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SOME NOTABLE ROMANO-BRITISH INSCRIPTIONS. , 

By P. H A V E R F I E L D , H.A. , F.S.A. 

It is characteristic of epigraphy that it rarely has to 
deal with objects which in themselves deserve the epithets 
notable or important. The great bulk of inscriptions 
possess little individual interest beyond that which is 
awakened by the sight of any ancient relic, and they 
only acquire real value when put together, compared, and 
tabulated. Military inscriptions, for instance, like those 
found during the last five years at Chester, may well seem 
to an ordinary reader, or even to an ordinary scholar, to 
form nothing but a somewhat monotonous list of names, 
birthplaces and years of service: yet when they are 
collected, the statistics of even simple details often 
furnish conclusions of first-rate importance. From time 
to time, however, inscriptions are found which, in one 
sense, do deserve the epithet notable, because, whatever 
their scientific value, they raise questions which attract 
both epigraphists and archseological readers in general. 
Several such documents were published in my last article 
on " Komano-British Inscriptions," but I deferred any full 
comments on most of them, as that article was already 
overburdened with matter, and, with the editor's per-
mission, I have ventured here to put them together with 
some other notes, as a sort of appendix. 

I. THE COLCHESTER TABLET (NO 9 0 , p . 1 8 8 . ) 

This relic is a bronze tablet, in shape oblong with ansae 
at the ends, measuring 8 in. by and inscribed with five 
lines of letters formed by small points hammered in. It 
reads :— 

VOL. XLIX ( N o . 1 9 5 ) 
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Deo Marti Meclocio Campesium et Victoriae Alexandri 
Pii Felieis Augusti nos[tr ?] i, donurn Lossio Veda de 
suo posuit—nepos Vepogeni Caledo. 

This, as it stands, must apparently be translated : 
' To Mars Medocius, god of the Campeses, and to the 

Victory of the Emperor Alexander, a gift from his own 
purse from Lossio Veda, grandson of Vepogenus, a Cale-
donian,' that is the tablet was erected to a native god and 
to the reigning Emperor Severus Alexander (A.D. 222— 
235) by a dedicator whose names appear to be Keltic and 
possibly Caledonian. Unfortunately he has described the 
god, the emperor, the dedication, and himself in very odd 
ways. 

(i.) The god Mars Medocius Campesium appears unique. 
A priori his titles are natural enough, especially if the 
dedicator be a Kelt. Medocius may be one of those epithets 
like Visucius, Yorocius, which the Gauls delighted to attach 
to the names of Roman gocls, and in particular to Mars 
and Mercury. Campesium, if a clan-name in the genitive 
plural, fits well with the long survival of the clan system 
in Keltic lands. But the two names are, as it seems, 
neither known nor capable of affiliation to anything known. 
Medocius may, as Dr. Stokes has suggested, be put along-
side of Medogenus, if this is a proper form (which is very 
doubtful), ancl connected with the Greek μί$ων, but this 
does not take us far, ancl for Campesium we have only the 
equally useless similarity to campus. We cannot even be 
sure whether we should complete it to campe(ηJsium and 
compare the not very common Latin adjective campensis, 
or, as in NOSI in line three, make si stand for stri and read 
campestrium. We have a Mars campester in Spain, ancl 
the volunteer coliortes campestres (Eph. v., p. 248). But 
none of this helps to clear the mystery, and Prof. Rhys has 
propounded a very different theory, which I shall add 
below. 

(ii.) The titulature of the Emperor is also unique. 
Dedications to the Victory of the Emperor were common 

j DEO · MARTI · M E D O d O · CAMP 
\J ESIVM · ET VICTORIE A L E X A N 

DRI • PII FELICIS · AVGVSTI ' NOSI 
DONV.M • LOSSIO ' VEDA ' DE ' SVO 

I POSVIT · NEPOS ' VEPOQENI · CALIIDO 
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enough in the first half of the third century, but the 
emperor himself is here described very oddly. Alexander 
Severus is rarely called simply Alexander except when he 
is mentioned as one of the two consuls in an indication of 
date by the consulship. His usual title would be Imp. 
Caesar M. Aurelius Alexander Severus p. f. Augustus, and 
the nearest parallel we have to the titulature on our tablet 
is to be got from the coins of some of his predecessors or 
successors, where we find Severuspius Augustus, Gallienus 
p. f. Aug. and the like. N O S I is also a puzzle, N O S T R I 
would be right and in place, but the abbreviation seems 
equally unknown to inscriptions and manuscripts. The 
nearest thing I can find is AVG NOS for Augusti nostri in 
Apulia (Epli. viii., n. 78). 

(iii). The order of words in the dedication is unusual. 
Naturally we should expect donum de suo posuit, and 
though this order is sometimes varied,' it is hard to 
parallel the insertion of posuit in the middle of the 
dedicator's names. Possibly the last three words were an 
afterthought, added when it was seen that there was space 
after posuit; possibly, too, we may compare the curious 
Christian-British or Keltic inscription from St. Ninian's 
Church, Whithorn (Academy No. 1009, p. 201, 5 Sept. 
1891), on which Prof. Rhys reads Latinus annorum xxxv 
etfilia sua anni v. (? ann. iv), (h)ic si(g)num feceru(n)t 
nepus Barrovadi, where the parentage similarly comes 
in at the end. How natural it is to Kelts to mention 
parentage and clan can be seen even in the familiar pre-
fixes Mac and 0' of Scotch and Irish names. 

(iv). The dedicator's names, though new, can be con-
nected with known Keltic names. For Lossio, probably a 
nominative in ο with a genitive Lossionis, we have Lossa 
and Lossia in Gallic lands2 and Prof. Rhys connects the 
modern " Lysons." For Yeda we can compare the 
common nomen Vedius, the Cisalpine tribe Vediantii and 
their " matres Yediantiae," and an obscure Yedomavi on 
a late Christian inscription in Britain (Hiibner Inscr. Clir. 
Br. n. 71). For Vepogeni we have Yepus, Vepisona, 
Veponius, Vepotalus. At first sight one would suppose 
that Vepogeni came from Vepogenus and contained the 

1 For instance Brambacli 1597, Esper- Schuermnn's Sigles Figulins 3021, 3022, 
andieu Inscr. des Lemovices, n. 7. Lossa is a potter's mark on Samian 

- C. vii, 1336, 576 ; C. v, 7168, (pseudo Arretine) ware made in Gaul. 
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suffix -genus, used in Keltic to denote a mythological or 
metaphorical descent, but Prof. Rhys has another explana-
tion to be mentioned in connection with his theory. If Ave 
pass 011 to the parentage, we must perhaps call it Keltic. 
The order, as we have seen, finds its only parallel on a 
Keltic inscription, and the word nepos, rare in ordinary 
Latin epigraphy, may be also a Keltic use. Prof. Rhys lately 
pointed out that,in the Whithorn inscription (quoted above), 
it seems to denote the Keltic clan rather than the simple 
Latin parentage, and though the instances are rather few 
for an induction,1 it is plain that we have here a way of 
denoting the family which is certainly not that of ordinary 
Latin. Lastly, the word Ccdedo can, as it stands, be only 
a nominative, and extraordinary as such a thing may 
sound to a Latin epigraphist, can only mean that the 
dedicator was a Caledonian by birth. The occurrence of 
similar forms Caledus or Caledius, Caledonius, Caledoniacus, 
do not help us here, as it is a case of meaning, not of 
etymology. Whether the centurion Caledonius Secundus 
named on a centurial stone near Birdoswald (Epli. vii, 
1077, Arch. Ael. xi. 121) derived his nomen from any 
Caledonian origin cannot here be discussed. When the 
legions were recruited on the spot a Caledonian by origin 
may have become a centurion, and we need not be 
surprised at an infiltration of northern natives in Britain. 

We can now sum up. AYe may, to begin with, dismiss 
the idea of a forgery. Years ago forgeries of Roman 
remains were not uncommon at Colchester,2 but I know of 
no recent cases and the tablet in question has satisfied such 
judges as Sir John Evans and Mr. Franks. The inscrip-
tion, too, strange as it is, is unlike what we might expect 
an ordinary forger to produce. The only alternative theory 
is that indicated above that the oddities of the dedication 
are due to the Keltic nationality of the dedicator ancl his 
natural ignorance of the minutiae of Latin epigraphy. 
We find the slave bailiff of an estate near Beneventum 
belonging to Tiberius misdescribing his master (c. v. 1456, 
of A.D. 11), ancl we need not be surprised that two hundred 

1 Compare the v.epus Barrovadi quoted, 
and the Exmoor nepiis Caratar.i (Academy 
14 Febr., 1892, and Archacologia Cam-
brensis 1891, 29-32). 

8 Proc. Soc. Ant. xiv (1892), p. 111. 

Colchester and Exeter are, I believe, the 
only two places where forgeries of Roman 
objects have been at all. numerous in 
England. Scattered instances are not 
uncommon in London. 
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years later a stray Caledonian in Colchester commits some-
what similar faults. It is possible we might go further 
and connect his ignorance with the apparent feebleness of 
Roman municipal life in Britain. If Dr. Stokes' explana-
tion of V A S S V (see p. 189) is correct, it shews us a further 
Keltic element in what ought to be a colonic(, in more 
than name. 

Professor Rhys has tried to work out this line of inter-
pretation in his own sphere of Keltic philology. In a 
letter written to me and read to the Society of Antiquaries 
on June 2, he suggests that Campesium may be connected 
with the Campsie Fells in Stirlingshire, an isolated district 
to which the Picts may have retired before the Aryan 
Dumnonii (Kelts), and where native fortifications and 
Roman urns have been noted. With the northern origin 
of the dedication, he compares the odd use of nepos, which 
he calls Pictic or Goidelic, and not Brythonic,1 and he 
suggests that Vepogeni is not from Yepogenus, but a 
Latinized form of Vipoigenn, the Pictisli genitive of 
Vipoig, the latter being a name found in the Pictish 
Chronicle. He adds that Veda may be an epithet, " of 
light complexion," and Medocius may belong to Miodhach, 
the name of a legendary Irish physician, though the 
absence of known facts relating to the gods of Caledonia 
makes further enquiry into the character of the god 
impossible. No one but a specialist can pretend to discuss 
these points, and I will not attempt to estimate the prob-
ability of the identification suggested of Campsie Fells 
and Campesium, which to a sceptical mind may seem 
rather bold. But it is certainly remarkable that a Cale-
donian should dedicate a tablet containing an idiom (nepos) 
which on other grounds has been attributed to the northern 
Keltic race of Goidels, and the coincidence says a good 
deal for the genuineness of the tablet. 

I I . I N S C R I P T I O N S A T C H E S T E R . 

Under this heading I wish to notice some details con-
nected with inscriptions found more or less recently, but 
not in the latest excavations, at Chester. They all arise 
from recent treatments of the texts by other scholars. 

1 Roughly Goidels and Brytlions corres- Southern Britain. The racial relations 
pond to the Kelts of Northern and of Picts and Goidels are uncertain. 
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The third volume of the Journal of the Chester Archaeolo-
gical and Historic Society contains three papers on Roman 
inscriptions. Mr. G. W. Shrubsole (p. 47) prints a 
centurial stone (Eph. vii, n. 881) already printed in the 
Proceedings of the Newcastle Society of Antiquaries (iii, 
387). M. Mowat discusses an inscription to which 1 shall 
return, and Dr. Hiibner treats fully of the inscriptions 
found in Chester up to 1888. The latter paper was read, 
but only in part, to the Chester Society in 1890, so that 1 
was able to notice very little of it in my first article on 
Roman inscriptions in Britain (Arch. Journ. xlvii, 244, 
251). I trust no one will think that because I differ from 
M. Mowat ancl Dr. Hiibner in the points to be treated, I am 
at all blind to their real merits, or inclined to differ for 
the sake of differing. 

[C. n. 165], For the strange dedication usually taken 
to be Genio Averni, Dr. Hiibner (p. 125) suggests OAVRN 
centuriae Aurini. The objection to this is that there is 
certainly an e (Avam). The centurial mark is also faint 
and uncertain. 

[Eph. iii, n. 70, 23. 120]. A Purbeck marble fragment 
found in 1863 appears to read OGA | DOM. Dr. Hiibner 
(p. 127) reads line 1 as OGI and supplies lioroVpgi^um. 
The mention of such an object is, of course, quite possible. 
We have it, for instance, at Terracina in Italy, Isidi 
Restitutri(ci) L. Terentius Stephanus aras et oro[logi\um 
d.cl. (Epli. viii, n. 632,), at Pompeii, itncl elsewhere 
(Wilmanns 704, 744). But it is quite certain, I think, 
that the letter after G is not I but the beginning of A or 
M. The fragment seems to me too slight for completion, 
though both its own character and the extensiveness of 
the foundations among which it was found, shew that it 
must have been connected with an important building. 

[Eph. vii n. 887.] The stone of Aurelius Alexander 
has been attacked by both Dr. Hiibner (p. 142) and 
M. Mowat (p. 114). The latter suggests Syrus Os\_roe-
nus] in place of Syrus Co\mmagenus] : the former holds 
Co[mmagenus], though possible, to be not in agreement 
with the squeeze. The stone is damaged, and certainly is 
hard to read, but I think Co[_mmagenus] is really more 
like the letters left than is Os[roenus] ; indeed, if I had not 
great respect for Dr. Hiibner's judgment, I should state 
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the case more strongly. I fear, however, that he is quite 
wrong in reading ICES . Η . s in the last line : it is clearly 
ICES . E T . s. M. Mowat very ingeniously attempts to 
identify the dedicator, M. Aurelius Alexander, with a 
primipilaris and vir egregius mentioned on an urban 
inscription (c. vi, 3554) as reserving a special funeral 
ground for himself and his family. The unhappy man, as 
M. Mowat conjectures, was promoted to be praefectus 
castrorum, as primipilares often were, went to Chester, 
and died there, unable to use his reserved burial-place at 
Rome. It would be a pretty tale, were it true, but, as it 
stands, it is pure conjecture. The names are very common 
ones : we have actually another M. Aurelius Alexander 
primipilaris in Pannonia. Where so much is uncertain, 
it is hardly necessary to add that the title 17;· egregius 
(v.E.) does not fit well with a praefectus castrorum 
(Hirschfeld Verwaltungsgeschichte, p. 273). 

Eph. vii. 904]. I may correct also an error of my 
own. On the tombstone of one Diogenes I thought to 
detect traces of the word signifer. The stone has been 
since placed in a better light, and I think the words should 
be im,aginifer. The surviving letters I / I F E I preceded by 
what seems to be the top of a G point to the latter title, 
and the somewhat battered relief above agrees more with 
an imago than with a signum. 

There are'some other small points in which I do not 
agree with Dr. Hiibner's readings or interpretations (e.g. 
Eph. nos. 891, 900, 901), but they are too small to be 
noted here and now. 

107. [C. li. 1204, Eph. vii. 1121], It may be con-
venient here to allude to the questions lately raised ( l ) as 
to the reading of the tribal name on the Chester lead pigs 
and on other pigs, and (2) as to the seat of the tribe, 
whatever it was called. 

The pigs in question are :— 
1. DECEANGI found at Chester : dated A.D. 74 (Grosvenor Museum), 
2. DECEANGI „ „ „ „ „ 
3. DECEA „ Hints Common : dated A.D. 76 (British Museum). 
i. DECEANG „ Runcorn : dated A.D. 84-96 (lost). 

I have examined 1, 2, 3 ; for 4 we are dependent on 
Camden. 

( l ) The question as to the name is twofold : it has been 
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doubted whether the DE is a preposition or part of the 
name, and whether the final Ι of 1 and 2 is Ι or L. It is 
not easy to settle the first point; so far as the spacing of 
the letters on the lead takes us, Ave can read indifferently 
de Ceangi or Deceangi. The first is quite possible : we 
have a preposition in de Britannis on another lead pig 
(C. n. 1201), while the omission of the final s is exactly 
paralleled by the legend de Britanni on gold and silver 
coins of Claudius (Cohen 16, &c.). Deceangi[cum ?] as an 
adjective, on the other hand, agrees better with the MS. 
reading in Tacitus (Annals xii. 32) where ductus inde 
cangos exercitus is easiest emended into ductus in De-
cangos exercitus, while the adjective has its parallel on 
lead pigs inscribed Brig\anticum\, Lut[ude.nseJ\. The form 
of the adjective is not perhaps quite what one would 
expect, but on the whole the balance of evidence seems in 
favour of a tribe of Deceangi, styled, with trifling variation, 
Decangi by Tacitus.1 The other question whether Ave 
should read D E C E A N G L or D E C E A N G I 2 seems to myself less 
doubtful. From personal inspection I feel sure that 
neither of the pigs 1 and 2 have final L, and that what 
looks like a relic of the arm of L is an accidental ex-
crescence, such as abound on the surface of these pigs. 
On the other hand, Professor Rhys, after looking at the 
objects, declares for the L, and it is possible that the local 
name " Tegeingl," borne by the district near Flint, Avhence 
this lead presumably comes, may assist his vieAv. It 
appears, therefore, as Professor Rhys and myself have said 
in the Academy (NOÂ . 7 and 14, 1891), that Ave must 
Avait for further evidence. 

(2) The question of the position of the Deeeangi (or 
Ceangi) has been raised by Sir John Evans in the Supple-
ment to his British Coins (p. 492). He thinks they were a 
Somerset tribe, working the Mendip mines. This view 
is based partly on an interpretation of Tacitus, partly 
on a doubt Avhether the Flint mines Avere Avorkecl so early 
as A.D. 74. For the words of Tacitus I may refer to the 
excellent arguments of Mr. Furneaux (Annals ii, p. 254), 
observing only that I think the sentence even more 

1 The evidence quoted by some writers pretation of E X K I A N (ex Kalendis 
(Evans British Coins p. 493. Vaillant Januariis) on a lead pig found in Hamp-
daumon de plomb p. 26) of a supposed shire (C n. 1203). 
E X C E A N G or E X K I A N is wholly "-Arch. Cambrensis, 1891, p. 137 ; 1892, 
illusory ; it arose from a mistaken inter- p. 165. 
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opposed to Sir John Evans' view than Mr. Furneaux does. 
For the working of the Flint mines we have no direct 
evidence, except that of lead pigs found near them, hut it 
is, I think, pretty certain that Chester was occupied long-
before 74 A.D. The regular course of Roman conquest 
was to annex first and subdue afterwards, somewhat on 
the lines we have lately followed in Burmah. Caesar 
acted thus in Gaul, Tiberius in Illyricum, and it is the 
natural and necessary course for a civilised power to 
pursue when it is attacking uncivilised tribes, and has a 
strong army itself.1 We may well imagine that the 
Roman invasion rolled over the Midlands swiftly and 
lightly northwards with little delay. We know that local 
autonomy, which such a rapid advance must respect, was 
respected in Sussex, and possibly at Gloucester,2 and all 
indications point to an early annexation of everything 
south of the Yorkshire hills. The mines would perhaps be 
worked even before the land was pacified : here again 
Burmah affords a parallel. We may therefore, I think, 
leave our Ceangi or Deceangi in the Cheshire corner of N. 
Wales, and suppose that they mined the lead which was 
undoubtedly mined in Roman times round and near Flint. 

It may be worth while adding here, with respect to the 
expression EX . ARG which occurs on many lead pigs, that 
Mr. Shrubsole has recently had a piece of one pig analysed, 
and found that it had been desilverized. 

I I I . A MILESTONE OF YICTORINUS (N. 1 0 8 , p . 1 9 6 ) . 

Among the inscriptions which Chancellor Ferguson has 
unearthed from the pocket-books of Bishop Nicolson, is a 
milestone of Victorinus, found in 1701 near Plumpton 
Wall, and reading Imp. Cct[e\s M. Pia\y]onius Victorinus 
pius f[elix . . ,3 

Yictorinus was one of the nineteen pretenders, often 
called the Thirty Tyrants, whom the feebleness of Gallie-

1 The want of adequate troops was felt 
under the Republic in Spain, and subse-
quently in Pannonia. 

2 Glevum became a colony under Nerva 
A.D. 95-6. The barbarous imitations of 
coins of Claudius found in such numbers 
near it suggest that its independence may 
hare been partially respected at first. The 
view, that Gloucester was fortified in the 

VOL. X L I X 

first years of the Roman invasion is 
wholly without proof. We have no 
evidence that it was ever a fortress 
proper during the Roman occupation. 

3 The Ρ of Piavonius in Nicolson's copy 
is formed something like a Greek Koppa. 
I cannot pretend that it is well represented 
by the Q which I have used on p. 196. 

2 G 
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nus and the assaults of the barbarians called into existence 
in various parts of the Empire about the middle of the 
third century. He was a soldier, possibly at one time 
tribune in the Praetorian Guard, who joined Postumus, 
then ruler of the West, in A.D. 265, and, after the latter 
had been murdered in the same year, reigned himself till 
his own assassination in A.D. 267.1 We ha'' some reason 
to suppose that he was recognized mainly in northern Gaul 
and Britain. His coins, whether found singly or in hoards, 
are common only in these two countries.2 The eleven 
legions which he mentions on his coins inclu de the familiar 
Twentieth from Chester and those guarding the Rhine 
frontier.3 His rare inscriptions, lastly, belong to the same 
area. They are almost wholly milestones. The following 
is, I believe, a fairly complete list :— 

Gaul St. Meloir (Cotes du Nord) O'relli 1018 Britain Lincoln Eph. vii, n. 1097. 
Vannes (Morbihan) Mowat infra Neath C. n. 1160. 
Nantes - Mowat infra Plumpton supra. 
Brimout (near Reims) Mowat infra 
Rennes (4) - Cagnat anne'e epigr. 

To these must be added a mosaic at Trier, mentioning 
Yictorinus or an exact namesake as tribunus praetor ianorum 
(Brambacli n. 776 ; See Iitibner Bonner Jahrh. xl, 2 foil.)4 

1 The accounts of these years in the mentioning legions on coins began ap-
liistories (e.g. Schiller i, 833, 8S4) are not parently with Mark Antony, and was not 
satisfactory in detail, but this is not the revived till Clodius Macer and Septi-
place to discuss them. mius Severus. The next emperor to follow 

2 British hoards containing Victorinus' it is Gallienus who mentions 24 legions, 
coins have been found at Lydbrook, The legionary coins of Postnmus in-
Brereton near ICinderton, Wilderspool, elude none of these legions but Victorinus 
Lymm, Wensleydale, Pylle, Evenley, may well have thought of rivalling Gallie-
Landwitli, Londesborough (exact place nus in this way. At the same time his 
uncertain), Bagsliot, Crich Cliff (Derby- legions comprize three omitted by Gallie-
shire), Eyam dale, Upwell, Fleet (Line.), nus (ii Traiaua, iii Gallica, and χ Fre-
Carhayes (Cornwall), Mopus Passage, tensis), and it is possible that his army had 
Ludgvan, Land's End, Hooley near Roch- somehow come to include detachments 
dale, Worden (Lane.), Walmersley near from other legions than those quartered 
Bury (Lane.), Vinstone (Devon), and a in Britain and on the Rhine. It has been 
very large number of other—perhaps supposed (though there is hardly any 
more than a hundred—places. I would evidence) that a part of the Legio χ 
venture to suggest to the antiquaiies who Fretensis was at the time in Britain and 
put together Archaeological Indices for other fragments may, e.g., have deserted 
the Society of Antiquaries that it would from the troops with which Gallienus 
be well worth while to give the dates of tried to recover Gaul from Postumus. 
the coin-finds noted. The mere entry 4 A complete list of all found up to 
·' coins " is of little use : it is nearly as 1890 was given by Mowat, Rev. Numis-
much trouble to look out the references matique, 1890, p. 64. The inscription 
as to make an index cle novo. referred to by Orelli 1018 (Brambach n. 96) 

3 Cohen, vi, p. 75 ; add the l.egio iii does not belong to our Victorinus. The 
Gallica {Rev. Numismatique, 1889, p. list given by Prof. Westwood (Arch. 
519.) Why other legions, quartered, for Cumbrensis 1891. p. 27) does not carry 
instance in Syria, Moesia, Egypt, are us very far. 
mentioned is not clear. The practice of 
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There has been some doubt as to the exact spelling of 
the name Piavonius. The forms given by coins ancl stones, 
Piavonius, Piavvonius (not Piauvonius), and the Piaonius of 
the Trier mosaic, if correct,1 are merely phonetic variants, 
"but two French scholars, M. Longperier ,(Journal des 
Savants, 1873, p. 651) and M. Allmer (Rev. Epigraphique, 
1888, p. 372), have divided the word into Pius Avonius, 
and M. Cagnat has lent the very high authority of 
his name to this view. I confess lam inclined to doubt it. It 
was no doubt suggested by the history of the name of 
Tetricus. Until 1866 everyone credited Tetricus with the 
nomen Pesuvius or Piesuvius or the like,2 but better 
readings, ancl more discoveries have shewn that two names 
have been mixed up, Pius, a cognomen transferred out of 
place, ancl Esuvius, a genuine Gaulish name derived from 
Esus, gocl of war. But no inscription on coin or stone has 
yet given us Avonio Pio or even Pio Avonio. It is true 
that M. Allmer (Rev. Epigr., 1890, p. 64) mentions one coin 
inscribed P I A A V V O N I V S (Banduri num. imp. i, 320). But 
no such legend is given by Cohen ancl Feuardent (ed. 2, vol. 
vi), and it may be misread or misstruck. On the other 
hand, it must be confessed that a Latin name Avonius 
certainly existed (Holder Sprachschatz, column 317) and 
that Piavonius, as Dr. Stokes tells me, does not make a 
very good Keltic name. On the whole, it seems nearly 
certain that the man was called Piavonius, not Pius 
Avonius, but that the origin of the name is obscure. 

It is noticeable that practically the only inscriptions of 
Yictorinus are milestones. The same phenomenon meets 
us in the case of his predecessor Postumus, his successor 
Tetricus, his rival Marius and other emperors of similar 
date. This is sometimes explained, at least for Postumus 
ancl Tetricus by calling the rulers " grands restaurateurs 
de routes" ullian Inscr. de Bordeaux ii, 205), but it 
seems to be rather a feature of the tangled " Pente-
kontaetia" which elapsed between the death of Severus 
Alexander arcl the accession of Aurelian. During this 
time, the old fashion of imperial dedications dropped out 

1 The mosaic certainly now has Piaonius, 
as I lately saw myself, and there are 
parallels to this (Flaonius c. ix, 1010, 
&c.) But if A and ν were tied, the extra 
stroke of the ν might drop out from a 

mosaic made necessarily of small pieces, 
and not preserved intact. 

- Even in the seventh volume of the 
Corpus (pp. 208, 334) the name is not 
accurately given. 
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and, perhaps from want of skill or money, the lapidary 
marks of respect took the form of milestones or, more 
exactly, of roadstones, for these third century stones 
sometimes omit the distances especially in Britain, though 
they seem to have invariably marked the course of the 
road, 

4 . T H E M A T R E S O L L O T O T A E A T B I N C H E S T E R 

(No. 110, p. 197). 
During the year 1891 an altar, which has since become 

famous, was dug up just about eighty yards outside the s. 
rampart of the Roman fort at Binchester. The inscription 
is well preserved ancl very legible, none the less because 
the letters had originally been coloured red. It is, 
omitting marks of expansion, 

Iovi optimo maximo et Matribus ollototis sive trans-
marinis Pomponius Donatus benefieiarius consularis pro 
salute sua et suorum votum solvit libens ctnimo. 

The altar is erected to Iuppiter ancl the Matres ollototae 
or transmarine, by Pomponius Donatus, a military official, 
on behalf of himself ancl his family. There are several 
details which may here receive further explanation. 

Matres ollototae sive transmarincie. The Matres or 
Matronae, as is well known, were three native—probably 
Keltic—goddesses, worshipped especially in the provinces 
of Lower Germany ancl Cisalpine ancl Narbonese Gaul, 
whence soldiers carried the cult to other provinces ancl not 
least to Britain.1 It is common in Germany ancl Gaul to 
find the bare title matres or matronae lengthened by the 
addition of some epithet, usually, but not invariably, of 
native origin ancl geographical significance. Ollototae 
appears to be a new addition to the list of these epithets, 
and its meaning is fortunately given us by the context of 
the inscription before us. The regular use of sive both in 
literature ancl on inscriptions is to denote that the objects 
which it couples are interchangeable.2 Thus we have matri-
bus sive matronis on a Bonn inscription (Bonner Jahrb. 
lxvii., 66), the two titles being regarded as interchange-

1 I have treated this cult more fully to it in an article written for the forth-
and collected the instances of Romano- coming part of the Arch. Acliana. 
British sculptures and inscriptions relating 2 See Schmalu Antibarbarus ii., 519, 

and the references there given. 
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able for the purposes of the worshipper. So here ollototae 
is translated by " transmccrinae," and Dr. Whitley Stokes 
has supplied an etymology which accords with the transla-
tion. He connects the word with the modern Welsh 
" alltud,'' belonging to another (all) country (tud), which 
in early Keltic would be allo-tdto-s. The appearance of ο 
for a in the first syllable may be perhaps explained as in 
Adnomatus for Adnamatus (C. iii., 3819), and other 
instances given by Dr. Holder in his Altkeltischer Spracli-
schatz (3 and 44), though it is somewhat irregular. With 
this etymology, the word ollototae, " goddesses of another 
country" agrees very well with transmarinae, " goddesses 
of the country across the sea," and refers, like the 
epithets patriae and domesticae,1 often used with the 
matres, to the continental homes of the dedicators, no doubt 
soldiers, who erected the altar. I am glad to be able to 
add that this etymology has been accepted by Prof. Rhys. 
It is fair to add that three other derivations have been 
offered, though none, in my judgment, are at all probable. 
Grienberger (Westdeutsehes Korrespondenzblatt 1891, 
column 204) derives the first half of the word from a 
Keltic stem meaning " all," the second from the same stem 
as Dr. Stokes. Phonetically this etymology, as I am told, 
is open to no grave objections, and it can claim a parallel in 
the dedication matribus omnium gentium from Hadrian's 
Wall (C. n. 887). But the sense " of all lands" is too 
unlike that of " transmarine" to be suitable. A third 
derivation tries to connect ollototae with the village of Olot 
in N.E. Spain, but this, never more than a guess, is now, I 
believe, admitted generally to be impossible. Not a single 
sound argument can be urged in its favour, and, on the 
other hand, the sense is unsatisfactory. A fourth deriva-
tion connecting the word with the Welsh alloedd-othau, 
though giving a suitable meaning, is, as I understand, 
phonetically quite out of the question. 

The beneficiarius was a lower legionary officer,"seconded" 
from service with the legion and appointed by some 
higher officer, tribune, legatus or other, for special work. 
In this case the officer was attached to the governor of the 
province, the governorship of Britain being an important 
one, and regularly entrusted to a man of consular rank; 

1 Domus on inscriptions regularly refers 'o the birthplace, not to the domicile. 
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hence the officer is entitled beneficiarius consularis (not 
consults, as is sometimes wrongly given). His special duty 
can hardly even be conjectured, but it is possible that he 
was commander of a small garrison at Binchester. We 
have several instances where a beneficiarius consularis 
holds such a post. Thus a small village in Bulgaria has 
recently supplied us with a list of some seventy-five 
legionary soldiers, forming the garrison of a fort on the 
Danube, ancl commanded by a beneficiarius consularis in 
A.D. 155. Apparently, though it is not quite certain, there 
were several such forts commanded by beneficiarii, the 
whole being under a legionary centurion. It is possible 
that, at one time or another, Binchester had a garrison 
under a beneficiarius. (See further Arcli. Journ. xlvii. 
251 ; Eph. Epigr. iv pp. 400, 529). 

Votum solvit libens animo is a variation of the usual 
votum solvit libens merito. It is rare in Britain but 
common enough in many provinces, for instance, in Africa 
where it is far commoner than the merito form. The 
expansion libens animo is confirmed by a large number 
of inscriptions, in which the words are written in full ; 
the expansion sometimes given, libenti animo, is devoid of 
authority.1 

V . THE BAROCHAN " PATERA " AND EOMAN TRADE 
(n. 117, p. 200). 

A bronze trulla or patera was found in 1886 at 
Barochan, near Paisley, in Renfrewshire, which appears to 
allow of comparison with a quantity of other bronze 
paterae and afford material for reflexions on Roman trade. 
In the first place, the stamp on the handle appears to be 
akin to those on several other paterae, as the following 
list, which I hope is not very imperfect, will shew :— 

Herculaneum Ρ CIPI POLYBI C x, 8071 (many examples) 
Castle Howard Ρ CIPI POLYIBI C vii, 1293 a 

Ρ CIPI POLIB „ „ „ b 
Dowalton Locb, CIPI POLIE „ „ „ c 

Wigtonshire 
Baroehan . . . OLIBY supra 
Denmark Ρ · CIPI · POLIBI · F ( Ingvald Undset Bullelino dell' 

CIPI POLIBI - Inst, di Oorr. Archeol. (Rome) 
CIPI Ρ OLIBY I 1883, p. 235. 

1 See for instances of Mens animo 26. Examples can be multiplied with 
in full C. ii. 135, 137, 1403, 5136, 5137 ease from most provinces of the Empire. 
Spain) ; and for Africa C. viii. 9332, 9336, Libenti animo, on the other hand, seems 

Melanges d'archiologie xii. (1892) pp. 19- never to occur. 
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Undset adds that similarly stamped paterae are in the 
museums at Zurich and Hanover, having been, pre-
sumably, found in the neighbourhoods, and Mowat quotes 
(Bull. Epicjr. iii. 266) two specimens, one in the Louvre, 
one (imperfect) at Florence, of uncertain provenance. We 
have, in fact, a good instance of the Roman export trade to 
outlying countries. The original manufacture was probably 
carried on at or near Herculaneum. There alone, south 
of the Alps, we have found specimens ; the name Cipius is 
common in its vicinity and we can perhaps detect a firm of 
Cipii with varying cognomina, Hilaris, Hymnus, Nico-
machus, Polybius, Saturninus,1 a family all carrying on the 
same trade of saucepan-malcing, though only one, Polybius, 
seems to have manufactured and exported on a large scale. 
Why exactly small variations were introduced into the 
stamp, is hard to say. We have other cases of the same 
kind, notably in the stamps of potters' names on pseudo-
Arretine (Samian) ware. These variations are not such as 
might be caused simply by use of movable type2 : that 
might account for the difference between S E V E R I . Μ and 
S E A E R I M , but not for that between S E V E R I . M , S E V E R V S · F , 
and OF . S E V E R I . M. Descemet (Inscriptions doliaires 
latines pp. 142-154) considers the variations to arise 
" sometimes from blunder, more often from a desire to 
distinguish different workshops or issues." The same is 
the opinion of M. Camille Jullian (.Inscr. cle Bordeaux i. 
493) who remarks that " if the stamps of the Ateii vary, 
it is because there was a gens Ateia, and if we find Scotus, 
Scottus, Scotinus, Scottius, we may regard them as mem-
bers of one family." In the instances on metal before us, 
it is quite possible that the stamps varied from time to 
time without any special reason. It is simply human 
nature to let varieties slip into titles and headings where 
strict uniformity is of no great moment. We may 
reasonably suppose that P O L Y B I , P O L Y I B I , P O L I B Y , P O L I B I 
are varieties in spelling, while P O L I E is probably a mis-
reading of P O L I B . The addition of /(fecit) to the genitive 

1 Paterae inscribed . . C I P I P R I N C I P a patera found at Laibach in Pannonia. 
. . and L CIPI T A N T A L I have been 2 M. Jullian (loc. cit.) argues strongly-
found in France (Mowat Bull. Epigr. iii. in favour of movable type having been 
267, who gives a full list of all the stamps used by the ancients, but the few stamp-
on bronze articles of any sort found in ing instruments actually preserved have 
France). Cipius Nicomachus appears on fixed letters. 
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in the sixth instance has many parallels among potters 
marks. 

Another Campanian exporting firm was perhaps that of 
the Ansii, Diodorus, Epaphroditus, Epicarpus, Phoebus; the 
paterae of Ansius Epaphroclitus have been found at Pompeii, 
in Sweden, at Friar's Carse near Dumfries (C. n. 1294), 
at Evaux in France, and elsewhere. We cannot feel 
absolutely certain that all the bronze paterae of Cipius or 
Ansius are earlier than the destruction of Herculaneum ancl 
Pompeii in A.D. 79. Provincial factories may have con-
tinued the familiar stamp after the fashion of all traders 
dealing with half-civilizecl lands. But the absence of any 
evidence of such later factories1 suggests that, as a matter of 
probability, the vessels which bear their stamps are earlier 
than A.D. 79, ancl that the trade similarly belongs, at the 
latest, to the middle of the first century A.D. M. Mowat, 
indeed, goes so far as to argue that the shape of the Y on 
some of the Polybius paterae distinctly takes us back to 
the reign of Claudius ( A . D . 4 1 - 5 4 ) . 

At all times, however, the exportation of these bronze 
vessels seems to have been common. Dr. Murray, in the 
paper mentioned above, has collected an interesting list of 
such paterae, lettered or unlettered, which have been 
found in the north of England and in Scotland. The 
places he notes are Rutherglen (two vessels), Friar's Carse, 
Crichton (Midlothian), Linlithgowshire, Cockburnspath 
(Berwickshire), Teviotdale, Dowalton Loch, Stanhope 
(Peebles), Belsay (Northumberland), to which may be 
added the camp called the " Guards" near Bolton, the 
Wanny Crags near Risingham, ancl Prestwick Carr near 
Ponteland, where many bronze vessels, including five un-
inseribecl paterae were unearthed in 1890 (Ilodgkin Arch. 
Ael. xv, 159—166). Canon Raine (Catalogue of the York 
Museum, p. 142) mentions also paterae found at Knares-
borough, Stittenham near York (Arch, xli, 325), Irchester, 
and Helmsdale in Sutherland (Proc. Soc. Ant. Scot., 1885, 
ρ. 214). The silver paterae from Backworth ancl'' Caspet,' 
(p. 183,) probably belong to a different commercial class 
of objects. 

The use of these bronze vessels has been disputed. They 
1 This is not intended to suggest that W e have good evidence that there were, 

there were no provincial bronze-works. for instance in Gaul. 
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are not unfrequently found in barrows, but possibly only 
as part of the dead man's property. Some writers have 
held them to be votive offerings, but the resultant idea of 
a shrine hung round with bronze saucepans is not attractive, 
though it is certain that, like rings, brooches, and other 
objects not specially intended for dedication, they were 
sometimes used, notably in Gaul, as ex-votos. They 
may more probably have been sacrificial vessels. The 
Norse " sortilege bowls," containing the twigs of sortilege 
to sprinkle the " sortilege blood," were sometimes of metal, 
and may supply a parallel.1 It is also possible that they 
were used for cooking. The absence of marks of fire is 
perhaps to be explained by the long decomposition of 
surface and the concentric lathe-turned rings which 
appear outside the bottoms of many specimens do not 
seem to conflict with this view though I should not like to 
decide whether they are for ornament or to save wear and 
tear. But it must be confessed that many of these sauce-
pans are rather fragile objects for cooking purposes. 

I would venture to impress on archaeologists the im-
portance of noting all inscriptions on such smaller finds. 
We know that pelves (mortaria) were manufactured largely 
in Gallia Narbonensis, and Samian (pseudo-Arretine) largely 
in Central Gaul, and we have learnt this solely from obser-
vation of potters' marks. We have seen that other makers' 
names have enabled us to trace some scattered bronze 
vessels to their Campanian home. In time, we hope thus 
to learn something about the real centres and distribution 
of Roman manufactured objects. Hitherto writers on 
Roman trade have erred by knowing too little of Roman 
history and antiquities,2 and archaeologists have neglected 
the commercial aspects of their discoveries. 

1 Corpus Boreale i. 403, 404. I owe Britain in a recent History of Commerce in 
the reference to Mr. F. York Powell. Europe by Η . Gibbins, which is enough to 

'-' For instance, there is a map of Roman make one's hair to stand on end. 

VOL. XLIX 
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APPENDIX. DUPLICATED INSCRIPTIONS. 

A not uncommon form of error in epigraphy, as in numismatics, is that 
arising from what may be called duplication. Stones are discovered and 
described, and then overlooked, and, when noticed afresh, are put forward 
and accepted as new finds. Very often there is some slight difference 
between the first and second readings of the inscription, which results 
in two different inscriptions making their way into our books, but some-
times the second finder simply omits to see if his find is really a new one 
and puts it forward as such. It may be of some use to students if I 
here give a few instances which I have lately come across, with sufficient 
explanation to shew the ways in which such duplicating seems to occur. 

1. I may begin with an instance in which I myself have gone astray. 
A fragmentary altar, ornamented with a female figure and altar, and 
bearing traces of a dedication to the Matres, was dug up at Carvoran 
about 1730, and duly published, with a cut, by Horsley in his Britannia 
Romana (Northumberland, plate Ixxv. B). From him it is taken by Dr. 
Bruce (Lapidarium No. 305) and Dr. Hubner (c. vii., n. 756). In 1886 the 
stone was re-observed and published again by Dr. Bruce (Arch. Ael. xii. 
285) with a woodcut, and the intimation that it was " not of recent 
discovery but had been inaccessible to antiquaries." From this source it 
made its way into one of Mr. Watkin's ) articles in the Archceological 
Journal (xliv., 118), into the Bulletin Epigraphique vi., 146, into Dr. 
Ihm's list of the Matres (Bonner Jahrbiicher lxxxiii., p. 160), ancl into 
the Ephemeris Epigraphica (vii., n. 1054). In each case it has been 
treated as a separate find, distinct from the old one, though Dr. Ihm has 
added a query. But a comparison of Horsley's and Dr. Bruce's cuts 
shew that the two stones are one, ancl a personal examination of the 
object which I have been able to make, shewed me that Dr. Bruce's 
reading was slightly the more accurate of the two. I do not think that 
Dr. Bruce himself noticed the identity of the two inscriptions. 

2. An altar was found in 1718 at Littleborough (Segelocum) in 
Nottinghamshire, and described by Stukeley in his Itinerarium Curiosum 
(p. 89), as having only one legible line, the last, LIS ARAM - D - D . From 
Stukely it was taken by Mr. Watkin (Archceological Journal xxxi, 352), 
and from Watkin by Hubner (Ephem epigr. iii, p. 120, n. 71). Subse-
quently Mr. Watkin described in the {Archaeological Journal xxxv, 63). 
an altar which he had seen at Mr. Foljambe's seat, at Osberton, between 
Worksop and Betford, and on which he read ι · ο · Μ · in the first line, 
and IIRAT in the fifth line. In the Ephemeris (vii, n. 1097), I suggested 
that possibly the two altars were one, and having since,, by the help of 
the Bishop of Southwell and the kindness of Mr. Foljambe, been allowed 
to examine the stone at Osberton, I can testify to their identity. The 
stone is a well preserved sandstone altar, thirty-seven inches high, with 
a panel fifteen inches square. The only traces of lettering on it are 
some faint marks filling about two-thirds of what would be the last or 
penultimate line. These remarks seem to be 

Ι Ι Ρ Α Κ λ λ Λ 
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Of Mr. Watkin's IOM no trace was visible, and the seven letters given 
were, as it seemed to me, merely scratched in, and that not necessarily by 
a Roman hand. For the rest, the panel was smooth as if it had never 
been inscribed. 

3. Another instance is supplied by the York inscriptions. In the 
Ephemeris (iii, p. 122, n. 78) Dr. Hiibner printed an inscription deo genio 
Loci v. s. I. m. and in a subsequent issue of the same epigraphic periodical 
(iii, p. 313, n. 180), he printed an almost identical text. Dr. Haug 
(Bursian's Jahresbericht xl, 1886, 157),1 noticed the similarity, and Dr. 
Raine, curator of the York Museum, assures me that the two stones are 
really one, that one being described in his Catalogue of the Museum 
(n. 5, p. 33, ed. 1891). 

4. A more elaborate instance goes back in part to the sixteenth 
century. Camden in the first five editions of his Britannia printed a 
very inaccurate text of an inscription found at Old Penrith which he 
subsequently discarded for a correct text. Meanwhile Gruter (901, 1), 
copied the wrong text, and Samuel Woodford took it from him or from 
Camden and inserted it in a MS. Collection of Inscriptions now in the 
Bodleian (MS. Rawl. C. 907, fo. 26a.) Gough, when engaged in re-
editing Camden, used Woodford's papers, without understanding that 
they were almost wholly based on printed material, and adopted the 
text discarded by Camden as a distinct inscription, so that the two 
readings actually figure in Gough's Camden as two inscriptions. Fortuna-
tely Dr. Hiibner (C. vii, 8* and 237), detected the error, and an 
examination of Woodford's pajjers shewed me the reason for it. See 
further Archaeologia Oxoniensis i, p. 17. 

5. Again, a fragment was found in or before 1828 at Chesterton or 
Castor, the Roman site on the two banks of the Nene, known to the 
Romans probably as Durobrivae, and the difference in description of 
provenance caused Dr. Hiibner to catalogue it twice over as being two 
inscriptions (C. vii, 79, Ephem. iii, p. 116, n. 56 ; seeEpihem. vii, n. 841.) 

Other less noticeable instances might be given (cf. for instance Ephem. 
vii, 825, 1,0396, 1,042, 1,047, 1,093, 1,131, 1,177), but those quoted 
will show the positive danger which exists of making two inscriptions 
out of a twice found or twice noticed stone. Where, as in Britain, we 
have a large number of half legible fragments the danger is necessarily 
greater than it would otherwise be and the need of caution greater still. 

' Dr. Haug's article on Romano-British teresting and valuable one, and well 
inscriptions, here referred to, is an in- deserves the attention of specialists. 


