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Szanowni Państwo,

oddajemy w Państwa ręce tom XIII Notae Numismaticae – Zapisków Numi-
zmatycznych. Zgodnie z przyjętym zwyczajem teksty o tematyce międzynarodo-
wej publikujemy w językach kongresowych, a teksty odnoszące się w większym 
stopniu do zainteresowań czytelnika polskiego w języku polskim. Wszelkie 
informacje dla autorów oraz archiwalne tomy naszego czasopisma dostępne są 
na stronie www.mnk.pl.

31 grudnia 2017 roku zmarła Bogumiła Haczewska (1943–2017), emeryto-
wany, wieloletni pracownik i kierownik Gabinetu Numizmatycznego Muzeum 
Narodowego w Krakowie, znawczyni mennictwa średniowiecznego i gdańskiego, 
zastępca redaktora i członek komitetu redakcyjnego Notae Numismaticae – Zapiski 
Numizmatyczne. Była osobą mocno zaangażowaną w działalność społeczną: reakty-
wowała w 1989 roku w Muzeum Narodowym Związek Zawodowy „Solidarność”, 
działała w Towarzystwie Przyjaciół Muzeum im. Emeryka Hutten-Czapskiego, 
zakładała Stowarzyszenie Muzealników Polskich, najważniejszą dziś organizację 
skupiającą pracowników polskich muzeów. Niezwykle pracowita, świadoma odpo-
wiedzialności wynikającej ze sprawowanych przez siebie funkcji, całą sobą oddana 
była Gabinetowi Numizmatycznemu. 

Jej pamięci poświęcamy XIII tom Notae Numismaticae – Zapiski Numizmatyczne,  
nie mając wątpliwości, że czasopismo to nie powstałoby bez jej zaangażowania.

Redakcja
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Dear Readers,

It is with great pleasure that we present to you Volume XIII of Notae Numi- 
smaticae – Zapiski Numizmatyczne. In accordance with our customary practice, 
all the texts concerned with subjects of international interest or significance have 
been published in the conference languages, while those of more relevance to 
Polish readers – in Polish. Information for prospective authors as well as previously 
published volumes of our journal can be found at www.mnk.pl.

A worker of many years at the Numismatic Cabinet of the National Museum 
in Krakow and then the cabinet’s director before she retired, Bogumiła Haczewska 
(1943–2017) passed away on December 31, 2017. An expert on medieval coinage 
and coinage from Gdańsk, Haczewska was deputy editor and a member of the 
editorial committee of Notae Numismaticae – Zapiski Numizmatyczne. Whether 
she was reactivating the Solidarity labor union at the National Museum in 1989 or 
busy doing work for the Association of Benefactors of the Emeryk Hutten-Czapski 
Museum or else putting together the Association of Polish Museologists, the most 
important organization for employees at Polish museums, Haczewska was heavily 
engaged in doing social work. An exceptionally hard worker, Haczewska was 
conscious of the responsibility resulting from the offices she held, giving her whole 
self to the Numismatic Cabinet. 

It is in memory of Bogumiła Haczewska that we dedicate the 13th volume of 
Notae Numismaticae – Zapiski Numizmatyczne, there being no doubt that the journal 
would never have been created without her full commitment.

The Editors
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SZYMON JELLONEK
Jagiellonian University

Roman Foundation Myths on Colonial Coinage

ABSTRACT: Roman colonies minted coins that stood out among provincial 
coinage by way of their Latin legends and choice of iconographic motifs. The two 
main subjects that were used referred to the history of the colonies. The first was 
the foundation scene, in which the priest indicated the city’s boundaries in imitation 
of Romulus, who indicated the boundaries of Rome with the help of two oxen 
and a plow. The second type that was popular referred to the colonists’ military 
past, showing legionary emblems. Besides these motifs, other Roman myths also 
appeared, like the Lupa Romana, Aeneas with Anchises and Ascanius retreating 
from Troy, or Marsyas, who symbolized freedom. These motifs were dominant in 
the 1st and 2nd centuries AD. Over time, local pre-Roman foundation myths began 
to appear on colonial coinage. Finally, in the 3rd century AD, as Roman and local 
elements became integrated, foundation myths of various origins were made use 
of and in certain situations even combined.

KEY WORDS: Roman colonies, Roman provincial coinage, cultural integration

ABSTRAKT: Rzymskie mity założycielskie na monetach kolonialnych
Rzymskie kolonie biły monety wyróżniające się wśród mennictwa prowincjonal-

nego łacińskimi legendami oraz doborem motywów ikonograficznych. Dwa główne 
tematy odnosiły się do historii kolonii. Pierwszym była scena fundacyjna, podczas 
której kapłan wyznaczał granice miasta – na wzór Romulusa, który za pomocą  
pary wołów i pługa obrysował granice Rzymu. Drugi popularny typ odnosił się do 
militarnej przeszłości kolonistów i przedstawiał godła legionowe. Obok tych moty- 
wów pojawiały się również inne z rzymskich mitów, takie jak Wilczyca, Eneasz 
z Anchizesem i Askaniuszem uciekający z Troi czy symbolizujący wolność Marsjasz.  
Motywy te przeważały w I i II wieku n.e. Z czasem na monetach kolonialnych 
zaczęły się pojawiać również lokalne, przedrzymskie mity fundacyjne. Wreszcie 
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w III wieku n.e., w miarę postepowania procesu integracji rzymskich i lokalnych 
elementów, wykorzystywano, a nawet w niektórych wypadkach łączono mity zało- 
życielskie różnego pochodzenia.

SŁOWA KLUCZOWE: rzymskie kolonie, rzymskie mennictwo prowincjonalne,  
integracja kulturowa

INTRODUCTION
The beginning of a city is one of the most important moments in its history. 

Even today, the people who live in cities are able to relate the legend associated 
with the beginning of their place of residence. It would seem that the situation was 
similar in antiquity. The cities of the Mediterranean already had a centuries-old 
history when they came under the authority of the Romans. Naturally, each had its 
own local tradition, and foundation myths were an important part of these traditions. 
On the other hand, Roman colonies appeared – mostly during the reign of Augustus 
and at the beginning of the 3rd century AD – that did not have their own foundation 
myths. This being the case, the colonists decided to draw such myths directly from 
the Roman tradition. The foundation ceremony of the Eternal City – performed, 
according to tradition, by Romulus – was repeated by the colonists and regarded as 
the birth of the colonies.1 The myths of the she-wolf, of Romulus and Remus, and 
of Aeneas were also popular in the colonies. It was these motifs that were depicted 
on the colonial coinage struck from the 1st century BC to the declining years of 
provincial coinage in the 3rd century AD. These motifs were the allochtons’ response 
to the local culture surrounding them. In this paper the iconographic aspects on 
colonial coins are reconsidered. The author focuses on the motives that are connected 
with the foundation myths, eponym heroes or inauguration rituals.

In Roman provincial coinage, we can see a perfect example of Fergus Millar’s 
assertion that a city’s coinage is one of the most significant symbols of its identity.2 

A city that was allowed to strike its own bronze coins not only included its ethnikon 
on these coins but also local deities. For example, it was natural for Rhodes to 
depict the head of Helios on its own issues (e.g. RPC III 2188). The temples of the 
most important deity were a popular motif – in Cyprus, for example, the temple 
of Aphrodite in Palaipaphos used to be usually depicted (RPC I 3906). Often, the 
cult statues themselves were enough, as in the case of Samos, where the Heraion 
of Samos was depicted (e.g. RPC I 2683), or that of Magnesia, where the statue of 
Artemis of Leukophrys was used (e.g. RPC I 2696). Sometimes a symbolic animal 
was used, as was the case in Ephesus, where Artemis’ deer appeared more often 

1 KEPPIE 1983: 87–88.
2 MILLAR 1993: 257.
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than her cult statue itself (e.g. RPC I 2587). Nevertheless, in all of these cases it was 
local traditions that were being referred to, with mention sometimes being made of 
the eponym or foundation myth.

Although it is believed that the depiction of local foundation myths developed, 
above all, in the 2nd and 3rd centuries,3 Mount Argaeus was depicted with Helios in 
Caesarea in Cappadocia already as of the age of Tiberius (RPC I 3620). Cyzicus, 
on the other hand, depicted Cyzicus, its founder, already as of the age of Domitian 
(RPC II 886). The Cretan koinon depicted Gortyn – which, according to local legend, 
was founded by the hero Gortys – as of the age of Trajan (RPC III 55). Thus, it is 
not strange that Argos too vaunted its greatest hero, that is, Perseus, who is shown 
on coins from this city right after his fight with Medusa (RPC II 339). Also worth 
mentioning is Smyrna, which issued coins with Pelops and Hippodamia during 
the age of Antoninus Pius (RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 237) and then, 
during the age of Marcus Aurelius, coins with the next founder, that is, Alexander  
(RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 239). In Hierapolis, in the conventus of Cibyra, 
Apollo was depicted with the appellation ΑΡΧΗΓƐΤΗС, that is, founder (RPC IV 
(online temporary numbers) 2052).4 All of these myths were well known by the 
local residents as of the times before the Roman conquest. However, the period 
of the so-called Greek renaissance, and so, the time of the “Second Sophistic”, 
which dates to the middle of the 2nd century AD,5 definitely had an impact on their 
restoration in the social consciousness, among other things, via their promotion in 
provincial coinage.

Initially, the positions taken up by the Roman colonies represented an alternative 
model in response to the local myths. It is quite obvious that these cities, which were 
mostly established towards the end of the Roman Republic or during the age of 
Augustus, could not have had legends of their own regarding their foundation. What 
these cities could do, however, was refer back to the pre-Roman tradition, for most 
of them were set up in places with a centuries-old history (among others, Berytus, 
Apamea, Lystra) and not on so-called virgin land.6 However, besides a few exceptions 
(including Corinth and Cassandreia), most of them opted for something else.

Whether local or Roman myths were used seems to be directly connected to the 
level of Romanization. Although the classic definition of the process is no longer in 
use and some alternatives have been recently proposed (globalization,7 creolization,8 

3 HEUCHERT 2005: 51.
4 PRICE 2005: 118.
5 HOWGEGO 2005: 7.
6 RIZAKIS 1998: 599–617.
7 HINGLEY 2005.
8 WEBSTER 2001: 209–225.
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Romanization 2.09), the ongoing discussion about this topic indicates its sophisticated 
nature. Undoubtedly, the colonies set up by the Roman colonists in the age of the 
Roman Republic and that of Augustus were the centers of Romanitas. As miniatures 
of Rome, the colonies followed Roman law,10 urban design, and religion.11 Despite 
the fact that archeological evidence can show, to some extent, the impact of Roman 
culture on the colonies (e.g. the numerous imports of Italian sigillata stamps in 
Knossos12), perceiving this as a conscious form of Romanization can be misleading. 
Another aspect of Romanitas is the language that was used in the colonies. We can 
see an expression of the linguistic situation in the inscriptions. The epigraphic sources 
can be divided into two groups: official and private. In the case of Asia Minor, the 
official inscriptions of the colonies were mostly in Latin, while private inscriptions 
were predominantly in Greek.13 Greek inscriptions eventually took the place of those 
in Latin in the 3rd century AD; however, in the case of Berytus the Latin inscription 
at the base of Flavius Domitius Leontius is dated back to AD 344.14 Furthermore, 
of great significance is the language used on the coins. In most cases, the coins 
were inscribed in Latin. However, the so-called titular colonies sometimes used 
Greek (Neapolis, Rhesaina, Edessa, Carrhae, Singara). It is important to highlight 
that the colonies mentioned here are distinguished by some scholars as ones that 
were never settled by Roman immigrants; these scholars treat the colonial status 
of these colonies as simply another granted title.15 So-called titular colonies were 
being established from the time of Septimius Severus as a gift for having taken his 
side during the civil war in 193–196.16 However, having analyzed the numismatic 
evidence, E. Dąbrowa argued that, to a limited degree, the Roman colonies of the  
3rd century were real acts of settlement.17 Therefore, it is necessary to take into 
account the coins, and especially the iconographic presentations of foundation 
myths, when attempts are made to determine the civic identity of a given colony.

SULCUS PRIMIGENIUS
The so-called act of foundation was the most repeated subject on the reverses 

of colonial coinage. These reverses depicted a figure in a toga plowing a field, aided 

  9 WOOLF 2014: 45–50.
10 MILLAR 1992: 400.
11 BEARD, NORTH and PRICE 1998: 333–334.
12 BALDWIN-BOWSKY 2011: 117–119.
13 LEVICK 1967: 134–135.
14 MILLAR 2006: 172.
15 WATKINS 1983: 321; HOWGEGO 2005: 12; MILLAR 2006: 165; KATSARI and MITCHELL 2008: 242.
16 MILLAR 2006: 191.
17 DĄBROWA 2004c: 226.
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by two oxen. Contrary to the speculations of some researchers,18 this was by no 
means a way of depicting the everyday life of the agricultural population. This scene 
alluded to the mythical founding of Rome by Romulus, who, aided by two oxen, 
marked the original furrow (sulcus primigenius), that is, the boundaries of the future 
city.19 A description of this event has been handed down to us by ancient historians 
such as Dionysius of Halicarnassus,20 Plutarch,21 and Tacitus.22 This ritual ceremony 
(aratrum – plow), included in Etrusca disciplina, was conducted whenever Rome was 
enlarged or whenever Roman colonies were established, which in turn is assured to us 
by Marcus Terentius Varro.23 As cities modeled after the capital, Roman colonies took 
this ceremony as their symbolic beginning.24 This being the case, it is not surprising 
that this ritual was often depicted at most of the centers.

The motive appeared for the first time in 81 BC on a denarius serratus (RRC 
378/1c) struck by C. Marius. Next it was presented on a denarius struck in 28 BC 
(RIC² 272) under Octavianus. The solo-ruler who tried to legitimize his power 
eventually chose the title Augustus in 27 BC. However earlier he considered to 
became a new Romulus25. This assumption known from historical sources can be 
supported by the symbolic foundation scene on his denarius emitted in 28 BC. 
Augustus had never ultimately accepted title of Romulus, however was perceived 
as the new founder of Rome or rather Roman State26. Other emperors who presented 
themselves as founders where Vespasian (eg. RIC 943), Trajan (eg. RIC 567) and 
Commodus. The latter even decided to refound Rome as Colonia Commodiana27. 
Reminiscence of that audacious act are series of coins where Commodus is ploughing 
with yoke of oxen (eg. RIC 560, 570). The issues obtained typical colonial legend: 
COL L AN COM.

It is worth adding here, however, that even though, in the overwhelming majority 
of cases, this type appeared on colonial coins, it was not exclusively reserved for 
them, for it appeared in at least two cities that were not colonies. Although we know 
that Tralles (RPC I 2649), for example, was settled by newcomers from Italy during 
the age of Augustus,28 it never had the status of a colony. Regarding Assorus, Sicily 

18 BLANCO-PEREZ 2015: 139.
19 ECKSTEIN 1979: 87–90; DĄBROWA 2004b: 399.
20 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.88.
21 Plut. Rom 11.
22 Tac. Ann 12.24.
23 Varro. Ling. 5.14.
24 ECKSTEIN 1979: 93–94; SISANI 2014: 379.
25 Suet. Div. Aug. 7’ Cass. Dio. 53. 16.8.
26 SCOTT 1925: 89–95.
27 Cass. Dio. 73.15.2; SHA Comm. 8.
28 MAGIE 1950: 469.
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(RPC I 666), which may have been at most a municipium, the foundation scene is 
supposed to allude to the allotting of land to the Caesarian veterans,29 or else it is 
simply supposed to symbolize – though this seems less likely – the fecundity of 
Sicily.30 As a result, it can be concluded that if one did not interpret the priest with the 
oxen shown in these two instances as depicting the act of foundation, at least it would 
have indicated the fact that Italic newcomers had settled the territory in question.

Foundation coinage often appeared as the first issue of a newly established colony. 
The colony Lampsacus, which had barely been in existence for a decade, released,  
between 45 and 35 BC, two issues with the act of foundation (RPC I 2268–2269)  
(Pl. 1, Fig. 1). In Emerita, such a depiction was placed on the reverses of the asses (RPC 
I 5–7) (Pl. 1, Fig. 2) in the first issues during the age of Augustus. Much the same is true 
in Patras, where the only certain coin struck during the age of Augustus depicted oxen 
with a priest on the reverse (RPC I 1252) (Pl. 1, Fig. 3). Coins of this type were produced 
in Patras up until the age of Marcus Aurelius.31 M. Grant shows that foundation coinages 
were struck, in many cases, to commemorate round anniversaries.32 Among other 
things, Grant refers to the coin issue from Patras mentioned above, which was supposed 
to be struck to commemorate the colony’s 25th anniversary.33 In much the same way,  
B. Levick shows that coins from Cremna were struck during the ages of Marcus 
Aurelius and Aurelian to celebrate the 200th and 300th anniversary, respectively, 
of the city’s foundation.34 Although it is very tempting to combine all the issues 
with the foundation type with the successive anniversaries of a given colony’s 
foundation, it does not seem possible to do this with regard to most of the issues. 
Attempts to do so can lead to significant overinterpretations, as in the case of the 
coins of Vespasian from Antioch. These coins are dated to AD 76, which according to  
B. Levick is supposed to indicate that this was the 100th anniversary of the colony’s 
foundation, which as a result she set at 25 BC.35 This, however, does not stand in 
accordance with A. Krzyżanowska’s interpretation,36 while P. A. Brunt has put  
in doubt the possibility of determining the foundation year at all.37

The commemorative character of this scene is also evident on a few coins in 
which the priest is interpreted as the emperor who founded the colony in question. 
As of the age of Hadrian, Cremna struck coins on which it is Augustus who is behind 

29 GRANT 1946: 191.
30 BURNETT, AMANDRY and RIPOLLÉS 1992: 178.
31 PAPAGEORGIADOU-BANI 2004: 35.
32 GRANT 1946: 291.
33 Ibidem: 265; PAPAGEORGIADOU-BANI 2004: 48.
34 LEVICK 1967: 35–36.
35 Ibidem: 34–35.
36 KRZYŻANOWSKA 1970: 13–14.
37 BRUNT 1971: 601.
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the plough (RPC III 2805) (Pl. 1, Fig. 4). In Ptolemais, in turn, it was the founder 
Claudius who was depicted during the age of Nero (RPC I 4749) (Pl. 1, Fig. 5) and 
that of Hadrian (RPC III 3912). In both these cases, there can be no doubt as to the 
identity of the depicted figure, for the reverse is accompanied by the legend DIVOS 
CLAVDIVS or – in its abbreviated version – DIVO CLAVD.38 In Aelia Capitolina, it 
is Hadrian who is standing behind the yoke (RPC III 3964).39 It is likely that emperors 
were depicted in other instances on coins of this type; unfortunately, however, dies 
of weak artistic quality, the poor state of many of these coins, and the absence of 
inscriptions make it impossible to identify them.

It is worth noting that foundation coinages were often the largest and heaviest 
of all the coinages struck by a given mint, which no doubt bears testimony to their 
great importance. This was the case with regard to the above-mentioned coinages of 
Lampsacus and Emerita, but also to that of Berytus, where the foundation type was 
used on the largest coinages from Augustus (RPC I 4540) to Trajan (RPC III 3833).  
It was later replaced by newly introduced types with the temple of Astarte (RPC III 
3840) and with Poseidon (RPC III 3847), in this way becoming the third denomination. 
In the case of Thracian Deultum, only one of seven dies presenting the priest with 
oxen was used for a small denomination.40

An interesting situation took place in Antioch in Pisidia during the age of 
Augustus, where three issues were released. Whereas the largest had the foundation 
type (RPC I 3529), and the one in the middle, two legionary eagles (RPC I 3530), the 
smallest one depicted the founder with the oxen on the obverse, but like the middle 
issue it had, on the reverse, two legionary symbols (RPC I 3531) (Pl. 2, Fig. 13). 
This tradition was continued with regard to Antioch all the way to the 3rd century: 
among other things, the heaviest denomination during the age of Severus Alexander 
weighed about 23 g. The reverses of these denominations depicted the she-wolf, the 
emperor galloping, and also the foundation type analyzed above (RPC VI 6580). 
The entire iconographic program was closely tied to Romanitas, and it is worth 
noting here that the Roman-Italic element was exceptionally strong in Antioch.41

Other colonies with a significant Roman element were ones like Philippi,42 
Cremna,43 and Berytus.44 However, in the case of these colonies, the foundation 
type went out of use much faster than was the case in Antioch. These coinages were 

38 MILLAR 2006: 184.
39 BELAYCHE 2009: 174.
40 DRAGANOV 2007: 101.
41 FILGES 2015: 43–44.
42 KREMYDI-SICILANOU 2005: 100.
43 FILGES 2015: 45.
44 JONES-HALL 2004: 251; MILLAR 2006: 165.
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struck in Philippi during the Second Triumvirate (RPC I 1646); it may also be the 
case that they were struck during the ages of Augustus, Tiberius, and Claudius, but 
the provenance of these coinages remains problematic.45 During the 2nd century, it 
was mostly coinages depicting Julius Caesar and Augustus that were struck, while 
the last ones that were produced during the age of Gallienus showed Fortune.46 With 
regards to Cremna, as has already been mentioned, the foundation type appeared 
on coinages to commemorate anniversaries during the age of Marcus Aurelius 
and Aurelian, but it also appeared during the ages of Hadrian, Septimius Severus, 
Philip the Arab, and Valerian.47 The tradition of alluding to a city’s foundation was 
supported by other motifs characteristic of Roman colonies, motifs like Marsyas 
(RPC III 2808), legionary emblems (RPC III 2806), or the genius of the colony (RPC 
III 2807). Moreover, as was the case in Antioch, reference was made directly to 
Rome through depictions of the she-wolf (RPC IX 971). Aspects of Roman culture, 
however, did not stop the local elite from simultaneously referring to local figures 
like Mida (the mother of King Midas) (RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 7794) 
or Apollo Propylaeus (RPC VI 5925).

With regard to Berytus, it has already been noted that the foundation type 
was replaced at a certain moment as the heaviest denomination by new types with 
the temple of Astarte (RPC III 3845) (Pl. 1, Fig. 7) and with Poseidon (RPC III 
3847). However, it was still minted in the age of Caracalla (Lindgren 2266) as the 
smallest coin. It was then supplanted by local motifs like Poseidon with Beroe 
(BMC 183) (Pl. 2, Fig. 8), Eshmun (BMC 202), or the Julian myth, that of Aeneas 
carrying Anchises.48 On the basis of the two examples mentioned above, despite 
the strong Roman element that was present, one can see increasing integration with 
the local tradition.

On the other hand, there were colonies whose Romanitas was significantly 
weaker, and this is reflected in the coinage. These include the cities that did not at all 
produce foundation coinage (among others, Corinth, about which more will be said 
later) and those in which there were only a few such issues (these include Parium, 
Sinope, Alexandria Troas, Ninica, and Iconium). The amount and frequency of 
these issues varied greatly. In Sinope, the issues depicting founder with oxen were 
minted under Caligula (RPC I 2129) and probably under Domitian (RPC II 725).  
This motif appeared twice on coinage from Lystra: during the age of Augustus 
(RPC I 3539) (Pl. 2, Fig. 9) and during that of Marcus Aurelius (RPC IV (online 

45 GRANT 1946: 111–114; BURNETT, AMANDRY and RIPOLLÉS 1992: 309–310; PAPAGEORGIADOU- 
-BANI 2004: 29.

46 PAPAGEORGIADOU-BANI 2004: 42, 47.
47 FILGES 2105: 81–82.
48 JONES-HALL 2004: 120, 135.
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temporary numbers) 7266). In Iconium, there were three issues: the first was in the 
age of Vespasian (RPC II 1609); the second, one-hundred-fifty years later, during 
the age of Gordian III; finally, the third was during the age of Valerian.49 Compare 
this to Parium, in which production lasted from Augustus (RPC I 2261) all the way 
to Maximinus Thrax (RPC VI 3890). In Ninica, it lasted from Trajan (RPC III 3225) 
also to Maximinus Thrax (RPC VI 6910). As one can see from the information 
presented here, foundation coinages were struck at various stages over the course 
of the empire and at irregular intervals, which generally corresponds to the trends 
in the provinces.50

Alexandria Troas which produced quite a numerous issues in the end of 2nd and  
3rd centuries. The foundation type was presented only on two known emissions. First  
issue was struck under Antoninus Pius (RPC IV(online temporary numbers) 9187) 
and the other discovered recently by T. Lucchelli released under Commodus51. Despite  
the fact that Alexandria produced coins almost without a break until the Goths’ 
invasion (the colony was plundered and coin dies, tools and mint workers were 
abducted52), the foundation scene was never repeated on coins.

It is also worth mentioning the colonies founded as of the age of Septimius 
Severus, which for a long time were solely regarded as “titular” and which Italic 
colonists were never supposed to have settled.53 Here, one can also find foundation 
coinages. In Tyre, such coins appeared as of the age in which colonies were 
established by Septimius, all the way to Elagabalus, at which point they completely 
disappeared.54 In Rhesaina, in turn, coins with a priest and oxen supplant local motifs 
in the age of Trajan Decius; in addition, they also have Greek inscriptions (RPC IX  
1576–1581) (Pl. 2, Fig. 10), but the abbreviation of legion is always presented in 
Latin: ϹƐΠ ΚΟΛ ΡΗϹΑΙΝΗϹΙωΝ L III P55. As has already been mentioned with 
regard to the centers that were not colonies (Tralles, Assorus) but where such 
coinages were struck, they were supposed to indicate that the settlers had come 
from Italy. Cities like Tyre, Sidon, Damascus, or Rhesaina were only supposed to 
receive the title COLONIA.56 However, the depiction of the foundation ceremony, 
which was often combined, for example, with legionary emblems, could indicate 
that veterans did in fact settle in the cities mentioned.57 In these cases, coinages with 

49 FILGES 2015: 76.
50 HEUCHERT 2005: 32.
51 LUCCHELLI 2017: 55–74.
52 BURSCHE, MYZGIN 2017: 250.
53 MILLAR 2006: 164–165, 186, 198; KATSARI and MITCHELL 2008: 242.
54 HIRT 2015: 194–196.
55 CASTELIN 1946: 70–71.
56 MILLAR 2006: 165; KATSARI and MITCHELL 2008: 242.
57 DĄBROWA 2012: 33.
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the sulcus primigenius naturally constitute a minority among coinages with a local 
character, but one cannot disregard their significance in the context of the colonists 
maintaining Roman traditions.

LUPA ROMANA
We have already made mention in a few places of the she-wolf (Lupa Romana), 

which should also be considered a foundation myth. Of course it is not directly tied 
to any given colony but refers to the beginnings of Rome, on which the colonies 
were modeled.58 Just as the “foundation type” model remained practically unchanged 
throughout the entire period of provincial minting,59 so too the Lupa Romana was 
depicted in one version.60 Much like the founder with the oxen, the she-wolf was 
depicted above all on coins from the colonies or from places in which the Romans had 
relocated the population.61 Of course, the use of this motif symbolized the Romanitas 
of the inhabitants of the colony.62 It is worth noting, however, that this monetary type 
appeared more often on coins as of the middle of the 2nd century. With regard to earlier 
issues, one could mention the coins – struck during the age of Augustus – in Apamea 
(RPC I 2009) (Pl. 2, Fig. 11) and in Italica (RPC I 62). As of the age of Hadrian, 
the she-wolf appears on coins in Lystra (RPC III 2823) and in Sinope (RPC III  
1228). We can see an interesting example in the colony that was established in 
Jerusalem just before the Bar-Kokhba revolt, that is, Aelia Capitolina. Here, from 
the very beginning, coins with an exceptionally Roman character were struck; as 
of the age of Antoninus Pius, the motif of the she-wolf was also used (RPC IV  
(online temporary numbers) 6405).63 In this case, it would seem that coins with 
iconography rooted in Rome were not only used to indicate the Roman descent of 
the colonists but also to remind the autochthonous population of the new political 
situation. Further issues with the Lupa Romana appeared in Patras (RPC IV (online 
temporary numbers) 9473) and in Antioch in Pisidia (RPC IV (online temporary 
numbers) 3971) as of the reign of Marcus Aurelius, and in Ninica as of the reign of 
Commodus (RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 9554). The she-wolf with twins 
was also juxtaposed with Tyche, the temples of Dea Syria, and Mount Gerizim on 
an issue of Neapolis (RPC IX 2171) (Pl. 2, Fig. 12).64 This composition manifests 
the integration of Greco-Semitic origins and Roman influences.

58 HOWGEGO 2005: 15.
59 DĄBROWA 2012: 33.
60 PARISI 2000: 30.
61 DĄBROWA 2004a: 479–483.
62 RISSANEN 2014: 340.
63 KADMAN 1956: 54–55.
64 BELAYCHE 2009: 172–173.
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The she-wolf became a particularly popular motif as of the end of the 2nd cen- 
tury not only in the colonies but also in the provincial centers (Alexandria, Ilium, 
Ephesus), where this depiction was supposed to manifest loyalty towards Rome.65

AENEAS MYTH
Besides these two foundation myths, a third also appeared, one taking us back 

to the origin of the Romans, that is, Aeneas’ escape from Troy. The custom was to 
depict this scene at the moment when Aeneas is carrying his father, Anchises, on his 
back while at the same time holding his son, Ascanius, by the hand. This image was 
very popular as of the age of Augustus (Virgil described it in the Aeneid66), who saw 
the beginnings of his family in the fruit of Anchises’ relationship to Aphrodite, that 
is, in the person of Aeneas.67 The statue of Aeneas carrying Anchises appeared in, 
among other places, the Forum of Augustus.68 Of course the colonies that imitated 
Rome also made use of this scene; for example, it appeared on the altar from 
Carthage, which was rebuilt by Julius Caesar as Colonia Iulia Concordia Karthago.69 
Mention has already been made of the coin from Berytus depicting this scene; it was 
a singular issue struck during the age of Elagabalus (SNG Cop. 119) (Pl. 1, Fig. 6).  
Apamea also emphasized its ties to Rome by depicting this myth on its coinage 
during the age of Hadrian (RPC III 1032).70 This motif also appeared later on the 
colonial coins in Corinth (RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 5152) during the 
age of Marcus Aurelius, and during the age of Commodus they appeared in Patras 
(RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 4623). It is worth emphasizing that coins 
with this scene were struck in the municipium Coela (RPC IX 165); unsurprisingly, 
they were also struck in Ilium (RPC III 1577) and in Dardanus (RPC III 1566). As 
Troy’s heir, Ilium – as well as the neighboring cities of Dardanus and Coela – made 
use of this myth to indicate that the ancestor of the Roman emperors descended 
from their lands.71 However, with regard to the colonies, it can be seen that this 
legend was not only used by Berytus, which was strongly Romanized, but also by 
Corinth, which had a mixture of cultures. The scene of Aeneas carrying Anchises 
and leading Ascanius by the hand was significantly more popular in Roman art than 
the so-called foundation scene, as a result of which it cannot be regarded as being 
particular to the Roman colonies.

65 RISSANEN 2014: 340.
66 Verg. Aen. II 709–710.
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69 BEARD, NORTH and PRICE 1998: 335.
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71 HOWGEGO 2005: 6.
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OTHER ROMAN MOTIFS
Besides the three motifs on colonial coinage that have been discussed here, a few 

other motifs of a Roman character were also used. Of these, the most frequent were 
legionary emblems (the vexilla and the aquillae); sometimes they were depicted 
along with the legionary numbers. These include the Roman numeral III on coinage 
from Rhesaina (e.g. Castelin 9) (Pl. 2, Fig. 14), as a result of which we can be 
sure that it was veterans of the legio III Parthica who settled this colony.72 There 
are a few cases in which a vexillum appears on foundation-type issues; here, they 
constitute a kind of background for the ceremony already discussed, as on the coins 
from Tyre.73 Legionary symbols commemorated the military past of the colonists. 
This memory had to be exceptionally strong since coins with these emblems were 
struck up until the final stages of provincial coinage.74 In Berytus, the first coins 
of this type already appeared during the age of Augustus, and the last issues were 
struck during the age of Gordian III. In turn, in neighboring Heliopolis – which, as 
part of a punishment against Berytus for its having supported Pescennius Niger, was 
made an independent colony – reference was still being made to the same legions 
in the age of Philip the Arab.75 In contrast to the foundation type or the she-wolf, 
legionary symbols cannot be combined with the mythological sphere but only with 
that of history; still, they too revealed the Roman nature. It should be added that in 
contrast to the symbolic depiction of the scene in which the city’s boundaries were 
marked out, these coinages referred to the real founders of the colony.

The remaining motifs that appeared on coinages were the images of Marsyas, 
Roma, or the genius of the colony. Even though the Roman character of these images 
is not open to doubt, they cannot be understood as foundation myths. While it is true 
that statues of Marsyas were supposed to stand in the colonial forums and that they 
were supposed to be placed on coins as a sign of these colonies’ freedom as well as 
the fact that they had Ius Italicum,76 they are not tied directly to the foundation of 
these colonies. Still, Marsyas does emphasize once again the colonies’ ties to the 
capital on which they were modeled, as Theodor Mommsen has already noted.77

An extraordinary depiction appeared on the coins of Philippi as of Augustus (RPC I  
1650) (Pl. 2, Fig. 15) to Commodus (RPC IV (online temporary numbers) 4259). 
The reverses show two figures placed on bases, indicating that what we are dealing 
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with here are statues.78 A figure in a toga crowns the head of a figure in a cuirass. In 
order to identify these figures, the legends turn out to be invaluable: DIVO IVL(io) 
and AVG(usto) DIVI F(ilius) (RPC I 1650). Julius Caesar crowns his nephew. This 
depiction may refer to the famous battle that took place nearby in the year 42, when 
Caesar’s murderers were supposed to be defeated by Marc Antony and the young 
Octavian.79 Grateful to his heir for having taken vengeance on his enemies, Caesar 
thus crowns him.80 This representation of course must be treated as a myth. While 
it is true that Octavian fought at Philippi, his troops lost the battle, and he himself 
is supposed to have taken refuge in a marsh while Marc Antony achieved ultimate 
victory.81 As we know, it was Caesar’s heir who ultimately attained complete control, 
and because he could not allow for a situation in which his rival was regarded as the 
winner of the battle at Philippi, a legend was created according to which it was the 
appearance of the divine Julius that lead to the defeat of the Republicans.82 As a result, 
it was this famous battle that became the foundation myth of the colony at Philippi, 
and the scene depicted on the coins was supposed to indicate the victors of the battle.

The motive of a Capricorn present on Parium coins from the age of Augustus 
(RPC I 2263) to that of Gallienus (SNG von Aulock 1346) is indirectly connected to 
the colonial foundation. The Sea-Goat was the chosen sign of Augustus.83 Because 
the Capricorn referred to Divus Augustus, we know that it was he who established 
Parium as a colony; in this way the founder was commemorated.84

LOCAL FOUNDATION MYTHS
On the other hand, there were colonies that concentrated on the pre-Roman 

local foundation myths, renouncing the foundation type that was typically used. 
I will discuss these local myths in chronological order. Although the introduction 
mentioned that foundation myths became more popular in the 2nd and 3rd centuries, 
I shall first consider the examples of Buthrotum and Corinth, where there was 
a focus on the local tradition from the beginning (the 1st century BC). I will then 
analyze the rivalry between the Syrian colonies at the beginning of the 3rd century. 
In addition, the example of Mallus will illustrate the integration of local elements 
with those of Rome. The final paragraph describes the case of Iconium, in which 
the assimilation of the local tradition took place.

78 KOORTOBOJIAN 2013: 137, 228.
79 JELLONEK 2017: 52.
80 KOORTOBOJIAN 2013: 137–138.
81 SYME 2009: 207–208; Plut. Vit. Brut. 4.
82 Val. Max. 1.8.8.
83 Suet. Aug 94.
84 FILGES 2015: 260.
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The story of the foundation of Buthrotum is a fine example of a pre-Roman myth 
that fits exceptionally well into Imperial propaganda. The Trojan refugee Helenus 
founded the city of Buthrotum, which was later visited by Aeneas.85 The sacrificial 
bull swam across the channel between the planned city and the peninsula where the 
eventual settlement was set up.86 As a result, the animal was frequently depicted on 
Buthrotum coinage (e.g. RPC I 1378) (Pl. 3, Fig. 16); once, it was even depicted 
swimming across the channel (RPC I 1399). Furthermore, Aeneas (or the genius of 
the city) is depicted with a Phrygian cap, raising a cup for a toast (RPC I 1380).87

Corinth, which had a mixture of cultures, made use of its own rich mythology. 
Of course it is Bellerophon who takes the lead here. As the grandson of Sisyphus, 
the founder of Corinth, it was Bellerophon who played the role of the key hero in 
Corinthian iconography.88 Bellerophon and Pegasus (RPC I 1116) (Pl. 3, Fig. 17) 
already appeared on coins during the classical age, and the colonists who came to 
Corinth at the emperor’s wish placed this local hero with his winged horse on the 
reverse of their first coinage already in the year 44/43 BC.89 As a result, it can be 
asserted that it was the aim of the colonists to continue the pre-Roman tradition 
as opposed to cutting themselves off from it, as was the case in other centers (in 
Berytus or in Antioch in Pisidia). In confirmation of this, it is worth adding that 
Corinth belonged to a Panhellenic union.90 In later times, the reverses contained the 
whole gamut of local heroes, including Melicertes (RPC I 1162) or Isthmus (1164). 
However, dozens of demi-god heroes (including Opheltes and Hypsipyle (RPC III 
130)) appear during the age of Hadrian on Corinth’s copious issues, which just goes 
to prove the existence of a “Greek renaissance”.

Local foundation myths also appeared in the so-called titular colonies in Phoenicia. 
Tyre, which received the status of a colony in AD 198, is the most significant example 
in which foundation myths were present on the coinage. From its very beginning, 
Tyre competed with the neighboring cities of Berytus and Sidon, making use of 
Cadmus.91 This son of Agenor, the king of Tyre, is supposed to have founded Thebes 
and given Europeans the alphabet.92 Dido was another founder – or rather, a foundress 
– associated with the founding of a city. On a coin of Julia Maesa, the queen of Carthage 
is depicted next to an altar; a city is in the process of being built in the background 

85 Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.51; Aen. 3. 290–365.
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(Rouvier 2406) (Pl. 3, Fig. 18). The use of the images of these two founders of other 
splendid cities which have their origin in Tyre demonstrates the significance of this 
city against the background of its local competitors.93 One should also add the myth 
about Europa, Cadmus’ sister, who, abducted by Zeus and taken to Crete, gave birth to 
such dynasties as that of Rhadamanthus, Minos, and Sarpedon, becoming, as it were, 
the mother of Greek culture.94 The myths of Dido (Rouvier 1602) (Pl. 3, Fig. 19),  
Cadmus (BMC236), and Europa (BMC 233) were also placed on the coins of 
Sidon – as mentioned above, Tyre’s rival. The citizens of Tyre, however, did not 
stop there, striking, in addition, coins that referred to their own foundation. The 
ambrosial rocks, which were supposed to have been wandering around the world, 
were finally stabilized by Melqart, and it was on them that Tyre was supposed to 
have been founded – this was depicted on coins of Elagabalus (Rouvier 2411) (Pl. 3, 
Fig. 20) and Gordian III (Rouvier 2437). Furthermore another local hero Pygmalion 
was inscribed with Phoenician alphabet indicates on keeping local heritage95. In 
this way, Tyre – as has already been mentioned – competed with its neighboring 
cities, emphasizing its eminent contribution to world history.96 At the same time, 
as mentioned above, although sulcus primigenius only appeared sporadically, still, 
they were sometimes included on reverses, which demonstrates the capacity and 
desire to assimilate distant cultural memes. In effect, one can see the integration 
that was created between the colonists and the local population.

In times of Elagabalus Tyre temporarily lost the colonial status. Simultaneously 
Sidon became a colony97. Abundant emissions were released under Elagabalus, 
presenting local heroes, which were connected also with Tyre. The rivalry between 
these cities are well documented and known e.g. from Bible, where Tyre is called as 
a daughter of Sidon98. The Sidonians perceived themselves as the elder community 
than Tyre. The local tradition is juxtaposed with typical colonial issues (vexilla, 
Marsyas, aratrum ritual) indicating on a recent colonial refoundation.

This integration is given testimony to by the issues struck in Mallus in Cilicia 
during the age of Severus Alexander (RPC VI 7157) (Pl. 3, Fig. 21) and that of 
Decius (RPC IX 1431–1433) in order to commemorate the city’s attainment of the 
status of a colony.99 The reverse depicts a scene in which the emperor, wearing 
a cuirass, gives a statuette of Marsyas to Tyche, who stands next to him. At the 

93 HIRT 2015: 196–197.
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same time, the emperor holds the reins of two oxen. Amphilochus stands to the 
right and crowns the emperor with a laureate wreath. This scene no doubt refers to 
the colonial foundation in Mallus. The emperor symbolically guarantees freedom, 
by means of the statuette of Marsyas, to the city, which is represented by Tyche as 
the tutelary deity.100 Amphilochus, who is the legendary founder of Mallus, crowns  
the emperor in a gesture of gratitude. The scene is completed by the oxen held by the  
ruler, for they bring to mind the foundation act. Thus, this depiction includes both 
motifs with a strictly Roman basis (the oxen, Marsyas) as well as ones from the 
local tradition (Amphilochus). In my opinion, the fact that they are combined in 
one syncretic scene shows the advanced degree to which both Roman and local 
elements had become integrated together.

A puzzling situation took place in Claudiconium (Iconium), which was inhabited 
by a double population101. During the age of Vespasian, the autochtons produced 
coins depicting the founder Perseus (RPC II 1608); the Greek legend on these coins 
read as follows: ΚΛΑΥΔΕΙΚΟΝΙΕωΝ. At the same time, the colonists of Iconium struck 
Latin coins with the foundation scene (RPC II 1609); these were inscribed as follows:  
COL IVL AVG ICONI. The Greek issues never bore the foundation scene, though eventually, 
under Gallienus, the colonial coins intercepted the local tradition by presenting an 
effigy of Perseus on the reverse (SNG von Aulock 428) (Pl. 3, Fig. 22).102

There are far away more local motives in colonial coinage (especially in 3rd cen- 
tury), however the author decided to present choice of types related anyhow to 
foundation myths. Therefore the local gods (eg. Diana Lucifera in Apamea, Iuno 
Pronuba in Comama) that are not directly connected with city’s foundations are not 
mentioned here, still they play essential role in the identity of local and colonial 
communities and require further investigation that author plans to conduct.

CONCLUSIONS
The central themes of the coins of the Roman colonies referred to the three most 

important foundation myths of the Imperium Romanum. The first in the mythical 
chronology showed Aeneas together with his father and son leaving the walls of 
Troy. The next one illustrated the myth of the she-wolf, which fed Romulus and 
Remus. Finally, the third myth, the one that was most often placed on colonial 
coinages, depicted the foundation ceremony, referring to the foundation of Rome. 
It would appear that these motifs were supposed to indicate the cultural identity 
of the colonists and their future descendants while at the same time referring to 

100 BASSO, BUONOPANE 2010: 151.
101 MITCHELL 1979: 409–438.
102 FILGES 2015: 194.
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their model, that is, Rome. These coins were struck throughout the entire period of 
provincial minting, that is, as of the late Republic to the middle of the 3rd century AD.  
However, as has been mentioned, coins with the “foundation ceremony” were 
most popular up to the middle of the 2nd century, while issues of the “she-wolf” 
or “Aeneas” type appeared more often as of the 2nd century. Naturally, these were 
not minted on a constant basis but only occasionally (as mentioned, sometimes an 
issue can be tied to the celebration of a colony’s birth). They were made use of as 
foundation myths, for besides Philippi as a place Octavianus victory, the remaining 
colonies could not allude to events to do with Rome which had taken place nearby. 
On the other hand, in some situations the pre-Roman tradition was alluded to, as 
was the case in Corinth or Tyre. In Berytus, as of the age of Trajan, Roman motifs 
accompany local ones, and during the age of Elagabalus the local foundation myth 
with Beroe and Poseidon also appeared (Pl. 2, Fig. 11). The commemorative issues 
from Mallus fully integrate Roman and regional elements.

It is important to highlight that besides the obvious differences between the 
Western colonies on the Iberian Peninsula (which stopped striking coins under 
Caligula) and the colonies of the Greek East, there are no essential discrepancies 
with regard to geography. Whether they were located in Macedonia or in Samaria, 
the processes by which the coinages evolved were similar, as mentioned above. In 
the 1st century, the colonies followed the colonial system, while in the 2nd century, 
probably under the influence of the Second Sophists and the “Greek Renaissance”, 
Hellenistic and local motives appeared. Eventually, in the 3rd century, the new 
colonies accepted some Roman foundation myths (sulcus primigenius, Aeneas, the 
she-wolf), at the same time accenting their own tradition.

We can see the discrepancies in the colonial types. Multicultural Corinth 
was totally different from Philippi, the coins of which maintained a strict Roman 
character. On one hand, the so-called titular colonies, which were established at the 
end of the 2nd century and in the 3rd century, used the Roman foundation types to 
show political loyalty and gratitude to the emperor. On the other hand, we can regard 
the depiction, with inscriptions in Latin, of the aratrum ritual and legion standards 
as a clue that colonists truly did settle down in these colonies. The message from 
the coins seems to be insufficient to determine if the so-called titular colonies were 
in fact real settlements of Roman veterans.

The essential role in local identity plays also language. As it was mentioned 
a few times in the article the legends were commonly Latin, but there are at least 
ten exceptions where the legends were Greek103. An unique case comes from Tyre, 

103 CASTELIN 1946: 47.
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where Pygmalion used to be inscribed in Phoenician104. Furthermore there are 
extraordinarily cases of bilingual legends. The abbreviation of Legio III Parthica 
was brought up in case of Rhesaena. In Mallus Greek obverse was juxtaposed with 
Latin reverse105. However even in Latin inscriptions some Greek letters occurred. As 
an example, a coin of Sidon can be summoned with the reverse legend: COL AV[r PIA]  
METPO, SIΔ (BMC 255). The mistakes are frequent in the 3rd century and indicate on 
a poor level of engravers language skills.

As can be noted, reference was readily made in the Roman colonies to their Roman 
roots. The enduring memory of the past is striking. In a few cases, the descendants of 
the Roman colonists followed tradition even for almost three hundred years. However, 
as integration with the autochthonous population unavoidably proceeded, though 
the inhabitants of the colonies, to paraphrase the words of Greg Woolf,106 remained 
Romans, for they continued to demonstrate their Roman descent, at the same time 
they became Greeks (as well as representatives of the local culture), adopting the 
local myths as their own.

ABBREVIATIONS
BMC = British Museum Catalogue.
Lindgren = KOVACS, F. 1985. Ancient Bronze Coins of Asia Minor and the Levant from the 
Lindgren Collection, Chrysopylon Publication.
RIC² = SUTHERLAND, C.H.V. 1984. Roman Imperial Coinage I, London.
Rouvier = ROUVIER, J. 1904. “Numismatique des Villes de la Phénicie: Tyre”, Journal 
International d’Archéologie Numismatique 7: 65–108.
RPC I = AMANDRY, M., BURNETT, A., RIPOLLÉS P. 1992. The Roman Provincial Coinage, 
vol. I. From the death of Caesar to the death of Vitellius (44 BC – AD 69), London/Paris.
RPC II = AMANDRY, M., BURNETT, A., CARRADICE, I. 1999. Roman Provincial Coinage, 
vol. II. From Vespasian to Domitian (AD 69–96), London/Paris.
RPC III = AMANDRY, M., BURNETT, A. 2015. Roman Provincial Coinage, vol. III. Nerva, 
Trajan and Hadrian (AD 96–138), London/Paris.
RPC IV = HEUCHERT, V. and HOWGEGO, C. Roman Provincial Coinage, vol. IV. The 
Antonines, Online Catalogue with temporary numbers.
RPC VI = CALOMINO, D., BURNETT, A. and MATTHIES, S. Roman Provincial Coinage, 
vol. VI. Elagabalus- Maximinus (AD 218–238), Online Catalogue with temporary numbers.
RPC IX = HOLSTEIN, A. and MAIRAT, J. 2016. Roman Provincial Coinage, vol. IX. Trajan 
Decius – Uranius Antoninus (AD 249–254), London/Paris.
SNG France = Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum Cabinet des Médailles, Banque Nationale  
de Paris, Paris.
SNG von Aulock = Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum Sammlung Hans von Aulock, Berlin.

104 GITLER, BIJOVSKY 2002: 317–324.
105 CALOMINO 2014: 204.
106 WOOLF 1994: 116–143.
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PLATE 1 Fig. 1. Caesar, Lampsacus, 45 BC, RPC I 2268; 22 mm, 7.8 g
 Fig. 2. Augustus, Emerita 27 BC – AD 14, RPC I 6; 29 mm, 13.5 g
 Fig. 3. Augustus, Patrae, AD 4–14, RPC I 1252; 20 mm, 6.5 g
 Fig. 4. Hadrian, Cremna, AD 117–138, RPC III 2805, 33 mm, 20 g
 Fig. 5. Nero, Ptolemais, AD 54–68, RPC I 4749, 25 mm, 12.8 g
 Fig. 6. Augustus, Pisidian Antioch, 27 BC – AD 14, RPC I 3531, 17 mm, 5.3 g
 Fig. 7. Trajan, Berytus, AD 98–117, RPC III 3845, 31 mm, 21 g
PLATE 2 Fig. 8. Elagabalus, Berytus, AD 218–222, BMC 184, 29 mm, 16.1 g
 Fig. 9. Augustus, Lystra, 25 BC – AD 14, RPC I 3539, 25 mm, 8.8 g
 Fig. 10. Trajan Decius, Rhesaena, AD 249–251, RPC IX 1579, 26 mm, 12.4 g
 Fig. 11. Augustus, Apamea, 27 BC – AD 14, RPC I 2009, 15 mm, 2.9 g
 Fig. 12. Trebonian Gallus, Neapolis, AD 251–253, RPC IX 2171, 27 mm, 12.7 g
 Fig. 13. Elagabalus, Berytus, AD 218–222, SNG Copenhagen 119, 25 mm, 10.4 g
 Fig. 14. Caracalla, Rhesaina, AD 211–217, Castelin 9, 20 mm, 4.5 g
 Fig. 15. Augustus, Philippi, 27 BC – AD 14, RPC I 1650, 26 mm, 9.9 g
PLATE 3 Fig. 16. Pseudo-autonomous, Buthrotum, 44–28 BC, RPC I 1378, 22 mm, 6.7 g
 Fig. 17. Caesar, Corinth, 44–43 BC, RPC I 1116, 23 mm, 9.2 g
 Fig. 18. Julia Maesa, Tyre, AD 218–222, Rouvier 2406, 29 mm, 13.2 g
 Fig. 19. Sever Alexander, Sidon, AD 222–235, Rouvier 1602, 26 mm, 12.8 g
 Fig. 20. Elagabalus, Tyre, AD 218–222, Rouvier 2411, 25 mm, 11.4 g
 Fig. 21. Severus Alexander, Mallus, AD 222–235, RPC VI 7157, 42 mm, 29.5 g
 Fig. 22. Gallienus, Iconium, AD 253–268, SNG von Aulock 428, 23 mm, 5.3 g 

 All illustrations from cngcoins.com.
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