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IN HIS letter in last summer's issue (Vol. 6, no. 7), 
Ralph Merrifield raised a number of points con- 
cerning my article which discussed the acquisition 
c )f the soubriquet A u~us ta  by Londinium. These 
p i n t s  call for  a detailed response. 

.I\. The Mint of Magnus Maximus 
I h  Merrif ield states that the London mint (which 
U as in production from A D  286-3261) was revived by 
llagnus Maximus using the mark AVG (rather than 
os as before). I deliberately by-passed this issue 

hccause I wished neither t o  cloud my argument 
ilor to  lengthen unduly an already long article, 
.I l though prima facie the mint mark might repre- 
\clit another reference to  Aupsta/London. 

I-irstlv, it must be stressed that there is no certain 
;orroborative evidence for  the linking of the mint 
:nark AVG with the Roman town of London -- it is 
hilt one possibility, which was first mooted in 1861 
.incl which by constant repetition over the inter- 
\ cning years has turned into a widely accepted 
f ~ t .  Dr Merrifield keeps very good company in his 
.iiccptance of the linkagez, but some commenta- 
tors are either more cautious, for example Richard 
Kccce describes the issue of coins by Maximus 
from a London mint as 'putative'', or completely 
refute the concept, f o r  example Elmers and 
l1,lvreder (see below). 

Kccause there appears to  be no comprehensive 
~ i c o u n t  of Maximus' campaign on the continent, 
\ \  hich terminated in the Emperor Gratian's death, 
r he relevant details provided by the varied sources 
.ire given below. 

I'he historical background 
I'hc sources for  the usurpation of Maximus are 
ccncrally very brief, varied in emphasis and some- 
r~mcs conflicting. By far the most detailed ac- 
count is that by Zosimus, a somewhat erratic 
historian. Zosimus records that Maximus, who 
\\ as a Spaniard and who had served in Britain (in A D  

:6-) with the Emperor (should read 'count') Theo- 

I l< A C; Carson Coins of' the Roman Empire (1990) 250. 

2 E.g. Carson up cit 250; S S Frere Britannia --a history of Roman 
Britain 3rd edn. (1987) 3; P Salway Roman Britain (1981) 660. 

:. K Recce Roman Coins (1970) 115. 

+. Count  (comes) Theodosius was father o f  the emperor o f  the 
same name. 

i. Zosimus New History IV.35. 
h. Ibid 1V.19. 

dosiush, was proclaimed the western Au~ustus(one 
of the four  technically equal CO-emperors) by the 
army in Britain (in AD 383) and crossed the North 
Sea to  the mouth of the Rhine, where the troops 
in Germany joined the revolti. 

Gratian, the legitimate western Augustus, who 
governed Britain. Suain and the Gallic ~rovinces 
U 

and who was re&; for  his young half-brother, 
the Augustus Valentinian I1 whose area of control 
was the three dioceses (groupings of provinces) of 
Italy, Illyricum (Yugoslavia, Austria and Hun- 
aarv) and Africa6. confronted Maximus in due " , r  

course. During five days of skirmishing all of 
Gratian's Moorish cavalry deserted, to  be followed 
gradually by other troops. Accompanied by only 
three hundred horsemen Gratian fled eastwards. 
crossing the Alps and passing through Raetia, 
Noricum, Pannonia and Moesia Superior (Fig. I), 
but was pursued and killed by Andragathius, 
Maximus' cavalry commander, while crossing the 
bridge at Sin8idunum(Belgrade)7; Moesia Superior 
formed part of the territory of Theodosius, the 
eastern Augustus. 

Maximus made a pact (probably in AD 383) with 
Theodosius, which brought him recognition as 
Gratian's successor. Later (in A D  388) Maximus broke, 
the pact and ousted Valentinian from Italy, but 
was defeated and executed by Theodosius at 
Aquileia (Udine in north-east I t a l ~ ) ~ .  

Other sources offer additional details for the weak 
and pleasure-loving Gratian: 

I. He  was at Padua between 21st and 28th May9 and 
at Verona on 16th JuneK'. 

2. He was engaged in a war with the Alamanni at 
the time of the usurpation, and was captured and 
killed by Andragathius just as he had crossed an 
unnamed river near Lupdunum (Lyons), lured by 
the sight of what appeared to  by his wife's mule- 
litter1[. 

7. Ibid IV.35. 
8. Ibid IV.42-46. 
9. C Parr ( ed )  The Theodosian Code and Novels and the Sermondian 

Constitutions(1972) 16.7.3 and 2.19.5. 

10. Ibid 1.3.1. 

11. Socrates Scholasticns History V.rr.7; Sozomen A History of the 
Church V11.13. 



Pig. I: map to show places named in the text. 

3. H e  was defeated at Paris through the treacherv 4. He  made a treatv with Valentinian I1 in AI, 787'-. 
U - - 

of Merobaudes his general, and was captured and He established his at 
killed at lug dun urn^^; of the other seven literary 
sources of note (all being of only one or two 6. He  issued coins including some bearing the mint 
sentences) none mention Paris, while four refer t o  marks TR (Trier) and AVG (see below). 
Lugdunurn and three d o  not. 7 .  His sphere of authority extended over the pre- 
4. He  was killed on the 25th August A D  383'3. fecture of the 'Gauls'(France, Germany west of the 

Rhine, Britain and spa in)'^. 
and fo r  Maximus: 

I. H e  had routed an invasion of Picts and Scots in The coin evidence 
A D  38214. In 1861 de Salis proposed that the mint mark AVG 

appearing on a rare solidus (gold coin) of Magnus 2. His to the purple was possibly against Maximus related to  Augusta, the name given to  his will1$. London by Ammianus (see below), rather than to  
3. He  crossed to the Gallic provinces/Gaulr6. Trier (Augusta Trevirorurn) as hitherto supposed2~~. 

12. Prosper T i r o  Epitoma Chronicon 1183 i n  T Mommsen  ( e d )  
Chronica Minora 1461.  

13. A H M Jones, J R Martindale and J Morris The Prosopofiraphy 
of the Late Roman Empire I (1971) 401.  

14.  Gallic Chronicle o f  452  Gratian 111. 
15. Sulpicius Severus V i ta  S. Mar t in i  20.3; Orosius Adversam 

Papanos VII.34.9-10. 
16. Prosper op cit1183; Gallic Chronicleof 452  Grarian V I ;  Sulpicius 

Severus Chronicorum 11.49.(; Aurel ius V i c t o r  Epitome de 
Caesarihus 47.7; Orosius op cit. 

17. Gallic Chronicle o f  452 Theodos ius  I. 
18. Gregory o f  T o u r s  Historia 1.43; Sulpicius op ci t  f n  16, 2.49.5; 

Gildas De Excidio Britanniae 13.2. 

19. Sulpicius op ci t  f n  16, 2.49.7; CIL 2.4911; Gildas op ci t  13.2. 
20. J F W deSalisCRoman coinsstruck in Britain'NumisChronN.S. 

V11 (1867) 61-2; see also N u m i s  Chron N.S. I (1861) 122, f n  5. 



As already mentioned, there is no  hard evidence to 
support this proposition, which is not without its 
critics. 

At least five coin types are now known with the 
mint mark AVG, relating to  two issues, the earlier of 
which is cruder than the later. One of the three 
coins of the second issue bears the head of 
Theodosiuszl, although this item is considered to 
be a "forgery of doubtful antiquitynzz. A solidus of 
the second issue, which depicts two seated emper- 
ors facing each other, has very close affinities with 
a similar coin minted at Trier. 

Friedrich Mayreder on expanding an original 
theory of Georg Elmers, who held the view that 
the existence of a London mint in A D  383 was in- 
conceivable, has discussed these coins. The most 
convincing of his arguments is that, following 
Elmers, not only does the issue of coinage in 
precious metals at this period imply the presence 
of the emperor, but also there is no  evidence of a 
return visit to  Britian by Maximus; thus the mint 
with the mark AVG must lie on the continent. 
Another argument notes the "complete agreement 
of portrait between the AVG solidi and those of 
Treves" which is incompatible with a London issue 
before the crossing of the North Seazq. 

Mayreder concluded that the mint mark AVG must 
therefore be an abbreviation of a Gallic town, with 
the most likely candidate being Augustodunum 
(Autun which lies some 150 miles/z5okm south of 
Paris and 90 miles/~qokm north of Lyons), "if only 
on geographical groundsnz+. 

On the other hand John Casey has in effect turned 
the evidence on its head and, taking as a fact that 
the mint mark AVG relates to London, argues that 
the coins prove that Maximus did make a return 
visit to Britain (and did wage a war in the 

Discussion 
To  begin with the conflicts of evidence. Most 
commentators agree that Zosimus' reference to 
Singidunurn as being the place where Gratian was 
captured and killed, is an error given the fact that 
thc'battle' was fought at Paris. However, it has been 
stated that "there is no possibility of altering 

21. RIC I X  (19i1) 2. 
22. P. J .  Casey 'Magnus Maximus in Britain: a reappraisal' in P J 

Casey (ed) The End of Roman Bri tain BAR 71 (1979) 69. 
23. F Mayreder 'Londinium or Augustodunum!' N u m i s  Chron 7 

(1947) 123-4. 
24. Ibid 125. 
25. Casey op ci t  f n  22, 67-9 

Singidunurn to Lugdunurn because Zosimus has 
Gratian crossing the Danubian provincesnz6. This 
argument would find support if, as would seem 
likely, Gratian was trying to reach the sanctuary of 
the  terri tory governed by his CO-Emperor 
Theodosius in the east. On the other hand, Zosimus 
(or his source) may have added the list of provinces 
in order to  embellish the account. Again, there is 
the point as to why Gratian was not surprised to 
find his wife at the bridge, wherever it was; she 
might have been expected to be with him in Paris 
or at the court capital at Milan. 

The five references to Maximus crossing to the 
Gallic provinces/Gaul, rather than to  Germany as 
per Zosimus, may be seen as precises of the fuller 
account of the campaign,perhaps even drawing on 
the same source(s) as him. The remaining five 
literary references are even briefer reports of the 
affair, with one stating that Maximus invaded the 
'Roman Empire'"7, one simply mentions that  
Maximus quitted Britainzs, while the other three 
in mentioning the usurpation of Maximus and the 
death of Gratian a t  Lugdunurn, ignore the inter- 
vening campaignzy. 

From the evidence it is difficult to weave a cred- 
ible scenario which would include a place for 
Mayreder's suggested mint at Augustodunurn, ly- 
ing as it does south of Paris where the 'battle' 
occurred and north of Lyons where Gratian may 
have been killed. I t  may however be noted that the 
town contained two of the nine arms factories of 
Gaul in the late periodic) and therefore would 
presumably contain artisans capable of producing 
the cruder first issue coins bearing the mint mark 
AVG. 

Given the near certainty that the first issue of AVG 

coins came early in the revolt, there is another 
town which might be a candidate for  the mint. 
Zosimus' account of Maximus crossing the North 
Sea to the mouth of the Rhine indicates that the 
Channel ports were not available to  hirn, either 
because the southern provinces of Britain had not 
(as yet) joined his revolt or because troops loyal to 
Gratian held the continental shore. In the former 
case, as has often been suggested, Maximus may 

26. R '1' Kidley (trans) Zosimus -- New History(1982) 195, n. 104. 

27. Socrates op ci t  f n  11, V.11.7. 
28. Sozomen op cit f n  11, VII.13. 
29. Gregory op ci t  f n  18,1.43; Rufinus Historia Ecclesiastics 11.14; 

Jerome Epistula Lx.15. 
30. 0 Seeck (ed) Notitia D G n i t a t u m  (1876) Oc. XI.33, 3 4  1I.14; 

Jerome op ci t  Lx.15. 



well have held the post of Dux Britanniarum3' 
whose command covered that area of Britain north 
of the Humber-, while in the latter Gratian may 
already have been in Paris because of his war 
against the Alamanni and so able to block a Chan- 
nel crossing. Of course, both possibilities might 
have been concurrent. The argument for Gratian 
being in Paris is strengthened by earlier history. In 
AD 360 thegeneral Julian wintered there for fear of 
leaving Gaul without a ruler when the Alamanni 
were becoming threatening3 and again in AD 365 
when that people poured into Gaul, the Emperor 
Valentinian (father of Gratian, who was with him 
at the time) sent troops out from the town to 
tackle the invaders, remaining himself in Paris 
until the incursion had been broken++. 

The 'Germany' of Zosimus was presumably the 
province of Germania 11 which was separated 
from the other German provinces by that of Bebica 
I in which lay the mint at Trier (Fig. I). I t  can 
probably be assumed that Maximus marched south 
from the Rhine towards Paris by way of Bavai, 
Vermand and Soissons (see Fig. I). Rather than 
advancing against the usurper, Gratian appears to 
have remained in Paris, which would explain the 
five days of skirmishing. While this activity went 
on, Maximus could have placed his headquarters 
in the small walled town of Senlis, some 18 miles/ 
3okm north of Paris. One can only conjecture as to 
what caused the Moorish cavalry to desert, but 
presumably they were making contact in a scout- 
ing role with the troops of Maximus. The obvious 
catalyst for such a desertion would be money, and 
it is therefore postulated that Maximus was using 
Senlis (Aupstomagus) as a mint, perhaps having 
drawn artisans from the arms factory at Soissonsa 
to produce the rather crude gold and silver coins 
of the first issue. The reverse of the silver siliqua is 
of the vota type ccconsonant with the identification 
of the coin as an accession issue", while that of the 
gold solidus "represents a direct political statement 
being a complete repudiation of the coin types 
used by Gratian and a reversion to the solidi of 
Valentinian and Valens issued, significantly, be- 
fore the elevation of GratianY%. The propagation of 
the coins together with their value could be seen 
as appealing over the head of Gratian to his troops 
-- and apparently succeeding. 

3~ E.g. H H Scullard Roman Britain - Outpost of thcEmpirc(1979) 
174. 

32. Seeck cit Oc.  XL. 
33. Ammianus Marcellinus Rcs Gcstae xX.1.1. 
34. Ibid XXV1.5.8,12; XXVII .~ . I , IO .  
35. Seeck op cit f n 30, Oc. X1.3~. 

Askew, who also rejects London as a mint of 
Maximus, has noted that there is no bronze coin- 
age bearing the AVG mark; such coins would have 
had very useful propaganda ~ a l u e 3 ~ ~ .  If however, as 
postulated above, the precious metal coinage from 
the ad hoc AVG mint was used to induce Gratian's 
army to transfer their allegiance, then the corre- 
sponding lack of bronze is understandable. 
There are now three candidates for the mint with 
the signature AVG -- London, Autun and Senlis. If 
indeed Maximus was Dux Britanniarum (or some 
such) and thus based in north Britain, his crossing 
to the Rhine mouth might imply that he did not 
have the opportunity to mint coins in London. 
Further, if as Sulpicius Severus and Orosius sug- 
gest, Maximus had the purple forced on him by his 
troops, he probably would not have had the time 
nor the artisans to produce a coin issue before he 
crossed the North Sea. If after the 'battle' at Paris 
Maximus pursued Gratian towards Lyons in a 
more leisurely fashion than Andraga~hius, then 
he may have stopped at Autun when he heard that 
Gratian was dead and issued coins, but this sce- 
nario lacks credibility: Trier must surely have held 
the greater attraction. The crossing of the North 
Sea to the Rhine mouth by Maximus coupled with 
the gradual desertion of Gratian's troops at Paris 
suggests, to this writer at least, that Senlis is the 
best candidate for the location of the AVG mint. 

B. Ammianus' reference to Augusta 
Dr Merrifield considers that Ammianus in ''writ- 
ing of events of his own lifetime ... could hardly 
tell us more plainly that it (London) was called 
Lundinium when Theodosius arrived, but had 
since been called Augusta. Ammianus clearly asso- 
ciated the change with the events of 368-9 ...". 
This statement is open to dispute, not only f rom an 
interpretative point of view, but also because 
Ammianus used posteritas (posterity) in similar 
phraseology elsewhere: the London reference reads 
Lundinium vetusoppidum quod Augustam poster itas 
apel lavi~ which may be compared with "Scenitas 
Arabas quos Saracenos posteritas dicit" (the Scenitic 
Arabs whom posterity called the Saracens)* and 
"Perinthus quam Heracleam posteritas d ix i f  
(Perinthus which posterity has called Heracleap. 

36. Casey op cit f n 22,68. 

36a. G Askew Thc Coinage of Roman Britain 2nd edn (1980) 75-6. 
37. Ammianus op cit f n  33, XxvI1.8.;1. 

38. Ibid XXII1.6.13. 
39. Ibid XXVI1.+.12. 



In the former case, writers from the 1st century AD symbolised ... by an internal cross-wall"; at Dura the 
onwards have either referred to  the Saracens as cross-wall was sft high++. 
living adjacent to  the Scenitic Arabs or equated the 
two peoples, one with a n o t h e ~ .  In the case of 
Perinthus(some 50 miles/8okm east of Istanbul), in 
the 4th  century the name of Heraclea is sometimes 
used by itself and sometimes with the addition of 
either Perinthus or Thraciae41; for  example, the 
Ravenna Cosmography records the name as 
Heraclia Perintho~". 

The examples of these two similar quotations 
would suggest that the name of Londinium was 
not necessarily abandoned in the 4th century in 
favour of Augusta, but rather that the two names 
CO-existed. Support fo r  this contention occurs in 
the reference to ' hd in ium Azgusti'in Ravenna 
(see below). 

I t  may also be noted that when the events of AD 368- 
9 took place, Ammianus appears to  have been in the 
east, probably at Antioch43, and for  his history 
would have had to  rely on official reports which 
may have used the word Augusta to refer to  the 
south bank. If, as I have suggested, the 2nd Legion 
was stationed in Southwark, then the reputed 
ap arently successful defence of "Augusta" may 
re P er to  the unwalled southbank settlement which 
would have been more at risk from the marauding 
bands than the walled one on the north bank. 

To  sum up, Ammianus' account cannot be con- 
strued as indicating that the acquisition of the 
name Augusta necessarily eliminated the use of 
Londinium'; the double-barrelled 'Londinium 
August2 is well paralleled by 'Heraclea PerinthoZ 

C. A Legionary Base in Southwark 
"We need not expect to find a third-century legion- 
ary base in Southwark, as yet overlooked by the 
archaeologists working there". writes Dr Merrifield. 

I would suggest that a legionary base has not been 
overlooked because in the later Empire, when 
many towns were given garrisons, special barracks 
were generally not built, but rather areas of dis- 
crete civilian occupation against perimeter walls 
were commandeered. In such instances of a garri- 
son placed in a city, "separation from its hosts is 

Within the commandeered area at Dura, for  exam- 
ple, some private houses were given to the troops 
who often altered them to suit their own prefer- 
ences. Elsewhere in the commandeered area sol- 
diers were billetted on the local inhabitants, often 
littering the rooms with military equipment and 
graffitti4~; these would be the only surviving indi- 
cations of a military presence in the houses. Again 
at Dura, some buildings were redecorated in style 
by the military+6. The concept of Southwark being 
the military area for  Londinium finds support in a 
number of ways: 

I. The military area at Dura, whose garrison was 
both auxiliary and legionary+', is some 4oom by 
20om4~, while the land at Southwark above Im OD 

is of the order of 7oom by z ~ o m + ~ ;  the latter is 
therefore large enough for  such use. 

2. The 'symbolic' internal cross-wall separating the 
military from the civilian at London could well be 
construed as the Thames. 

3. Some of the considerable amount of military 
equipment from Southwark might originate f rom 
the 'litter' left behind in billeted buildings. 

4. The most crucial piece of evidence for  a late 
garrison in Southwark must surely be the marble 
inscription of 3rd century date, which clearly re- 
fers to  part or all of a legion. As mentioned in my 
earlier article, Hassall's closest parallel is an inscrip- 
tion from Lambaesiswhich was the base of the 3rd 
Legion Augusta. 

5. The 3rd-century repainting of the wall plaster in 
the eastern part of the "public building of some 
importance" on the Stave and Rosings Wharf site, 
which also produced the marble inscription, could 
be seen as a refurbishment by the military; the 
inscription was found in the stokehole of a nearby 
hypocausted room of the 3om ( ~ o o f t )  plus long 
building. 

D. The two soldiers of the 2nd Legion 
The fact that Celsus was a speculatorand therefore 
on the staff of the Governor of BritanniaSuperior 

40. W Smith (ed) Dictionary of Greek and Roman Geopvaphy I1 4 5 .  Ibid 81. 
(1857) 929. 46. E.g. F Cumont Fouilles de Doura-Europos (1922-23) (1926) PI. 

41. Ibid 577. XLIX. 

42. M Pinder and G Parthey Ravennatis Anonymi Cosmopraphia 47. M Rostovtzeff Dura-Europos and its A r t  (1938) 26-8. 
et Guidonis Geopraphia (1860) 182. 48. D Kennedy and D Riley Romei Desert Frontier from the A i r  

43. J C Rolfe (ed) Ammianus Marcellinus Loeb (1971) xiii. ( ~ 9 0 )  113. 

44. R Macmullen Soldier and civilian in the later Roman Empire 49. P Hinton (ed) Excavations in Southwark 1973-76 Lambeth1973- 
(1963) 80. 79 (1988) 14. 



would not of course preclude the possibility that 
his legion was also based in London. The obvious 
analogy is at York, which is widely assumed to  be 
the headquarters of the Governor of Britannia 
Inferior in the 3rd century, and where the base 
ofthe 6th Legion lay on the north bank of the 
Ouse while the civilian settlement lay on the 
south. 

On  Vivius Marcianus it is perhaps worth adding a 
detail -- Anthony Birley has detected on his tomb- 
stone a centurial mark before 'LEG 11 AVG', thus 
confirming the impression given by the stick which 
Marcianus is shown carrying, that  he was a 
centurionK'. 

E. The Ravenna Cosmography 
In stating that "We should not, however, attach too 
much significance t o  the double-barrelled town 
names given by the Ravenna Cosmography in the 
early eighth century. We have no evidence that 
London was ever called Londinium Augustaunder 
the Roman Empire" Dr Merrifield is at variance 
with the leading commentators in this field. Thc 
double-barrelled 'Londinium Augustz' in Ravenna 
has been accepted without reservation by such as 
Richmond and Crawford,  Rivet and Smithx2, and 
Frerefl. They d o  not see the name Londinium being 
superseded bur  rather regard Augusta as an addi- 
tional honorific title. 

A study of Ravenna by the author has shown that 
town/legion double-barrelled names occur only in 
Britain (which suggests a different map source 
from the rest of the Empire). On the other hand, 
the earlier Antonine Itinerary lists eighteen such 
examples throughout most of the Empire, includ- 
ing Caerleon, Chester and York. There therefore 
seems to  be no valid grounds for  disputing the 
evidence of the Ravenna Cosmography. 

Other possible mentions of London/ 
Augusta 
It is perhaps worthwhile for  the sake of complete- 
ness t o  add two further possible references to  
LondonlA ugusta. 

Morris has referred to  an "Augurius, bishop of 
London" whom he links with the Council of Rimini 
in AD 359, but gives neither published source nor 

50. A R Birley Officers of the Second Aufiustan Lepion in Britain 
(1990) 24. 

51.  I A Richmond and OG SCrawfordLThe British Section o f  the 
Ravenna Cosmography' Archaeolofiia 93 (1949) 3. 

52. A L F Rivet and C Smith The Place-Names of Roman Britain 
(1979) 260. 

53 .  S Frere Britannia --a historyof Roman Britain3rd edn (1987) 199, 
349 n. 22. 

argument for  this contention5+. However, Birley 
citing the Martyrologium Hieronumianum adds 
further information: there are variants in the per- 
sonal name of the bishop (Augulus, Agulus); he is 
called "bishop and martyr"; his undated matyrdom 
occurred in the "civitate Augusta" which lay, accord- 
ing to  some manuscripts, "in Rrittaniis". Rirley un- 
derstandably equates this Augusta with London 
and dates the martyrdom of Augulus t o  the 3rd 
century5$. The important issue here is that Augulus 
is not called 'Bishop of Augusta'. If the writer's 
hypothesis that Southwark was called 'Aupsta' is 
correct, then Augulus may perhaps be seen as 
having been 'Bishop of Londinium'and having been 
martyred in or outside the postulated legionary 
base on the south bank; the bishopric of Londin- 
ium is otherwise first recorded in AD 314'~. 

The second possible mention of LondonlAugusta 
occurs in an inscription of probable 3rd century 
date which was found at Old Carlisle (RIB 902). In 
a reassessment of the text Davies has partly fol- 
lowed Eric Birley in suggesting that the central 
part of the inscription, which reads T.AVR.ATECO. 
C.AVG could be expanded into T(itus) Aur(e1ius) 
Ateco c(ivis) Aug( ...) -- Ateco being a citizen of a 
town with a name beginning Aug-. Relying on the 
evidence of Ammianus for  dating, Davies rejects 
the possibility of London being the town con- 
cerned and postulates that the Roman name for  
Old Carlisle (?Ma~lone)" may have been changed to  
Augusta(or t o  Augustiana) because the ala Augusta 
was stationed there (between A D  185 and 242 -- RIB 

903 and 890p. However, returning again t o  the 
hypothesis that Southwark was called Augusta in 
the 3rd century, Ateco could well have been a 
citizen of it. 

It is of interest to  note that these two possible 
references to  LondonlAugusta are of probable 3rd 
century date, as are the legionary inscription and 
the two tombstones of soldiers of the 2nd Legion. 
While these strands of cvidence cannot be held to  
prove conclusively that some or all of the 2nd 
Legion was based in Londinium/Southwark in thc 
3rd century and so gave its cognomem t o  the 
southbank settlement, the likelihood of this hav- 
ing happened does seem to  be enhanced. 

54. J Morris Londinium --London in the Roman Empire(1982) jog 
and The A8e of Arthur (1973) 14.  

5s. A Birley The People o f  Roman Britain (1979) 152-3, 210 .  

56. C Munier (ed)  Concilia Galliae (Corpus Christianovum, Series 
Latina CXL VIII) (1963) 14-22. 

57. Rivet and Smith 'op cit f n  52, 407. 
58. R W Davies 'Ateco o f  Old Carlisle' Britannia 8 (1977) 271-4. 




