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ABSTRACT

This thesisoffers an archaeological aredhnographicexamination ofthe coin-tree
custom, which is essentially what its name suggests: the practice of inserting coins
into trees These trees are often in the form of logs or stumps, and they are
commonly located beside wahaversed footpaths in rural/senoiral areas.

The custom can be traced back to the 186(3cotland, but has experienced a late
20"early 2ficentury renaissance, with clusters of ew@es emerging across
England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland, and the Republic of Ireland. No
previous academiattempt has been made to either catalogue these structures or
contextualise the practice; it is the aim of this thesis, therefore, to do both.

Proffering a catalogue 0197 individual coirtrees distributed across 34 sites
(detailed in the appendiceshig thesis draws on a wide range of resources in order
to elucidate the custom: literary works, both historical and contemporary; the
empirical data of the coitrees themselves; and the ethnographic material of over
200 participant interviews.

The histoy of the custom is traced, including a consideration of why it has
experienced a recentsiegencei particularly at a time popularly conceived of as a
6secul ar ageo. The questions of how and
detail, revealing a mutdlty tot he &é meani ngd of the custom
the future and heritage dhe cointree structuresthemselvess also offered. The

thesis closes with a suppositional vignette: what would an archaeologist find if she
uncovered a coitree sitein the future? How would she interpret the remains? And

what does this reveal aboaitchaeological methodologies, ritual interpretations, and

the relationship between folklore and material culture?
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

116 FESTERI NG SUPERSTI TI ONSO6?

It i s t h-elm ih Hemtferdshire. igd gdur sister tell you about
he teet h?o

-

No. 0O

=1}

i Oh, inteni gt you. There are pigbds teeth
four feet from the ground. The country people put them in long ago, and

they think that if they chew a piece of the bark it will cure the toothache.

The teeth are almost grown over now, anbnoe comes t o the tree.

il shoul d. | | ove f ol k| o Festerdeld al | fest
[2000]: 861)

The above exchangec cur s i n E. Nowards @rddxd, mdaveenn ov e |
Mrs Wilcox and chief protagonist Margaret Schlegel. Whilst desy the estate of

Howards End to Margaret, Mrs Wilcox mentions a local custom which avers that a
sufferer of toothache wil!/ be cured if
certain Wych el m. This form ofknodnfas!| kIl or
implantation, whereby something is achieveuh this case, the cure of toothache

by plugging, nailing, or wedging an object into another object (Hand 1966). In this
example, toothache is transferred from the depositor into the tree via the
implantation of a tooth, which represents the disease; the disease is subsequently

implanted into the tree.

Mrs Wilcoxés Wych elm is not unique; acr
of trees have been employed for similar purposes. Trees fronw@lbrto the

Highlands of Scotland have been subject to the embedding of a variety of objects,
such as human hair (Hand 1966: 64); wéppings (Roud 2003: 481); metal nails
(Walhouse1880: 99n; Porteous 1928: 18%ins Wilks 1972: 12); and human

blood (Hand 1966: 69), the depositors hoping for cures for ailments ranging from

toothache and warts to ague and whoojoggh.

However, as widespread as the custom of embedding objects into trees was, the

general consensus appears to be that the traditiorebissl. Implanted trees are

14



viewed in the past tense. Mrs Wilcox notes, with a sense of melancholy, that the
teeth in her Wych elm are oO6al most gr own
whil st Mar gar et descri bes t h@orseerul®0om as
[2000]: ViIII, 61); from this perspective, the Wych elm is a decaying manifestation of

a faded, forgotten custom. Indeed'2fentury scholars adopt similar stances. In

1932, folklorist Benedict stated matiefif act | y t hat sonfivedak& or e h
't ving trait in modern <civilizationdo (1!
customs, such as the implantation of disease into trees, are not features of modernity,

and that any survivals are just that: survivals. Festering supmrstiti

This opinion appears to have preceded Benedict, with eV&mer@ury folklorists

having to fight for the right to concern themselves with contemporary customs.
Writing i n 1885, f lodeckne o be lisited tBuavivaisloraon d st a
archaic beliefs and custondg1885: 117, emphases in originatpntending instead

that radifionis always being created anew, and that traditions of modern origin

wherever found are as much within our province as ancienbonds1 8 8 5 : 120) .

Writingof 6 Tree Traditions and Fo@RW®¥J&mar fr om
takes a similar stand. Using the books of Wilks (1972) and Morton (1998) as
exampl es, h e n ot dissusstthie folk belietsrukes and $ymholsm 6
ascribedo plants and treéstend to view folklore as something practised in the past

or unconnected with present society ( 2 00 0 : 33) . Simon cont
drawing on examples from Ireland to subs

not merely remnants of the pastit are active features of the present.

Similarly, writing of O6Plants as Symbol s
remarks on the contemporaneity of customs and beliefs which are commonly viewed

as historical. He a v a&eatlse statds aftplant dyrmbolemid i s a
present times and to assess how relevant it may be nowadays. It is worth
knowi ngéwhich traditional and contempor a
239). It is the aim of this thesis to address his comment;do alyself with Simon

and Van den Eynden in their assertions that tree traditions are alive, active, and
relevant in preserday society. In order to achieve this aim, this thesis will focus on

a single, grossly understudied example of a British tree ivadihe cointree.

15



217 INTRODUCING THE COIN -TREE

Cointrees are exactly what their name suggests: trees which have been embedded
with coins (Appendix 1, Figsl-6). They are often logs, stumps, or living trees, but

outdoor wooden posts and sculptures also included, and they are alternatively
referred to eltsreavded e ahd e damdnleifrhg s t hes
specifically on the cohntrees of the British Isles, and offers the first known academic

attempt to catalogue and contextualise them

Thus far, 34 coiriree sites (containing between them 197 individual-t@as) have

been catalogued (Appendix2l Maps 14). They are distributed across Scotland,
England, Wales, Northern Ireland, and the Republic of Ireland, with distinct clusters
in SouthWest and NorthWest England. They range in date from th& i®the 21
centuries, the vast majority having emerged during a late 1990s/early 2000s
widespread resurgence of the custom. The actual purpose of implanting coins into
these trees, anthé reason behind the recent resurgence, is not information that can
easily be summarised in this Introduction, but is instead the main aim of this thesis to

examine.

317 PERSONAL MOTIVATION

My personal motivation for examining this custom stems from #dtadod
experience. In the late 1990s, at the age of 12 or 13 (when a PhD was still a distant,
foreign concept), | went on a daytrip to the popular tourist attraction of Bolton
Abbey, Yorkshire, with my family. Surrounding the ruins of the Augustinianddolt
Priory are 12,000 hectares of woodland and riverside paths, and it was along one of
these paths that | came across my first ¢me (Fig. 1 Appendix 2.12 It was
impossibleto miss. A vast log, 6.8nm length, stretched out alongside a curve in the
path, and its bark was encrusted with so many coins that it appeared more metal than
wood. Other visitors were contributing their own coins to this tree, either pushing
them into fissures in the bark or utilising nearby rocks to hammer them in. My sister
and | asked if we could do the same; our parents obliged, handing us each a copper

coin which we proceeded to add to this accumulation.

16



It would be romantic to claim that this experience set me on course to undertake a
PhD in archaeology and folklore; thtais one coirtree made such an impression on

my young mind that | decided, there and then, to one day research this custom. In
truth, however, at the time this experience had little impact on me. | cannot recall
what purpose | believed the cdiree hador whether | asked my parents for an
explanation; perhaps my mind was on other things as | knocked my coin into the
tree. However, the memory obviously remained with me, for over a decade later,
when | first began to consider contemporary British folk @mst, an image of the
Bolton Abbey coirtree reemerged. Certain that there must have been other studies
concerned with this custom, | began researching. What | found was a paucity of

information.

47 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

Other than the rare and brief reface to individual examples sparsely scattered,
scholarship had not concerned itself with the dode. Possibly due to the
contemporaneity of this custom, and the general beliefitlaagt Simon worded it

dolklore [is] something practised in the past unconnected with present society

(2000: 33), very little attention had been given to the practice oficgtantation in

the present day. No attempts had been made to examine, analyse, or interpret the
custom as a whole, and so, agreeing with VanElgnn dendés st at ement t
need to update the contemporary status of fantred traditions (2010: 239), |

aimed to address this evident void in the scholarship.

The firstobjectiveof this thesis was to compile a catalogue of d¢oées withinthe

British Isles; the second, to contextualise the custom. Questions which this thesis

aims to address includetow widespread is the coinee custom within the Brgh

|l sl es? How 0 o lthd @ustamnr andotimeesmutures rofethe doges
themseles?Who participates in the custom and what purpose has been assigned to

the implantation of coins®h at account s f o'"early Afecenturyst o mod s

resurgence?

The ambiguity of the coitree as a subjechatter has led to further questions
concerning methodol ogy. Firstly, how appl

17



frequently throughout this thesis, defined simply as the traditional customs, ,beliefs
and legends, exclusive of orthodox religion and ritual, of a group of people.
However, ass detailed in Chapter 2, there is much controversy surrounding this
term, and five pages are devoted to a justification of its use within this thesis.

Secondly, what methodologies should be adopted in order to provide the fullest
contextualisation of tli contemporary custom? Folklorist Vickery bemoans the
tendency of scholars to rely on late ™&ntury works as their sources for
contemporary pladbre (1995: vii), and opines the following:

This reliance on previously published work has led to an dltotel neglect

of contemporary material. All too often writers on folklore have quarried for

fossilized information in printed books and have made no attempt to collect

fresh, living, and lively material from the true authorititst he o6f ol k6

themselvesMost recent publications on the folklore of plants tell us more

about late nineteenttentury plardore than about preseday beliefs and

practices. Indeed, there is even a widespread but mistaken belief that little
remains to be collected today (1998) v

It is a further aim of this thesis, ther
to consider what sources can and should be drawn upon in the contextualisation of

the contemporary coitree.

Al t hough Vickery bewaifry $oholbhoséitesed
on folkloric practices in books, this is a method that cannot be avoided, and the
printed wordi ranging from 18-century antiquarian works to online blogishas

been utilised wherever possible throughout my research. Howewt at the
expense of the testimony of whtahte \Wifcokl ekro
themselvesd (1995: vii). As detailed in
gathered concerning the ceiee through interviews with custom participants and
coin-tree custodians, and much evidence cited throughout this thesis was sourced

through such engagements with the o6fol ko6

However, another aspect of this folkloric custom is also considered: the material
culture of the coirtrees themselves. What careske physical structures elucidate
about the custom? What are they composed of and how are they created? What
testimony do the trees, the coins, and their environments give? In order to answer
these questions, archaeological methodologies were employeddwdile was

conducted at each cetree site, a photographic record was compiled, and the
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empirical data of the coitrees recorded, such as coin quantities (Appendie®s 2
whilst at one coiriree site (Ardmaddy, Argyll), an archaeological excavation was

undertaken on the area surrounding the tree (Appendix 5).

517 MATERIAL CULTURE

Material culturep | ays a prominent role in t-his th
tree, def i ned thatysectbreofeotirphyscal enfironment that we modify
through culturally determined behaviorhis definition includes all artifacts, from

the simplest, such as a common pin, to the most complex, such as an interplanetary
space vehicl ed € In9fidginal) I1t3Ha fieled of pstudy swhich,
accordingtoTi | | ey, centres on the notion that
from thingsd (2006: 2) ; ,invMarn asehshapettyoarur phy
physical world. Culture and society are inseparable from the material objects we use,
produce, createconsume, modify, and destroy. It is this concept which stands at the

centre of material culture studies.

However, @spite being defined rather straightforwardly by Deiove O mat er i a |
cultured has been subject t ambiguityymeostous de
thoroughly examined by Hicks (2010) and Lucas (300he issue questions the

focus of material culture; in 2007, Ingold criticised thiestractness of the term

Omat er i al dcholarfy treachtd fixdatehoa the social contexts of nialtein

|l i eu of their physical properties. He ad

materiality of objects to the properties

In response to Ingofils a d v, ilkeya(ROD7) points out that a focus on the brute
properties of materialsan provoke the neglect of @nsideration of their human
significance whilst Miller (2007) argues that, rather thattributing properties to
objects, O6materi al ¢ what popettiesgherpedplee®ayp s h o u
attibute to them. Knappett, on the other haadjuesthat limiting focus to a

mat erial 6s physical properties exmt udes
after all, associations that go beyond the immedmadeld of materials;what of

remembrancef past situations,ar magi nati on of future ones"’
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Anot her point expressed against Omateri a
the implicationinherenti n t he term that there is a di
6cul t ur e0d0: gOHLucak 80122 125). As Thomas argubs, materiab

precedingc ul t ur ed® ap p e grefix ingplying dhat ghea aorm i oni n g
material culture (2006: 15) However,heassertsthabt her e ar e no f or m
t hat |l ack a mgt ewvieal iftlyoéaNost hiin. Thamas &t he
opposition to O6émateri al cultured i1is the

implied by the term; an impression he perceives as erroneous.

While this thesis acknowledges these debaesounding the em O mat er i a
cul tureb, it widsihgit.Here¢,6 mehtye raiwaalyd firso mm o't p
qualifying prefix indicating that immaterial culture is the norm, ad stringent

distinction between brute physicality and isbsignificance will be maddnstead,
Omateri al cul tured i s indaetiaeologtd adédressthe n ot i
signi fi can c ehysacal prapertiem a joaseeraiian of its social role.
Throughout this thesis, the ceiree is viewed, presented, and analysed ab an

example of material culture, an approach which allows a close examination of how

the physical properties of a ceiree contribute to what it means and does to people.

617 CONTEMPORARY ARCHAEOLOGY

According to some def icontemnporaneit ofenbst cdiar ¢ h a e
trees would preclude them froam archaeological line of enquiry I n Kl ei nd s
Comprehensive Etymological Dictionary ar chaeol ogy i s descril
ancientt h i (1966:800, emphasiadded), and it appears thiais perceived focus

on the past has altered little in the intervening decades, witlorttiee Oxford

English Dictionarp s defstiilepecohying that O6archaeol
description or study ofntiquite® and t he 0 s ¢he eemainsfandc st u

monuments of thprehistoric perio@(OED Online 2014emphases added).

However, the contemporaneity of my research is hardly radical; there have been
scholars researching the archaeology of contemporary material culture for over three
decades now, fok r ont ed by the rise of et hnoarc
which stems from the 1960s/1970s development of archaeology and anthropology as
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compl ementary disciplines, i s defined b
contemporaryhuman sodaties to inform the archaeological explanatoom t he past
(2010: 51, emphasiadded).

Its emergence as a discipline subsequently led to what Hicks (2010) terms the
OMat-€ul alur al Turndé in 1970s/1980s Britai
Archaeobgy at Cambridge University and the Department of Anthropology at
University College London, where archaeologists and anthropologists alike began
exploring the relationships between artefacts and contemporary social structures
(Hicks 2010: 49). By 1979, Rahj e6s semi nal article, 0 N
studi esb, was de &fooqus anghe iateractioa eetwken ateriad s 0

culture and human behavior and ideas, regardless of time 0H§pAL8: J.

Rat hj e observes t h athe gamenhatswill aroafchaaotogish a v e
learn about us in 1000 years? A few archaeologists have decided not to wait a
millennium for the answer and are taking the question seriously
nowé Archaeol ogists are ndw(d6irAg W,he 8&ia
however, these O0few archaeol ogists6 have
material culture has been salvaged from the fringes of academia, where it now stands

at the centre of many scholarly archaeological stufieghje 1979, 2011Shanks

and Tlley 1987; Gould andSchiffer 1981; Hodder 1987; GravBsown 2000;

Buchli andLucas 2001 GonzalezRuibal 2006, 2008Tilley et al. 2006; Harrison

and Schofield 201@4arrison 2011; Holtorf anBiccini 2011).

Indeed, the lisbf archaeologists who havedused on modern material culture is

vast, clearly illustrating that a justification of the archaeology of modern material
culture isi or should b& entirely redundant by now, three or four decades after the
interest manifested itself in scholarship. Bigschli and Lucas asserted over a decade
ago, 6we no |l onger regard archaeol ogy as
3). Evidently, my study of the contemporary ctiee is neither particularly
subversive nor avasgarde in its placement withinghdiscipline of archaeology. It is

not, however, only relevant to the discipline; it is also intended to be beneficial.

Rathje advocates the employment of modern material culture studies in the testing,
developing, and validating of archaeological pritespand practices (1979; 1981,

2011). The aim of this methodology is to ascertain how accurately we can analyse
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the artefacts and structures of past societieand their relations with human
behaviouri utilising only the material evidence, by comparingia the uses of
contemporary artefacts and structures. Modern settings are thus employed to
evaluate the theories and methods used for reconstructing the past.

In the mid1960s, for example, Deetz and DethlefsEd66;1966; Dethlefsen 1981)

had alreadypegun evaluating the archaeological principles behind seriation through

an exploration of the changes and diffusion of designs on historic gravestones in
Massachusetts, considering how accurately they correlated with social changes of the
period. Rathje @7 9) , in his work on 6garbologyo,
products in understanding the behavioural and natural factors involved in depositing

and modifying material culture. In 1981, PriBeggerly (1981) was considering the
relationships betweematerial culture and cultural values and beliefs in her study of

the use of fences in Mormon communities, while Portnoy (1981) was focusing her
attention onthe relationships between behaviour patterns and physical settings in

contemporary Texan homes.

Rot hschi | doé s-foduse®adadlysis obpenniescfrom the Denver Mint reveals

that American behaviour in relation to coins extends far beyond their use as
currency, drawing attention to aspects of American society which, as Gould and
Schiffer suggesto mi g h't ot herwise go unnoticeddo (
(1987: 172240) consider the contrasting designs of Swedish and British beer cans,
utilising them to offer insight into social values, social control, consumerism, and
attitudes towards leisurhile Hodder (1987) explores the involvement of material

culturei from bow ties to white lab coats; from decorative flowers to lease aars
negotiating social, economic, and industrial changes in a pet food factory, illustrating

the necessity of includg longterm historical context in interpretations of the role of

material culture.

A study of the contemporary cetree, therefore, could be employed to test, develop,
or validate archaeological principles and practices. By considering how accurately
the cointree structures correlate with their actual uses, it can be ascertained how
illustrative the material evidence is of human behaviour, values, and beliefs.
However, despite the obvious benefits of applying modern material culture studies to
the tesng of archaeological practices, the ctiee is worthy of study in and of
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itself, not least to preserve the information of a contemporary custom for future
generations. This practice is advocated by Rathje (1979; 1981; 2Bthzalez

Ruibal (2008), andHar r i s on (2011) , wh o proposes
archaeologyfthe presenfort he futured (2011: 159, emph

The question of what role archaeology and material culture can play in facilitating

the study of folklore has been askedrwnerous other scholars (see Chapter 2), but

the wutilisation of these |ines of enquir
order to contextualise a contemporary British custom is relatively imeleed, the
excavation of Ardmaddy, ArgylAppendix 5), is the first excavation to have been
undertaken at a coimmee site within the British IsleBy offering such a muki
disciplinary study, it is hoped that this project will rectify an obvious academic
oversight, in drawing attention both to thenefits of collaboration between
archaeology and folklore, and to the paucity of studies that focesmemporary

folk customsand tree traditions the British Isles.

77 THESIS STRUCTURE

Chapter 2 places this thesis within a wider corpus of matandkesearch. It begins
with a literature review of works detailing treentred customs in the British Isles,
both historical and contemporary. Following this is a consideration of the few pieces
which refer to coirtrees, in which the Internet is pressshtas an invaluable
resource. This thesis is then considered in light of the history of collaboration (or
lack of) between the disciplines of archaeology and folklore in Britain. Following
this, Chapter 3 outlines the methodology employed for this resedetailing the
sources drawn upon for the compilation of the catalogueoaftreesand the
methods followed during fieldwork: the collection of the empirical and ethnographic
data.

The remainder of this thesis adopts a chronological structure inté@sgmtto
contextualise the coitree, and each chapter is introduced by a vignette and
photographic image, as poetic and literary devices used to encapsulate the central
themes of thsubsequent chapte€.h apt er 4, OReading Supers
ancestry of the coirt r eiedivided into two sections; the firgtoks to the past,
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tracing the history of the coimee custom in order to identify the traditions,
practices, and beliefs it derived from. The historical folkloric uses of trees and coins,
for example, are broadly considered, but for a closer examination, threstudies

(Isle Maree, Wester Ross; Clonenagh, Co. Laios; and Ardboe, Co. Tyrone) of older
(19" and early 2B-century) coirtree sites are described and, drawing on literary
source, their histories detailed, demonstrating a close association between coin
trees, holy wés, ragtrees, and nafirees. In the second sectiomnsideration then
turns to the contemporary ceirees, questioning what factors contributed to the late

20"-century resurgence of this custom.

Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the present da
guestions how contemporary participants experience thetremn, drawing on both
ethnographic evidence and material data collected dufieigwork, with a
consideration of the roles played by physical interaction, imitation, art and aesthetics,
graffiti, and individuation. Whilst Chapter 5 analyses how people participate in this
cust om, Chapter 6, 0 The Mwhythey ipdrticipate, o f M
guestioning what the purpose of implanting a coin atioee is believed to be lay
contemporary participant. This chapter considers the mutability and malleability of
Omeaningb6, with an et hntoegis waponly icterpfedt us on
depending upon where/when it ig8hetheri t i s &6 mar ket edd, and

participants are.

Chapter 7, O0Thédarkwetbyr &€ omfsitdlee sCdaiktree | i kel
custom and the physical structures themselves. Jyersoan examination of the
heritage of this custom, questioning wihat anythingi should be done in order to
protect, preserve, and manage the d4m#es and the intangible cultural heritage of
the practice. Employing ecological and archaeological thettris chapter also
questions what will remain of the ceirees in the future if no preservation attempts
are made, drawing extensively on data compiled during the excavation of the
Ardmaddy cointree site. This data is then used to consider how a future
archaeologist might interpret the remains of a 4wme site, demonstrating the
archaeological implications of this contemporary folkloric practied the
significance of ethnographic data
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The research for this thesis produced a vast amount of priolasay much of which

is reproduced in the appendic&ue to the number of figures referred to several
times throughout the thesis, all photographs and maps are located in Appendix 1 for
ease of referencéppendix 2 offers aralphabetised catalogue of eagite visited
detailing cointree quantities, coin densities, tree species, custodianship, etc.
Appendix 3 gathers together the data ofddposits cataloguedand Appendix 4
presents the ethnographic data: tmographics of alinterview participarg and

the statisticfrom my one hour of adervation at each sitéd\ppendix 5 records the

data compiled from the archaeological excavation at the site of the Ardmadey coin

tree.

Finally, Appendix 6 presents a short entry | had published on Berkeley UnhivwerSis

online group blogThen Dig ent i t |l ed O Sa n créfleciopbmnag Our
archaeol ogi cal di g0, -reviews.g &Hish eonsiderw i theh it
recontextualising agency of archaeologiyte site of the Ardmaddy cotnee, and is
presentedn order to demonstrate both the relationship between archaeology and
folklore, andi by including the peereviewsi the types of considerations and

conversations these structures spark in an academic environment.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

17 INTRODUCTION

This chapter is divided into two sections. The first will provide a review of literature
concerned with treeentred rituals in the British IsleShese will prove to be
primarily historical in natureand from this reviewa concise chmwlogy of tree
rituals and beliefsvithin the British Isleswill be constructedfrom prehistory to the
postReformation periodSucceeding this section, the focus will tightard begin to
review literature that details tleontemporaryerceptions, belfs, and ritual uses of
trees in the British Isles, before analysthg few sourcewhich detailthe cointree

itself.

The second section will provide a review of my theoretical framework, examining
the disciplinary pairing ofirchaeology and folklore wiihh academia. The history of
this pairing will be outlined and its current status considered, together with an
analysis of its merits and drawbacks.

27 CROSSCULTURAL STUDIES

In 1928, Porteouaver red that o6[i] n thi souytr otsrag e&s &
(1928: 150). It wa his opinion that an inadequate amount of attention had been

given to trees in academic literature, as societal symbols, themes in mythology, and
central aspects of folkloric ritual. Over sixty years later, Milner, authdmhef Tree

Book was making a similar <c¢l ai m, with hi:
Britain is still little documented, except as incidental items about country customs or

passing references in accounts of cul tur:

A further 19 years lateland the subject of lore and ritual uses of trees in the British

Isles still suffers from the same lack of scholarly interegth no definitive,
academiqiece of work having been publesth on the matter. ddvever, enough can

be gleanedomte subject from what MilnGer( r®e%2r s
136); while there is undoubtedly an absencecohtemporary and analytical

publicatiors on the subject, there is certainly no lack of writings focusedree
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rituals in general (Turnblu1965; Turner 1967; Birdavid 1990; Morphy 1995;
Sheridan andNyamweru 2008). However, a detailed review of studies concerned
with perceptions of trees and woodland worldwide would prove unfeasible; even a
cursory description of the literature would uktsn a piece of work longer than the

thesis itself.

Crosscultural studies are equally prolifiéz r a z Ehe Gaden Bouglf1900) is
undoubtedly worthy of mention Whi | e Frazer és work has u
and denigration in recent decades (Ackanmi987: 1), the primary criticisms against

it being Frazerdéds Odbdarmchaird approach to
to his writings, The Golden Bougistill proves a highly usefutesource. His first
chaptercatalogues 11léxamples ofitual uses of trees worldwid@Rival 1998: 5)

and while there is little focus ddritish tree rituals, he does describe the prominence

of treeworship in Europe, particularly amongst the Celts (1900: 1&d8jing that

this manifested itself in Engla in the 6rm of the maypole (1900: 196ff).

Por t e oy Bodest wWaklorke, Mythology and Roman¢k928), takes a similar
stance t o offersa bread,cossultukhlecatalogue of tree rituala an

attempt to angse why trees featurso prominery in world mythology. His

conclusion, that o6é[t]J]o the imagination o
mu st have presented a marvellous and be
naturally, Oprimitive |1 magi neaings, suthawoul d
Gods, Ny mphs, and De mons 0 ctignist9add ratherl 50 ) ,

Jungian. Howevehis catalogue of tree rituals does include some useful examples of
British customs, such as théapting of a young tree fduck when a child is born
(1928: 182) andhe knocking of nails into a tree as a remedy for toothache (1928:
188).

Writing earlier than both Frazer and Porteous was This@&iar, who was neither

an anthropologist nor a folklorist, but a botanist. His waitke FolkLore of Plants
presents the view thattreeor shi p i s the oOoprimitive fai
and that to give a detailed account of the beliefs and rituals, which have survived
wor |l dwi de, would O6occupy a volume of n o
amongt he traditions and | egendary | ore of

does not, however, prevent him from trying, and the result is a rather exhdustive
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albeit not particularly irdepth or analytical catalogue of plant and treentred

rituals and beliefswith many examples from Britain

31 HISTORICAL RITUAL USES OF TREES IN THE BRITISH ISLES

There is no definitivediachronic study of tree lona the British Isles, tracing and
analysingsuch customs ém prehistory to the modexay. Howeve, it is certainly
possiblet o sketch a picture of the treeds rit

of sources.

There are, for example, numerous studies concerning Mesolithic perceptions of
woodland, although there is little consensus amongstashdaVhile Warren (2003)

believes that the early huntgrat her er s of | rel and saw the
relationships with the woodlanddé (2003:
opposite argument: that the huntgtherers of the Mesolithicaiotomised between
6natured and O6cul tured, regarding woodl e
di fferences between these scholarsodé opi
prehistoric perceptions of woodland shob&lviewed.

There is, howeversame material evidence concerning the ritual usesre#st in

prehistoric Britain, themost significant find beingthe Norfolk timber circle,

popul arl y kn owated#gshe FlSeatarhBCnngl898,a subcircular

ring of 55 oak timbers, surroung the roots and base of an oak, buried upside

down, was dicovered at Holmaextthe-Sea(Bayliss et al. 1999; Brennand and

Taylor 2003) Champion (200Q)Pryor (2002), andrennand and Taylor (2003)
propose sever al t h e or isevdth panicular foeus antthe uct ur
significance of the inverted oakoFexample, it is suggested by Champ{@000:

82) and Brennand and Tayl(#003: 7172) that the structure may have been used as

an altar for funereal rites, the inversion of the oak syising the inversion ofife

(i.e. death). Wile Pryor accepts that there are numerous possible purposes for the
central oak: by inverting it, the original creators of the structure could have intended

for the treebds o0l i f e 02 876)cesrlly plausinleastther n t o
theory that the whole site was created as a shrine to the trees themselves (2002: 278).
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Al so il lustrated in Champion and Pryor s
present day. As Pryor himself admits, thesrevunprepared for the controversy they

woul d encounter when excavating O0Seaheng
picked up on the excavation, o6al/l hell b
with groups of Druids, Pagans, and New Agers occuptliegsite to prevent the

removal of the timber posts and the central oak (2002: 254). The vast amount of
attention this site received from both the media and the public reveals that
archaeology should be far from exclusively concerned with the past, @&d th
contemporary responses itoard utilisations ofi such sitesshould be considered

(explored in more detail below), a point which is hightyevant to the analysis of

coin-trees.

Transitioning into a period of history we know far more abdolé, numbersof

studies concerned with treentred rituals multiply. Trees as central features of
RomaneCeltic rituals are referteto by Woodward (1992), Dowden (2000:-58),

and Lewis (1966)who notes that th€eltic word nemeton which came to mean
0roofreaed,shwdas originall y -5 raedmarly tehpesdin as 6 ¢
Roman Briain appear to have been erected around or beside sacred trees (1966:
135). Also prominent in such studies is the association of trees with sacred wells;

trees within closgroximity to sacred wells were festooned with rags and known as

ragtrees (explored in Chapter 3).

The ritual uses of treesprove to be highly adaptable and subject to
recontextualisation, and nowherethis more clearlyevidentthan in the literature

which focuses on the introduction and rise ofri€tianity in the British Isles.

Bintley, for example, traces the Christian adoption of the symbol of the tree in his
doctoral thesig2009),in which heinvestigatesAnglo-Saxon perceptions of trees

and woodhnd From themany trees marked with crossés the ceremonies of Royal

Oak Day and the figure of the O6Green M:

architectue (Raglan1939), Bintley demonstrates the mutability of tree symbolism.

Another invaluable souec f or t he t coptextuaisatoryisvb b5 ha mé
seminal work onThe Reformation of the Landscaf#011). In her study of the
changing perceptions of the religious landscape throughout the early modern period,
she traces how trees were utilisedlifcally in the pos$-Reformation period.
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Wal sham additionally describes the &dmet a
(2011: 540), exploring how customs and sites of religious significance gradually
became the basis of folkloric practices, givimgmerous examples of treentred

rituals and beliefs.

Less analytical thatWalshambut of equal useare the numerous catalogues of

British folkloric customs, which date from the Iaté" century to he modern day.

Har dwi ¢ k 68T hceh alpit wir g hRiod, Ard fSupéraMions Respecting
Trees and PI-260),tfs éampleé, &nél:l | D52 chapter on 6
of Tr ees 6-13%),Which&ontaidsla8liverse description of tree rituals and

beliefs across the British Islegvhile Ho | e 6 son EmglishKTraditional Customs

focuses on slightly later ritual uses of trees, such as the Christmas tree (1975: 3), the
Okissing boughd (1975: 3), and the Yule

relation to earliet often Germanié rituals.

There are numerous pieces of literature that focus entirely on the historic beliefs and
rituals of trees in t heTreBgin theiBstishIdlesine s, n
History and Legend@1972). While Wilks does not cite any references, unfortunately
providing no primary sources to draw upon, he does pteaevast catalogue of
examplesdetailingt h e t r e B Gelggious sty |ich ia&ospel Oaksinder

which the parish would congregate whilst passages from the gospel were recited
(1972: 23, aswell as listingnumerous examples of beliefs and customs associated

with different tree species.

Grigson also providesformation on the folkloric qualities @ibuted to different
species.h hiswork,T he En gl i s (18b58)hwhish isressentista botanical
encyclopaedia, he details the physical appearance of certain trees, their cultural
histories, and how they have beeariously utilisedin the British Isles. The oak
(Quercus robuy, for example, is given three pages of description, whichtaon

detailsof its use in popular medicine aitd perceived sacredness

The oak tree, in fact, features rather prominently in much of the literature, and there
are two studies focused entirely on thi
L e g e nd s édHartiPet ab )©ak: A British History(2003). The former details

what Hadfield érms the rolecakas pl ayed in the O0sociolo

l i febd (1974: 123), describing numer ous
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protective and curative.Harris et al. dedicate aimilar chapter to exploring the
myths and symbolisnof the 0ak(2003: 131151), listing the numerous rituals to
which thespecieswvas centralsuch aghe Duwidic ceremony of gatheringuistletoe
growing on oaks (2003: 133)

Harn s et al . 0s wor k was m@yublisherspeaalisingoiy Wi nd
landscape history and archaeolpggd othepublications otheirshavealsoproven

useful providing a broader overview of historic woodland environments in the

British Isles Al | en and Sc aRrdhist@ric and Rampnt Leamdscapes
(2007), for example, andi g h amptesé Wood Il and, Forest and
99-125) inA Frontier Landscape: The North West in the Middle A§e94).

Also useful for tracing the histoat associations and ritual uses of the tree in the
British | sManandtheNatlral dVoril®9&8), a diachronic exploration

of the shifting perspectives of British society towandes I n his chapter
Wor ship of Tr283, seddesrihed Boin the2early modern peripd

trees and woodland were increasingly imbued with symbolicevdrom the 18

century onwards,tey became embl ematic of a comm

nationds strength,. and of a familybés anc:

47 CONTEMPORARY RITUAL USES OF TREES

As demonstratedhere isno shortage of literature documentiagd exyloring the

historical ritual uses of trees in the British Isldhere are fewemorks which
considerthese ritual uses in@ntemporaryetting,but cetainly enough to illustrate

the important role still played in modeday societyRac k hamés compr eh
study, Trees and Woodland in the British Landsc#p@76),for example, fiaces the

various roles forests have played from prehistoric times t@@feentury. Although

he cites no ritual uses of trees, his work is particularly useful for understahding

mutable nature of woodlandnd for gathering insight into how archaeologists
shoul d, in his opinion, appr taeeoususe¢fe st u

as many |l ines of inquiry as possibled (1
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Daviesd work on OTher &&l988,athaptee of Soggmoeo | i s m
and Darhe lomiography of Landscaps another invaluable souraeflecting

on how treehave serve as symbols. Questioning what makes them so emblematic,
Davi es cont ehygpchlaotanisal attmbates,sad well as their established
cultural associations, playing with Lé8it r auss 6 expression by n

not simply goodtoclimhk; hey are good to thinkd (1988:

Harrison makes a similar observation in his stuégprests: The Shadow of
Civilizaton( 1992) , i n which he traces the fore
Western i maginati on, mostalhoamabi guiasya m
as the antecedent taycafrontier of, civilization He also explores the ways in which

forests have the power to evoke memories, to act as an anchor with the past, and this
may indeed explain why trees are used in a contempagttiggsto host rituals that

are, to modern eyes, invocations of antiquity; trees can, in a sense, carry us back

through time.

The subject of trees as historical anchsrsmost comprehensively and rather

poeticallyi e x pl or ed 1 n SlarndscagaaddsMemooyloR6).8chama

details how Westersociety imprintsnatural landscapes with cultural associations,
tracing the Il ong history of Ol andscape m
and employed tloughout history to the preseady. He dispuds the widely believed

claim that Western culture has lost its nature myths and traditions, averring that they
are in fact 6alive and well 6 (10frm6: 14)
example, the oak as a symbol of Engldndnd our literary andrtistic uses of

landscapes to represent énplace, and emotion.

Jones and ClTreekCaltures: Bhe pladeyof treds and trees in their place

(2002) presents similar theories, investigating how trees can define notions of place

and community. i r oughout their worsko,ci ehgy reéfeil
tracing the ways in which people and communities can feel personal attachment
towards tree$ as evidenced by the numerous protests in Britain over the felling of

trees (2002: 3). Jones andok&, however, do not only consider human perceptions

and utilisations of t he atvingeatitythdt cah,artdh e t r
does, have Orelational agencyd with hum

culture and the environment.
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The concept odgency is frequently employed studies of treeand landscapesnd

is a term which will be prevalent throughout this thesis. Definitioaghereto are

the simplest: Til |l eyodtshatntwehipaht@mrtowind eod
and constraints for tdndZedpidts aansd ta@matti owhdi
060shape human behavi our anAconsideratiom efthe e ¢ h a
debates concerning whether or not an object can possess the same agency as a human
are beyondthe scope of this thesief. Hodder 2012; Watts 2013). However, |
should note that I do not find Gell 6s (
(people) and 6ésecondaryd agaesntsdéopijtet &
protestations to theontrary (1998: 20), such terminology seems to attribute agency

to objects only O6i.n lansma&mamer |o(20hee &k itr
di stinction bet we eann dé céoenfsfce cotuisv ea gaegnecnyc y 6 ;
and coinsdo not have consous intentionality, but thepossess effective agency

because they have the capacity to influence and shape human behaviour.

Garner6s article, 6Living History: Tr ees
F o r e 80d)pexamihes the agency of treesl@ail, drawing on material gathered

at Hatfield Forest in Essex. Garner examines how trees affect notions of time, place,

and identity, investigating howndividuals view and utilisdérees differently An

article in theNational Trustmagazine, written by Wt ki ns and entitl e
Tr ees capegnilarly tta€ed thég value of trees in managed landscapes,
exploring the strong place forests hold
National Trustwhich manages nearly 25,000 hectares of woaold{211: 34), trees

are just as worthy of preservation fastoric buildings and the many notableeces

owned by them describé by Watkins (but notably not including any cdiees,a

factor explored in Chapter) 7 play a prominent role in defining thdentity and

work of theNational Trust.

Ri val 0s col | ec tTheo 8ocialo fife & sTeeasy Anthropological
Perspectives on Tree Symboligi998), explores similar themes, detailinte

symbolic significance of trees and woodlands, particularly eatblematic of

6coll ective i dent iofcpniemgotary BuBures. Riyabservea a Vv a
t hat whil e O0much anthropol ogi cal wr i tin
domesticated crop, very little concerns trepes s&  ( 119. $h& hopes taectify
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this. For example,#ploring thewide curative properties attributed to treeetailed
in Chapter 4)she notes that in the West this association has manifested itself in the

method of utilising trees to signify environmental health.

Environmenth activist Zelter, acontributor toRi val 6s col |l ecs$i on
that trees can besed to heal a socidtys supposed spiritual
symbok of harmony. She describdww trees are ritually planted in modetay

Britain to express itense feelings, be they trauma, sadness, orgtigsting that

trees are particularly suitable for such a ritual due to the continuity and stability they
represent (1998: 2235 ever al essays in Arnold and
Sacred Landscapes a@ultural Politics: Planting a tre€2001), detail a similar tree
planting ceremony held aSyracuse University, New YoriState Performedin
commemoration of the 35 students of Syracuse University who had lost their lives in
the terrorist attack atocketie, Scotland, this ritual illustrated the memorialising

uses of the tree in Western society, an aspect considered in Chapter 6

Some literature details the continuity of older itiads into moderrday society.

A

Huttonds <catal ogue riwdls oft Britain ih his publication,a | an

Stations of the Suf1996), offers several examples of taantred customs that can

be tracedhrough history to the presetidy; Royal Oak Day, for example, which was
established in 1660, has retained some sigmfte in local communities througt

the country (1996: 291). Likewisea Castleton,in the Peak District, a pageantry
centred on a garland, a large wooden frame adorned with leaves and flowers, still
exists today; Hutin traces how its traditions hakiean misrepresented by folklorists

and the meid alike over the years, and haveen adapted to attract tourists (1996:
293), a factor explored in Chapter 6

Boxb6s @dhrpesgsi ng t he Ais kever moiervalualde faqr 2r0 0 3 )
exploration into how spmfic treerituals have been recontextualised over the years

His study centres on the rituals surrounding the Arbor Tree, a black poplar growing

in Aston-on-Clun, Shropshire, which is decorated with flags every year on Royal
Oak Day. T h e ibledttémpsaof unrd&e thed emignaatic torigins of this
custom; he considers the relevance of the species of the tree; explores the
significanceof its name; references personal correspondences with local residents;

and examines the (scarce and often bipsigetary evidence. He then goes on to
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trace how the ritual has beefieaed over the yearsjependent uporthe local

churh6s shifting view ofandtbuesmcust om, medi a

51 HISTORICAL COIN -TREES

As remarked upon in the Introduction, teenasbeen no previous academic work
focused on the coitrees of the British Isles. Indeed, there have been very fekswo
which reference theustomat all Despitethe numeroustudies referencedbove
offering a plethora of examplesf both historicaland contemporary ritual uses of
trees in the British Islegnly three (Hull 1928; Wilks 1972; Milner 1992, detailed
below) refer to the couree custom.From the crossultural studies of Frazer
(1900) Porteous(1928), and Thisébn-Dyer (1889) to the catalogues of British
folkloric practices of HardwicK1872) and Hole(1975) cointrees have remained
notably absent. And where references to do#es do appear, they are often brief
and cursory; useful for initial research but certainly not offenmdepth analysis of

the custom.

Lucasd 1963 paper OSacr diahs atreestangp inoCb. | r el ¢
Kerry embedded with coins (1963: 41), but furtlmvestigation revealed that this

stump is no longer there. As for those etriges still inexistence, the general trend

dictates that the older the cetiree, the more it is referenced in literature. The Isle

Maree coirtree, Scotland (Fig.,6Appendix 2.28 which was ritually employed in

the 19" (and possibly 18) century, for example, is flerenced in varying detail in a

range of early antiquarian works (Pennant 1775; Campbell 1860; Mitchell 1863;
Walker 1883; Dixon 1886; Godden 1893; Hartland 1893; Muddock 1898; Hull 1928;
McPherson 1929; Barnett 1930). Additionally, the ewmee boasts @omment in

Queen Victoriaéds dff Septgmpber 187, detailingghertvisiyto d at e

Isle Maree and her insertion of a coin into the tree (Duff 1968: 332).

Later references to the Isle Maree cbtigeinclude: a descriptioniMa cr owds tr av
book Torridon Highlands (1953); an article and accompanying photograph in
National Geographi¢MacLeish 196 8) ; brief ref eSaceedces i
Waters (1985: 3435; 991 0 0 ) ; a description Hauntdd phot c
Britain (1973: 167168); a detailed empirical description in a North of Scotland
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Archaeol ogi cal Society survey (2002); an
as Symbols in Scotland Todaydo (2010).

All of these pieces, described in greater detail in Chapter 4, mention th&remsin

alternately described as a rage or naitreei i n t heir descri pti on:
folkloric and ritual associations. Only Dixon (1886: 1H&R) describes the tree in

any detail, while references in the other studies are largely incidental velgwegen

the briefest ofreferencesare ¢ uci dati ng; P e stump oftadree isc ur s oI
shewn as an altardo (1775: 330) , for exam
but it does reveal that a tree was ritually employed on Isle Maree by OT7ér.

references, when traced chronologically, illustrate how this tree has been adapted

and recontextualised over the years, while various accompanying photographs, from
Goddenodés 1893 art i cHaanted Britam(Fig. 8),dentoostrato x e 0 s

how the physical state of the tree has altered over time.

Other early coirtrees which are relatively well referenced (again, described in more
detail in Chapter 4) include the sites of: Clonenagh, the Republic of Ireland
(Appendix 2.15Ro0e 1939; Wilks 197; Harbison 1991; Milner 1992; Morton 1998;
Simon 2000); Fore, the Republic of Irelardbpendix 2.20;Harbison 1991; Healy
2001; Rees 2003); and Ardboe, Northern Irelaipbendix 2.8, Devlin 1948; Deane
1959; Grimes 1999; Grimes 2000; Simon 2000). A he Isle Maree references,
the information provided by these sources tends to be limitten a sentence or
two at most but they provide adequate details for general chronologies of the coin

trees to be compiled.

Notably, only one coitreeiscatao gued i n St oTheHeritagenTdeesRo d g e r
of Britain and Northern Ireland2004): the Ardmaddy coitree (Fig. 9 Appendix

29 . I n an entry r e pHerdageeTdeesfoff Scotar(@03) thee r e t
OWi shing Treed of -pagespmaddaddyis desoriben pssfollavs:t w o

This lone, windblasted hawthornQrataegus monogynagrowing in the

wilds of Argyl |l is one of the few known
encrusted with coins that have been pressed into the thi liar

gererations of superstitioudravellers over the centuries, each coin

representing a wish. Every available space on the main trunk bristles with

money, even the smaller branches and exposed roots. This magical tree

provides a living connection with the andieiolklore and customs of
Scotlandé (2003: 25)
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Despite its status as a Oheritage treebod
been practiced at the Ardmaddy coir e e &6 by generati onséover
one other source has been identified whh r ef er ences i t. Mac Do
guide,Walking in SouthLotn bri efly describes the tree
Peni ns ulamincredibljugnaled amd twisted hawthahconsiderable age,

the growthof which is said to have beenravocably stunted by the traditional

custom of embedding votive coins in its venerable @ark( 1 9 8 3 : 9) . Al t T
description reveals that the custom of coin insertion was-esédblished by the

1980s, no other literary sources seem to referenceawing been failed by the

literature, therefore, it was hoped that an excavation of the site would yield more
information (seeChapters 3 and Appendix 5.

617 CONTEMPORARY COIN -TREES

Although the above pieces of literature do refer to-t@es, theyefer to only one

each, and make no effort to catalogue other examples oftregs, draw
comparisons, or view the custom as a whole. The references are incidental; a brief
mention or cursory illustrative example, with nedapth analysis. Additionallyhey

are primarily concerned with historical ceireesi those which boast a history of
more than 20 years whilst the contemporary coitmees, which (as outlined in the
Introduction) account for the majority (82%) of cdnees catalogued, remain largely

ignored.

However, there are thrdeodies of literature which reference contemporary -coin

trees. The first will be classified as promotional literature: leaflets distributed at coin

tree sites (e.g. Bolton Abbey), visitor websites (e.g. Bolton Abbey, avallTrarn

Hows, St . Nectands GI en, Portmeirion), al
trees (e.g. Becky Falls, Ingleton), produced to inform visitors about the custom.
Again, however, the information provided in these pieces tends to be brieingffe

no greater detail than the cetinr e e 6s name (e. g. OWi shing T

vague interpretations of what the custom
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promotional literature calls into question their accuréacgn interesting factoin

itself, explored in Chapter 6.

The second body of literature concerned with the contemporary-tre@n
congregates on the worldwide web. As explored in Chapter 3, the custom is well
represented on the Internet, in such forms as public forums, petsogal and
online articles. Some claim more autitypthan others; articles dpaily Mail Online
(Reynolds 2011) and theBBC Newswebsite (Anmymous 2011), for example,
attempt to trace the custom historically. However, rather than employing academic
style research, their only sources tend to be the-tteecustodians, whb due to

the promotional aspect of these artidleray not be wholly reliable.

Other Internet forums do not claim any authority on the subject. Personal blogs and
forum threads (sexs of posting on a single topic) centred on ¢o#es, for example,

tend to be initiated by an individual who has come across ate@rand wishes to
either share photographs of it or request information about it. These entries are
followed by posts frm readers who have come across doges elsewhereOne

such entry, on th8heffield Wildlifevebsite, dated 2007, details the ctwes found

at PadleyMalham, Dovedle, and Hardcastle Crags, whiles@bsequenpost adds

the Aira Force coittreesto the list.

A personal entryon the Wild About Britainwebsitefeatures an anonymous blog
member declaring that they had come across-ttees in Dovedle and posing the

questiors:

Were they:

a. some sort of National Trust woodland management practice?!

b. some sort of lottery funded art work?!

c. some sort of strange tradition whereby people take odd coins and a
hammer on their country walk?!

d. some sort of project to tease all the children who try gaessfully) to
lever them out?!

Subsequent postdo ot answer this question, but they do detail further -tcgas
that the posters have come across: near Rosemarkie on the Black Isle and at Bolton
Abbey. There is a similar entry on the same website concerningrees along the

Ingleton Waterfalls Trailywhile an entry onfreebdog (Anonymous 2008yletails the
cointree found at Aira Force, and entriesYorkshire WalkgFirth 2010)andWigan
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World (Anonymous 2011feature photograghof the coirtree at Tarn Hows. The
latter also offersa link to a videoon YouTubeshowing a person hammering a coin

into the tree, complete with atmospheric myBigrne 2011)

This is only a small sample of the forums, blogs, and online articles detailing coin
trees, illustrating that the largest written resource for thstarn is on the Internet.
While these pieces of literature may not claim to provide accurate information about
the cointree, nor indepth analysis of the custom, they represent the only attempts
made to compile(albeit unofficial) catalogues of these sttures. They have
consequently proved invaluable sources for the identification oftoeénsites (see
Chapter 3).Additionally, these personal blogs and forum threads are not written
from the neutral pepective of an observing scholdsut from the viewoint of
curious participants. The authors tend to be individuals who have inserted coins into
these structures themselves. These pieces of literature therefore represent a body of
ethnographic material to be drawn upon (Chapter 3), revealing how menllees o

public variously interpret cotrees.

The third body of literature consists s€holarly forums, such as newsletters. For
example, the contemporary resurgence in the custom oftreis was first brought

to theFolklore Societg §-LY attention n 2004, when Mavis Curtis (2004) reported
coin-trees at Bolton Abbey and Hardcastle Crags inRh8 newsletter. Following

this, it has been the subject of further queries and speculations in later editions of
FLS News(Pattern and Patten 2009; Billingsl@@10; Gould 2010; Shuel 2010)
Again, however, as with online sources, the information provided in these short

letters has tended to lbasuallyinquisitive rather than academically investigative.

7T THEORETI CAL FRAMEWORK: OFOLKLORE ARCHAE

The contrast between the various sources outlined thus far illuminates the inter
disciplinary approach this project requirest@istshave proven just as integral to

this research as folklorists, anthropologists, and ardbgists. 18-century

documents mvided as muchi if not more i useful information than the
cortemporary literature. £€s ual O post er s @s have exhilmtedaole | nt er

knowledge about the custom of cdmeesthan the seasoned academiic.will
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undoubtedly prove necessary tooR@ack ham advi ses, advocate
use of as many lines ofgui ry as possibled (1976: 1

approach and theoretical framork followthis advice

In the labelloving realm of academia, how we choose to hallmark ourselvesiand

areas of interest greatly colours how we are perceived by our peers. As fashionable

as the term o6interdisciplinarityd has b
classify ourselves as o6disciplinarily n
expectedto declare our loyalties and set up camp in one discipline or another.
However, | would not classify my research as simgaschaeology or as purely

dolklored but as both. And if | had to label mysglfvhich academic trend suggests

that1doi lwoulde mpl oy the term o6fol kl ore archaeo

This is an innocuous enough pairing with a simple enough meaning: basically, |

study folkloric beliefs and customs through their material manifestations. Yet this

term has been met with more than a few blank lcakd raised eyebrows, with
acquaintances both in and outside of academia querying bemusedly what such a
pairing actually means Wh a 't i s a 6f ol kl or e archa
encounteredhe two words in conjunction, people appear instantly distrustftiieo

term, and yet such a pairing is far fron
may not be an officially recognised title in academia, the two subjects have ia long

albeit far from steadfast history of affiliation. It is the purpose of the ramder of

this chapter, therefore, to consider the

history of its pairing in the British Isles.

Over the last few yearshave been adviseloy more than one colleague to avoid
using the wor d rsod lmvekbecomeesémethingtof aa pgademic

taboo, with certainly no reputable place in conference papers or funding applications.
Alternative terms are recommended instea
oor al traditi on 0. esddsobsteuteehiragses apparedtly aré, aane® a s
of them successfully encapsulate the range of beliefs, customs, practices, and
materi al mani festations which are includ:t
appears harmless enough. It is defined by @xéord English Dictionaryas the

draditional beliefs, legends, and customs, current among the common people; the
study of these ( OE D O n;laidefirtion2nvdidhshardly justifies an academic
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embargo of the word unl ess the term eddaroyativelypeopl!l ¢

rather than as simply referring toedativelytypical member of a given society

Perhaps because of the anxiety ,shereisoundi |
an evident scholarly trend to giteh e t e r ma wade bekthk tdhe ex¢edt that

even contributors to the journBblklore have avoided the word. Fenton (1993), for
exampl e, preferred to use the term O6et hn
shied away from the word of odrikgsifroomthked ent i
folkc ul t ur al registero (1991). Organi sati o
6Survey of Language and Fol ktforoexanple, f ound
became the 6Centre for English Cudttt ur al
1996: 216).

In fact, an entire volume ofhe Journal of American Folkloje ent i t 1l ed O60Fo
What 6s i n a wsdedicatéd td thead@batg¢ gver the continued use of

the word in American universities. While Oring argued against the elimindtitve o

term 6fol klored (1998) -Gintbletn(tOb8) avdrrédxrat8 ) an
it is inadequate nomenclature for such a diverse field, and proposed that an

alternative term be sought instead.

This aversion no doubt spadrctoinanlotyats toenmso f
nesso, to use Bennettds phrase (1996: 2
once used to represent the vernacular, the oppreasddthe marginalised, thus

of fendi ng Dthokeewitrdwhgm wet cpnsdti ( 1 9 9 8deed3 theB ) .

0 f ol k previbualybeen perceived as the lower classes of society, defined by

Abrahams as a 6éhomogenous group, usually
119) ; by Lang, as Othe <classes which ha
have shared | east in progressod (1898: 11
the civilized worlddé (1932: 288) ;- and b

sufficient indigenous or peasant groups whose simple techniques and little social

differet i ati on preserve them {f1500m modern thr

Frazerd6s wuse of the word oOfol klored6 is
connotations. For exarg the primary aim of his worlcolk-Lore in the Old
Testamen(1923)is to trace the swivals of folkloret whi ch he defi nes a
savagery and s u pieeridentintthe @i drestaniedt 2n3order xoi )
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il lustrate that the Hebrews had, |l i ke ev

of natural selection fromanembryoe condi ti on of i gnorance
viii) . I n revealing that such traces of
l srael , however, Frazer does not aim to

contrast the glory of a people which,fisuch dark depths of ignorance and cruelty,
could rise to such bright heights of Wi
opinion, therefore, evidence of surviving folkloric beliefs and customs is tantamount

to proof that ancient Israel had evolved frotlne s ame O0dar k depths

crueltyd as every other civilisation.

However, by examining the earliest defin
no suchpejorative connotations wereriginally intended It was in 1846 when

William Thomsf i r st coined the word oOfoThkel or ed,
Athenaeuma s an alternative t o Owhat we I n
Antiquities, orPopul ar ;Lhetrecomanendad,eifsteada good Saxon

compound, Folklore; the Lore of the Repled ( 1 8 # 6 : 6 8 6 Rthelefore,e 6 1 s,
simplyt he O6Lore of the Peopl &dndhaanactamahmi | e s
view of who constitutes O0the Peoplebd, it
possessors and purveyors of folklor¢ kteng only to the agraria

society.

Dorson, for example, assettsh a t rurality is not a prer e
46), and Dundes, reacting against the narrow definitidnprevious folklorists,
proposehri s own: OkToh ec atneanyngrdiefofqpébpte whatsoeweho
share atd a st one ¢ o(b96bo 7 emphase tn wrigidal). According to

Dundesd definition, it is only the shari
occupation, and religion, that constitus gr oup as Of ol ko, and
transmit orally amongst themsel vAemes ar e s
1972: 8).The word ofol kl oreé6, therefore, does

while there may have been examples of its use@orative phrase in the past, it is
a simple composite term which can easily be returned to its original, inoffensive

definition: Othe Lore of the Peopl ebd.

The academic aversion t olestb dol wktH thertam , hov
itself and moreto do wth the subject matter (Wallis andymer 2001), which,

42



according to Harlow, stil!] has a O6connot
Only a handful of universities in Britain provide courses in folklore, and the majority

of these are in S¢land and Ireland. The University of Aberdeen offerdviLitt in

OEt hnol ogy and Fol klorendLithei niowennd it B
and Popul dniverSity Cdllege Bublin, a BA in Irish Folklore; while

University College Cork haes a Department of Folklore.

To my knowledge, the only English university which offers a focus on folklore is the
University of Chichester, whi ch accommo
Fairy Tales and Fant asyO0. onlthe dreversitiesaad s e ar
Colleges AdmissionServie (UCAS) website proffers only four results, thrafe

which ae courses ofolk music. The fourth refer® an English Literature BA at the

University of Gloucestershire, for which the only connectiorotkldre is a module

in the first year entitled O6Myth, Epic ai

As Opie | amented in 1957, OEngl and has t
itself that it has not yet even one fulli me pr of essi onal fol kI or
still today England boasts no professional body of folklorists, Tia& Folklore

Societyi which is run by volunteers. This is particularly remarkable considering that
England had been at the forefront of folklore collection in tH& cehtury(Henkes
andJohnsor2002: 129; Dorson 1951, 1968976).

81 THE HISTORY OF BRITISH FOLKLORE STUDIES

A detailed history of the study of folklors ibeyond the scope of this thefsee

Dorson 1968&nd Walsham 200Q8but a brief overview reveals a period of vigorous

folklore collecting between 1870 and 1910. Preceding this trend were the works of
British antiquarians, Braamrgaj anhgptoritat sumey Wi | | i
of Britainbds antiquities publ i shaayd i n 1
Legends and Traditionsf the South of Irelan¢lL825). It was in the latter half of the

19" century, howeveii f ol | owi ng Thomoés ionbenrokigre o f t
reached the peak of its popularity, with the founding of Rbék-Lore Societyin

1878. It was throughout the Vetr i an peri od when Dorsonbo
Fol k1 DAndrewt Lenl, George Laurence Gomme, Alfred Nutt, Edwin Sidney
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Hartland, Edward Clodd, and William Alexander Cloustionwere at their most
active (Dorson 1951; 186 202ff), collecting folklore andgublishing numerous
books and papers (Dorson 1951: 1).

However, even during the Victorian period, folklore was not considered an academic

di scipline. Dorsonds O0Great Team of Fol |
scholars: lawyers, publishers, cigervants, and businessmen, with no university
affiliations (Dorson 1951; 1976). And during the early"2@ntury, as scholarship

became more an acade profession than the pastineé Victorian amateurs, the

6gol den ageb6 of f ol ke amthrepologye ana arcéhaeologyt s e n
folklore had not gained academic acceptance as a discipline with the rise of
universities, and it was either subsumed by other disciplinkistory, literature,
anthropologyi or discarded entirely (Dorson 1968joday in Egland particularly

folklore is still considered, aslenkes and Johnson wrjte ¢ -@cademia and

somewhat cut of f from critical academic

Even scholars who would identify themsel
demongrating that the unease which surrounds the teomes from within the

discipline as well aswithout (Bennett 1996: 212 1 6 ) . As Dorson obs
folklorist as academic man speaks with a
step further, opining h a t fol klorists, whom he descr

seem to 6operate with a deep sense of sh:

It is in response to this criticismand to avoid circumlocutiorthat | choose to
unabashedly apply t he .wanddfiningfhe terknisimplye 6 t o
as the traditional customs, beliefs, and legends, exclusive of orthodox religion and
ritual, transmitted orally by a people united by a common aspeasually

geographic location, but language, occupation, and even shaigoiet can
constitute a group as 6f ol ké. | ma | usi v e
manifestations of folkloreithe artefacts and monuments which testify to the
traditional beliefs and practices that motivated their creation and/or employment.

In my opinion, no other term successfully encapsulates this broad subject area, nor
attests to its rich heritage in Britaimnd asGell has asserted, it is sometimes
preferable to explain a contested term rather than to rechristen it (1998: 96).

Additionally, | believe many of the claims againétf o | k | ounfeumded. Bor b e
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i nstance, the assertion that thdorwse®rd oOf
i's groundl ess when it i's considered that
1600s (Daniel 181: 1314; OED Online 2013. The word odéarchaeol
boastingfour centuries of scholarly employmeind, not considered too archaic for

use:; neither, t herefor e, should o6fol kl or

While it may be viewed as derogatory by some (see Frazer aboveydacan be

made to shed its pejorative connotations if enough scholars are willing to use it,
reverting it to its simpler, more neutral origins. Additionally, relinquishing the name,

as proposed by Fenton (1993), Bendix (1998), and Kirshetthiablett (1998),

would, in my opinion, not benefit the discipline, but cause a loss of identity and
ultimately ensure its demise, following full absorption into other digegl | am in

full agreement with folkIlorist Oring wh
marginal scholarly existence. But | will not be happy to exchange marginality for
terminationé (1998: 335).

917 ARCHAEOLOGY AND FOLKLORE: A BRIEF HISTORY

The history of the relationship between archaeology and folklore, which has been
extensively consided by GazirSchwartz (see below), is probably little different to

the story of many marriages. They began as an inseparable pair. TVietpran
antiquarians rarely distinguished between the collecting of material relics and the
recording of ancient pcsices and beliefs. However, by the ralii® century, they

both made their move away from antiquarianismand from each other, with
archaeology and folklore beginning to view themselves as separate and distinct
professional fields (GaziSchwartz 1999: 21 This academic divorce, however,
does not appear to have been entirely mutual, for it was the archaeologists who first
distanced themselves from folklore. Something better had come along: science.

Scientific techniques and empirical practices were ecaoraby the discipline.
Englandds first seri oudandeadyal¥entiriesdess bega
by men such as Bryan Faussett, James Douglas, William Cunnington, and Richard
Colt Hoare (Daniel 1981: 55), and complemented by a growing aesseof
geological context and strata (Daniel 1981: 50). TH&c&htury, therefore, saw the
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emergence of the newbtyled archaeologists, who sought to dissociate themselves
from folkloric studies most likely becauseunlike archaeology, and as outlined
abovei it had not received academic acceptance (Michell 1282GazinSchwartz

and Holtorf 1999: 9). Additionally, ass argued by Gaz#$chwartz, archaeologists
rejected folklore, \@wing its value with scepticistbecause of its questionable
authenticly and accuracy; often finding that folk tradition and material remains did
not correlate, they opted to dismiss the former as inauthentic (Sabinartz 1999:
34-36; GazinSchwatz andHoltorf 1999: 5).

Folklore was slightly less dismissive of archaeglogut from the outset of its
development as a separate field in th& ¢éntury, it was clear that material culture

was not considered central to the study of folklore. Tellingly, in its first publication

in 1878, theFolk-Lore Societydefined its object v e s as Ot he prese
publication of Popular Traditions, Legendary Ballads, Local Provetheslings,
Superstitions, and Ol d Cust oms-8chwarkzo!l k1l or
1999: 22), with no reference at all to material cultdned by the mid-20" century,

folklorists had become more concerned with the collection and preservation of oral
traditions (Opie 1957; O6Sul | i veamwiti 95 7 ;

the study of artefacts.

Following this divergence was over a centufyaogely indifferent ceexistence, the

two disciplines occasionally acknowledging each other but rarely toucBinghe

end of the 28 century fol kl oreds relegatiowmas to t|
compeling manyarchaeologists, anxious about their pssienal legitimacy, to give

the subject area a wide berth. As archaeologist Gaaimvartz asks in her doctoral

thesis onConstructing Ancestors: Archaeology and Folklore in Scotlando | f we da
to talk about folklore, to tell stories about our sites| anlyone take us seriously? Or

will we be relegated to the wacky fringe of drgide e k e r s ? G Tof¢laly,3hes 9 36)
marginalisation of folklore within academia has resulted in a general ignorance about

the subject. Archaeologists who may otherwise have bdéng i even eager to

study folklore are probably unaware of its potential simply because it rarely features

in their educations.

However, there have been a number of individuals who have attempted to reunite

archaeology and folklore in their researcim the British Isles, some more
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successfully than others. The next part of ghapteris a consideration of these
scholars and their various methodologies, separated into two main sections: the

folklore of archaeology and the archaeology of folklore.

107 THE FOLKLORE OF ARCHAEOLOGY

For much of the 2D century, studies of the relationship between archaeology and
folklore in Britain have taken one main form: the collection of folklore concerning
archaeological sites, usually compiled by folkloristshvan interest in archaeology
(GazinSchwartz 1999: 27). The general consensus amongst these scholars was that
folklore constituted the remnarits h e 0 s U of préhistaric selefs and rituals;

thus folklore was utilised as a resource to contexedhiematerial evidence, most

oftenprehistoric monumeat

Wal t er Johnson was one of Britainds fir
archaeological record in 1908. In his bodtglk-Memory; or the Continuity of

British Archaeology(1908), he trace folkloric associations and uses of megaliths

back chronologically in order to context
threads of superstitiond (1908: 174) , h
healing powers attributed to prehistoric émblstones. He is not, however, under any

illusion of direct continuity; while he writes of the endurance of veneration at certain
megaliths, from prehistory to the “L%entury, he warns the reader that most
traditions wil|l have9ObBeenl3629)r,o0 ssstl ayt ipnegr vt

memoryod must be Oscrupulously testedd (1

Similar methodologies are employed by later scholars, who draw on folklore as a
contextualising resource for the understanding of prehistoric monuments, from
StonehengeH | eur e 1948) to the many megal ithic
(Menefee 1975) or to have been formed through the petrification of sinners (Menefee
1974). Li kewi se, Bord and Boma@momyd tasgt |
oonly raal onbl omitw the significance of

Isles: standing stones, henges -filts, and burial moundsl@76).

In most cases, a degree of scepticism is maintained concerning the continuity of

these folk traditions; they are npteseted as unaltered survivals from prehistory
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but as distorted remnants which, if very carefully interpreted, may yield some truth
over t he monmlyumsesAs Bord@ndiBgd maintain, the details of a
tradition will undoubtedly have chamgjeover the centuries, but traditions reflect
attitudes, and attitudes are more likely to have been consistently inherited: a site is
considered sacred today because it was considered sacred 3000 yea8y&gb (

2). Not all scholars, however, acceptecest theories of lonterm unbroken

continuity; Grinsell (1976a; 1976b), for example, was a little more sceptical.

Grinsell is probably the most widely known scholar of the folklore of British
prehistoric sites; in reference to Stonehenge and the barfoWstshire, he is cited

by Chippindale (1983 [1994]: 45n) and Bender (1998: 137), described by Darvill as

the producer of wha't is still consi der e
portrayed by Burl -ses ktelres 66 d dikedemajofityl 189 r. r dJ
of scholars considered in this section, however, Grinsell classifies himself as an
archaeologist rather than as a folklorist, and it is probably the perceived negative
connotations of folklore, as explored above, which leads Grinsddlate in the

preface to Folklore of Prehistoric Sites in Britaint h at he i S Oprin

archaeol ogist, for whom folkIlore has nev:

However, it is probably also his archaeological background that made him more
wary of drawing on the oral traditions associated with prehistoric sites in order to
contextualise them. Although he offers little in the way of interpretatiaine
majority of Folklore of Prehistoric Sites in Britai(976a), for example, is a simple
countyby-county catalogue of prehistoric sites with folkloric associatiohse does
acknowledge that many associated traditions are far more recent in origin than they
seem, and he is discerning in his distinction between the older remnants (folklore)

andthemore ecent traditions (o6fakeloredo).

The trend more recently has been to draw on the folklore of prehistoric sites not to
attempt to shed light on their origins, but to ascertain how a monument has been
perceived and utilised throughout history, includirggatirrent employment by local
communities. Voss (1987), fexample, acknowledging that contemporasgs and
interpretations of monuments differ greatly from their original purposes, focuses on
how prehistoric structures serve asdl points within comnmmities, making obvious

reference to Stonehenge. I n Vossds opin
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distinct, opposing forces; folklore surrounds a prehistoricagspitei and often in
contradiction toi the archaeological evidence, and while archagolmmn provide

factual hi story, folklore offers what Vo:

Murphy (1999), in her research on the Neolithic dolmen of Pentre Ifan, Wales,
considers how the folkloric traditions associated with the site have coloured
contemporary perceptions of iffluencing how peoplé including scholar§ view

it. Likewise, Champion and Cooney (1999), researching Irish prehistoric and early
historic monuments, such as the complex of cairns at Loughcrew, Co., dedtthe
portaltorb at Cl eenr ah, Co. Longford, ask hov
over time They also considehow the presentatienof such monuments to the
public are inherently tied in with the folkloricaditions associated with them. Wallis

and Blain (2003), ting examples such as Stonehenge and Avebury, the stone circles
at Froggatt Edge, and the Nine Ladies on Stanton Moor, are equally concerned with
how the contemporary public draw on the traditional folklore of a prehistoric site in
their perceptions and es of iti and, in some cases, employ the folklore to influence

heritage site management.

GazinSchwartz is probably the mosignificantar c haeol ogi st t o con:
potential in contributing to an understanding of landscapes, monuments, and
artefacts. In her doctoral thesis (1999),which she focusebker attention on the

folkloric association®f monuments antheritual purpose®f everyday items on the

island of Raasay, Scotlanghe notes the prominent role played by folklore in the
socialconstruction of landscapes, concluding that folkloric customs and beliefs must

be considered by any scholar wishing to adequately contextualise the history of a

landscape.

GazinSchwartz howeverdoes not aim to correlate folklore with the archaeoldgica

record. She doeasot argue for longterm continuity of folk practices and beliefs, as,

for example, Bord and Bord do (197&)ut insteadexamines the ways in which
traditional histories are formed and adapted through local folkldrkile she

stresses #it folklore does not provide factual information, she doesiavightfully,

in my opinioni that it offers different ways of thinking, asserting that it prompts

new and i mportant questions; 60gives acce

andprovide t he opportunity to 6dgain personal
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In an edited volume published in the same year, Gazhwartz and Holtorf present

a variety of papers which demonstrate the benefits of fostering an interdisciplinary
dialogue betwen ar chaeol ogy and fol kl ore, whioch
|l enses through which the past is given m
to the volume, stresses, such a dialogue is between two different systems of
meaning; archaeology andlilore are not partial fragments of the same whole,
correlated and combined to reveal a full picture. They are two different modes of
representing the past, often providing contradictory accounts of events, landscapes,

and artefacts (1999: 31).

| speciited in my definition of 0f ol kbnalr e 6 ( ¢
|l egends are considered oOfol klored when
nature of oral traditions to be subfjee and contradictory, agansina explores in

detail (1985)" While Vansina notes the limitations of oral traditions as reliable
evidence, he asserts that careful analysis of such testimonies can provide accurate
information about the past. His advocation of the uses of oral traditions does not
coinci de wiad my ol thearies Gegarding how oral folk traditions

should be interpreted and employed. Vansiakeves that by adopting a systematic

and critical approach to oral traditions, a histarcould deduce which points are

factual and which others areds so. Thishieory however, may apply more readily

to the Central African empi rlkely hds mireas e of
historical validitythat he f ol kl ore of Britainds prehi

Unlike thefolklorists of these prehistoric rmuments however, Vansina does not

believe that the intangible evidence of the oral traditions should complement the
tangible evidence (in his case, written historical sources), but that they are
testimonies in and of themselves, not to be utilised siaplyources for the past, but

as accounts of how people have variously interpreted the past (1985: 195). Likewise,

an archaeologistoés empl oyment of fol kl or
which supplement the material evidence, but to aid in an stacheling of the

malleability of monuments and landscapes, and the multiplicity of meanings

'!Granted, oral traditions do not necessarily co
6verbal messages whtshfranom tbhbpopastd bewpberdet he g
27)1 could certainly encompass folklore; he does, for example, include epicsatadgzroverbs
amongst his examples. His consideration of the reliability and subjectivity of oral traditionfrinere
easily applies also to folklore.
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attributed to them. Folklore is not meant to be taken literally; it is primarily
symbolic, and therefore should not be resorted to in the search for facts, bait in th

search fomeaning

117 THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF FOLKLORE

Another main form taken by studies utilising both folklore and archaeology is the
analysis of the material manifestationsfolk customs. In 1951Clark contended

that archaeologists would profit bycluding folklore in their lines of enquiry,
asserting that t he Omost o0 KCuliure ga® helpay i n
prehistorians is by interpreting object:

material evidence can be elucidated throughreefee to folk customs and beliefs.

This approach can be found in numerous journal and magazine articles from-the mid

20" century to the present dafgcusng on the material manifestations of folkloric

customs, which | have previously included in myidefi t i on of o6f ol k1l or
include foundation sacrificeg)( Suilleabhain 1945)ritual markings on domestic

timber (Easton 1999); witthot t | es (Merri field 1954); 0Ot
axesod6 (Penney 1976); and c ctopc2006; BEvahs g ar me

2010), to name only some.

It was Merrifield, however, whose booKhe Archaeology of Ritual and Magic
(1987)was the first fulllength volume devoted to the materiality of Bsfitifolkloric
customs Attestingthat, as ritual and magic weoétenaspects of everyday life, they
should leave as many traces in the archaeological record as any basic human activity,
Merrifield seeks to identify and catalogue them (1987: 1). Covering a wide
chronological period from the pfRoman Iron Age to the 30century, with a
geographic focus on Europe most prominently soutkastern England he
reconstructs ritual activity, such as the deposition of wlitotiles and mummified

cats, from the archaeological evidence, supplementing it wherever possible with

written sources.

However, Merrifieldbés work has betan subj
(2001: 58), for example, arguing that while Merrifield offers a valuable catalogue,

his purported | ack of I nt er pandeng afttheon de
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significance of the material record. | do not fully concur with this criticism. While
Merrifieldbés work is primarily a i@alatal og
evidence, considerinthe physical attributes and symbolic assocretiof folkloric

artefacts, and interprets the material recootivincingly to reconstruct the ritual
activities which (probably) Il ed to the al

Merrifieldobs i nterpretation of t he con
consideration tlir liminal locations, physical conditions, wide geographic
distribution, folkloric connotations, and intimate associations with their previous
wearers in his attempt to contextualise the artefacts and reconstruct the activities and
beliefs which led to thir deposition (1987: 13B35), an approachadopted in my

work on concealed shoes (Houlbrook 2813

In other scholarship on the subject, folklore is not employed to elucidate the
archaeological evidence, but vice versa. For the majority of Britishlofak
customs, there are few if any 1 relevant contemporaneous literary sources; the
material evidence is thus the only survivicantextualising resource ftihhe custom.
Howard (1951), for example, focuses her attention on the deposition of mummified
cas within the walls of domestic buildings, peenpting Merrifield by utilising the
archaeological evidendethe liminality of their locations; their arrangements; and
the level of effort involved in depositidnto determine the possible reasons behind
deposition. In her careful analysis, she resists -@w@rpreting the material
evidence, concluding that the majority of the cats were probably employed as
vermin-scares or were accidentally enclosed. She does, however, make a convincing
argument for some foher casestudies having been deposited as foundation

sacrifices.

Two contributors toWa |l | i s a n A Petmeabibty 6f SBoundaries? New
Approaches to the Archaeology of Art, Religion and Folk{@@)1)i a collection

of papers written in response tb h e Obarrier o f snobber:
archaeol ogists studyi ng tahddolkloré Wallsgrelé s ub
Lymer 2001: xv)i employ a similar methodology as HowaEhstop (2001), one of

these contributors, utilises the materialdevice in her attempt to interpret the wide

range of garments discovered within the walls and-spaices of domestic buildings,
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interpreting the garments themselvegheir type, conditions, locations, efc in

order to shed light on the custom of conoeait.

Similarly, Lloydetal.( 2001), al so contributors to Wa
only a few vague literary references to the apotropaic powers of candles to
contextualise the flamehaped burn marks found on laedieval/earlynodern

domestic iimber. They thus employ the material evidence of the burn marks

t hemsel ves i n or dermploying exgeeneotal adhaedldyyein ¢ u st
order to determine how the burn marks were produced, they ascertain what materials

and conditions would haveebn required to produce such masksl convincingly

conclude that they were apotropaic in functidrheir study demonstrates the
successful application of archaeology to the interpretation of eniginatic often

ignoredi material evidence.

Hoggard (204) likewise utilises the material evidence of his broad survey of
apotropaic devices witch-bottles, horse skulls, dried cats, shoes, and so on, which
are all material manifestations of folkloric practices and beligfs orde to argue

that the employmnt of countemwitchcraft practices far antedated the witdhls,

and that the declinm the fearof magic during the early modern period was slow
and prolonged. This is a theory which the biased written sources, penned as they
primarily were by the lgrate minority, does noattest t9 demonstrating how

invaluable the archaeological evidence is in contextualising such customs.

However, as invaluable as the material evidence undoubtedly is in elucidating
folkloric customs, especially where literary sces are absent, there is a risk of ever
interpretation. In less scholarly pieces, archaeological finds have been appropriated
to substantiate sensationalist claims. In 2008, for example, the remains of birds and
eggs discovered in a pit in Cornwall wereegented as evidence ¥"-century
witchcraft (Ravilious 2008), while in 2011, the discovery of a mummified cat in the
ruins of al7"-century cottage in Pendle, Lancashire, was the only evidence cited in
the proposal that the cottage had housed on&efPendle witches (Anonymous
2011).

Although nonacademics as above, are often more likely to owaterpret the
evidence, academic scholars can be equally guilty of this.s o | | notes tFh

interpretation of archaeological material is taken to sonestfarf et ched extr e
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(2004: 53), andBrick (2007) warns that ritual interpretations run the risk of
constituting mignterpretations. Concealed garments, for example, are often
presented as material evidence of folkloric practices, but in some taselear that
accidental loss is as likely an explanation as ritual deposition. Iltems such as caps,
shirts, doublets, and trousers discovered within the-spates, wallsand beneath

the floors of buildings may indeed be evidence of foundation sawifior

apotropaism, but more secular explanations shalstube considered

For example, in her analysis af cache of concealed garmeintgonsisting of a

chil dds do uH8"eanturnpocket, dive pains, a ttade token, and some
document fragmntsi in Abingdon, Oxfordshire, Eastqpliscussed abovddcuses

on the childbébs doubl et and cap in order
protect the household against infant deaths or to promote fertility (2001: 80). She
pays little attentiorto the less symbolicallgharged item$ the trade token and the
document fragments the presence of which suggests that this cache may have been
concealed for more secular purpgse®ssibly as memorials or to ensure the

artefactsodo | ongevity

Likewise, Evans, in his doctoral thesis on concealed garments in Australia, lists a
straw hat, convi cti a$discovered in a \amety ofalomestia | or 0
and public buildings as garments which were deliberately concealed for probable
folkloricpur poses (2010: 172). As with Eastop
reasons could have motivated the concealment of these garments: memery, safe
keeping, or accidental losses. The discovery of two convict shirts in a prison, for
example, is not necessaragvidence of folkloric practice.

GazinSchwartz warns of such ovarterpretationby way of a personal anecdote in

her doctoral thesi€l999) She recounts how, upon discovering a horseshoe inserted

into the wall of a ruined T®century croft house in $k, she immediately assumed

folkloric motivations for its deposition, noting both its liminal location and the

hor seshoeds history as a protective amul
that horseshoes were commonly placed within the walls fouttli@rian purpose of

supporting the timber posts (1999: 58). In her opinion, however, the risk of over
interpretation does not outweigh the benefits of fostering a dialogue between
archaeology and folklore so long as folklore is not perceived as fattuath, but as

54



a source which must be carefully interpreted and considered in context. As she wryly
not Aschaeol ogi st s, o f cour s e, shoul d not
(1999: 36).

In a later article, Gazi#$chwartz (2001) also warns agdidechotomising ritual and

utilitarian material culture, advocating that archaeologists should consider folklore as

a phenomenon which pervaded everyday life. She proposes instead a continuum
based model which challenges the assumption that the anomalbusayaterious
archaeological find should be attributed to ritual. Her proposed model allows the
archaeol ogist to view folkIlore and O6hous
life, performed by people who did not adhere to the same ritual/utifitdr&inction
asmoderrd ay ar chaeol ogi s tFelklore Affers ar¢chaeolagistsnec | u d e
means to recognize the ways in which practical and spiritual aspects of daily life are
integrated through materialcultére ( 2001: 27 8) .

127 CONCLUSION

While it has been over a century since folklore and archaeology were conceived as
going hawm-in-hand, it is cleathat their mid19"-century divorce was far from final.
Although only some folklorists choose to draw on the archaeological record in their
researh, and only a handful of archaeologists utilise folklore as a resource, there
have been enough on either side to maintain a link between the two disciplines over
the years. That link has evidently been growing stronger since the turn of the
millennium, with the seminal work of Gaz8chwartz (1999; 2001; 2011) drawing

schol arsé6é attention to the advantageous |

In 2011, this pairing was #iegni t ed with the introduct.i
Archaeol ogyo6s OPopul ar Ant i g wonfererees : Fol
subsequent sessions (2012 and 2013)rganised byl'he Folklore SocietylThe two

original organisers wer@ostgraduate studenisna Paphitis and Martin Locker of

UCL, and as Paphitis explains, they decidedeabup the comfencesimply becase

of t imtezeistrin faklore and archaeology; there was no other forum for us to
explore the subject with others, so we decided to make one oudselvesp e r s . com
11/03/2013)
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In 2011, 2012, and 2013 scholars from across Europe have delivered ahfles
conference, clearly demonstrating the widfglf benefits of utilising both resources
in scholarly research and in fostering a dialogue between the two disciplimes
dialogue which has been-mgnited simply through the academic interests of a

handful of individuals. | aim to be one such individual.

Clearly the two disciplines have not always been paired successfully. The naive
assumption that folklore represents survivals of unbroken traditions since prehistory
characterises much of the earlischolarship concerned with the folklore of
archaeology and has obviously done I|ittle to r
as a valuable resource. The scholarly trend, however, has moved away from
employing folklore to elucidate much earlier praes and beliefs. It has also

recently progressed from the simple objective of composing catalogues of sites and
artefacts with folkloric associations, wittarioustheoretical papers included in the

volumes of GazifSchwartz and Holtorf (1999) and Walasd Lymer (2001), which

foster collaboration between archaeology and folklore in order to develop new

interpretive perspectives.

My own research into the custom of the contemporary-tem will hopefully
contribute to the fostering of a dialogue betwéss two disciplines. However, the
contemporaneity of my castudies necessitates a different set of questions than
those faced by previous archaeologists of folklore. In the past, for example, efforts to
correlate the folkloric evidence with the archagidal record have been misguided
due to the often significant lengths of time separating the two: early modern folkloric
beliefs and customs are not unaltered reproductions of prehistoric beliefs and

customs.

For the contemporary cotnee, however, theofklore and the archaeology can be
considered in unison, for the material evidence of the folkloric custom the coin

treei andt he testimony of the participating
examination of botlnas emphasised tivalue of employag archaeological methods

and folkloric sourcessimultaneously. The material evidence of the cemees
themselves illustragshow the custom has adapted over time, whilst the testimony of

the participating o0f ol ko today GThe twd mdatheds wh at

of enquiry evidently complement each other and are, togetheregalped to
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tackle a subject which has previously been neglectediefgpite the proliferation of
sources cited in this review, the contemporary tee represents a ratharge gap

in scholarship.

While numerous works both archaeological and folkloricdetail the ritual uses of
trees in the British Isles, very few have concerned themselves with contemporary
examples, and still fewer have focused specifically on-treies. As of yet, there has
been no comprehensive catalogue compiled of-tees, let alone any systematic
academic work offering examination or analysis of this modenn custom. And
while there are, admittedly, enough snippets of information ciraglatioth the
Internet and relatively recent publications to be assured that the custom of the coin
treeison peopl e 6 snotyehlmkenrsybject tb ardhaeslogical analysis or
ethnographic investigation, and it has certainly not found itself theatdéocus of a
multi-disciplinary study.

By offering such a study, it is hoped that ttiiesiswill rectify an obvious academic
oversight, in drawing attentiooth to the benefits of collaboration between
archaeology and folklore, artd the paucity oktudies that focus on contemporary

ritualsand folkcustoms in the British Isles
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

17 TERMINOLOGY

The definition ofwhat c on st i-tt rue eidpleicanydvooddn structuiea

living tree, log, stump, or wooden pdslocated outside, into the surface of which
coins have been inserted. In some cases (for example, the replacement votive trees at
Fore, the Clonfert tree, and the Glastonbury Thorn), deposits attached to their barks
and branches are widely varied, fraags and jewellery to dolls and toothbrushes,

and coins are in the minority. These trees are not classified atees) but are still
considered in this thesis for comparative purposes. For a votive tree to constitute a

coin-tree, therefore, its offergs must be primarily (although not exclusively) coins.

A term frequently used throughout this t
referring both to t heOxfordEnglish®Octonarya8a def i
Opece of ancmotheevgdd 6 c oi n 6 ,dtlodneake| dewsd, praduge

(OED Online, 201% . The 0c o i-tree, therdiorepréfersao thee anitial act

of inserting the first coin into a tree, thus creating a-tega. The coining date of a

coin-tree is subsequently tloate a tree first began to be employed as atcee

Throughout this thesis, coinr ees ar e referred to as O6act
refer to the level of activity surrounding them. An active site is one which contains
cointtrees still currengt being embedded with coins. A dormant site is one which

initially contained a coifiree which hassincebeen destroyed or removed, and no

other tree has yet been adopted as a replaceimental so use the term
which designates the impressilefit by a coin in the wood of a tree.

27 IDENTIFICATION AND CATALOGUING

As no previous catajues of coifreeshave beerrompiled, myinitial task was the
identification of cointree sites. The starting point for this was personal experience;
having visted Bolton Abbey, Yorkshire, and Dovedale, Derbyshire, on family
excursions, | was already aware of the eoges at these sit€dppendices 2.12 &

2.18)1 and under the erroneous impression that this custom was confined to the
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northern counties of Engld. However, initial research revealed that there was a far
greater quantity of coree sites thah originally thought, and that they are widely

dispersed throughout the British Isles.

At this stage, omhe resources were invaluablepltting the term 6 coin tr e
Omoney treebo, and Openny treed into sea
articles, personal blogs, discussion forums, and irhagéng websites, all referring

toT and many curiously queryirigthe custom of inserting coins into teedJtilising

data collected from these online resources, the locations of numerotiscesinvere

established.

Other sites were identified through coespondence with acquaintancestatives,
friends, and colleagues who hadcounteredointrees. The Lydford Gorge coin
trees (Appendix 2.29) for example, werdrought to my attention by my academic
supervisor, Prof. Tim Insoll, havingpme across them whilst on holidand | was
informed of the Portmeirion coitree cluste(Appendix 2.33)y a fellow giest at a
wedding.

A larger number of sites, however, were brought to my attention by members of the
public at other coitiree sites; one question posed to my interview participants was
OAre you aware-toktesadd§ Whhest coahBokonvi ewi r
Abbey, for example, her young daughter recalled seeing are@rat Brock Bottom,
Lancashire; whilst at Dovedale, a man informed me of a similar custom manifesting

itself near the summit of Snowdon.

More data was collected through direct espondence with park rangers and
wardens, heritage officers, and archaeologists. In March 2012, a query was placed on
the National Trustemail forum, Countryside Chafcourtesy of Simon Nicholas,
National Trust Warden, Dovedale), requestthgt any ranges with infamation
concerning coiftrees contact me; | received lveplies. In May 2012, another
request was placed in thiestitute for Archaeologistbulletin, and more responses
were received, informing me of further canmee sites. As | began to dissmate my
research, by giving papers at conferences for exampyenetwork of informants

grew and | received numerous emails from scholars and independent researchers

countrywide, notifying me of other ccinees.
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The cointree catalogue currently stanais34 sites across the Britigles(Appendix

1.2, Map ). Of these sites31 are active; their contrees are still currently being
coined. Two sites, Ardboe, Co. TyroriAppendix 2.8) and Freeholders Wood,
Yorkshire, are considered dormant for the em@es once inhabiting the sites have
beenremovedand no structures have, as of yet, been adopted as replacements.
Additionally, Fore, Co. Westmea{Appendix2.20)is not considered an active cein

tree site because the original ctiee has been removeohd its replacements are
ragtrees rather than coinees, due to coins constituting only a minority of the

deposits.

The catalogue does not claim to be complete. Its compilation has been an ongoing
project and it is likely that there are other sitescolvhiemain arecordedor were
identified too late. Time and funding restraints necessitated-affcpoint; | was

unable to conduct fieldwork at any cdiee sites which were brought to my
attention after January 2013, and thus they are not includet ioatialogue. | shall,
however, continue to update a separate catalogue, appending new records and
maintaining what will undoubtedly prove to be a growing compendium. As long as
new cointrees continue to be coined, the catalogue can never claim to beetamp

In order to contextualise the catalogued 34 <¢me sites, various sources were
utilised. A small number of publications provided information of varying detail and
accuracy regarding individual cetrees, occasionally proffering an invaluable
phaograph or a specific date (sé€thapter 2. Direct correspondence with the
custodians of the coitrtees, however, proved far more fruitful. Every ranger,
warden, tourist manager, Itage officer, and private larglwner | came into contact
with (38 in totd) was sent a basic questionnaire, requesting information concerning
the cointrees in their care: exact locations, histories, and current conditions.
received 20 responses andraugh their answers, | was often able to establish
relatively accurate cning dates for the trees, as well as to attain an insight into how

these structures are perceived, presented, and managed by their custodians.

The primary method of data collection, however, was the undertaking of fieldwork at
each of the 33 coitree sits (ho fieldwork was conducted at Freeholders Wood,

Yorkshire,as no remains of the cetree have been preserved at the site and no
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replacement tree has been adopted). This fieldwork had two main objectives: the

gathering of empirical data and the collentiof ethnographic evidence.

31 THE EMPIRICAL DATA: LOCATING THE COIN -TREES

The empirical data is proffered by the physical structures of the-tiema
themselves. Having acquired permission from the -tr@i@ custodians, fieldwork

was undertaken at dacite to gathethis data. Tis fieldwork was nosntrusive.

The structures could not be compromised, which meant that neither wood nor coins
could be removed; | could not, for example, return to university with a sample for
later analysis. Additionallyin many cases, time and funding restraints prevented
multiple trips to a site; all of the empirical data required, therefore, needed to be
collected orsite and often in the space of one or two days.

With a few exception$ such as at Brock Bottom, Lant&®; Marbury, Cheshire;
and Isle Maree, Wester Ross, where | was accompanibe tointrees by rangers
I my initial task at each site was to locate the structures. The primaryreemwere
often easily found. In most cases, | was armed with a majeseription of their
| ocations from their custodians; i n othe

mainfootpath and difficulto overlook.

Once at the primary coitree, the next task was to establish their distribution. In all
but nine active do-tree sites (the exceptions being Leigh Woods, Bristol; Corfe
Castle, Dorset; Loxley, Yorkshire; Claife Station, Cumbria; Brock Bottom,
Lancashire; Arnside Knott, Lancashire; Cragside, Northumberland; Ardmaddy,
Argyll; and Clonenagh, Co. Laois), the pamy cointrees were accompanied by
others, their numbers ranging from one more (at Marb@heshireand Snowdon
Gwynedd to 28 more (IngletonYorkshirg (Appendix 2.). Throughout this thesis,

the 34 coirtree sites areeferred to by their locationgor example, the cottrees at

Aira Force, Cumbria, are identified as the Aira Force t@@ss. In the catalogue,
their labels are often abbreviat@sira Force = AF) (Appendix 2)1and a number is

assigned to each individual cetiree.

It cannot be claned that the quantities of ceirees at each site are unequivocally

accurate. In less wooded environments, such as at Arnside Knott, Ardmaddy, and
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Clonenagh, establishing the number of etbeges was a simple task. However, the
majority of sites are denigeforested, and close scrutiny of every tree within a wide
area surrounding the cetrees would have proven an impractical endeavour.
Instead, each tree within close proximity to a primary tm@e was examined for
coins, as was every tree situated indmtely beside main footpaths. Due to the
nature of this custorn with the majority of participants having come across a-coin
tree by chancé it is unlikely that any heavikgzoined trees are located far from a
well-trodden footpath.

Additionally, the adve nature of these sites and the process of dissemination render
it impossible to make any absolute assertions about quantities; there may have been
22 cointrees at Tarn How8Appendix 2.38)on the day | conducted fieldwork at the

site in June 2012, bittis likely that this number will have grown since then. This is
evidenced at Hardcastle Crags, Yorksligkppendix 2.23) fieldwork for which was

conducted on two separate days.

Having visited the site on 31/03/2012, | catalogued five -t@es. One do-tree
(HC4) was a log, situated beside a large bedagy9, the trunk of which |
carefully examined for coink and found none. Returning to the site on 09/04/2012
in order to gather ethnographic datagave this beech tree a cursory glance and
discowered two coins (a 50p and a £1) easily noticeable within the bark. Within the
space of a mere nine days, therefore, the quantity oftces at Hardcastle Crags
had risen from five to six. Likewise at Malhg#ppendix 2.30)in the time between

my first visit (03/03/202) and my second (23/09/2012), siooden posts had
become embedded with coins, increasing the quantity oftoce#s from 17 to 23.

The figures cited for quantities in this thesis, therefore, can only claim to be as

accurate as possibts the date of fieldwork

47 THE EMPIRICAL DATA: PRODUCING A PLAN

Once the number of coitnees had been established at a site, the next task was to
gather the empirical data required for the production of an accurate plan. This data is
presented in Appemces 23. At each coirtree cluster, the grid reference, latitude

and longitude, and elevation were recorded, and where relevant, the orientations of
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coin-tree logs were noted. The height/length and diameter of thetregis were
measured in centimetre®s were their distances and directions from nearby
footpaths, significant landscape features, and each other. This data was later
translated into plans of the sites, produced using Digimap and Adobe lllustrator.

Four plans were produced for each site: mnéemonstrate their locations in relation

to each other and to landscape features; another to demonstrate their locations in
relation to sites and monuments within 500 square metres; and two, accompanied by
colourcoordinated legends, to illustrate coiolwume in each coutree and type of
cointree, ie. log, stump, living tree These plans are complemented by a

photogaphic record of the coitrees.

517 THE EMPIRICAL DATA: CONDITIONS OF THE COIN -TREES

During fieldwork the condition of each individual metree was noted. The
terminology for these conditions together with quantities of coimees in such
conditionsT is outlinedin Appendix 2.2.For each of the coitree casestudies, |

have assigned a level of decay. As Woodall and Nagel write, décayscs O i s
subjectivedetermination of the amount of decay present imdividual log. Decay

class oneis the least decayed (freshly l&al log), while decay class fivis an
extremely decayed log typically consisting of a pile of brown, cubicié rof)62 0
117). Using the table in Appendix 2.3, based on guidelines given by the British
Columbian Ministry of Natural Resource Operatiodngnymous ngd, | have

assigned a decay class to each individual-tr@e through visual assessment.

For each coirireean attempt has been made to identify the tree species, thsing
guides ofMitchell (1974) and Oldhan(2003) This waseasier for living trees, but
still possible forlogs and stumps if their bark wantact. For those coitiees of a
higher decay clasdijowever, the identification of their specipsoved far more
difficult. For these trees, a hierarchy of species identificati@s followed, as
recommended by Woodall and Nag2006: 117) species; species groupardwood

or softwood and, finally, unknow.
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61 THE EMPIRICAL DATA: CATALOGUING COINS

Once the locations and conditions of the trees had been recorded, attention was
transferred to the coins themselves. The first task was to ascertain quantity. For the
more sparsely coined cotrees, this was @&imple matter of counting on site.
Howeve, this method would have provempractical for the denser cotrees (e.g.

AF1, with over 26,000 coinsgand IG3, with at least 48,000, these cases, for
greater accuracy, a stringgdd was spread acreshesurface of the contreesand

digital photographs were taken of each 10x10cm-ggeiction (Fig.10). Once these
photographs had been uploaded onto a computer, the quantities of coins in each grid

square could be counted.

As with the quantities of coitrees at each site, these figures cannot claim complete
accuracy. It is possibldhat some coins were overlookadd it is even more likely

that the quantities have risen gnthe dates of fieldwork. Agaithe Hardcastle
Crags casstudy (Appendix 2.23)testfies to this; in the ninglay interval between

my first visit to the site and my second, at least eight coins had been added to the
coin-trees. Five of these had been inserted into the stump of HC6, adding to the 19
coins and 35 nails which had previoublgen inserted (Figs. 112). The quantities

of coins cited in this thesis, therefore, are intended to demonstrataitiraum
amount of coins embeddon the date of fieldwork

Once the quantity of coins had been noted, the next task was to identify their
denominations,in order to ascertain if there vee any notable patterns in the
deposit or s(Appesdx|3.4)cThis was saccomplished through a visual
assessment of their various colours, sizes, rims, and edges. Again, for the-densely
coined treesthe gridsquared phaigraphs were resorted to for thesk. Foreign
currency(Appendix 3.3was either identified on siter photographed and identified

at a later dateCoins which weretoo deeply inserted or badly damaged/corroded to

identifywererecod ed as oOunknowno.

Where possible, years of miwere recordedAppendix 3.2) Issue years coulonly
be ascertained forrainority of coins, dependent upon howegéy and at what angle
they wee embeddedand how heavily clustered they mgeln the rightconditions,
the year of mint would be visible; in other cases,témminus post quermr terminus

ante quemcould be ascertained through their designs. For example, one -design
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aspect utilised for this purposedintbas t he
the reverse designs on one penny and pemce pieces from 1971 until 1982 (Fig.

13). Another desiglma s pect which indicates time per
portrait, which has been altered four times since its first introduction on coinage in

1953; smply put, the youngeQueenElizabeth Illooks, the older the coin is (Fig.

14).

An extensive redesign of British coins in 2008 offers another useful dating aid. This
redesign saw the removal of the crownemttqullis from onepenny pieces, the
coronet andpolumes of ostrich feathefsom two pence pieceghe crowned thistle

from five pencepieces, the crowned lion from0 pence ces, and the crowned
Tudor rose from 20 pence piecehelpresence of these designs, therefodicates

that the coindearirg themwere issued before 20@Big. 15) The design introduced

to replace these was the Royal Arms, divided into sections with each denomination
depicting one fragment (Fig. 16); a cdiraringa sectiorof the RoyalArms would

therefore have been issui@d008 or afte(Royal Mint,nd.).

Coins of higher denominations (50p, £1, £2) also proved useful for dating, as they

are often issued as commemorative coins and their reverse designs are altered
frequently. For example, a 50 pence piece inserted intd &#picted a pattern of
radiating |ines accompanied by the word:s
initials O6NHS® on the outer border (Fig.
identify the coin as a 50 pence piece issued in 1998 to commemoraf&ithe

anniversary of the Naihal Health ServiceRoyal Mint,nd.).

See figure 18 for ilistratve purposes.tidepicts ninecoins inserted into the Brock
Bottom cointree, labelled B. Only coins 1 and 7 proffer no information for dating.

The remainingcoins are all clearly postecimalisation, issued (and therefore
inserted) after 1971. The issdates of coins 4, 5, and 8 are legible: 1998, 2007, and
1976. The crowned portcullis is depicted on coin 9, indicating that it was issued prior
to 2008, whilecoins 3 and 6, patterned with the coronet and plumes of ostrich
feathers, reveal the same. Coin 2, on the other hand, bears a section of the Royal
Arms, signifying that it was issued in 2008 or after. Data such as this was recorded
for coins in each coutree in order to estimate an approximate deposition-time

frame.
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However, @en the dates that are visible do netessarilyprovide accuratstarting
points for e aspdn Acoirenead lsaverbeen mirtdd in 1971, but that
certainly does nondicate that it was inserted in 1971; there are doimsy purseat

present for instance, whichvere minted in 1979 and 198M.is difficult, therefore,

to use only the empiricalterninud most quem t est i
However, the testintoy of the coins can certainly reveal whether the-tae was in

ritual use prior to 1971, through the presence (or alk3eoic predecimalisation

coins. The coins are also able to reveal how recently thetre@rhas been in ritual

use; a coin minted iA011 cannot have been inserted prior to 2011.

It must be considered,olwever, that, as Collis points out in his work on the
archaeological analysis of deposited cois@ne issuesare more common than
others. Although earlier coins will still be in citation, they will be rarer due to loss

or withdrawalof certain issugswhile the coins most recently minted will also be
rare, due to havingeen in circulatiorfor less time(1974 194). Additionally, the
quantities of coins issueahnuallyvary greatly,as is evidenced by Appendix 3.6
which illustrates the total number of Great British coins issued each year, from 1968
to 2011.

| have not, therefore, made any broad assumptions based on the patterning of years
of mint. The year 2000, for example, is thest common (or mean average) year of
issue for coins at 11 coimee sites (AK, BA, CR, DD, FG, IG, LX, LG, MH, PG,

PM), but this does not necessarily indicate that the custom of deposition was
particularly popular during the year 2000. Instead, it mawply signify that there is

a particularly high quantity of coins which were issued in 2000 in circulation, as
Appendix 3.6demonstrates. Careful consideration was therefore employed in the

utilisation of coins as aids for dating.

The arrangements of theoms within the trees were also recorded; whether they
were in a random configuratioor whether their distribution was more patterned:
radial, annular, longitudinal, diagonal, wavelike (Figs. 1925). It was also noted
whether this distribution pattang was incidental for example, the coins were
arrangedongitudinally because they had been inserted into &xisting fissure

or if the pattern was a result of imitative aesthetics. The conditions of the coins were
also noted, the terminologymployed outlined in Appendix 3.4
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Non-coin deposits were also recorded and photographed: rags, metal plates, tokens,
nails, drawing pins, jewelleryetc Graffiti, either on the contree or on surrounding

trees, was noted and photographed. Possible toolemiupsionvere also sought at

each site. Any rocks of significant sizéut light enough to be lifted within close
proximity to a cointree were examined for any signs of abrasion; if signs were
discovered, the rock would be designated a possible tqmroussion. It would be
measured, photographed, the level of abrasion noted, and the type of rock identified.
It would then be returned to its original location.

77 THE EXCAVATION DATA: ARDMADDY

As demonstrated by the literature review, although tlaeeefew literary sources
referring to cointree sites, it is usually possible to determine an approximate time
frame of deposition. For older ceirees in particular, there are brief references in
the works of antiquarians or in local newspaper articleglwvcan contribute to an
establishmentof the chronology of the sites. eBardless ofhow vague these
references aréhey can indicate an approximate age of the-t@e. If there is no
literature proffering such details, ethnographic data (see belovallygroves a
reliable dating source, and often this data and the information gleaned from the
literature are in relative agreement with what the empirical evidence suggests.
However, there is one coiree site which defies this trend: Ardmaddy, Argyll
(Appendices 2.9 & 5)

The primary Ardmaddy cottree (Fig. 9), a dead hawthof@rataegus monogyna

is located half a mile auth of Ardmaddy Castlan a pass known as Bealach na
Gaoit he: t he O ft &prootedf andtlibseprong iwithth sa dveod
enclosure, 1.2m east afroughtrack The enclosure was erected during the 1990s,
foll owing the treeds fall, and iosthadesi gn

encl os ur e 0theredasa Stile rovidingcdess.e

As explored inthefier at ur e r e v i eHertageRToedsgoé Bcotland a | . ¢
cl ai ms t hissehcrustdd wigh cdins thag hawe been pressed into the thin bark

by generationsof superstitioudravellersover the centurigs ( 2 00 3 : 25, em
added) However, Rodgeet al. reference no sources, providing no insight into how
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they came to the conclusion that thisebim ee i s OMacDonaéddsolld
hi k er 6Walkomgiin $oath Lornmakes a similarly vague reference to the coin
treeods antigquitiy, isstadbofimgcomsi der abl e a
MacDonald offers no further information on how she has determined its maturity,

and, despite both claims that the Ardmaddy <o@e is of gnificant age,

MacDonaldis the earliest identified source whicefers to the site.

MacDonal dés desctri@eéi andothe hét cadint i once
insertionsuggesthat this custom was wedlstablished at the time she was writing in

the 1980s. Anothresource proves that the custavas earlier: an @nance Survey

map from the 1970s pinpoints the coir e e s | ocati on and | abe
while thecoint r eed6s custodi an, Charl es Struther
the custommay date o t he WBReh Dwasadbsy:her&in thedibe tree was

prolific and could well have bet0-3 0 year s ol d thend (pers.

However, although these sources testify to the -toine e 6 s rel ative
establishment, they do not prove dtahat it
gathered at the site iBeptember 2012Appendix 2.9 does not indicate that the

custom predates the 19508 he earliest datable coin inserted into the Ardmaddy
cointree was a 1958 shilling. Seven coins were dated to the 1960s; nine to the
1970s; andhe figures increased exponentially from the 1980s, peaking in the 2000s.

This was not concurrent witlihat little ethnographic data | was able to obtain.

Ethnographic data veasought from local residentsotever, following three visits

to historical sorties and centres Argyll, it quickly became apparent that the
majority of these groupbkave not resided in the area for long, most having relocated
there since retirement, and so they could offer little testimony to the age of this coin
tree. Only twolocal residents had been in the area for a substantial amount of time,
and they claimed that the custom has been practised at that site since at least the
1920s. This coincides wit@harlesSt r ut h e r 6 that theecsidtom rhadeey :

opr ol i f §50s0 Howaverpniyrane cbin hadden identified from that decade

and none earlier. The empirical data implied, conversely, that the custom had not

gained popularity until the late ®@entury.
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This disparity betweerthe empirical data anthe meagre lierary and ethnographic
sourcesl was able to obtaited to the decision to employ a different method of
investigation at this particular site. The fragile, fragmented condition of the tree,
together with the high winds it is often subjected to, could meselted in a high
volume of coins becoming dislodged and falling to the ground, where natural
processes would have buried them over time. It was therefore decided that-a small
scale excavatioof the site may uncover coiasd subsequently yield more acate
information on the length of time the cetiree custom has been observed at this

particular site.

Funding was otained from theHeritage Lottery Fund, the Society of Pd&tdieval
Archaeology, and the Catherine Mackichan Trusfhd fom 3008/2013 to
05/09/2013 a small team of archaeologists from the Uniitgrof Manchester
investigated sitest pitsin close proximity to the tree, ranging insifrom 1.5x0.5m
to 0.8X0.8m. A total of 703 small finds were recovered and recorded. The

methodology emjpyed on site is outlined below.

A site survey was made employing a Leica TC407, surveying the location of the
Ardmaddy coirtree, any significant loose branches, the wooden enclosure, and the
track. Photogrdms were taken of the coinee andthe wider ladscape. The area
within the enclosure and an area aoh wide outside the enclosure were metal
detected employing a-Scope 990XD. Areas which produced high detection levels

were marked and surveyed.

The locations of test pits were decided based on thitegiar high concentration of

met al detected Ohot S p ottes Whjlst samul@mree@uslyp r o X i r
considering their safety and practicality in relation to the tree and the enclosure.
Areas were also chosen so as to ensure minimal diste@rlvarthecoin-tree and any
significantly-sized loose branches; consequently, thessind shapes of the test pits

were irregular. Six test pits were chosen: five within the fence and, for comparative

purposes, one outside. The corners of each test mtsueveyed.

The top of each test pit was met al det e
fingertip searched. Any finds on the surface were 3D recorded and labelled, listing
the site code (AWT13), the test pit number, and an assigned small finds nufber (
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X 2, x3e). The t etrfed;, he tewersewoé thee turft wae metald e
detected and fingertip searched, and any finds were labelled with a test pit and
context number but not 3D recorded. Context numbers were assigned in the order
spits were uoovered amongst all test pits.

The first 10cm spit of each pit was excavated bydhamploying the use of trowels

All finds were 3D recorded at the bottom of each spit. The spits were recorded,
photographed, and drawn, and excavation and recording egeated for the next
10cm spits. The excavation of each test pit continued until a spit was reached which
produced no finds; the pit would then be backfilled artireed by hand.

Each find encountered was assigned a sfimals number in the field using paper

record which was later transferred to a digiXICEL spreadsheet (Appendix 5)13

All artefacts were stored appropriately according to their type and condition, as
recommended in Watkinson (198)d by conservators at Manchester Museaimnal
thenreturned to the University of Manchester, where they were cleaned, weighed,
measured, and photographed to provide a visual record. The details of the artefacts
were later added to the spreadsheet: their denominations, years of issue, and their
conditions,which included noting whether they showed signs of damage through

percussion and assigig them a corrosion level Gf4.

The results of the Ardmaddy excavation are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7.

81 THE ETHNOGRAPHIC DATA: OBSERVATION

In orderto gain an understanding of how members of the public engage with and
perceive coirtrees, my apmach was primarily ethnographiin this caseyYi c ker y 6 s
advice was foll owed: to o6collect fresh,

A

authoritiess t hfeol6k 6 t hemsel vesd (1995, vii).

Two methods were employed: observation and interviewing. | conducted my
fieldwork at optimal times forivs i t o r s ®visited timbceimtrees of Cumbria
duringtheSpri ng Bank Holiday and tlR)ePad@gyueenos
Gorge on Boxing Day (2012); Soutest England during Easter (2013), and the

other sites either on weekends or during school holidaysleVwveather in the
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British Isles is notoriously unpredictable, where possible | ainedcdanduct

fieldworkondrydays n or der to further maxi mise Vi

For each sitel stood or sat to one side of the primary eoge and dedicated one

hour to observing the quantities of people: A) passing the-toeén without
acknowledging it; B) stopping tawbdk at/photograph the coiree; C) stopping to

insert a coin. The overall quantities of visitors are not intended to be representative
of the average traffic each site receives on a daily basis; factors such as weather,
season, and day of the week causeafvariance in such figures. However, the
percentages of visitors stopping to examine the -te®s or to insert coins
themselves are intended to provide a relatively typical model. The results of my

observatios are presented in Appendix 4.2

The numbeof people who took notice of the cetirees (by commenting, examining,

or inserting a coin) varied considerably at different sites, from 94% at Ingleton and
79% at Portmeirion, to 0% at Rydal and Claife Station. A number of factors may
have contributedotthese variations. The quantity of coins already inserted may have
been one such factor. The primary ctig@es of Ingleton, Bolton Abbey, Tarn Hows,

and Aira Force were by far the most densely coined, and they were also the trees
which received the mosittention. The coutree of Claife StatiorfAppendix 2.14)

however, contained only twapinsand received no attention.

The size and visibility of the coitiees may have been another contributing factor,
which wouldexplain why the primary cottree at hgleton(Fig. 26 received such a
high proportion of attention, with 94% of passbys sbpping to
examine/photograph dr to insert coins themselves. This ctriee is both the largest
recorded physically and in coin density, and it stretches obtrusiglacross the
main path of the Ingleton Waterfallsail in a large arch, makg it quite impossible

to miss.

The height of the coHtrees is certainly a contributing factor, as is evidenced when
contrastingthe two casetudies of GrizedaldAppendix 222) and Portmeirion
(Appendix 2.33) Despite the relatively large number of ctiees at Grizedale (5)
and the relatively high quantity of coins (GZ3 contained 1590), only 22% of the
people passing appeared to notice them, which could have been theofdkelt

coinrt r ees 6 | (Bigv27h la cogthast, she primary coinee of Portmeirion
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(PM4) containedh similar quantity otoins(2044), and yet 79% of passdrg took

notice of the primary clustefFigs. 2829). This may be due to the high levdl o
visibility of these trees, one of which is a stump raised up obatiedirectly beside

the path, causing it to sit at eye level, and the other is a large stump stretching out

across the path itself.

Weather may have been an additional factor. It keéetively cold and overcast on

the day | conducted fieldwork at Gri zedse
inclination to stop and examine the trees. In contrast, it was warm, dry, and bright at
Portmeirion, and visitors seemed much more inclinedtép sind examine any

interesting sites they came across.

917 THE ETHNOGRAPHIC DATA: INTERVIEWING

Following my hour of observation, | began to approach members of the public to
request interviews. | approached only those who had stopped to examine the coin

tree, to photograph it, or to insert a coin. Having explained my research aims,
informed consent was sought from each participant and, although | used a set of
questions as a guidésee Appendix 4.]1)interviews were often unstructured,
consisting of infoma | conversation. Recording parti
was considered less obtrusive than using audio equipment, and so during and

i mmedi ately after each interview I not ed
interesting phrasegerbatim These interactions were later typed up as accurately as

possible.

For each interview participartnoted their gender, the size of their group, and
estimated their age. | enquired abthgir ethnicity, which all participants appeared
happy to answer, anghere they were from, in order to establish how far people had
travelled tothe site. | als@asked if they had ever seen/heard of other-treies. If the
participant hd inserted a coin into the tréasked them why. | queried if they knew
what species ofree the coiftree was, to ascertain if speciessmaelevant to the
participants, and | also asked what coin they had inserted, why they had chosen that
particular coin, and how they had inserted it. If the participant had not inserted a
coin, | asked whyhey believe others had done so.
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Of the pegple | approached for interviewsobody declined to answer my questions.
Some people, in fact, approached me in order to enquire about the ¢ubtweas
apparently deentean authorityon the subjectvith my clipboard, measuring tape,

and ranging rod. Throughout the interviews, people exhibited much curiosity about
my project, equiring about my university, subject areaethodology, ad the topic

of my thesis. Ofterthe participants asked asany questions asdlyg answerednd

many seemed rather disappointed when | could not give them a definitive answer as

to the purpose of the coirees.

I initially aimed to interview 10 individuals/groups at each ewee site. However,

the variations in the amount of attiem different cointrees receigd naturally
affected the number of people | could appfodor interviews. Subsequenttire
quantities of interviews conducted varied greétiyn site to site (Appendix 4)3for
example, 20 interviews or more were conédctat the more popular sites of
Ingleton, Tarn Hows, Aira Force, and Portmeirion, while norui¢svs (bar those
with the sitsd custodians) were conducted at sites which received no public
attention, such as at Cragside, Rydal, Loxley, Claife StationsidenKnott,
Marbury, Fore, and Clonenagh. In total, | conducted 219 interviews.

107 THE ETHNOGRAPHIC DATA: THE INTERNET

As detailed in Chapter 2 and above, online blogs ardni threads provided
information about the locations of celrees; they alsoammunicated a sense of

how these online communities were perceiving and presenting thdrees data

which | refer to throughout this thesis. The analysis of personal opinions expressed

by members of the public raises the issue of ethics; when thosbearewf the

public are expressing their opinions on publicalbcessible websites, however,

ethics become more ambiguouddiller (2012) notes that the Internet offers a
veritable O6treasure trovebd of et hnograph
6mdg et hical fieldd of I nternet research
are necessary, whether consent should be obtained and how, and noting the
ambiguity between private and public space online. These factors lead her to
guestion whether the kanet is a suitable forum for academic research into human

subjects.

73



However, as the Association of -dsizefitser net
all pronouncements, ethical decisioraking [in Internet research] is best
approached through theg@lication of practical judgment attentive to the specific
context o6 ( Mar k R@lkh 4)aThel corBexts ¢f the faroms and blogs
referred to in this thesis do not, in my opinion, necessitate a great deal of ethical
delicacy. They are all publicallgccessible, with none requiring online membership
andthe contributors do not appear to view Hubjectmatterassensitive However,

due to the nature of discussion forumsvith many contributors using aliases, and

with many discussion threads haviagg i med out 6 idlshall réefextoi nact i

these online contributors anonymously.
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CHAPTER4: O READI NG SUPERSTI TI ON BACKWAR

7 4N y 4 /N wl ) ’ \ A
AP md ol D / gy : 3

Coin-trees on lle Maree, Wester R

oss (Photograph by author)

It is a warm and sunny Saturddyring the Easter holidayand Portmeirion Village

is brimming with \gitors. The majority are clustered within the village itself,
admiring the architecture and perusing the gift shops, but many are exploring the
surrounding woodland trails. The main footpath leads north from the Hotel
Portmeirion, and it is less than fivminute® walk from here that visitors come
across the primary cluster of coetrees. This cluster consists of a sparsayned

living tree and three densebtpined stumps.

| have been conductinfieldwork at this cluster for onbour and have witnessed
many visitors examining the cetrees or inserting their own coins. The stumps are
particularly conspicuous, located directly beside the path and, because of the
sunshine, many of the coins are lustrous and-oayehing. However, it is my
presence that athcts the notice of one particular group. This group comprises of a

couple in their 60s, from Cambridge, and their son in his, 4% introduce
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himself as Peter. They notice that | have draped the primary-temenwith the
stringed net used as an aidr foounting the coins, and approach éaquire about

the cointree.

Peter confidentlyassumes that the cetree was created by Sir Clough Williams
Ellis, the architect who designed Portmeirion. He does not believe that th&reein

is a contemporary stragre i 6 i t mu s t be decianbredses bel d o, F
believet h a 't the coins have been inserted by
actually seen anyone inserting a coin?b0

that less than five minutes beforie hrrival | had witnessed a famigontribute their
own coins, he appears taken aback. His parents move further along the path to
examine the other coimees, but Peter, clearly intrigued, remains with me to

continue our discussion.

He seems particularlynterested in the history of ceinees and what he terms the
6continuat i difes mmfLondoo aré Usedr ligedtt al | the tin
informs me,scacr ed pl aces carry on being wused
reason® He compares this procgetotherevival of the coiftree customyhich he

descri bes as the 0c o.Mhenn as& him why heobelievasn o0 | ©
people participate in this custom, henxswc onf i dent i n his answer
to do things like this, to carry themon. Like throwing coins into a fountain;

somet hing we may not really believe in

always done i6

PART 1: THE HISTORICAL COIN -TREE
17 INTRODUCTION

060There is no | egend or st or tg Mara Snatle,i at ed
Visitor Manager of the Bolton Abbey Estati#he first tree was started about 15 to

20 years ago. The tree had fallen across the path and as is our policy the foresters
moved it to the side of the path, made it safed left it there to rtarally break

down. While doing this the forester found a coin on the floor. He simply picked this

up and pushed the coin into the trunk. T
10/02/2012) And thus the primary Bolton Abbey ceiree was coined.
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25 miles away, another coiree was creatl when, according to an article on the

Northern Earthwebsitea wo man at Hacrodicf aesstsleaipuShdibagts soéh ¢
t wo c oi nsawnupnrenk by ¢hé riverside there, while wisbifor a job as a
dentalnursé and got the job. She Bidngsleg2005 s it 1
While nearly 400 miles north of both of these examples, a local business owner in
Rosemarkie, the Black Isle, attests that the-t@as of Fairy GlertAppendix 2.19)

were origindl y coined in the early 208600ssof when
friendsij ust deci ded to knock a few coins int

While these three sources do not explicitly state that their respectireasnwere

the first treesd have been created, all three imply a sense of isolation in the
emergence of this custom. They sugdkat the forester at Bolton Abbey, the dental

nurse at Hardcastle Crags, and the local boysigy Glen acted spontaneously, and

in each casehe coint r ee 0 s creation I S al most pr e

incident; they each emerged out of the blue.

However, as all scholars of culture wild/l
customs do not simply spring forth from a vacuum. But, if not from awac¢ then

where did the rather bewildering custom of inserting coins into the bark of felled

trees spring from7The aim of this chapter is to address this questod it will be

divided into two sections focusing respectively on the historical emergdribes

custom and its contemporary renaissance

This is certainly not the first attempt made to unravel an obscure practice or, to use
Jones and Paaéaund&bésphered tradiwriieoohd (19
how the Ocur i ouiens sturltles vvaertsanething fprottuding ebiove
the surface of the commonplaces of contemporary life. He scratches away,
discovering bits and pieces of a cultural design that seenalutie coherent
reconstructio® (1 9 9efphassl d&lded) Hartland likewse notes that some
customs:

seem suchad, senseless practices that, until one has learned that most

human practices, however odd and senseless they appear, have their

reasonsand are not mere caprices, it is not easy to suppose they ever

had a reasonableasis. And even when one is assured that there is an

underlying reason, the question, What is that reason? has been found a
very perplexing one (1893: 451)
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Regardl ess of h o wreecpstompmbyeppean, thérefarehiteis noto i n

a O0senselestated practice, nor i s it a
with such seemingly undecipherable customs, it is difficult to know where to begin

in order to unravel their origins. Archbishop Whately, writing in th& &8ntury,
offers his solutiot o t he pr obl em: 6al most every sy
be rightly understood, should be (if | m;
advises the investigator to cast their gaze rearward, to trace a custom back
chronologically;toreadthé s uper st i ti ond backwar ds.

As explained in Chapter 3, the first cdanee sites | became aware of were Bolton
Abbey and Dovedale, and for the first few weeks of research | was under the
erroneous impression that, whilst these were not the only siteg iBritish Isles,

they were probably the earliest. |1 did not believe, therefore, that reading the
Osuperstitiond backwards woul d require

following casestudies will demonstrate, | was mistaken.

27 CASE-STUDY: ISLE MARE E, SCOTLAND

Stretching for 12 miles in a northesterly direction, Loch Maree is the fourth lasge
freshwater loch in Scotlandnd accommodates more thamtgiislands One of

these islands shares its name with the |&tuated 25 from the northerntsore,

Isle Maree is of triangular shape, measuring roughlyy269 170m, and although it

i's one of the |l ochds small er i sDixmds, I
1886 150) and the O6most. historicd (Macrow

The local traditions surrauling Isle Maree are many andried (Mitchell 1863:

253)1 far too many to detail here. Indeed, in the work of Ratcliffe Barnett, penned in
1930,there is arather poetic anevhimsical description of the island, more akin to

the works of TolkienorC. S ewi s t han to that of an ant
clearing of the wood, we found what we had come toi séee stones of the Dead
Lover s, the site of the Hernohi tbe Oelld, Tr
(1930: 112). While it is thé D e B d e(Eigs. 68) that specifically concerns me,

attention mustirst be giventothé Wel | of Magi c Water so.
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This well was under the sacred custodianship of Saint Maelrubha, also known as
Maree (673722),the patron saint of the district (Mitchell 186354-255). Pennant

writes that Isle Maresvas h s O0f avour ed i sl edadf{ohavg 5: 33
consecrated a wethere whi ch st ood i-westerncorrer aMias e e 0 s
widely believedto cure lunacy. Ruals surrounding this holy wellare well
documented (Pennant 1775: 330; Reeves -B86288289; Mitchell1863: 251262,

Dixon 1886: 151; Godden 1893: 5601; Muddock 1898: 43438; Barnett 1930:

113 Duff 1968: 332; Hamilton 1981: 101;Donoho 201% and are described

(although probably exmerated) in local Presbytery records andNleev Statistical

Account of Scotlan@14.2.92 cited byMitchell 1863;Dixon 188§. The earliest of

such records is from 1656 (Mitchell 1863: 251; Godden 1893: 500), and it appears

that it was last resorted torfthecure of insanity in the 1850®ixon 1886: 151,

Godden 1893: 500), following an act of desecrati@farmer lowering his dog into

the well, hoping to cure the animal of madnéesshich was, according to Dixon,
believed to havet Warweleind vi 8 &e:eytdebd m) . S
time Mitchell visiied Isle Maree in 1868e well was dry{1863: 262).

By the 1950s, when the island was visited by travel writer Macrow, she remarked on

how difficult it was to determine the site thfis well (1953: 88), and todago trace

of it remains However, it is possible to determine where it oncedpadging by the

location ofRatcliffe Barneth s 6 Deadadr@edden dntedamp t he
ground at ftohoet tirse eab s nilad up witth deadkleaves Thisési t i s
the healingwelld(1893: 499).

The earliestknown reference to asignificant tree on Isle Maree was given by
Pennant in 1775; in his description of the islarel, hwr i t es of how a 06s
is shewn as an al@&r Tehpatienipilgrim] is made to kneel before the altar, where
his attendants leave an offering of modey ( 1 7 7 Bhis tre® 8adinjot. be the later
cont ree of 1 sl e Maree, d u, dut it atearly eviecesdaa s cr i p

early role played byrées at this site as receptacles for coins.

It appears that this votive tratumpwas held in veneration through its connection
with the holy well. In fact, itoriginally appears to haveimply beenutilised as a
convenient altar on which pilgrims attach#heir offerings to St. Maelrubha after
their vi si tobywell.ddowevee whieathe tree@yshavanitially been
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utilised for ritual purposes because of its agsmon with the holy wellit went on to
outlive that well; indeed, to supplait While the healing well of St. Maelrubliall
out of use, leaving no visible trace of it behind, the ritual life ofrd»e continued.

While in 1775Pennant describes how coins were deposited on @ ttee@ mp O al t ar
later sourcegefer to a ragree at the site This may be the later cotnee in its

earliest incarnationHartland describes how pilgrims, seeking a cure from the holy

well of St. Maelrubha, attached pieces of clothing to the nearby tree @8%93:.and

Barnett reports that theyould tie rags or ribbons tdas brancheg1930: 114). On

Mi tchell s visit t o 1 howlspecifistlcamak Quercagi 1 8 6 3,
was apparently studded with nail s: 6To e
of the clothing of some gtient wio had visited the spot ( 1 8 6 3Anothe2 5 3 ) .
(particularly notable) participant of this rituaQueen Victoria who visited Isle

Maree on her tour of Scotland in 18%7j mi | arl 'y observed O6rags
the branches of the tr¢puff 1968: 333).

At some point during its ritual caredrpwever,the tree of Isle Maree shed its rags

and became predominantly a Aair e e . Mi tchell describes hi
with nail sé (1la&a&ad:ana5 )khe ealtvaed elidvedito bé
covered with the bark, which app4bd)r s to
However, he tree on Isle Maree did not remain exclusively atned for longi if at

all. Numerous other metal objects wer@aeed to have been affixed to isrk.

Mitchell ment i ons two buckles (1863: 253) , an
rusty i ron fr agmen(1898: 430)nio fagBixon reépores theo f f e r |
bel i ef t hat 6any met al articled should

Goddenremarkstht by the time she visited the i

of a bit of metal is the only necessary i

However, by the late 180@kis broad category of ritual deposits had narrowed once
more, and one particular metal votive objeatne to the fore: the coin. The sources
indicate that, for as long as the tree and the holy well on Isle Maree have been
ritually employed, coins have been amongst the offerings deposited there. When the
tree was still predominantly a rdigee, it appearstit these pilgrims would also leave
coins as an offering on the well (Barnett 1930: 114). The coins eventually began to

be inserted into clefts and cracks in the bark of thetnesy itself, rather than left

80



beside the well. Mitchell, writing in 1863, dest bes how oO6[ c] ount | e:

halfpennies arerdbenedgewa y s i nt d1863h283).wo o d 6

By the time of Queen Victoriads visit to
60f or everyone who goes there tosoiafsert
of feri ng tDaff 1863:e332f the coin dad (hus become the prominent

of fering. l ndeed, by the 1890s it was be
1898: 437), and by Col onel Edi ngtaonds vi
the bark of the tree, only coins (McPherson 1929:176) many coins, in fact, that

Edi ngton descr i be sth mdiallic stats® e( caist eddc oivre r Ma P
1929: 75).

The hundreds of coins inserted into clefts and cracks have no doubtheaketoll
on this tree, which is now dead. It was still alive in the 1860s, when Mitchell

described how the bark continued to grow over the coins (1863: 253), but Queen

Victoria described it as an 6ol d treeodo i
in 1886 that it was 0 nthisa is Iclgarly deeidernt 6n the 1 8 8 6 :
photograph taken of the tree in the 1890
(Fig. 7). By 1927, when Colonel Edingtoni si t ed, it w@itedbyevi der

McPherson 19 9 : 75), and McPherson believed t h:
the holy well 7 the devotion of pilgrims has proven its undoing. The coins,
hammered in and destroying the bark, have killed the object @« hei r vener:
(1929: 75). Indeed, copppoisoningis assumed to have caused the death of this tree
(MacLeish 1968: 420).

The death of the tree, however, has not led to the death cu#item Indeed, it
appears to have proliferated; by the 1950s, as the original tree had become too
densely caied, the custom had spread sarrounding trees (Appendix 2)Y6
(Macrow 1953: 889). In 2002, when the North of Scotland Archaeological Society
conducted a survey of the site, they catalogued ooie-treeson Isle Maree.
However, in the intervening ded@ between their 2002 survey and my own
fieldwork, on 14/04/2012, this number hadcreasedo 15 evidence tht the custom

has far from fallen out of popularity.
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31 CASE-STUDY: CLONENAGH, THE REPUBLIC OF IRELAND

The cointree of Clonenagh, Co. Laois, asliving sycamoreAcer pseudoplataniis

a species not native to Ireland but well naturalised in current times (Williams
1996/1997: 405). It idocated three miles nthrwest of the town of Mountrath,
standing on a grassy bank 4.6m nartrth-west of the R445, a busy road running

between Dublin and Limerick.

2.9m to the west of the coinee is aninterpretation panesetup by Laois County
Council, who manage the landt offers the following information about the cein
tree, which it dubs 6St Fintands Treebo:

This tree was planted 200 to 250 years ago, within the area of the ancient
Monastery of Clonenagh.

A well which also venerated the Saint was nearby. When the was|
closed, a spring appeared in the fork of the tree and became the focal point
for fAipatternsodo (celebrations on the Saint

A custom developed of inserting coins into the bark of the tree, and it
became known as . Bebaese éf vhetalle poisaning anad
damage to the bark due to this custom, the tree has now gone into decay. But
a number of shoots have been salvaged and it is hoped that these might
prolong the life of the tree.

Please refrain from inserting any metabithe tree or damaging it in any way.
Saint Fintan pray for us.

This information plaque clearly demonstrates a esagied connection between the
coin-tree and StFintan, a 8- and -century Irish saint who is believed to have

founded the monastic camunity of ClonenagliSperber 2004: 280).

According tolocal historianRoethere wasoncea o6f i ne spring wel l 6
was Oal ways the subject of great vener at
This veneration continued until the rdd™ certury, until it was filled in by the

lando wner , a Protestant farmer who was O6ar
visited this well d (Roe 19 BifgansuBsédquentyAccor
di verted this spr i nahollbwiothenearbysycamaretreer 6 s |
StFintands Tree, which became known as th
(Figs 3031). A photograph taken by Father Francis Browne in 1933 shows a priest

sitting in the branches surrounding this hollgwassibly having just deposited an

offering of his own (Harbison 1991: Fig 10&ig. 32)
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The veneration awarded to the Clonenagh tree subsequently led to its employment as

a ragtree. Accordingto Rge wr i t i n g peaple tlimnbeup tb $h8 tbes and 6

make a wish wh the water, and subsequently tie a little bit of rag or ribbon into the
branches of the treed (1939: 27) , and t
photograpk. It is unclear when the traditioof affixing ragswas replaced by the

custom of insertig coins, but it must have occurred between the 1B3@is coins

are visible in Father iBnddhe h9803,dor gi theotim® gr ap
Harbison was writing his work ofrilgrimage in Irelandin 1991, there were
apparentl y 06 hammereal mw she tocé bypasdemg 6 ( 199 1 : 2 3
When the tree died and fell in 1994, the practice of coin insertion had become so
prolific that the tree is described by !
coins] to a heigR8. of two metresdo (2000

Morton writes that the insertion of <coin
l ucké6, and also records the practice of
he opines 6éno wonder it eventaofadinsasof el | 6
no doubt | ed to thechreadsof dlhindredba 1 M6 4t
coins still adorned the r efgare 3Bshowg the f al | e

dead Clonenagh coitmee in 1998, its fallen trunk heavily embeddedhwcoins.
Morton, considering the state of the tree, proposed that a replacement tree might be
planted (1998: 195).

Subsequently, as observed on fieldwork in September 2Apgendix 2.15) a

young sycamordas replaced the original tree, which has siisappearedThere

was a large tree fragment on the ground 4m west of thetim@nmeasuring 87x42
x36cm (Fig. 34). It contained no coins, but was possibly all that remains of the
original Clonenagh coitree. There were also much smaller wooden fragsnent
distributed on the ground between the emee and the cgpark. These contained no
coins, but one of the coins discovered on the ground was located 5.9m from the new

coin-tree.

The likeliest explanation is that the original ctiee became so badlecdayed that

large sections of itvere easilyremovedi possi bl y as O6dsouvenirs
195)71 leaving only one cokufess fragment on the ground. The custom subsequently
tranderred to a younger replacememltespite the unfortunate fate of the oridina
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Clonenagh tree, and the fact that the in
from inserting any met al i ntenbeddedntot r e e 0,

the young sycamor@igs. 3536).

47 CASE STUDY: ARDBOE, NORTHERN IRELAND

There hae been two cohtrees at Ardboe, Co. Tyrone, one replacing the other. The
original, known locally as thed wi s-thi eeg@ 6 o-tr e tviseonedop several
beech Fagug treesstanding within the Old Cross graveyard, in eloscinity to
Ardboe High Crags; he tallest cross in Northern Irelanithis is managed by the
Northern Ireland Environment AgencVhe original treehad probably been planted

in the mid19" century by Christopher Treanahose residence stood adjacent to the
graveyard. It is both ®sible, although difficult to prove, that this tree was planted to
replace an earlier healing or wishing tree, and that it was planted on the site of a

former holy well, both theories proposedlbgal authoPat Grimes (2000)

This cointreewas initially a ragtree.Mr C. D. Deane, the former Deputy Director

of Belfast Museum and Art Gallery, was quoted in khd-Ulster Mail in 1959 as

describing the cohtree as having been origilly adorned with rags, which we r e

not merely offerings, they were riddaas, the putting away of the evils impending or

incurred by sin or sickne8s ( 1959) . D e a hav ramWwateowoudde s cr i b
collect in a hole in the tree, in which the sick would bathe their faces hoping for
cures(1959).

By the 1940s, local traditioneld that warts and lumps could be curedplhigking
them with a pin andheninsertingthat pin into the tree (Devlin 1948imon 2000:
28), but many other objects werlso inserted. Francis Quirthe caretaker of the
Old Cross of Ardboé and also thereei describes the tree n D e @dlleictedd s
History of Ardboe
[The] tree, filled with pins, pennies, nails, buttons, and such things, is called the
wi shing tree or pin tree. It was there

Everybody that comes heprits in a pin or a nail or any such thing and makes a
wish. (Devlin 1948)
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Eight years laterjn an article in theMid-Ulster Observer Francis Quinn was

i nterviewed again concerning this tree:
only smiled and ddared that he did not know. He did add that young girls often
wished for a husband but he had never heard tell of the riogang obliging in this
respedd(Anonymousl956 3).

Three years | ater, when Deaneb6s talk on
(1959) , he describes how &6the bark is st
metal: hairpins, safetgins, pennies, nails, bolts, and even a military badge, the

per sonal of f er i n(figs. 3¢38). The gveat sjuaity ofloffepngsb | i ¢ 6
however, hadegun to have a negative effect by the 1950s; as Deane observed, the
Otree is barely a hundred years ol d, tho
Ito (1959). 't survived anot hem itlel year ¢
(Grimes 1999).

The tradition, however, did not di e wit
immediately visitors and pilgrims to Ardboe began to use an adjacent mature beech

tree as a repository for their coins, pins, and wisheq 1 9 9 9 ) Hoeverthis 3 9)
substitute did not survive long. Within a few years, it had wilted and died, and then

in 1997, on Christmas Eve, a gale brought it down. It lay in a field until April 1998,

when members of the Muintirevlin Historical Society sawed thektinto seveal

sections (Figs. 4@1). One section was presented to thetél Folk and Transport

Museum and the remaining sectiottslocal groups and individua{gppendix 2.8)

In March 1998, a }§earold beech tree was planted in the Old Crosseyard as a
replacement (Fig. 42However, as 007/04/2012 (the date diieldwork), no coins

or pins hadbeen inserted into this tree. Various reasons for this lack of continuity

have been proposed by local desits. Pat Grimeselieves that the replacement tree

is still too young and there are no suitably large substitutes in the vicinity to serve as
replacements (pers. comm. 07/04/2012). Rose Ryan, on the other hand, of the
Muintirevlin Historical Society, bel i eve:
thel oc al popul ation have become 6too cyni ¢
0 al (perseaddmm. 07/04/2012).
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5TREADI NG OSUPERSTI TI ONO BACKWARDS

As the above casgtudies have illustrated, the custom of the ¢oee is far older
than thée® §E&r 06 @pdes.iconam. DIOZ/20)f the Bolton
Abbey cointree, clearly indicating that when the forester inserted a coin he was not
instigating an unprecedeed custom and neither wathe dendl nurse at Hardcastle
Crags northe local boysat Fairy Glen. Indeed, the custom of inserting coins into
trees is at least 150 years old, the earkestwnreferencetoibei ng Campbel
description of6 ¢ 0 p p e mplacedarpchirks in rocks and trees at the edge of the
AWi tcheso6 WelBB0@A&E0: L34)While theaegrliest known reference to

a specific coiftree is Mi t ¢ h eadcdurit ©f 6 [ ¢ ]essu pdanhies and
halfpennies.driven edgeva y s i nt oof thehiste Mareedrdedin 1842863:

253).

However, even in the 186@Gscustomwoud not si mply emerge 0
Just as the forester, the dental nurse, and the Rosemarkie local boys were not
creating an entirely new and contemporary custom, neither was the first person to
insert a coin into the Isle Maree tree. Their decigmmparticipate in this act will

likewise have been influenced by their (conscious orcaukcious) awareness of
pre-existing customs and beliefs. In order to understand their motivations, therefore,

Wh at el y 0 sgaia abnsultedeto take thea186@&erence to coin insertion as
astartingpoint and, from there, to read backwards, in order to understand the beliefs

and notions which culminated in the custom of the -t@p.

For this endeavour, the physical structures of the-ttess themselves widiffer the

mo st useful evidence. As Friedel observ
culture should so neglect the actual ma t
42), a <criticism repeated by Hodder , wh o
description of artifacts in much of the

The same error will not be made here. Therefore, in order to contextualise the coin
tree, these structures will lexcavatedThey will be treated as sites to be utiead,

as artefacts to banalysed and dissecteahd a mentatlismantlingof the cointree
leavestwo distinct, tangible amponents: the tree and the coin. Both of thesssess

a wealth of ritual and f&loric associations, and the nesdction of thischapter will

trace the history of these associations in an attempt to contextualise tHeeeoin

86



whilst the following section will consider the possiblstimuli behind its

contemporary resurgence

617 THE RAG-TREE

O0Men and pl ant s awres Grigsdn (1®%5918)aanch 4 @nsarye s 0
review of the literature, explored in Chapter 2, reveals there to be no scarcity of
ritual end folkloric uses of treesAs the literature review demonstrated, trees have a

long history of being employedsaapotrope devicesand of being resorted to for

luck and wish fulfilment. However, th@ost notable use of trees in British folkloric
practices is remedial, and the most widespread praotroéving the employment of

trees for healing is that of the rage.

The6r-ageed i s a tree or bush, the branche:
and other objects. ey are usually associated with holy wells, of whichréhare

numerous examples acrofge British Isles Jones lists 1179 holy wells in Wales

(1954; Dowden 2000: 42), whilst Lucas estimates more than 3000 in Ireland (1963:

40). These wells were often employed for their curative properties, originally as part

of pagan hydrolatry but later adopted by Christianity, the wells transferring to the
custodiaship of Christian saints (Daly 1961; Rattue 1995).

One theory linking holy wells with ragees posits that, once a pilgrim had resorted

to a holy well for a remedy, they were then expected to deposit a token of thanks to

t he wel |l 6s pr édosated withirgclose groxintity to therwellepsovided
convenient 6al tars6é upon heirloffeanly (Dowden pi | g
2000: 74), and were jusine example othe manyreceptaclesemployed forthis

purpose which ranged frombeneath stones analithin the wells themselvego

purposebuilt repositoriesJones1954: 93 Hardy 1840: 9708). According to this

theory, therefore, trees were incidental to the custom.

However, it is more popularly believed that the trees were actually integral to this
custom. To some, ragees are edence of residual treeorship; Bord and Bord
believet h a't the hanging of rags on such tre

principal significances eems to be as a relic of anci
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Walhouse(1880: 97) and Hope (1893: xxii), writing in thete 19" century, share

the opinion that the ragees themselves were viewed as sacred, and numerous holy
wells appear to have been named after frees uch as O0Ash well 6,
0 Oa k Retiie 1985: 42).

In some casedhe ragtreesdo seem to have beentegral to he efficacy of the
wells. At Easter Rarichie, Ross and Cromafty,examplethere was wellbelieved

to curetuberculosisso long as a certain tree stood beside it. Whenttbes was
felled, the well purportedly lost its power (Bord and Bord 1985; 88) the same
occurred when two trees fell beside a well near Perth in 1770 (Bord and Bord 1985:
101) However,trees are more commonly believietiegralto this custom due to ¢h
protectionthey offer. Treesvere often utilised as apotropaic devices, and several
different speciesmost notably ashHope 1893: xxii;Hull 1928: 113;Shephard
1994: 2 Rackardet al 2001: 8),were believedd function as protective agenisthe
eaty modern period planted beside wells as guardiates ward off fairies and
witches Shephard 1994: 63).

The ragtree, therefore, was most probably not utilised merely as a convenient
recipient of offerings, an incidental companion to the holy well; is,wa most
cases, vital to the customhrough propertiest possessedtself. In some cases,

however, the tree wagven these propertids/a holy well

77 OUTLIVING HOLY WELLS

Lucas writes that the O0typical ehlwhicty wel |
partakes of the sanctity of the well ( 149, @Bphases added); the tree may not be
sacred in its own right, but it becomes sacred because of its association with the holy
well. This partakingp f t h e w erhal lie diteral asnvelltagstbalic; in some

cases, the water is believed to have transferred from the well to thé&trEaster

Rarichie, Ross and Cromartigr examplethe healing spring known as Sul na Ba

flowed through a tree trunk, endowing that tree with curative pregdBord and

Bord 1985: 59), whilst the Clonenagh cdiee (above) likewise demonstrates this

processAs Shephard writes, trees o6growing by
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of that water so it can be said that if the water is holy then the tree can theart

di vine qualities of the water to the peo|

This transference of sanctity not only imbues the tree with power, but allows it to
establish itself as a ritual structure independent from the holy well, so that it may
subsequently outle it. For example, Hull describes a site on the River Sulthee,

Republic oflreland, whereby despite the holy well having run dry, the surrounding

briar bushes are still heavily affixed with rags (1928: 108). The Isle Maree and
Clonenagh (and possibhArdboe) casestudies offer examples of rag/naikes

surviving the loss of holy wells, and thus outliving théiis alsonot uncommon for

a tree to replace desecrated or pol | ut e
veneration t hus becomidon gt hdéhhedas) listevted dxample of
Clonenagh amongst many others in Ireland
of Castlebellew, Cloonoran, Co. Galway; the Pin Well, Tartaraghan, Co. Armagh,;
Maryods Well, Rockspr i ngWel Coracla@pGokClareand S
(1963: 41), all of which illustrate a ¢tr
focus of a folkloric healing ritual.

81 SUBSTITUTING THE SACRED: GOUGANE BARRA

As the casestudies of Isle Maree, Clonenagh, and Areldemonstrate, however,

trees not only replace holy wells; they also replace each dtremetimes in
defiance of the custodiands wi streefsll For
and fragmented, the tree whi cstbeganrteebe f r om
utilised instead, despite the interpreta
i nserting any met al into the treebd. Thi
custodianbés request, i -gee site: €&Sagane Barreg, Co d e n't
Cork (Appendix 2.21)

The island ofGougane Barra is a popular pilgrimage site, and has been for at least

the past 200 years. In tH8" and 19" centuriesits remote locationin Gougane

Lake in Co. Corkmade it a prominent site for rals which combined Christianity

with pagan practices (McCarthy 2006: 21). O 28ine, several hundred pilgrims
flocked annually to the island for the E
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by Croker, who partook in the celebrations there in 18824: 277ff). He does not

make referencéo any custom involving a trelbut does refer to a wooden pole
standing in the centre of the Pilgrimos
remained of a large cross. Croker describes the popular custom birgtsotive

rags and bandages to this woodem palrebd, o
and these rags and bandages were affixed to the pole by nails, causing it to be
Obraced with many pi2é7) dhis padtice appears @ bé 1 8 2 4
depicted in an anonymous painting of Gougane Barra, 1809, which shows a crowd
gathering around a wooden pole, crowned witkir@ass one person, at least, is

attaching smething to the pole (Figs. 4&)).

These O6pagan ritual sé wdic Rshop afrCork, dohn n 1 8
Murphy (McCarthy 2006: 21). However, this does not appear to daterred
pilgrims from attaching hei r of ferings to the wooden
and then to the replacement wooden cross which was commissionedRatriek

Hurley, the Parish Priest, in the early 1900s (McCa2tbi/l). By this time, the rags

and 6émany pieces of irond seem to have ¢«
pers. comm. 22/12/2011), and Figure 45, a photograph taken by a visitor to the
island in the 2000s clearly shows a wooden cross heavily embedded with coins.
According to local historian Kieran McCarthytom the early 28 century this

custom began to spread to the tréasrs. comm. 22/12/2011)ocd resident and

custodian ofGougae Bar r a, Finbarr Lucey, describe
main cells enclosure, which was embedded with so many coins that it eventually

died. It stood beside the cross already described as being similarly encrusted with
coins, but it fell in a ston in 1973 (pers. comm. 20/12/2011). Both the remains of

the cointree and the cross have since besmoved

The custom of coin insertion has been discouraged by the custodians of the island
who, considering the fate of the original ctéiee, have beeattempting to protect

other trees from similar copper poisoning (Finbarr Lucey, pers. comm. 24/02/2012).
McCarthy informs me that this decision to discourage the custom was made by the

| ocal church committee, who Of(persdoma t o cC|
22/12/2011); they subsequently attached a sign to the current primaryremin
stating: o | AM ANDREPUTPICBOA SIS Tiis®ign) ME 6

however, was no longer attached to the tree on my visit in September 2012; only the
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nails usedo attach it remairand visitors have evidently not been discouraged. On
the day of my fieldwork, there were seven trees amegboden poseémbedded with

coins.

In Ardboe, however, in contrast to the above examples, this process of substitution
was activey fostered by custodians. When the original tree fell in the 1970s,
participants transferred their attention to an adjacent mature beech, and when this
was brought down by a storm in 1997, a replacement beech was planted by the local
council n the hope @of yet fruitlesythat the custom would continue. This process

of fostered substitution is clearly evident at another -t@ie site: Fore, Co.
Westmeath (described in more detail in ChaptelA)pendix 2.20) When the
original cointree fell during thel990s, it was removed by the local council and

replaced by a young ash tree, which was quickly harnessed asreerag

This method of substitution isetainly not atypicalLucas gives examples other

sacred treem Irelanddecaying and fallig, lead ng t o t h eneadbytiteep t i o n G
as their replacements (1963: 3&)i | ks o0 pthenl@esof & tlrea wouldbe so
compul sive that it was replaced in perpe
(1972: 18) while Hartland, appearing rather disappng of this process, notes that

dhe reason for the sacredness of many trees or wells has passed from memory; and it

has consequently been natural to substitute anytreeany we |l | for a p:
(1893: 469470).

In some cases, however, replacaemmtrees are not always available; Hand, for
example, notes that in the absence of trees, practitioners efemnéred customs
would employ wooden posts, door jambs, and pieces of wood instead (1966: 67).
This is evident on SnowdofAppendix 2.35) wherethe contemporary coiott r e e s 0
are actually wooden posts inserted into the ground as helpful supports for climbers;

in the absence of trees, participamése employed these posts instead (Fig. 4).

This form of ritual replacement is evident at Doon Welb, ©onegal, which was
resorted to for cures during the™®@entury. There was a nearby hazébfylug

utilised as a ragree, but the well was situated in a largely treeless landscape, so
when the hazel became so heavily adorned with rags, there wasnuenent
replacement tree. Subsequently, people began embedding crutches into the ground

beside the well, and the c¢crutches, whi ch
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successful cured (2011: 476), tramaaition
new status as an artificial branch around which subsequent visitors wrapped rags and
ot her offeringsdé (Foley 2011: 476) (Fig.

917 CONTAGIOUS TRANSFER

Trees and their substitutes may have been central to folkloric rituals, but so too were

the rays affixed to their branche$hey are not always simple offerings of thanks,
deposited by the pilgrims in exchange for the cure they hope to reteiveare
sometimes perceived as integral to the cure some it appears that pieces of
clothingwere fagned t o trees in the belief that
ailment would also fade (Bord and Bord 1985: 59). Another theory holds that the

rag, the remnant of an item of clothing still metonymically linked to its wearer
(Canaan 1927: 104absorbghe curative spirit of the tree and transfers this back to

the pilgrim through &écontact magi co.

In the British Isles, however, it is more common, as Hartland informs us, that the
rags are believed to O6contain 1898:d60}di seas
and they are thus transferred to the tre
transfero, a subcategory o fuporFar a&Zpee rosso nod si)
supposed to influence vegetation sympathetically. He infects trees or pldints wi
gualities or accidents, good or bad, r e s
1900: 39).

Skorupski elucidate this form of magic with the following equatiod:A cer t ai n
property, F, is transferred from the initial objeat,to the goal objecty, by some

method of transfer such as surface contact, admixhaerporation, inhalation, eft

(1976: 134). In the case of the fag e e , the Ocertain proper:t
objectdé is the participant/ ptahtei echmet htohde
transfer & i s. TheHiressisyhusrtrgnsferred fram thegpgrson, through
theragit he 6évehicle of the diseaisaediniothes Har

tree.
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107 THE IMPLANTATION OF DISEASE

As noted in Chapter,1 i n E. Nbowards&nd$909, wililst Mrs Wilcox is

describing Howards End to Margaret Schlegel, she mentions that the estate contains
the oOofi-@lemti wyEHaGrtfordshiredéd. She expl ai
coumdapl edb pwamkt d pi gps 6 t e e (1810 [2000]:B.61).h e t r
This illustrates that it was not only rags which were affixed to tfeesfolk

remedies; otheritenfisappar ent | y s ilcobldassbepsedyds t eet h

Additionally, objects were not onlyttached to trees; they were also inserted into

t hem, in what Hand describes as a o6more
i mpl antation of di seaseod (1966: 63) . H
O0pl uggi ngd, 6nai | i ndghich iavolde phiysicallg mpgening 6 , al

objectsi which he term&wischentragerthe intermediate agentd966: 65)i into

thebark ofatree n or der to oOplugd a di sease bene
by Forster, t he pi gs @gentselmt diher abjeets welree i n-
similarly O6pluggedd or o6éwedged©o6.

Nail-clippings for example, weraised in the remedfor toothache; by wrapping

toe- and fingernails in tissue paper and inserting them into a slit in the bark of an ash
tree before sunris¢he depositor waassured to never suffer from toothache again
(Roud 2003: 481)Ague and whoopingough, on the other hand, were cured by
plugginga | ock of the patientds hair i1into a
whilst another practice involveda ki ng a sl it in the bark,
into it, andthen wedging the slit closedt the blood was taken from a wart, for

example, then the wart would be cured (Hand 1966: 69).

Metal pins or nails, however, were the most popdlar e sp €| e€li seased il
ritual of implantation Knocking nails into an oak tree was a weailbwn remedy for

toothache in Cornwall; the toothache was believed to transfer into the tree, from the
sufferer, through the nail (Walhouse 1880: 99n; Porteous 1923: R88 were also

employed as cures for warts; pins were inserted into each wart, then into the bark of

an ash tree, transfemg the affliction to the tre@Vilks 1972: 121)

The reason for implanting an object into a tree as opposed to simply affixng i

branch is fairly obvious; i mpl aiflBe®d:t i on i
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63), and as the disease is implantétto the treethis probably assures a higher

chance of transference. The popularity of metal pins and nails is also quitespbviou
although these objects are | ess o6intimat
blood, they are far more easily inserted due to their simampowpoints. However,

there may be an even more incidental reason for the popularity of pins andsnails

vehicles of transference.

In the 1945 edition of th&olklore journal, an anonymous contributor describes the
6Beaumont Treed of Silsoe, Bedfordshire,

Until thirty or forty years before (i.e. before 1880) people in the district
sufferingfrom ague would nail strands of their hair or toe nail clippings to the
tree, to effect a cuéeDigging about with my pocket knife in the decayed
wood | found a number of old square handmade nails deep in the trunk and
one with a wip of hair still wound ra n d Thetother tree was alive and
healthy and also had one or two nails in it. They were protruding from the bark
and so could not have beemdcked in at a very remote date (1945: 307)

In this example, hair and toenail clippings are implanted intoréee but they are

held in place by nails. As the hair and toenails decay over time, the metal nails
remain in place until they are the only objects left implanted into the tree. This may
influence how later pilgrims participate in the custom; if they sdg metal nails

inserted into the bark then they may believe that the practice is simply to insert metal
nails( such as the | ater depositors .of nails

The same process may have occurred aitresgs; on Isle Maree, foexample,

Hartland describes how the ceine e wa s @overed with aalls| tg eaéh of
which was formerly attached a portion of
453), whilst at Gougane Barra, according to Croker, the rags affixed twighneal

wooden pole weré br aced wi th many p-R7@&)cMetw nald i r on
transitioned from being fastenings for rags to being offerings themselves, due to
matters of convenience dhe simple misinterpretation of a custo@ould this

incidental process alsaccount for why coins eventually became the primary

intermediate agents of ritual implantation?
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117 COINS AS DEPOSITS

Osborne, i n his article on OHoards, V Ol
dedi cated objectgen(e20@4)a,r clhameordtogitshéds 0O
to acknowledge the <central I mportance o
beliefs behind a custom (2004: 5). This unwillingness, he suggests, stems from three
factors: our privileging of the individualbgect over the assemblage; the difficulties

involved in proving that an object has actually been dedicated rather than simply lost

or discarded; and our reluctance to studhat peopléelieved (2004: 3). Now is not

the time to address the third point (s8bapter §, but the former two will be

examined here.

How can onerecognise a dedicated eloj? Merrifield offers his opiniarthe ritual
deposit is an object O6édeliberately depos
rather to the detriment of theeplositor, who relinquishes something that is often at

| east serviceable and per haps vAmdtherabl e f
criterion, which aids in the distinction between deliberate deposition and detiden

loss, is proposed by Dowdevho alvocates the significance of quantity (2000: 176)
However, specificationslesigned to distinguisthe ritual from the utilitariarare

guilty of identifying dedicated objects by default; Bslick observesn her paper on

ritual and rationality —a r twhithacanhos be @scribed a practical role often come

to be interpreted as evidence for ritual practices( 2 0 0 Briick &dieb that a

deposited artefact with a perceived lack of functionality does not necessarily
constitute a votive object; functionigliis after all, as she asses , 6al ways cul
def i(2007d298).

Bruck, however, is applying this theory to artefacts from the middle Bronze Age;

this thesis, on the other hand, considers largely contemporastsbjvhich makes a
significantdifference. Not only are we better equipped to interpret action undertaken

in our own times and culturebut in the cas of the contemporary cotneg the

motives of the depositors can be ascertained through direct engagement with them

(see Chapter 6). Talg all of this into consideration, therefore, there can be little

doubt that the coins inserted into ceinr ees ar e Or intionaityi® dep o

certainly evident; there is no conceivalpieactical purpose for their insertion into

95



these trees; tlyeare serviceablebjects and there are a multitude (in some cases,

tens ofthousands) of examples in each tree.

However, the question remains, as asked
depositing this or that particular object or group of obje@ts an appropriate way of
mar ki ng or establishing communications
Some dedicated objects were obviously designed and cefdedicated objects
medievalpilgrim badges, for exampl@r candles adorned with Christiamagery

For other dedicated objects, however, this is not the case, and the coin of the coin

tree falls into this category. It is an object that was made for secular, everyday use

and hasb e e n , to use Osbor nneodas item dhatdnighbe 6 i ¢ 0 n \
empl oyed in an exchange wiaptocessexpleredinat ur a
greater detail in Chapter.5)

Why, though, is the coin deemed suitable in such an exchange? This is no doubt in

part due to the plethora of other such ritual exchafgreshich the coin has been
utilised; t he coi n i stpopuafvotese offexihgs. Coinene of
have been a highly common ritual deposit in Britain since the Roman period, with
cacheddiscoveredcontaining hundreds some everthousandssuch a at Lydney,
GloucestershireHallaton, southeast Leicestershire; dhd sacred spring at Bath

of votive coins (Lewis 1966: 47; Woodward 1992: 66; Dowden 2000; Riéstet

al. 2003; Williams 2003; Score 2008011 Leins 2007. The coinwas aso an object

regularly deposited in springs and lakes, as offerings to deities (Dowden 2000: 51)

as propitiatory o6sacrifices6é to malignant

The coinds association with | uckoryaAnd goo
coin of Trajan(r.98-117 AD), for example, was discovered in the mststp of 22"

century ADRoman boat from Blackfriars, Londoprobablyplaced there for luck

(Laing 1969: 293), while thirty gold and silver coins were found in association with
skeletons on the shiphe Mary Rosebelieved to have been carried onbdardyood

luck (Hall 2012: 77). Another traditiomontended that a coin should always be

placed in the pocket of any new article of clothing in order to attract future fortune
(Radfod and Radford 1948: 105n practice which has evolved today into the
custom of never gifting a purse without placing coins indilenyothercoin-related

traditions continue to be observed; coins are still employed as talismans (Albas and
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Albas 1989: 608 and continue to beconsidered symbols of luck: you are
purportedye nsur ed good |l uck i f you o6find a pe
every corner of your house; toss a coin into a fountain; coaoi@a in your

Christmas puddinggnd so on and sotfib.

127 THE BOWED COIN

The Obowedd oiracdndelibemtely bifEigs 4748)i is one of the

most widespread coicentred custosiin the British Isles, and it wastilised for a

number of purposedo fold a penny in half, as Finucaned cr i bes, was a
sickbed r i tadnpahiéddby prayersdirs were often bent while held

over a reclining patientThis rite however, was employed for more than healing;
bowed coins were considered good luck charms and apotropaic devices

From the16" century onwards, such coins were @ty worn, or given as gift®

protect against bad luck (Roud 2003: 314). As Hardwick observes, in folk notions,
6crooked things ar e | this kelief i$ dvidemtgrsederal( 1 8 7 2 :
traditions. During thereign of King Edward | (2721307), pennies were ritually

bent once a year to ensure the wel fare
whilst in Yorkshire, bowed coins were utilised as charms against witchcraft; if a
dairymaid, forexample, was having difficulty churning buttera difficulty often

attributed to witchcraft she would drop a crooked sixpence into the cream to ward

off malevolent forces (Merrifield 1987: 162).

An equally common motivation behind the bending of anagas the confirmation

of a vow. | n TIocerdusy playjThomasgtheemaid sharacter
refers to éptehnec ebbo wehdi | Tswto (X9LE) 166U m4l), anfl a Vv c
the fact that this custom was mentioned only in passing implies thasitelatively

well known (Roud 2003: 314)I'hese vows were usually made during prayers to

saints (Walsham 2011: 213), imploring their help and promising, in exchange for
their prayers being answered, to go on |
bowed coin with them as an offering. The bending of the coin in this case, therefore,

is to dstinguish it from other coinshé vowmaker has promised to offehat

particular coin (Spencer 1978: 248).
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The bending of a coin seems to have derived fronptaeg an pr acti ce of

an object to be devoted (Merrifield 1987: ®tadley 1990Dowden 2000: 176Hall

2012: 7980). There is muclarchaeological evidence fidre sacrificing of inanimate
object s, recogni sabl e &es elethentevnced oy thee s 6  d
material record whi ch | nsol | proposes as the 0d:c¢
151). Examples of this include thetive bending of weapons and tools, suclihas
deliberately broken or bentetal objects depositeturingthe Iron Agein the lakeat

Llyn Cerrig Bach Anglesey(Fox 1946: 69)andduring the early Roman period

the Waltham Abbey hoard, Ess@anning 1972)

As Bradley wries, the physical destruction of objects is central to the act of offering

them, for t makes them irretrievable to the depositor, nullifies their secular value,

and thus wholly dedicates them to their spiritual cause (1990. B883k also

suggests thaintentional destructioni whi ch she t er miscanbber a g me |
0t houghtatttotfraaisfior mati on from one stat e
case of a coin, therefore, the act of damaging it may be to aid its transition from
secular item to ritual deposit.

137 TOUCH-PIECES

The most common folkloric use of cainn the Britishisleswas in folkmedicine,

and another notable example of this was the tquebe (Fig. 49)From the time of

Edward the Confessor.104266) to Queen Anne ({70214), English monarchs

woul d r i téud addlpyrportedlyoheat patients sufferingrom scrofula, a

form of tubercul osi s k n eomameafsrthé beliehtlipd s or
only themonarchcould cure it.The patienivould be presentedith a touchpiece, a

coin pierced with a hole and hung on a white ribpwhich would beworn by the

patient; if theyremoved the touchiecethe disease would return (Charlton 1914 34
Anonymous2003: 1234.

Prior to the 18 century, a variety of silver or gold coins were used in this ritual
(Waddle 1909: 249)butn 146 4 t h emirted.nt was lthé smalkes gold
coin in circulation,so named for the image it bore dfet Archangel Michael

(Anonymous2003: 1234). A pamphlet written in 1686he Ceremonies for the
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Heal ing of Them that be DiseaseedKingei t h t |
Henry Vb descri bes the ritual in which it wa
sore of the sick Person, with an Angel of Gold Noble, and the sick Person to have the
same Angel hangod about his neck, and
(Anonymousl 6 8 6 : 6) . This ritual i Machethsno r ef e
which Malcol m descriidene hHovasgedabpiheokinggen st
in healing ceremnies The mere despair of surgery, he cutdanging a golden

stamp about theneck® ( 4-1%). 151

This use of coins as charms is hardly without precedent; there is a wealth of
archaeological evidence for tpéysical modification of coins in order to wear them

as amulets and talismans, such as piercing them with holes anad#mgin by a

cord, from thelate-antique perioduntil the 28" century(Maguire 1997: 104041;
Davidson 2004; Hall 2012: $2During the late Middle Agesoldiers also wore
coins for protection on the battlefield, either around their necks or attachie€irto
helmets (Deng 2008: 167). Othdéeliefs imbue coins with what Maguire terms
Oerxamonet ary p owe rc@ng giverl at9Hbly Comtinidn, ;for
example, were believed to cure rheumatism if rubbedonthd seir er 6 s body (
1978: 63) and worraround the neck as a cure for epilepsy (Radford and Radford
1948: 293; Davidson 2004: 27).

In some cases, specific coins were employed in-fokkd i ci ne. The O6L
Pennyd is one exampl e; this was a fl at

Lockerbie, lumfries and Galloway, which was widely esteemed as a remedy for

madness in cattl e. The family would | oan
who would dip the coin into the afflicte
163; Radford and Radford48: 223). There was a similar coin in Northumberland,

the O6Black Pennybod, which was a -Byers,n or r

used to cure madness in cattle and borrowed by farmers across Northumberland,
Durham, and Yorkshire (Henderson 1879: 16&8dferd and Radford 1948: 55).
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14i THE COI N06S OAMULETI C QUALI TYO

Is there a reason coins were so oftebued withthese6 e x t r amonet ary p
Clark notes that a materiad ODWe6: i6)s, sd
shared byMiller, who advises thatang nal ysi s of an artefact
most obvo u s characteristico (1987: 98) . Be
commonplace objects, we tend to not look at them in any great detail. In fact,
because coins are largely perceivesl denotations of value, they are viewed as
currencyas opposed to material objects (Rothschild 1981; MyrBéddgs; Kemmer

and Myrberg2011), and it becomes easy to olmk their physical attributes.
However, it may be these physical attributes whicle gioins what Hall terms their

6amul etic qualityé (2012: 79).

Deng, for instance, believes that it was
royal effigy, and Amagi cal o i nscription
pur poses o Taknh@ kairst palng #he physical material of a coin plays a

|l arge role in its O6amuletic quality6o. Ce
special (Woodward 2000: 109), and the association between-makaig and

magic is evident throughout history (Buddd Taylor 1995Briick 2006: 308 with

Eli ade dedicating an entire chapter, ent
to the privileged positions of smiths worldwide and the sense of mysticism
surrounding them (1956: &6).

In the British Islesmetali particularly iron or steel was considered apotropaic,

often employed to ward off fairies or witches (Henderson 1879: 230; Lawrence
1898; Campbell 2005: 19, 25). It was believed that no fairy would steal a child with

a steel needle in its cap (HW928: 134), while other metal objects were displayed

within the home as repellents for malevolent forces: iron nails in the board of a bed;

a reapinghook beneath the window; a horsigoe nailed to the wall (Lawrence 1898;
McPherson 1929: 101; CampbelD0 19, 24) . I n Mc Pher so
protective powers of these met al objects
and mysteria s me t a:l 1®1), @id9va® thus imbued with supernatural

properties.

100



Iron was also considered remediBloadwoodconsiders how pieces of the metal
were frequently placed into water because it was believed to give it a tonic property:
O0Was t he tawmg pine) needles, and other metal things into Holy or
Wishing Wells originally started with the idea of sigémening the drinke® ( 18 9 8:
368), she asks, and this may indeed have been one reason behind the custom.

However, other metals were more widely considered curative.

Thetouchpiecewas agoldcoinn ot si mply because of the m
but because goldvas widely heldo benaturally curative, and Billings suggests that

the constant contact of the gold toymkce with the skin of the patient as it hung at

the neck may have been a primary factor in the subsequent curing of these patients; a
form of OMetal l ot h e rtherp gréumeraud 6xémples7rodgold | n d ¢
being utilised as a remedy. Roger Bacofi3®century Franciscan friar, maintained

that the consumption ajold ensured good health and longevity (Getz 1998: 58),

whilst Paraelsus, al6M-century physician and alchemist, asserted tnatum

potabilg a formula for drinkable gold, could cure even the Black Death (Pagel 1982:

180; Crisciani and Pereira 199Byrne 2012: 257).

Similarly, in 19"-century Scotland, water into witi a piece of gold had been
deposited, known aldisge Oror Long John, was used widely as a panacea, either

drank or applied as a lotigfMacDonald 1903: 37872). Also in theld" century,

golden rings were utilised throughout the British Isles as remdodiea wide varist

of ailments, from warts tbacterial infectios. According to folklorist Black, writing

in the 1880s, 60the virtues of a gold we

celebrated throughout Christendomdé (1883:

The majority ofcoins deposited into holy wellsand, indeed, cotreesi however,

are not gold coins, but copper. Like gold, copper is a material widely imbued with
apotropaic and remedial properties. Copper amulets were worn for protection against
danger and diseaseHdérbert 1984. 263ff), and medieval skeletons have been
discovered wearing coppatloy bracelets, believed to reduce swelling (Gilmour and
Stocker 1986: 41; Stones 1989: 159), or cogey plates, possibly employeab
talismans chosen for theircurative properties (Knusel et al 1995) i curative

properties which are, in fact, supported by science.
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The contents oK a r c iamdjShrpdgr $1980) edited medical volumgemonstrate

how copper affects thgastrointestinal system; hematology; the cardiovascular
system; the nervous system; and dermatol@ppper salts arbactericidal and can

be employed as disinfectants, thus making them useful for treating bacterial
infections (Cameron 1993: 1121; Knlsekt al 1995: 380; Brennesset al 2005:

184). Additio na |l | y, antrioflapneatory sffects havemade it a popular

medicinal ingredient throughout history, with the early cultures of Assyria, Greece,
Rome, Egypt, and possibly Native America employing coppeedially( Kar ci o] | u
and Sarper 1980: xiiRij and Pories 1980: 555; Fox 2003: 10)

Possibly for s i niedchdbaook an ©ld f£nghish ,mediBah text, 6 s
stipulates that the ingredients for numerous remedies should be mixed and stored in
brassi a coppeizinc alloy (Brennesseét al 2005) 1 vessels. Although Storms
opines that this stipulation belonged to
asserts that it was the copper salts formed in the brass vessels, held to be
antibacterial, which motivated ehspecification(1993 120122). This belief most

likely led to the popularity of copper as a therapeutic agent, in the form of copper
bracelets, during the T&enturyi a practice which survives to the present day (Fox

2003: 11 Shuttleworth 2010

157 THE ROYAL EFFIGY

The royal effigy engraved on most coins is also considered highly contributive to the
coinbdés Oextramodeamyl epdsiwadormgd imhge mygi
(Herva et al. 2012: 302From the classical through to the Byzantineiqus, the
images of rulers depicted on coins were considered pnemgientsNlaguire 1997:

1039 Deng 2008: 16468), andthe belief that monarchs are endowed with
protective, curative powers is a particularly lestgnding one. Vespasign69-79

AD), for instance, was said to have restored sight to the blind and healed the limbs of
the lame (Billings 1906: 62), and the royal touch continued to be viewed as
particularly efficacious far beyond antiquity as is evident intouchpiece

ceremonies
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In England, coinage was imprinted with the royal effigy in recognisable form from

the reign of Henry VII(r.14851509) (Robinson 1992: 1)and this effigyi an

undeniable connection with a monarch who, by divightriwielded the power to

heali endowed coinsvith curative powes (Bloch 1973: 22223). Crowns and half

crowns bearing the effigy of Charleqrl16251649)were handed down from one
generation to the next ithe Shetland Islandsntil the 19" century, believed to be

remedies against scrofula (Blo@973: 223), whilst in Scotland, coingnted during

the reign of Queen Victori&.18371901)we r e , according to Bl c

uni ver sal panaceas simply because they b

The coinds pr et efore sinpartade tophe praactpegperties h e r

of the royal effigyas well as to the materials it is made fradawever, whilstan
examination of the physical attributes of a coin have been illuminating in the
consideration of hatesun tha nsk of éaking che aduice lofi t y 6 ,
Clark (1986: 6), Miller (1987: 98), and Rothschild (1981) too far, in analysing the

coin as a purely material object, for it is equally significant that the coin has abstract,
representational qualities also.

167 COINS AND VALUE

OMoney is what m eecoromistVilotmars (@012: 12g aral whkas

money does is declare value Qowden2 0 0 O : 176) . This is th
purposeas O6an abstract means of according v
90). No other object is quite so intrinsically linked with worth and, more
importantly, with exchanggShils 1981: 73; Schlichter 2011: 21Foins are
surrendered in exchange for commodities or services (Kopytoff 1986), and it is this

very purpose which makelsd coin a particularly suitable ritual deposit.

As demonstrated throughout this chaptextipipation in a ritualtends toimply a

desire forsomething in returri a folk-remedy, good luck, future fortune, the
protection of a saint, spirit, or deity, efcandso rituals necessarily follow the same

basi c, economic rules as secular exchang

for an object is fulfilled by the sacri
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engaged in such an exchange, it is surely oatural to sacrifice the object most

overtly and intrinsically associated with value and trade: the coin.

6ln a commerci al age, 6 writes Merrifield
mi nor ritual pract i s endsimpeterms,nfd pevsondvardsl s 60 (
something, it is assumed they will pay for it with monapd this moderrday

mentality has spread from the secular realm into the spiriftiais exchange

mentality is most evident with holy wells, into which coins were oftenwhras
Opayment d to the presi di-8gHardwick 18v2t 276 r s ai
Walker 1883: 158; Hartland 1893: 463; Rhys and Morris 1893%8Hull 1928:

111-112; Jones 1954: 92; Lucas 1963: 40; Bord and Bord 19881 p0 his custom

hasswi ved today i n the Wwidespreadadrosd thmeeBritishwi s h i
Isles

In some rituals, coins are unabashedly used for their financial worth; at holy wells,
offerings were often cast into the wells themselves, but sometimes money was
handednmsteadtothe i t es &6 guardians (Hul | 1928: 10
parishpriest, or placed in a box in a nearby church, in exchange for thef tise

well (Jones 1954: 93).A Bord and Bord write, the Ocu
at a holy vell was not overlooked by the Church, and some clergy took steps to see

that the money was directed their \§§1985: 91).

Today especiallynoneyplays a large role in what Eaéen d Sal |l now ter m
exchangesd (19 9dy:pilgritndge site auch as bodrdes m south

we st er n caBhrdanatiors to thé shrine custodians, purchases of candles, alms

to beggars, indeed all kinds of monetary offerings can be fully incorporated into the

religious marketing circuits of the sherd ( E a dimow 2981d 24)S a |

177 REVERSING VALUE

Coins are, in conclusion, employed for such purposes because of their folkloric and
historic associations, their physical attributes, and their secular, everyday purposes,
all of which culminate to produce the idedject for ritual exchange. However,
coins have not always been at the forefront of folkloric customs in the British Isles.
Although they are listed as items deposited in holy wells during tfeand 14’
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centuries (Brand 1777: 8%6; Hardwick 1872: 277Walker 1883: 158; Hartland
1893: 463; Rhys and Morris 1893:-58; Hull 1928: 111112; Jones 1954: 92;
Lucas 1963: 40; Mercer 1974: 191; Bord and Bord 1988190 coins are just one
type of offering amongst many, including rags, ribbons, beads, budkiésns,

keys, to name only some.

Indeed, some holyells contained no coinsatallar t | and descri bes
Well in Llanfalglan, Caernarvonshire, which was apparently emptied in the early
1800s: Ofulobpindweereitakes out, butnoocoi of any kindd (1
Describing another holy well, in Perthshire, Hartland exhibits surprise upon

di scovering coins deposited there: 6 Some
away their halfpenced (189 3:hedepddilionofhe e Xx

a coin was perceived as an extreme form of participation.

Likewise, whilst the custom of affixing rags to trees was widespread throughout the
British Isles during the 1800snly one19"-century example of insertingpinsinto

trees hadeen identified: Isle Maree (Appendix 2.26)deed, the Isle Maree case
study appears to have been employed as dreagfor many years prior to its
emergence as a ceiree. Evidently, strips of cloth were deemed more appropriate
offerings than coins ding this time, and it is not surprising that most"x@ntury
participants (in contrast with 24entury participants) were more willing to part

with rags than with coins.

Value is subjective (Simmel 1900Thompson 1979), and, although the economic
worth of a coin may appear fixed and stable, it is as fluid and mutable as any other
object.Wernimont and Fitzpatrickl972), andBrandstétter and Brandstat{@996),

in their respective studies on the subjective value of money, demonstrate how such
factorsas income, gender, sokigass, and personality traitggeatly influence how

an individual perceives the value of money. Just as the value of money varies from
person to persqrit is also contingent upon time period. Inflation has meant that a

c o i n d@hswillwevitably decrease over timé study by the Office for National
Statistics ofthe consumer price index from 1750 to 2003 demonstratesatieatge

prices haveggradually been multiplied by 14@&nd as prices increase, the value of a
coin decrease A one decimal penny, for example, would have had greater
purchasing power in 1750 than a Al in 201

105



In the past, therefore, coins were more valuable and less ubiquitous, and it is
unsurprising that ®century partiipants would be less inclined than a moetay
participant to part with a one penny pie@mn the other hand, objects such as rags,

nails, pins, locks of hair, and fingernails were more readily accessible and disposable
than coins, making them far morenvenient offerings. And, as mentioned briefly

above, convenience plays a large role in rituals of deposition; as Walhouse observes,

a pilgrim may by necessity soureadyatt heir
handd (1880: 104) .

Henderson offers anxea mp | e o f t his: St . Maryos Wel
pilgrims who believed that drinking water from the well and then depositing a coin
ensured good luck for the following year. Henderson, observing the rites performed
at this site in ¢.1899, describa group of boys who drank from the well:
But, alas! the ceremony is left in some degree uncompleted, for on
examination it is found that no member of the group possesses a solitary
copper.This part of the rule is thereupon brushed aside. But the tyfing o
pieces of cloth on the tree is strictly observed, for, beside costing nothing, it

gives each boy an opportunity of indulging in a little fcimbingé (1911
323)

Hulse (1995) offers another, more contemporary example of convenience playing a
large rolein the selection of itemdor deposition. Examiningst Trillob s We | |
Llandrillo-yn-Rhos, Hulse found that offerings of prayesich had beguto be left

at the holy wellsince 1992 wer e a O6spontaneous and i mi
people visitig the chapel, seeing the past deposits and wishiraglddheir own,

were forced to write their prayers on scraps of paper sourced from pockets and
handbags: portions of envelopes, pages torn from diaries, receipts, and transport
tickets. In many cases, drefore, matters of convenience and improvisation
determine the nature of objects deposiiechnd throughout the 8and 14
centuri es, coins were evidently not, t o
at h(E883d461).

However, throughoutth | ast century a reversal has
value decreased, its utilisation as an object of ritual exchange increased at an
inversely proportional rate&Coins became more commonplaceghe point where the

majority of people usually hav@me coins in their possession, so that if they wish

to participate in a ritual which necessi
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most convenient object for that purpose. As one participant in thereeiitustom at

High Force speculated,hgn asked why he believed people chose to iesarsinto

the tree: Omaybe because t heypaticgpanfatust co
Tarn Hows opined that o6it might just be

Youdve always got somedod.

The custodian of t Hrees, SawrencdNBarkdr,adan®misstrad e n
this reversal in his personal consideration of the custom. At this site, thé&resesn

are accompanied by several Htages, the branches of which are primarily affixed

with ribbons, and Lawrence believes thatthedoinees wer e created b
had no ribbons or ot her of ferings but S
09/11/2012). In his opinion, therefore, coins are the substitute deposits; few people
today will hawe ribbons ready at hand or would be willing to tear off a scrap of their
clothing, but it is likely thacentutyey wi l
example atSt . Marybs Well, where the group o
branch of a treedrause they did not have the coins to deposit in the well, is thus

inverted.

Coins have not only become more readily available in contemporary society; they

have also become more disposal@leins, particularly one penny and two pence

pieces, are no longerceived asmebodying much value, to the extent that many

people in Britain believe copper coins should be removed fawroulation

(Dammann 2012)Dammann, reporting on this decline in value for @uardianin

2012, descri bes c esp, pmatically valueless badssof coppdre u s
pl ated steel whi ch weigh down our pocke
(2012). Whilst Wolman, observing that pennies offer very little in both the store of

value and as a medium of exchange, wryly notes thapleeno longer even tax
themselves by retrieving a penny found o
that i1 tdés not even worth the time and fi

pick 1t up, possibly resulting in a back
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18i DEBUNKI NG THE oO0DI SENCHANTMENT®

Coinsdéd ubiquity and decreased economic W
|l ast century, become {(Walhduseil@08: 46d)bmakimgt s r e
them the most appropriate and convenient deposits in thenspatary rituals of the

British Isles. This explains why they replaced rags, nails, and other objects at Isle
Maree, Clonenagh, Ardboe, and Gougane Barra, and subsequently contribute to an

explanation of the emergence of this custom in ti¥eE8ly-20" centuries.

However, the majority of co#rees in the British Isles did not emerge in the
19"early-20" centuries; they were not originally associated with holy wells and did
not gradually transition into coittees from (or function as replacementspygvious
incarnations: ragrees, naitrees, and so on. Of the 34 cdiee sites recorded in this
thesis, only one (Isle Maree) definitely giates the ZBcentury, and only five more
definitely predate the 1990s (Ardboe, Ardmaddy, Clonenagh, Fard, Gougane
Barra). The remaining 28 sgg82%) are contemporary creations, having been coined
in the 1990s, 2000s, and 2010s, and this contemporaneity complicates their

interpretation.

It was outlined inChapter 1that folklore is often not believed to Vesurvived the

transition into modernity. Historically, folk customs have been widely perceived as
fragile, tenuous, and endangemgienomena, and the processes of urbanisation and
industrialisation are ofte held accountable for whaweber heraldsthe
Odsenchant ment of the worl do, a worl d nc
int el | ectual i z atcording o F@sterowriting in thes 1®50sdustrial
economiebar e not conducive to the continuat
assumd that folk cultures will disappear in those places where a high degree of

i ndustriali zati on whise foreBascqns & wa§ 1leéhbBobgical 1 7 1)
developments that led to this supposed decligef ol k|l or e has d e
as...mechanical devices suah phonographs, radios, moving pictures, and television
have developeddé (1965: 296) .

Redner tooka similar stances0 years laterattributing the purportetbss of local,
native culture to O6cul tural homogeni zati
tem figl obal i zat heoWeteondworld Bal,(Rédner @syetiscome a

Omonocul tur ed, in which no | ocalRednaradi t i
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and his predecessors paint a rather dour pictureé,while not all folklorists concur
with this perspective (McKelvie 1963; Dundes and Pagter 1975; Dorson 19¢6),
general consensus appears taHafolklore is far less prolific in the Western world

than it once was.

It is certainly true that some customs have fallen out of use. Rejumithe wych

elm embedded with pHowgasdd Ent(£9&0), iMrs iWhiicoxFor st e
dolefully notes that the O&6teeth are al mo
t r eed, MargaremSchlegehreplied, should. | love folklore ad all festemg
superstitiond (1910 [2000]: 81). This exchange indicates that by the earl§' 20

century, such folk practices of implantation had largely declined and were
considered oO0festering s-tuep eustant would monkseo . Ho
conceived of 8 as such; the majority of the cednmees are contemporary structures,

the products of participation by large numbers of modiaypractitioners.

The contemporary coitree therefore confutes the claims that industrialisation,
urbanisation, globalisationand technological advancements would result in the

0di senchant ment 6 Hoawéver,tshoald iBer viewved,sabh Petes | e s .
Portmeirion opined (detailed above), asbac ont i nuati on of an o
evidence that it isin our DNA todo thingslike this, to carry them orLike throwing

coins into a fountain; something we may not really believe in anymore but we do it

just because weodéve always done it6o

Walsham would advise against this interpretation, advocatingt tisatnisguided to

vewclst oms as Othe 6debrisdéd of pagan myt ho

di stant antiquity into modern times in a
Landy and Sal er, considering O6secul ar m
rejectthisbimr y noti on that o&éany |l ingering ench

of necessity be a r el i c-treesathetetore,shoblcanotk 6 ( 2

A

be interpreted as Osurvivalso6, oOrelicsbo,

On the other hand, howevercastom does not simply spring forth from a vacuum.

As Hugoson asserts in her study of the Swedish Easter Tree,iwlkehmany coin

treesi appears to have beereatedpost199Q such a custom can be interpreted as a
0familiar unknowndénewt héeérmdréeiorsed fs no

popularity and success, but rather that it is perceived as being new and old
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si mul t ane o u-83). Thé majodty d the cowtes may beantemporary
structures, but their popularity may be attrdmlitto the (accurate) belief that they

grow from the foundations of past meanings and customs.

However, the moderday cointree is not a testament to the continuity of a custom;
they were not being umtermittenty generated from the f@century to the pesent

day. Instead, there was sporadic creation of -t@i@s in Scotland and Ireland
throughout the 1®and 28" centuries, but as Appendix 2.4 demonstrates, the custom
does not appear to have existed in England and Wales prior to the late 1990s/early
2000s, when there was a sudden leap in-t@@ creation. Indeed, there is evidence
that older coirrees withessed a boost in the custom during the same period; the
empirical data collected from the primary Ardmaddy eée (including both coins
within the tree and uncovered during excavation) demonstrates a sharp increase in
the custom during the 199@8ppendices2.9 & 5.7). The secondsection of this
chapter will therefore be a consideration of what could account for the contemporary

renaissance of th custom.

PART 2: THE CONTEMPORARY RENAISSANCE
17 THE CONTEMPORARY COIN-TREE

There can be no definitive answer to the question of which contemporaryremin

was coined first. Perhaps the forester at Bolton Abbey was the firg(8teentury
practtioner of this custom; as the dental nurse at Hardcastle Crags and the local boys
at Fairy Glen could have been. However, attempts to contacteven elicit the
names ofi these elusive, purported instigators have invariably failed. Other
strategies maype used instead, such as drawing on the testimonies of custodians,
which would indicate that the sites of Bolton Abbey (pers. comm. Moira Smith,
visitors manager, 11/11/2011), Lydford Gorge (pers. comm. Adrian Shaw, senior
ranger, 03/04/2012), or Tarr Stefpers. comm. Graeme McVittie, woodland offjcer
16/01/2012) were the earliest, believed to have been initially coined in the 1990s.

However, aswill be explored in Chapter 6, there is often a tendency (even amongst
professionals) to ovesstimate a cowh r e e 6 s age, therefore

custodians may not be wholly accurate. Also, many custodians could not provide
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estimated dates of creation for their cti@esand, as discussed in Chapter 3, the
dating evidence provided by the coins may be equatheliable. At the present
time, therefore, it is not possible to determine wheand certainly not why the

first contemporary coutree was coined, nor who the original instigator was.

Circumstances surrounding the inauguration of the-tem renaisance may remain
obscure, but the rapid rate of dissemination which soon followed is clearly evident.
Following the creation of a few coimees during the 1990s, the 2000/2010s
witnessed a considerakd@d widespread revival. This dissemination is undexdiigt

due to imitation (explored in greater detail in Chapter 5); an individual/group
encounters a coitree at one site and they subsequently instigate anothetreeiat

a different site. However, the processes of dissemination in this case arersyirprisi

Map 4 (Appendix 1.2displays all coirtree sites which have a relatively reliable
estimated coining date (either drawn from published material or the testimonies of
custodians), and this demonstrates not only a rapid rate of dissemination, but also a
rat her sporadic-comég.e mdbr b-£9908)tcdirFecsdareo pr e
clearly exclusive to Scotland and Ireland, the data for the contemporaryreesn
provides neither a clear point of origin nor an obvious pattern of distribution. Older
contemporary coiftrees (Bolton Abbey, Lydford Gorge, Tarr Steps) are present in
northern England as well asuthern, as are the youngeesi(Claife Station, Leigh
Woods, Corfe Castle). This suggests that the dispersion otre@s was the result

of numerous nexuses and simultaneous networks of dissemination, rather than a

single, linear thread originating from one point.

Not only does this complex network of d
advice to O6read super st italsoandicatbsaticaktivear d s 6
reasons behind this modeday renaissance were not reg&pecfic, but were

applicable to manyareas of the British Isles. What contemporary countrywide
factors, therefore, could account for the successful and ragisigmimted revival

of the cointree custom? The first point to consider is the participants themselves.

111



217 THE CULT OF THE CHILD

From my ethnographic observations, the current participants of thereeicustom

are many and varik As is evident in Appendes 4.24.5, which presenthe
demographic data of the 219 participants interviewed, this custom is not exclusive to
a certain genderagegroup, orrace. Participation is dependent upon one factor:
physical presence at a cdiree site, and as the majgriof cointrees are located
beside popular footpaths in rural areas, the majority of participants are consequently
the type of people who are liketp engage in leisurely walkingoredominantly

white British couples and families, although not exclusively.

There is, however, one primary participatory group of this custom: children. My
observations revealed that a group travelling with children is far less likely to pass a
cointree without inserting a coin than a group travellinghout children. One
womant ol d me t hat she could not 0i magi ne
especially not w fathdr claomej ol Id rdeanrdg t wthh il sk tah
would let me walk pastvith out putting coins inod.

Many of the groups with childrenlaimed to hag only inserted cais for thebenefit
of the childrend because the boys wanted tod; Omy
sakebd, and so on. |t i S noditreeqappeasitoibei ng t

very much oriented towards the entertainmeinthe younger generation. As Opie

and Opie observe, 0i t i's the nature of
(19509: 210) , and theyrmdihiandst war mehbt |l
are respecters, even Vv e neeed, tthe majority off cus

widely-practiced folkloric traditions in contemporary Britain are observed for the
benefit of children: Father Christmas, Easter egg hunts;dritteating.

However, tildren have not always been central to folkloric customsdedd,

childhood has not always been viewed as distinct from adultiibatitheir actions

are marginalised from those of adults is a relatively modern, Western notion (Sofaer
2007 88, Baxter 2008: 161 In the pastchildren were not sheltered from adult
responsibilities and exgpiences but partook in them, andh@s only been within the

last century that childhood has begun to be perceived as a period of honoured
innocence(deMause 1974Borrowdale 1994: 24 . This &ésenti ment a
0 s a c r a lofi childhbod ¢zZeli@aer 1985; Sofaer Derevenski 2000:cgated a
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society wherein children are central to family cutuand much efforgoes into
catering to their needs whilst simultaneously maintaining their innocence for as long
as possibléWells 1991 430)

The ability of the coif r ee custom to address the con
catert o chil drends cul tur al oastraded i@ daveraht i on 8
participant interviews. Parents seem to believe that participation in thereein
custom wil |l be dexcitingo, Oi nterestingod
four groups expressing the opinion that
involvement in nature, argnd culture, and to prowdthem with unique experiences

I which they believed the coitrees offered.

The desire to maintain c¢hi AdamamadBolton nnoc e
Abbey with two childreri a 12 year old girl and 1ear old bg i admitted to being
disappointedhat her teenage son no longer wantedgarticipate in the coitree
cust om: 60They just orhew lanmtendfedi t Hedomsdtr
however, appeared to make her more det e

participation.

Likewise, when a couple at Ingleton pointed cwe tointrees to their seveyear

old daughter, she replied, to her parent
Her surprisingly jaded response seemed to motivate her parents into participation:
they helped her insert a coin and assured herth&& sw not a Owaste of
was Ofor ma ki ng serssnhhersstudy ofArsoathiary, Imany a s
parents feel t hat such beliefs are 6éabs
imagination in children, and that adults should do everythingh&r power to
encour age bel i ef éregthetetore, provdd8slan ideal Vehiele faro i n
broadening a childés cultural out | ook, b
structure that combines elements of nature, art, and folklore, shiisitaneously

(in the opinions of some parents at least) maintaining their innocence by giving them

the opportunity to playfully participate in a rather whimsical ritual.

Tuleja, considering another chi@ntredfolkloric custom,the poth-fairy, notes hat
such practices grew in Britain at a rapid rate from the-20{8 century and he
believes that one of t he pr-diraced family e a s o n
cultured (1991: 413) , whi ch heThismidms t he
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20"-century shift may likewise account for the contemporary rise in the-trei
custom. Because fewer adults would earnestly observe such a practice iff'the 20
century than they would have done in th& 8 19" centuries (a factor explored in
Chapter 6)there were no ideally situated contemporary producers and consumers of
the cointreesi until children came to the forefront of ritual play and participation. A
custom is only observed if participants choose to participate, which may account for
the dormacy of this practice throughout much of the"agentury. By the 1990s,
however, an ideal participatory group had egeer families with children. e coin

tree custom coulthereforebe successfully revived.

317 THE DAWN OF THE DAY -TRIPPER

As well asthe rise of the chileentred family culture, Tuleja also attributes the-mid
20M-century gowth of practices such as thetodthi ry t o t habilipoofr eat er
di scr et i on(a9ly 414).nQ@ne aspelt of this factor has already been
explored; irflation causing adecrease in the subjective value of coins, leading to

their utilisations as disposable and convenient deposits for thetreeircustom.

However, the greater availability of discretionary income played another role in the

emergence of teipractice.

As is evident in Appendix 4,6only a small minority (8%) ofhe contemporary
participantanterviewed wee local residents (defined as living within 20 miles of the
coin-tree site). Foreign tourists accoedtfor some(10%), but the majority rgpup
were domestic tourists on short breaks or-ttgys (82%); a fact that ignsurprising
considering thedcation of mostoin-treesat popular natural heritage sites. Indeed,
Van den Eynden (2010), studying pla@ntred rituals in contemporary Scotian
opines that such customs are perpetuated primarilguibipus tourists rather than
local residents (2010: 243)s noted above, in order to survive, a custom requires an
appropriate group of participants, and in the case of thetaen the appropriat
group is evidently tourists and déayppers, of which there are clearly enough to
perpetuate the custom. However, numbers of people with both the ability and

inclination to visit sites of natural heritage have not always been so prodigious.

114



As Yale obge r v e s, 6lalJ]l though the appeal of t
startof thetwenty i r st century, this has not al way
early 1900s, the concept of walkingapleasure pursyiais well as an appreciation

of rural £enery, was confined to the upper classes (Patmore 1972: 11). However,

over the 28 century this changed. As Britain became increasingly urban, the
popularity of the countryside as a holiday destination rose in tandem (Yale 2004:

9.23); people from all esses became eager to escape the cities, if only for a day.
Consequentl vy, wal king has become Britain
as a common feature of domestic tourist trips within the British Isles, 70% of which

now involve recreationalwatk ( The Rambl er sé Associati on

The2d'century saw not only a rise in peopl
walking in rural areas, but also a rapid increase in #dglities to do so. Although

the tourist industry was wedistablishedn Britain by 1940 (Tinniswood 1998: 159),

it was not until the 1960s that mass tourism developed, and holidays became a
common feature of peoplebs | ives, regarc
then, cultural and heritage tourism in Britain haverbencreasing (Markwekt al

1997), and there are a number of reasons for this.

Disposable income, an increase in leisure time, and the advent of paid Hheéiday

are three major contributing factors (Barton 2005). Transportation is another, with
themobi l ity of a personal car bringing wh
freedom to recreational travel o (1972: 1
and when they went. Car ownership in Britain has been multiplying rapidly since the
pre-war years: 109,000 in 1919, omeillion in 1930, twamillion by 1939 (Patmore

1972: 12), fourmillion in 19507 to over 34 million in 2010 (Department for
Transport 2011: 1). In 1951, 14% of households d@wkss to a car; this figure had

risen to 75% by010 (Department of Transport 2011: 4).

As Tinniswood writes, o[ f]l]rom very early
and marketed as away forthetedrwe | | er t o di scover the <co
and this is certainly what it achieves. This inceshsnobility has given people

greater opportunity to explore areas of natural heritage, which may otherwise have

been inaccessible. My own fieldwork at the ebtige sites illustrates this. Of the 33

sites visited, only four were easily accessible fromtg @sing public transport
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Hardcastle Crags, Padley Gorddarbury Park, and Arnside KnotOther sites
would have required multiple train and bus journeys, as well as many hours in
transit, and so | opted to use a car. It is easy to appreciate, thevaigrpeoplel
especially families with younger childrérare more inclined, or able, to visit sites of

natural heritage now that 7566 soof households have access to a car.

Transportation to a site is not, however, the only contributing factor td ¢dve
accessibility; land ownership is another integral aspect. Historically, the majority of

land in the Britishisles has been privately owned; consequewndyy little was

accessible to the public (Yale 2004: 9.25). This has gradually been changing
throughout the 28 century, no doubt due to the realisation that heritage tourism had
devel oped major economic value for Brit e
Parks and Access to the Countryside Actoo
way (Patmeoe 1972: 242). In 1972, the&/oodland Truswas created to safeguard

forests (Yale 2004: 9.22), and the launch ofNla¢ional Lotteryin 1994 resulted in

prodigious increases in funding for the conservation of natural heritage sites (Yale
2004: 1.25). Final 'y i n 2000, the new O6Countryside
the balane of rights from the landowneiis favour of public accessibility (Yale

2004: 9.25).

The current economic climate has also greatly influenced the level of tourism at
natural heriage sites. The 2008 recession led to a general decrease in disposable
income, and consequently many people in Britain chose domestic breaks and day
trips rather than holidays abroad. Indeed, Fiona Reynolds, Di@etoeral of the

National Trustdeclares hat 62009 was the year of the
that visitor numbers tdlational Trustproperties rose by715% Jenny Abramsky,

Chair of theHeritage Lottery Fundobserves the same boom in the domestic tourist
industry, with visits toEnglish Heritageproperties having risen by 17% during the
summer of 2009 (2010: 1).

Even for those less affected by the poor economic climate of the late 2000s/early
2010s, short breaks to the British countryside are evidently increasingly appealing.
Sincete 1990s, there has been a rise in wh;
with many people taking a domestic, 0sec
(1993: 3). And with the growing ease with which people can access natural heritage
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sites, such tgs easily fit into a single day, resulting in the increasingly popular day
trip. A survey conducted bwisitEngland VisitScotland and Visit Wales for
example, reveals that during 2012, the British took a total of 1,712 millioftripay

to tourist sitesan increase of 11% from 2011 (2012 Great Britain Day Visits Survey
2012: 46), and as the majority of daippers tend to head for the countryside (Yale
2004: 1.31), it is unsurprising that ceime sites experience high volumes of

visitors.

47 AVAILA BILITY: A CHANGE IN FORESTRY POLICY

Just as a custom requires suitable participants in order to be successfully revived and
disseminated, it also requires physical availabilty.explored above, coins became
more available throughout the "2@entury, pobably contributing to the rise of the
cointree custom. However, there is another necessary component to this practice:

the tree.

With woodland covering an estimated 3.1 million hectares of the United Kingdom
(Forestry Commission 2012: 8), it seems wglljkthat a shortage of trees would have
prevented or delayed the dissemination of the -t@@ custom. However, living
trees account for only 17% of all celirees catalogued; it is instebuys and wooden
fragments (coarse woody debr@WD) which are moe commonly appropriated for
this custom, accounting for 41%, and until the start of tHec&htury CWD was
actively removed by forest management. In 1996, Peterken writes that the aim of
managementwast o uti |l i se the ti mbdkeac aynd, woedag u s
accumulations of fallen wood are regarded as breeding grounds for beetles,
which might then infect living treeélead wood is not allowed to

accunu |l at e, b e ¢ a u shgpicallyt theiiefere, thanaged wogds é
contain unnaturally smalhaounts ofCWD (1996: 396)

Up to and including the 1990s, therefore, logs were notreditu, and so were not
readily available for potential coitnee participants. In 2002, however, this policy
changed. Thé&orestry Commissiopublished a guide offerg the opposite advice,
recommendingagainstthe removal of CWD and advocating instead that decaying

timber should be lefh situ (Forestry Commissio2002).
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The promotion of deadwood stems from the benefits it provides in the natural
environment, as illstratedoy Harmonet al (1986), Hodge and Peterken (199%)d
Packhamet al (1992: 256258). As well as playing key roles in carbon storage, soll
nutrient cycling, and hydrological processes, deadwood left in situ also provides
support and shelter fax wide range of species (Hodge dnéterken 1998; 100;
Forestry Commission 2002:4.

The benefits of leaving CWIh situ having been circulated to forest wardens and
rangers countrywide resulted in the wide availability of logs, which could then be
appopriated for the contree custom. Indeed;hris Moseley, a ranger at Marbyry
Cheshire(Appendix 2.31) cited the 200Forestry Commissioguide as the reason

for why they had left the coitree log of MP2n situ rather than removing it once it

had fallen, as they would have done a decade earlier (pers. comm. 16/08/2012).
Although the change aimed to encourage the leaving of deadwosdu for
ecological reasons, it inadvertently leddatural benefits, providing a vast supply

of 6 ¢ a n v a siretreedcustoim.r the co

This recent change in Forestry Commission policy probably does not account for the
initial revival of the custom, if the coitiee custodians are correct when they
estimate creation dates in the late 1990s for the sites of Bolton Abbdigrdy
Gorge, and Tarr Steps. However, the remaining (dateable) contemporatyeesin
were purportedly all coined from 2002 onwards, directly coinciding with the reversal
of forestry policy. This reversal therefore, resulting in a new, widespread akgjlabi

of logs may be the primary reason for why the 2000s witnessed such a rapid

resurgence in the coimmee custom.

5T6 FOLKLORE 2.06

With the establishment of a chittentred family culture, the rise in domestic tourism

and countryside dafyipping, and the greater availability of the necessary materials,

the late 1990s/early 2000s evidently provided the ideal environmental conditions for

the revival of the coit r e e . |t al so provided abundant
dissemination, with the rise foa new, technologicallynediated form of

communication: the Internet.
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It has already been noted that folklorists predicted the loss of folklore as a result of

the rise of mass culture and technology (Bas@®6b: 296) However,Blank (2009;

2012) assertthat such predictions are unfounded, attesting instead that technological
developments are not detrimental to the survival, transmission, creation, and
performance of folk culturé but that they are actually beneficial to these processes.

He assertsthatf ol k|l ore fl ourishes on the I ntern
media technology from laptops and tablets to mobile telephohés now so deeply

integrated into our communication practices that it has become an instrumental
6condui tc otfr &rmod kil vgiiondé (2012: 4).

There are certainly enough similarities between-fadace and computenediated
communication to support the theory that vernacular expression transmitted online

can constitute folklore (Fernback 2003; Kibby 2005; Bronner9200his evinces

the flexibility with whilchdedfimlekdl o6rfeodl knhu
astraditional customs, beliefand legendsransmitted orally but oral transmission

has come to include wellased communication, thus alteringnd geatly extending

ithe definitional parameters of 0f ol k1 ¢
transmissions.As early as 1996, Kirshenbla@imblett (1996) was noting the

I nternet ds efficacy for transmitting fo

6 f lorke &ontinues to be alive and well in the modern world, due in part to increased

transmission via-ea i | and the Internetd (2005: 4
online folklore as OFol kore 2.006 (2012: !
tremendousreai ssance onlinedé (2012: 53)

It is unsurprising, therefore, that the transmission of information regarding the coin

tree custom is prodigiously evident on the Internet (Chapters 2 and 3}tr€min

related online articles, forum threads, and peatdlogs tend to follow a similar

pattern: the author (or instigator of the thread) writes a piece of varying length
concerning a particular cotnee site, and comments are subsequently added by
people who have read this piece and wish to inform theaaofltother coirree sites

they are familiar with. On the websiWild About Britain(Anonymous 2007)for

example, a forum post in 2007 concerning the Dovedaletoe@s elicited seven
responses, two of which refer to other ebim e e s : 0| dtheeFaiy &lem t hi s

RSPB reserve near Rosemar ki e on t he Bl a
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similar feature at Bolton Abbey in Yorl
Likewise, onAmusing Plane(Anonymous 2009a blogpost about cohtrees led to

six canments referring to other sitedhe Internet therefore functions as a
convenient conduit for the exchange of information regarding the locations ef coin

trees. People who may have been aware of oneta@nsite can learn of many

others, and in some casespecific directions are given to these sites so that the

readers can locate them.

A patrticularly illustrative example of the disseminating powers of the Internet is a

thread on thé&heffield Forune nt i t 1 ed OHow can | find thi
Commn?6 (2009) . The creator of the threa
of the Wadsley/Loxley comt r e e b u't have 6been | ooking

find it anywher eféllav foBumenensberpferadvisand i® noth e r
disappointed: asell as comments regarding other ctiees three forum members
respond with directions. One person sent a linletmgle Mapn which the coin

treeds | ocation has been pinpointed, whil

i know where it is! if you park in the tagar park and walk down the path onto
the big field carry on down to the bottom and turn right towards the woods
when ur into the woods ifsic.] on the little hill just before it drops down to
the other side bang in the middle of the path, hope u firfdd09)

This forum thread also elicited responses from others who were hoping to locate the
Loxley coint r ee t hemsel ves. Some were successf
who announced two weeks after her origir
helped! We finally found the tree today by combining all the helppdd ( 2009) .
Others, however, were not successful; another forum member, for example, declared,
6Spent 4 hours |l ooking for the damned ¢t
heard of iteither. So, we made ourowd 6 ( 200 9 ) .thelcustonba thdy c a s €
cointree has been perpetuated via the Internet: in one case, the contribution to the
existing cointree and in another, the creation of a new one. Both cases were fostered

by this forum, clearly demonstrating how computeediated communication

facilitates the transmission and dissemination of folklore.

In some cases, the readers of these posts and forum threads are not familiar with
cointrees,and it is therefore the Internet whiphovides them with the knowledge of
this customds exi s-tree threas on th8heffigldhFerunionex | ey ¢
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member states, o6l know the commotfsicyery wi
certainly be on the look out next time fgsicJup t here! 6 (2009) . L |
Sheffield Wildlifeforum, an entry about the Padley Gorge eoges led to one
commenter exclai ming, ol ol | certainly Kk
Der byshire .A gesomcommerirgg®i the entry &imusng Planet

similarlyd e c | a r émave tiviedaint Englaind all my life alked in many woods

and trail®@ a n dave mever come across these grbefore, but sure will do some
research and post a definitive guide on |

This method of disseminan is evident in academic environments also. In April
2013, | received a number of emails from fellow researchers directing me to a
Contemporary History and Archaeology in Theory (CHAT) email thread entitled
60Coins and Treesd. Anlal eoptactedbhisifeiowv CHATh n Wi
members describing a recent encounter with the Portmeirion and Snowdon coin
trees and asking if memisewere aware of other examplé@sis request elicited 10
responses (lihcluding my own), with researchers and heritagafgssionals from
institutions such as Reading University, University College London, the University
of Manchester, Linnaeus University, Stanford University, and English Heritage, all
contributing their own theories, knowledge, and experiences of-tiEEn
Computermediated communication has therefore facilitated the dissemination of
folklore research as well as folklore itself. Indeed, as detailed in Chapter 3, much of
my initial research on the coeinee custom was conducted online, with the use of

forums, blogs, online articles, and emails.

The Internet providegleal conditions for the transmission and dissemination of the
coin-tree custom for two primary reasons. Firstly, it offers what Kibby (2005) terms

a rapid and effect ibv,e coéodmeiatedecommunicabon me c h
allowing for the quick (indeed, instant), widespread, and easy exchange of
information (Blank 2009: 8). Secondly, it is not restricted geographically. Thompson

(2012) and McNeill (2009; 2012) both observe that the Intdrage altered not only

how the oO0fol k& communi c a toevhatoorstitutes then s mi t
0 f o | ekabise of Bhe global discourse of the Internet, cultural identity is no longer
necessarily equated with geasggoagehfgraand t
geographical base (Thompson 2012: 55). A person can be sitting at their computer
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exchanging information about the cdnee custom with someone in a different

county, country, or even continent.

The rapid, geographicallynbound distribugn mechanismof the Internet may
therefore account for the seemingly sporadic patterns of dissemination witnessed
across the British Isles. As explored above, Map 4 (Appendix 1.2) illustrates that the
coin-tree custom did not disperse in a logical patfesm one focal point, spreading
from north to south for example, but that it appears to have emerged almost
simultaneously at locations as distant as Yorkshire and Devon. This is probably due
in part to the increase in domestic travel; it is not unlikblt ta person visited
Bolton Abbey one year and then visited Lydford Gorge the next, disseminating the
custom over 300 miles south of where they originally witnessed it. However, it is
probably also due to the Internet.

The Internet became an increasingtgple feature of many households during the

2000s, with the percentage of UK households boasting Internet access rising from

9% in 1998 to 42% at the start of 2002, and escalating from there (Office for
National Statistics 2010). It is probably no coirende that this coincides with the

rapid early21®-century dissemination of the ceiree customl f t he 6f% 1 k6 o
century are no longer bound by geography then the disseminatioraggtury

folklore is not either, and the cetree custom waable to spread rapidly and widely

across the British Isles via computaediated communication.

61 CONCLUSION

When Archbishop Whately advised that 6a
ordertol® r i ghtl y underresatdo obda, c kswisdtlesadsubjedlé8 6 O :

a neat, linear progression, leading the researcher back from the jtageot a

specific point of origin. Likewise, when Peter at Portmeirion described thdreas

as a Ocorft ifrod &tlioore &6 and cdomehimgeved maty hoat t he
really believe in anymore but e e alksaqg
implied that while the beliefs and notions behind a custom may evolve over time, the
physical custom itself has a traceable continuity. However, as thidechiags

demonstrated, this is not always (if ever) the case.
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The origins of the comh r ee are far too complex and
backwar dso. Rat her than a succ#eshasve | i1
proven itself to benore an amalgaation of nunerous strands of traditioniseliefs,

and substitutions, with individual coinr ees o6evol vi ngdé at di f
varying orders. Mest adlhiofrfsorodf ocbosnetrivrneusi:t yo a
account for complex historical proses of appropriation, compromise, subversion,

masking, invention, and revivial ( 1 9 8 8 : 338) .

There was not one single practice or belief which led to the original emergence of

the coint r ee custom, but rat her a my loicad: t h
empl oyment; the treebds relationship with
ragtree and the notion of contagious transfer; and the implantation of disease via the
use of pins, nai |l s, and bodil yofgitudh st anc e
deposition is likewise the result of numerous strarttis: imbuement of folk

remedial and apotropaic powedrsthe coin because of its material and the image it
bears; the coinbds status as a symbol of
of the coin combined with its increased ubiquity resulting in its employment as a

convenient ritual deposit.

The above factors were all combined in various ratiossaggiencedeading to the
creation of the cohtree custom. Their contemporaryemergace, however, is the
result of an entirely different set of processes. The mid2@fecentury rise in the
6chdilrdected family culturedéd (Tulejya 1991
group as did the rapid growth of domestic tourism, which rédlem increase in the
number of people not only with an inclination to visit British sites of natural
heritage, but with the ability to do so. The 2002 Forestry Commission guide,
recommending that deadwood be lieftsitu rather than removed, accounts the
greater availability of logs necessary for this custom. And the -8athgentury
growth of the Internet produced an effective dissemination mechanism, enabling the
wide and rapid transmission of folklore on what Kibby (2005) believes to be an

unpreceélented scale.

In conclusionthe contemporary coitree has not prospere@spitethe modernity of
its environment, bubecauseof it. The 2£' century, with itsshifted family values,

mass domestic tourism, and boom in technologicaiigdided communicatin,
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proves to provide the ideal environmental conditions under whi&tofel can, and

does, flourish. Ad sq when Benedict stated thatf ol k|l or e has not

living trait in mo der n

mistaken

ci vil i z asha aold ot hateQleeh:mor@ 9 2 ) ,
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CHAPTER 5: CONTEMPORARY ENGAGEMENT

Walkers congregating around an Ingleton eo@®, Yorkshire (Photograph by author)

It is a warm and sunny day in Cumbria during the May -tetdfn holidays (2012),

and the footpath which hugs the shore of Tarn Hows is teeming with walkers. The
route around the lake, however, @t strenuousand so many arevalking with
children. Nearly all have stopped to examine the primary-te®, a densekgoined
uprooted stump which rests on a raised earthen bank, its eastern end overhanging
the path. It is particularly conspicuous besauthe sunlight is accentuating the
lustre of the coins, and their neat, longitudinal arrangement along the bark makes

their distribution appear precise and deliberate.

A family of thredrom NewcastlainderLyme, Staffordshirewho are on holiday in

Cumbia, turn the corner of the path and are immediately greeted by the sight of the
cointree. The mother is English, the father French, and both are in their forties.
Their daughter is in her early teens. The parents, walking a little ahead, notice the

coin-tree instantly and stop to examine it.
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