
T h e  O r i g i n s  o f  D eva

HE following paragraphs contain an adaptation 
for English readers of a short but valuable 
paper lately published by Professor A. von 

Domaszewski in the Rheinisches Museum fu r  Philologie 
(1893, xlviii. pp. 342 foll.), which, I think, deserves 
the attention of Chester antiquaries. In adapting the 
original, I have freely added or omitted as seemed to 
me desirable, in view of the difference of readers, but, 
speaking generally, the text is taken from Prof. 
Domaszewski’s article, while the footnotes are my own. 
As will be seen, the Austrian scholar’s main points are 
that the foundation of Chester belongs to a very early 
period of the Roman occupation, and that the camp was 
from the first till the retirement of Agricola (or there- 
abouts) a double camp, held first by the X X th and X IV th 
legions, subsequently by the IInd Adjutrix and X X th- 
Parts of these theories have been already thrown out by 
others, but they are here argued out with an abundance 
of support and a completion of view which give them 
every claim to originality. I have omitted some technical 
details, and a suggestion as to the frontiers of Britannia 
Superior and Inferior, which does not bear directly on 
the origins of Chester and which I have the misfortune 
not to accept as proven. I have also ventured, in two of
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the notes, to criticise two of the minor conclusions in the 
text.

“  T h e  e x ca v a tio n s  m ade d u r in g  th e  y ea rs  1890-2, in th e  n orth  
c ity -w a ll o f  C h ester, h a ve  b ro u g h t to  l ig h t  a  n u m b er o f  in sc rip 
tio n s  w h ich  en able  u s  to  fix , w ith  fa r m ore c e r ta in ty  th a n  w e 
co u ld  b efore, th e  d isp o sitio n  o f  th e  R om an  le g io n s  in  the 
p rin cip a l fo rtresses o f  B rita in . W e  h a ve , o f  co u rse, a lw a y s  
k n o w n  th a t, w hen  once th e  p ro v in ce  w as s ettled , th e  th ree  
le g io n s  w h ich  u lt im a te ly  ga rriso n e d  B rita in , th e  II" d A u g u sta , 
th e  VRk V ic tr ix , an d  th e  X X th V a le r ia  V ic tr ix , w ere  p e r
m an en t! j T statio n ed , re s p e c tiv e ly , at C aerleo ti (Isca), Y o r k  

(E bu racu m ), and C h e s te r  (D eva). B u t w e  h a ve  been  in g re a t 
ig n o ra n ce  as to th e  p recise  step s  b y  w h ic h  th is  a rra n gem en t 
cam e a b o u t ; an d  th e  q u a rte rs  o f  th e  v a r io u s  le g io n s  u n d er 
O sto riu s or S u e to n iu s  P a u lin u s  or A g r ic o la  (that is, d u r in g  th e  
first fo rty  or fifty  y e a rs  o f  th e  R om an  occu p atio n ), h a v e  been 
m a tte rs  m a in ly  o f  co n je ctu re . B u t th e  d is c o v e ry  at C h e s te r  o f  
e le ve n , p erh a p s o f  fifte e n ,1 g ra v esto n es, w h ich  b e lo n g  to  th e  

le g io  II . A d ju tr ix , h a v e  le t  in a  flood o f  lig h t. T h is  la rg e  
n u m b er o f  se p u lch ra l m o n u m en ts ca n n o t be due to  ch a n ce ; th e  
le g io n  m u st h a v e  been  d e fin ite ly  s ta tio n e d  a t C h e s te r . O f  th is  
le g io n  w e k n o w  th a t it w as  en rolled  m a in ly  from  th e  sa ilo rs  o f  
th e  R a v e n n a  fleet in  A.D. 69 or 70; th a t it  p ro b a b ly  cam e to 

B rita in  w ith  P e tilliu s  C e ria lis  in  th e  n e x t  y e a r  (A.D. 81); and 
th a t  it  w as tra n sfe rre d  to  G e rm a n y  so m ew h ere  a b o u t A.D. 85. 
W e  m a y  then  fix  its  p resen ce  at C h e ste r  to  th e  y e a rs  A.D. 71-85, 
o r to  som e a p p ro x im a te  date. W e sh a ll not, h o w ev er, in fe r  th a t, 
w h ile  it  w as at C h ester , th e  T w e n tie th  w as e lsew h ere. O n th e  
c o n tra ry , th e  in d ica tio n s  w h ich  w e  h a ve , lead  us to  sup pose 
th a t, a t th is  tim e, th e  cam p  at C h e s te r  w as a  d o u b le  one,

1 The eleven inscriptions are those of C. Iuventius Capito, Q. Valerius 
Fronto, G. Calventius Celer, C. Valerius Crispus, L. Terentius Fuscus, 
L. Valerius Seneca, and five broken stones [A then arum 3364 and 3376, April 
16th and July 9th, 1892). To these certain exx., Prof. Domaszewski adds 
four probable ones, M. Valerius Martialis, a fragment, and two stones found 
in the earlier excavations of 1887-8 (Eph. vii. 892, 908), basing his view on the 
birth places ascribed to the soldiers. If anything can be inferred from the 
round head line, two other gravestones (Eph . vii. 885 and Athenceum 3376, 
No. 12) may belong to this legion. The number of certain gravestones of 
legion X X . is 25, and others may be assigned to it with much probability. 
Three dedications mention legion X X . ; none legion II. Adjutrix.
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co n ta in in g  tw o  leg io n s, an a rra n gem en t o f  w h ich  w e  find 
sev era l e x a m p les  in  th e  R om an a rm y  befo re  D o m itia n .1

“ B u t w e can  g o  fu rth er. W e can  tra ce  th e  e x is te n ce  o f  a 
d o u ble  cam p  a t C h ester, n ot o f  co u rse  ga rriso n e d  b y  th e  sam e 
le g io  II . A d ju tr ix , in to  th e  e a r ly  d a y s  o f  th e  R om an o ccu p a tio n . 
T h is  le g io  II. w as sen t over, in re a lity , to  ta k e  th e  p lace  o f  th e  
le g io  X I V ., one o f  th e  fo u r leg io n s  o r ig in a lly  sen t to co n q u er 
th e  is lan d , w h ich  had been reca lled  to  M ain z in a .d . 70. 
T h is  red u ced  th e  g a rriso n  to  th ree  le g io n s ; it  soon becam e 
n ece ssa ry  to  sen d  a fo u rth , and (as w e h a ve  seen), th e  Seco n d  
w as sen t. W e  m ay, th en , re ga rd  th e  S eco n d  as th e  su ccesso r 
o f  th e  F o u rte en th , and w e sh a ll n ote  w ith  in te re st th a t in  th e  
B oadicean  re v o lt  o f  A.D. 61, th e  T w e n tie th  and  th e  F o u rte e n th  
le g io n s  ap p ea r to  a ct to g e th e r , as th e  Seco n d  and T w e n tie th  

do u n d e r A g ric o la . S u e to n iu s, s a y s  T a c itu s, in th e  re tre at 
from  A n g le se a , co llecte d  w h at troop s he co u ld — th e F o u rte en th  

le g io n , d e ta ch m en ts  o f  th e  T w e n tie th , and a few  (p ro b ab ly  
2,000) a u x ilia r ie s — in  a ll a b ou t ten th o u san d  m en .2 H e co u ld  
g e t  no m ore. T h e  sm a ll g a rriso n s up an d  dow n  th e  o ccu p ie d  

d is tr ic ts  w ere in g r e a t  d a n g er, and  in a n y  case  in a c c e s s ib le .3 
T h e  in fa n tr y  o f  th e  N in th  leg io n  h ad  been c u t  to  p iece s  b y  th e  

n a tive s . A t  C a erleo n  th e  d a n g er w as so g r e a t  th a t th e  
p ra efectu s  castrorum , in  ch a rg e  o f  th e  cam p, d e lib e ra te ly  
d iso b ey e d  an order to jo in  S u e to n iu s .1 W h en , th e re fo re , w e

1 According to Suetonius [Vila Dom. 7), Domitian forbade double 
camps, because L. Antonius, wintering with two legions, had attempted a 
revolt, which shewed the unwisdom of concentrating troops in one man’s 
hand. The revolt of Antonius was in A .D . 88-9.

2 Tac. Ann xiv. 34 foil.
3 Tac. Agr. 16.
1 This disobedience involves one or two difficulties. The prafectus 

castrorum, the officer concerned, was, according to Prof. Domaszewski, in 
charge of the camp only, while the body of the legio II. Augusta, under the 
legatus legionis, was in the field somewhere. Had, therefore, the preefectus 
moved, Caerleon would have been ipso facto lost to the Romans. We cannot 
be sure that the prrefect was in command of the legion, for (1) supposing a 
temporary vacancy, the natural substitute for the legatus is, as Prof. Domas- 
zewski points out, a tribune of senatorial rank; and (2) had the prsefect had 
the men, he would have had no reason for disobedience. However, the 
remark of Tacitus, that the praefect, by his action, gloria legionem suam 
fraudaverat (Ann xiv. 37), shews that the historian, at least, regarded him as 
in command. Tacitus, who is quite as bad on military details as on topogra
phy, has probably stated the details so loosely that a certain solution of the 
problem is hardly possible.
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find th e  la tte r  ta k in g  th e  field w ith  th e  w h o le  o f  th e  X I V th 
an d  p art o f  th e  X X th le g io n s ’ , and a  few  a u x ilia r ie s , w e 
m a y  co n clu d e  th a t  th e re  is  som e co n n ection  b etw een  the 
le g io n s . A n d  w h en  fu rth er, th e  h isto ria n  D io  p ra c tic a lly  

s a y s  th a t th e  d e cis iv e  b a ttle  w as fo u g h t n ea r a  fo rtress, w e 
m a y  id e n tify  th a t fo rtress w ith  C h ester. S u e to n iu s  fo u g h t 
w ith  a  le g io n  and a h a lf, an d  a  fe w  a u x ilia r ie s : h ad  h e  had 
tim e to  p en etrate  fa r  in to  B rita in , he w ou ld  c le a r ly  h ave  
p ick e d  up  o th er re in fo rcem en ts, a t  le a st  o f  a u x ilia rie s . T h e  
th e o ry , th e re fo re , th a t he fo u g h t th e  fig h t w ith  th e  a v a ila b le  
g a rriso n  o f  C h e s te r  and  n ea r C h ester, fits th e  s itu atio n  
a d m ira b ly , and w e m a y  co n clu d e  th a t th e  g a rriso n  a t th e  
tim e w as form ed b y  th e  X I V th and  X X th le g io n s .* 2

“  W e  h a v e  fu rth e r p ro o f th a t th e  X X th leg io n  w as in  C h e ste r  
a t a  v e r y  e a r ly  date. A s  M om m sen h as o b served , one o f  th e  

C h e s te r  in sc rip tio n s  [Ej>h. v i i . ,  902) seem s to  m en tio n  a  c e n 
tu rio n  o f  th a t leg io n  w ith o u t a co gn o m en , an d  th is  featu re  
d a tes b a c k  to  th e  e a r ly  y e a rs  o f  th e  co n q u est. T h e  use o f  th e  
co gn o m en  b ecam e u n iv e rsa l d u rin g  th e  re ig n  o f  C la u d iu s

’ Dio 62, 8, I. Probably, as Prof. Domaszewski remarks, the com
mander and part of the X X th  legion remained in garrison at Chester.

2 Prof. Domaszewski, following Mommsen (Roman Provinces i. 181 note), 
here deliberately rejects the narrative of Tacitus (ann xiv. 33-4), according to 
which Suetonius had reached and deliberately abandoned Londinium before 
his decisive battle against Boadicea. It must be admitted that Tacitus gives 
us a very vague account of the military operations of this war : he assigns no 
reason for the march on London; he omits to mention whether Suetonius 
went thither with troops or without; and only refers to his forces in a 
subsequent chapter. But it seems to me rash to completely reject the narrative. 
It is quite conceivable that, as Horsley supposed (Britannia Romana, 
p. 33), Suetonius went to London because the road led there; if he was 
aiming at Colchester, the Watling Street and London would almost certainly 
have been his quickest route, and probably his only road. The English 
antiquaries have usually supposed that the battle was fought in or near 
London, and some of them have suggested the site of K ing’s Cross, which, 
owing to this notion, had once a narrow escape of being called Boadicea’s Cross 
{Notes and Queries, vi. 5, pp. 281, 489, Walford Old and New London 5, 
pp. 330-40). The facts are insufficient to justify any dogmatic conclusion; 
here, as too often in military and geographical questions, Tacitus leaves us in 
the lurch. But I cannot help thinking that Suetonius did march through 
London, and that Prof. Domaszewski has gone too far in rejecting the 
account of Tacitus and in placing the battle at Chester.



(A.D. 41-54), and the inscription o f this centurion m ust go  
b ack  to his reign.

“ T h e  g e o g ra p h ica l p o sitio n  o f  C h e s te r  e x p la in s  w ell e n o u g h  
th e  sp eed  w ith  w h ich  it  w as  o ccu p ied . C h ester, C a erleo n , 
L in co ln , an d  C o lch ester , form , as it  w ere, a  q u a d rila tera l o f  
fo rtre sse s .1 C o lch ester, in d eed , w as  a co lo n y , fo u n d ed  in  
A.D. 50, b u t, l ik e  m ost o f  th e  first c e n tu ry  co lo n ies, it  w as a 
co lo n y  o f  ve teran s, and  its  c it iz e n s  w ere  at th e  sam e tim e  its  
g a rr iso n . U n d e r th e  m isg o v ern m e n t o f  N ero  th e y  fa iled  to 

fu lfil th e ir  o b ject, and th e  to w n  w as d estro ye d  b y  th e  B rito n s ; 
b u t th e ir  fa ilu re  does n o t d isp ro ve  th e  o b ject. In  th is  q u a d rila 
tera l, th en , w h ich  w e  m a y  p u t e a r lie r th an  S u e to n iu s, D e v a  
w as a  d o u b le  cam p, and th e  reason  is  p la in . Its  w o rk  w as 

d o u b le — d e fe n ce  a g a in st W a les, and d efen ce  a g a in st th e  Irish  
p ira te s . T h e  o th e r tw o  fo rtresses, C a erleo n  and L in co ln , 
h ad  each  one leg io n , th e  I I nd and th e  I X th re s p e c tiv e ly , and 
a cco rd in g ly , in the B oad icean  w a r o f  A.D. 61, th ese  tw o  leg io n s  

a ct q u ite  in d e p e n d e n tly .”
F . H A V E R F I E L D .

C h r ist C h u rch , O xfo rd .
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1 Mommsen (Roman Provinces i. 178) conjectured that Ostorius, about 
A . D .  5 1 ,  planted a fortress at Wroxeter with the 14th and 20th legions, and 
refers to this the much disputed passage of Tacitus castris + antonam tt 
Sabrinam fluvios cet. Prof. Domaszewski regards this conjecture as based 
on insufficient evidence, there being only two inscriptions of the X IVth 
legion at Wroxeter, while one is at Lincoln. The direction of the roads and 
the occurrence of the two tombstones suggest to me that Viroconium was 
occupied before Chester, and I was at one time inclined to connect the 
corrupt Antonam of the MS. with Trisantona (as Mr. Bradley does), and to 
make the Tern the Trisantona (Journal o f Philology xvii. 269.) However, 
Mr. Bradley has pointed out to me that the Trisantona appears to be the 
Trent, though it might conceivably have also been a name for the Tern, and, 
with Mr. Bradley’s conjecture cis Trisantonam (for castris antonam), the 
passage makes excellent sense : the Trent and Severn became the Roman 
frontiers. That Viroconium was occupied before Chester, if only for a short 
period, seems to me conclusively proved by the course of the roads, which 
(as I hope to shew elsewhere) throw a good deal of somewhat neglected 
light on the early history of Roman Britain.


