong
role in dating sites and phases of occupation. Nevertheless, as sanctuaries are key to
understanding Late Iron Age deposition and ritual practice in northern France, any consideration

of these aspects necessarily begins here.
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Figure 6.2: Brooches deposited over time at sanctuaries

Earliest sanctuary deposits are rather shakily dated to the La Téne C2/D1a. Brooch finds at
these early sites are possibly of the Reverted Bow type, although earlier Free Bow types, i.e.
Reverted Bows with non fixed feet, are likely in the mix considering the prevalence of La Tene
C1 weaponry. Inmany cases, e.g at Fesques and Saint-Maur, these early deposits contain early

weapons recovered with later brooches and coins; leaving open the possibility that these
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deposits are likely much later than the La Téne C2/D1a. The absence of drawn brooches at sites
like Gournay makes this difficult to confirm here. As a result, the official date for these early

features and their deposits remains loosely fixed at the La Téne C2/D1a.

Following the La Téne C2/D1a sanctuary brooch deposition seems to decline. This pattern is
most likely the result of several factors: possible incorrect dating of earlier deposits, the lack of
stratigraphy at many eroded plateau-edge sanctuaries, later Roman reconstruction, as well as
problems resolving the dates for brooches, e.g. Estrées-Saint-Denis. This is born out by the
upswing in deposition at Final Late La Téne and Post-Conquest sanctuaries; although the
decision to switch to coins may also be a factor. Wellington (2005: 27) noted that coin
deposition maintained a relatively even intensity throughout the Middle and Final Late La Tene.
In order to develop a broader picture of votive behaviour at Late Iron Age sanctuaries, a survey

these sites is presented here, with special attention to brooch deposition.

6.3 Earlier Late La Téne brooch deposits at sanctuaries

Brooch deposits dating between 150 and 120 BCE are found at Ribemont-Saint-Ancre, Gournay-
sur-Arnonde, Saint-Maur and Fesques. Early and Middle la Tene finds hint at earlier activity, but
as these are often uncontexted or mixed with later items, the Middle/Late La Téne transition
marks the first securely datable period of activity. At Ribemont, an Early La Tene Duchov-
Minsingen Free Bow brooch was recovered inside a test pit with a La Tene C1 sword and Lance-
point, as well as a La Téne Dla scabbard (Brunaux 1994: 72; Hodson 1968). At Gournay, Saint-
Maur and Fesques the earliest deposits also contain finds ranging in date, that were possibly
mixed and redeposited by later rebuilding. Considering these difficulties and the lack of detailed
publication, it is difficult to say much with certainty regarding La Téne C2/Dla brooch
deposition. Nevertheless, many of these sites are key to the definition and understanding of
sanctuaries and votive deposition. In this regard, Fesques, a well published site just outside of
the study area in the Seine-Maritime, offers a good indication of what might be expected at La

Téne C2/D1a sanctuaries.
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6.3.1 Fesques

Although surface deposits hint at earlier activity, the earliest features at Fesques date to the late
third century BCE (Mantel 1997: 19). Nevertheless, brooch deposition is not securely evidenced
until the La Téne C2/D1a, when a single Type 1 Reverted Bow brooch was deposited in close
association with rings, horse-gear and glass within an early pit cut inside the centre of the
enclosure. Three other brooches, including two more Reverted Bow brooches (a Type 1 and 3)
as well as a Decorative Nauheim were recovered in a slightly later deposit, within the large 10
hectare peripheral enclosure; along with human, and animal bone (95% of which were young
one to two year old cattle), nails, rivets, tools and La Téne C1/C2 weaponry (figure 6.3) (ibid:
172). This indicates that brooches were mainly deposited in the tail end of this period, more
towards the La Téne D1a than the C2/D1a transition. Prior to this weaponry seems to have

been the item of choice for deposition.
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Figure 6.3: Plan of Fesques, La Téne C2/D1a (after Mantel 1997: figure 46)

The brooches recovered from the peripheral enclosure, demonstrate some intentional
fragmentation. The Nauheim brooch, although complete, was found in several pieces. Ritual
damage is also evidenced with weaponry found inside the bottom fill of internal enclosure ditch,

along with human bone (Mantel 1997: 192). The 