Lars Ramskold

COINS AND MEDALLIONS STRUCK FOR THE
INAUGURATION OF CONSTANTINOPOLIS 11 MAY 330

The decision of Constantine the Great to build Constantinopolis, a “new
Rome”, on the site of Byzantion profoundly changed the course of history. It
is no exaggeration to say that without Constantinopolis, Western civilization
would have taken a very different course. The establishment of Constantinopolis
de facto prevented the Greco-Roman civilisation from going the same way as
the great cultures of the Sumerians, Hittites or Egyptians, just to mention a few.
Instead, Constantine’s decision resulted in a continuity from Antiquity through
the Byzantine empire, and via Arab scholarship to the Renaissance and the rise
of modern Western culture. For good and bad, Constantine’s decision is the
foundation for the modern western civilization and with that, for its influence
in the present world.

Constantine was well aware that his decision was of paramount impor-
tance. This is evident from the large number of special issues of coins and me-
dallions believed to have been minted for the inauguration on 11 May 330.
Apart from a large number of gold medallions, there are several silver and
bronze “denominations” that were unique for this occasion. Remarkably, the
largest silver medallions mirror Hellenistic tetradrachms!. Many types are small
and often anepigraphic, making dating and interpretation difficult. The event
was coordinated with a complete replacement of the entire bronze coinage in
the whole empire, with types celebrating Rome, Constantinopolis and the army
replacing the existing types. No Roman could avoid to know about the new city
and its status.

Taken together, these changes in minting at a single occasion is unparal-
leled in the entire Roman history. Historical sources may not be clear regarding
Constantine’s motivation, but the paired nature of the coinage described here
unequivocally shows that Constantine intended the new city Constantinopolis
to be exactly what it became: a parallel to Rome and a future centre of the
Roman empire.

This paper reviews most of the types thought to have been struck for
the occasion, with the exception of gold2. It shows the paired nature of many

I Ramskold /Lenski describe all 18 known examples and list the features paralleled
in Hellenistic tetradrachms.

2 RIC VII listed many gold varieties for 330, Constantinople nos. 41-52, and also
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types and proposes that this circumstance reflects Constantine’s desire to pres-
ent Constantinopolis as the equal of Rome. The most likely occasion for this
presentation would be the inauguration of Constantinopolis, and so the types are
here all dated to 330. A new tool for interpretation is introduced: measurement
of the diameter across the pearl ring, here called PRD (Pearl Ring Diameter).
The PRD shows no or little variation within each type, whereas weight and flan
size varies widely. The lack of variation of the PRD makes it possible to differ-
entiate between generally similar types struck at different times.

Byzantion becomes Constantinopolis

In 324, only Licinius remained of Constantine’s contenders for imperial
power. In the naval battle of the Hellespont, Constantine’s eldest son Crispus
defeated Licinius’ fleet, and on 18 September 324, within sight of Byzantion,
Licinius fate was sealed in the battle at Chrysopolis. It is clear that Constantine
began building his new city very soon after the victory. On Sunday 8 Nov 324,
about seven weeks after the battle of Chrysopolis, Constantine appointed his
son Constantius to the rank of caesar. Some sources3 say that Constantine also
consecrated Byzantion as Constantinopolis on that day.

Constantine had several good reasons to establish the new city (a detailed
discussion of these reasons will be given in a forthcoming paper). Comprehensive
reviews of important (but not exclusive) factors relating to the foundation have
recently been published.4 It is sufficient here to note that Constantine strained
the resources of the empire to the utmost in his endeavour. The building of
Constantinopolis drained the economy of the state and one can assume that only
the systematic confiscation of temple treasures and other property all over the
empire prevented a complete economic collapse. The strained economy not-
withstanding, Constantine spent lavishly on the inauguration of his new city.
The foremost mint was now the one in Constantinopolis, and it was ordered
to strike profusely in gold, silver, brass, and bronze to produce a wide variety
of medallions, tokens and coins to commemorative the occasion. Some of the
nearby mints assisted, especially with gold commemoratives.

The Mint of Constantinopolis

The mint of Constantinopolis opened in 326, within 18 months after the
battle of Chrysopolis. The opening was no later than March 326, as is shown
by the anepigraphic dynastic bronze series struck at the new mint (Fig. 1)s.

from other mints. Many additional types have appeared since then, and many others have,
in the present author’s view, been misdated. A full treatment of the celebration gold issues is
outside the scope of this paper.

3 For example Themistius Or. 4.58b.

4 Ntantalia 2001, p. 156 ff.; Olbrich 2006.

5 RIC VII, Constantinople nos. 13-14. In addition, a previously unrecorded coin
struck for Constantius II for the same issue is figured here (Fig. 1C).
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Fig. 1. The first, extremely rare bronze coins from the mint of Constantinopolis. These dy-
nastic, anepigraphic coins were probably struck during Constantine’s visit in March 326. In
addition to coins for Constantine I (RIC VII no. 13; A) and Constantine II (RIC VII no. 14;
B), a unique example for Constantius II is now also known (C). It is likely that coins were
struck also for Crispus. A: Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna; B, C: private coll.

Co1. 1. TlpBy, u3y3eTHO peTKU 6poH3aHU HOBYMhU H3 Llapurpa/icke KOBHHUILE.
OBe AMHACTHUYKH, aHenUrpadCKU HOBAL] je BEPOBATHO UCKOBAH TOKOM MOCETE
KoncranTuHa, MapT 326. [lopes HoBunha 3a KonctanTuHa I (RIC VII no. 13; A)
u Koncranruna II (RIC VII no. 14; B), jeauncTBenu npuMep 3a Koncrantuna Il je
cazia Takobe nosHart (C). BepoBaTHo je jia ce HoBalj Takhe koBao 1 3a Kpucmyca. A:
Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna; B, C: nmpuBaTHa KoJlekIuja.

Zschuckes has convincingly argued that the dynastic issues were struck con-
secutively in the cities visited by Constantine during his tour from Nicomedia
to the vicennial celebrations in Rome. Constantine is known to have stayed in
Constantinopolis in March 326,7 which gives the date for the dynastic issue
struck for the visit. Crispus and Fausta were still alive when the mint opened, as
is shown by the coins of the earliest bronze issue.8 The view that Crispus was
killed after Constantine’s vicennial celebrations in Rome? is made problematic
by the absence of Crispus from the dynastic series struck during Constantine’s
stay in Rome 18 July to 27 September!0. A date before mid July is therefore

6 Zschucke 2000, pp. 71-79.

7 Codex Theodosianus ii.10.4, fide RIC VII.

8 RIC VII, Constantinople no. 8 for Crispus and no. 12 for Fausta.

9 RIC VII, p. 562 ft.

10 Dates fide RIC VII, p. 77. The dynastic coins from Rome are fairly common, the
author has seen close to one hundred examples, with about 40% struck for Constantine I and

30% each for Constantine II and Constantius II. The absence of coins struck for Crispus is
therefore not coincidental but real.
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more likely.!! Constantine’s last known stop before Rome was Ticinum, in
June 326.12 Dynastic coins of Crispus were struck in Ticinum during the visit.13
Crispus disappeared from the coinage between June and mid July 326, and it is
thus possible that he was charged and/or killed just before Constantine arrived
in Rome to celebrate his vicennalia. 14

It has been argued that the mint of Constantinopolis opened with equip-
ment and staff transferred from Aquileia, Sirmium and Ticinum.!5 However, at
least for Ticinum, this suggestion conflicts with the evidence from the dynastic
series, since Constantinopolis struck already in March and Ticinum, although
closing in 326, was still working in June. There is some stylistic indication that
gold celators were transferred from Sirmium to Constantinopolis between mid
325 and the opening of the Constantinopolis mint.!6

The formal dedication of Constantinopolis is variously dated to the au-
tumn of 326 or to 4 November 328 (or 26 November 328). In the latter year,
perhaps even in direct connection with the dedication, the current coinage was
discontinued and the types struck for Constantine were replaced with a new
type created specially for Constantinopolis: the Constantiniana Daphne.

The reverse legend of this type, CONSTANTINIANA DAFNE, has com-
monly been associated with the known completion in 328 of the fort Daphne
on the Donau. However, Olbrich!7 has recently shown that DAFNE in the
legend refers to the foundation myth of Byzantion, also giving its name to
Constantine’s palace in Constantinopolis, the Daphne Palace. The reverse im-
age shows Victory holding, in addition to the palm branch, a laurel branch.
Laurel in Greek is “daphne”.

The Dafne type was struck only for Constantine. A comprehensive study
of the issues showed that the officinac at Constantinopolis not striking for
Constantine struck bronze coins for the caesars simultaneously!s. The latter
coins were of a current type common to all of the open mints of the empire,
with the legend PROVIDENTIAE CAESS. The Dafne and Providentiae types
continued to be struck until they were abruptly and completely replaced by a
new set of types in 330. This replacement of all bronze types is not unique in the
history of Roman coinage. The uniqueness lies in its coupling with a singular
historic event - the inauguration of Constantinopolis - and with the large num-
ber of celebratory types issued concomitantly and, above all in the paired nature
of both regular coinage and celebration types.

The last issues of Dafne and Providentiae coins are dated to 329, and
were struck in seven officinae. To cope with the massive output in connection

—_

1 An early date was suggested already by Seeck 1898, p. 27.
12 RIC VI, p. 77; Zschucke 2000, p. 74.
3 Smith 1986; Harlick 2007, fig. 9.

14 Zosimus 2.29 says that Cripus was killed while Constantine was in Rome, which
fits the numismatic evidence.

15 RIC VII, p. 355, 563; Vagi 1999, vol. 2, p. 145.
16 Alfoldi 1963, p. 97 ff.

17" Olbrich 2006

18 Speck and Huston 1992.

—_
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with the inauguration, the number of officinae of the mint of Constantinopolis
was increased to eleven, making it the largest mint in the empire.19. Some of the
celebration issues were struck in every officina, and must have been produced
in huge quantities. We know that the entire capacity of the mint was employed
for some of these issues: the large silver medallions are known from all offici-
nae except A and H (but also they probably struck such medallions); the varied
(but un-paired) smaller silver coinage described as RIC VII nos. 54-57 also
employed all officinae; and so did the small bronze medalettes (see A4 below).
In contrast, the gold struck at the Constantinopolis mint for the occasion is
mintmarked CONS but lacks officina letters.20 Most of the celebration issues
described below lack both mintmark and officina. It appears possible that in the
time span between the cessation of the Dafne and Providentiae coinage and the
completed expansion into eleven officinae, existing staff and resources were not
idle but could have been used to strike many of the celebration issues described
below. Self-evidently, the inauguration date was fixed long in advance, and the
special issues needed to be produced before the celebrations would begin in
May 330, to be distributed at the occasion.

The replacement of vota and PROVIDENTIAE coinage with VRBS ROMA,
CONSTANTINOPOLIS, and GLORIA EXERCITVS

Before the replacement in 330, only a small number of bronze types
were in production in the empire. Most of these were the types introduced in
325, as the first coinage after Constantine defeated Licinius and the Roman
Empire was again unified. Following Bruun,2! this coinage is here called the
PROVIDENTIAE coinage.

After the executions of Crispus and Fausta in 326, the remaining
PROVIDENTIAE coinage included the reverse types PROVIDENTIAE AVGG,
VIRTVS AVGG, and DN CONSTANTINI MAX AVG / VOT XXX (Rome,
Heraclea) for Constantine I, PROVIDENTIAE CAESS and VIRTVS CAESS
for Constantine II and Constantius II, and SECVRITAS REIPVBLICAE for
Helena. In Constantinopolis, the PROVIDENTIAE types for Constantine I
were replaced by the specially created CONSTANTINIANA DAFNE.

The complete replacement of the vota and Providentiae types with new
celebration issues must have been a well coordinated effort. At every one of
the nine mints open in 329/330, production of the old types ceased and the new
issues began to be produced?2. A further three mints were re-opened for the in-
troduction of the new types: Lugdunum, Rome, and Thessalonica.

19" Only the mint of Antioch, working in ten officinae from 326, was comparable in size.

20 Also later issues lack officina letters. It is probable that a single officina was re-
sponsible for all gold. Silver, on the other hand, was struck in all officinae.

21 RIC VII, p. 20.

22 Trier, Arles, Siscia, Heraclea, Constantinople, Nicomedia, Cyzikus, Antioch, Al-

exandria. Biihl 1995 incorrectly listed also Londinium. Her figured examples (Abb. 2 and 3)
are not as stated from Nicomedia but from Antioch and Alexandria.



130 Lars Ramskold

There was a concurrent change in module size and weight. Coin weights23
of the PROVIDENTIAE issues average just over 3g.24 Late PROVIDENTIAE
issues appear to weigh slightly less, c. 2.92g.25 The first celebration issues av-
erage 2.35g.26 That indicates a reduction to 4/5 of the weight standard for the
PROVIDENTIAE issues.2” There is some indication for an intermediate stage
in the final issue before the change, since RIC VII Rome nos. 322-324 coins
average 2.70g.28 The method of silver washing remained in use, so just like in
the previous issues, the new coins had a silvery look.

The module also decreased in size, but proportionately less so than
the weight,29 meaning that the coins became relatively thinner. The late
PROVIDENTIAE coinage has a diameter of 18.5mm (PRD, i.e. as measured
across the pearl ring). The first celebration issues have a PRD of 17.3mm. The
area is thus 87.4% of PROVIDENTIAE coins, whereas the weight is 80.5% of
the same coins.

The smaller module and 20% lower weight would have meant a break in
monetary circulation. The heavier PROVIDENTIAE coinage would have been
withdrawn from circulation, either by the authorities or by hoarding. Very soon,
all the circulating bronze coins would be of the new types.

It is important to note that for over a generation, there had been virtually
no gold or silver coins struck for general circulation. Gold was struck almost
exclusively at the emperor’s court, mainly in the form of donatives. The vast
majority of Romans had probably never even seen one of these gold coins.
Silver was struck only very occasionally and almost entirely in forms clearly
not intended for general circulation.

Bronze, on the other hand, was struck in vast quantities all through the
reign of Constantine. All bronze coins were silver washed (the exact technique
employed is unknown). Wear is small or absent in the majority of these coins
preserved to this day,30 indicating that most were withdrawn from circulation
(through hoarding or recalling) before they became noticeably worn, and to the
people at the time, coins in common use looked like silver coins.

The messages of the three new types are restricted and straightfor-
ward. GLORIA EXERCITVS emphasizes the glory of the army. Self evident-
ly, Constantine was fully dependent on the loyalty of the army. That loyalty
was more crucial than ever before in his long career: he was in open conflict

23 All coin weights are recorded by the author unless stated otherwise.
24 Bahrfeldt 1923 recorded an average of 3.05g from 1,930 coins.

25 Mean of 47 coins: 22 DAFNE mean 2.84g; 13 Cyzikus nos. 55-57 mean 3.01g; 12
Rome nos. 318-320 mean 2.95g.

26 Mean of 66 coins: 31 Rome nos. 327-334 mean 2.34g; 27 Rome nos. 335-339
mean 2.35g; 8§ Constantinopolis nos. 59-63 mean 2.30g. RIC VII p. 497 gave an average
weight for Thessalonika first GLORIA series as 2.47g.

27 Rather than to % as suggested by Bruun in RIC VII, p. 9, based on a theory of carat
weights. However, Bruun’s carat weights conflict with actual, measured weights.

28 18 Rome nos. 322-324 mean 2.70g.
29 Measurements are by the author.

30 Only a small proportion of about 5,000 constantinian coins studied by the author
show noticeable wear.
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Fig 2. Regular bronze
coins introduced by
Constantine I in 330.

A: Rome type (RIC

VII Siscia no. 222). B:
Constantinopolis type
(RIC VII Siscia no. 241).
Private coll. See Table 1
for weight and size.

Ciuka 2. PerynapHu
OGpOH3aHM HOBAL| KOjU
je yBeo KoHcTaHTHH |

y 330.: A: Rumku tun
(RIC VII Siscia no. 222).
B: Hapurpaacku tun
(RIC VII Siscia no. 241).
ITpuBaTHa KOJICKIIH]a.
Bupetu Tabeny 1 3a
TEXUHE U BEJIMYHHE.

with the senate and nobility in Rome; he had wrecked the state finances by
his Constantinopolis project; he had killed his wife and his eldest son; through
successive elimination of rivals he had incorporated in his army many legions
which had formerly fought against him; and he was questioning the traditional
Roman religion and backing an exotic and stubborn religion, Christianity. The
message on the coins was surely but one way he used to ensure continued loy-
alty from his troops.

Two further types were introduced: VRBS ROMA (Fig. 2A), featuring
Dea Roma on the obverse, and on the reverse a theme relating to the foundation
of Rome, the she-wolf with Romulus and Remus, all beneath the two stars of
the Dioscurii.

The second type was CONSTANTINOPOLIS (Fig. 2B), featuring the
Tyche of the new city on the obverse. The reverse showed Victory with her foot
on a ship’s prow, a direct allusion to the naval victory at Chrysopolis. Alfoldi
has presented a compelling hypothesis that the image is based on the Liburna, 3!
the naval victory monument celebrating Crispus’ defeat of Licinius’ forces.

The paired nature of the VRBS ROMA and CONSTANTINOPOLIS
bronze coins is striking. The types were struck in all mints of the empire, in
about equal numbers, always accompanied by the GLORIA EXERCITVS type.
The message must have been obvious to the people using the coins: There are
now two main cities in the empire, Rome and Constantinopolis.

Most importantly, the paired nature of the VRBS ROMA and
CONSTANTINOPOLIS coins was paralleled by several local celebration types
(Table 1). These will be detailed below.

31 Alfoldi 2004.
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Fig. 3. Constantinopolis type silver medallion struck for the inauguration of
Constantinopolis 11 May 330 (RIC VII Constantinople no. 53). Obv: Diademed head of
Constantine I. Rev: the Tyche of Constantinopolis. Officina E. 17.55g. Private coll. See

Table 1 for weight and size.

Cu1. 3. Llapurpajacku Tum cpe6pHe M1aKeTe, UCKOBaH NOBOJOM HHAyTypalyje
Hapurpaza 11. maja 330. (RIC VII unlisted). Obv: 'naBa ca guagemom Koncrantusa |
Rev: the Tyche of Constantinopolis. Officina E. 17.55g. Private coll. BugeTu Ta6esy 1 3a

TeXHHe U BeJINYMHE.

CELEBRATION TYPES OF CONSTANTINOPLE

One would expect the coins and medallions minted for the inauguration
of Constantinopolis to be listed in RIC VII under the Constantinopolis mint.
However, only a rich gold series and a single type of silver medallion were
listed as struck for the event. The remaining, varied output discussed in this
paper was, at the time, either misdated, misassigned or unknown.

Type Pair Weight PRD
Regular bronze coins Roma | Constantinopolis |2.35g 17.3mm
Al |Large silver medallions Roma | Constantinopolis |16.2-18.2g |27.5mm
A2 |Large bronze medallions Roma | Constantinopolis | variable 30-31mm
A3 |Medium bronze medallions |[Roma |Constantinopolis |5.8-6.5g 23mm
A4 | Small bronze medalettes Bridge | Star/wreath 1.0-1.3g 12.2mm
AS5 | Small brass medallions Roma | Constantinopolis |1.46-2.56g |14.5mm
A6 | Small silver medalettes Roma | Constantinopolis [0.9-1.1g 10.0mm

Table 1. Paired types struck for the inauguration of Constantinopolis in 330. The PRD is
the diameter across the pearl ring (measured across top of pearls).
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Fig. 4. Roma type silver medallion struck for the inauguration of Constantinopolis 11 May
330 (RIC VII unlisted). Obv: Diademed head of Constantine I. Rev: Dea Roma. Officina S.
17.92g. Private coll. See Table 1 for weight and size.

Ca1. 4. Pumcku Hapurpajicku TiI cpeOpHe IIakeTe, ICKOBAH ITOBOJOM HHAyTYpaliuje
Hapurpaza 11. maja 330. (RIC VII unlisted). Obv: ['1aBa ca suagemom KoHncraHnTrHa
1. Rev: Dea Roma. Officina S. 17.92g. Private coll. BuseTn Ta6esy 1 3a TexxuHe u
BeJINYUHE.

A. PAIRED TYPES

Al. Large silver medallions

The large silver medallions commemorating the inauguration of
Constantinopolis are well known. A comprehensive study based on all 18
known specimens has recently been completed.32 For a very long time, only
one type of medallion was known, celebrating Constantinopolis (Fig. 3).33 The
first companion piece celebrating Rome appeared in 1995 (Fig. 4).34 There
are now fifteen known examples of the Constantinopolis type and three of the
Roma type. The two types share the same anepigraphic obverse featuring the
diademed head of Constantine, facing right. The paired nature of the medallions
is clearly marked in the reverses. As noted by many authors, both the obverses
and the reverses are reminiscent of Hellenistic tetradrachms3s.

(9%}

2 Ramskold / Lenski (in press 2011).
3 RIC VII Constantinople no. 53.
34 First described by Dembski 1996.

35 For example, Toynbee 1947 stated that “It is noteworthy that the new
Christian city is here personified according to pure hellenistic tradition, without the
slightest trace of Christian symbolism”. Alfoldi 1963, pl. 18, figured a silver medal-
lion next to two hellenistic tetradrachms, and described the similarities (1963, p.
116). However, I reject her curious view that the hellenistic design shows merely
the antiquarian interest “das antiquarische Interesse”, of the medallion designers,
and her idea that all obverses were engraved by a single master engraver is dis-

%)
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The Constantinopolis reverse (Fig. 3) shows the Tyche of Constantinopolis,
seated on a throne, holding a cornucopia and a branch (certainly not a palm
branch, it appears to be laurel36), with her feet on a ship’s prow. She is sur-
rounded by the legend on three sides: D N CONSTANTINVS on the right,
MAX TRIVMF AVG on the left, and MCONSA below.

The Roma reverse (Fig. 4) shows Dea Roma, seated on a throne, holding
spear and globe. The legend surrounding her is the same, but mirror-wise: D N
CONSTANTINVS is on the left, and MAX TRIVMF AVG on the right.

The paired nature of these medallions is emphasised by the mirrored leg-
end. Presumably, the medallions were distributed in pairs, and when held side
by side, the message is unavoidable: Constantinopolis is meant to mirror the
city of Rome. It is tempting to think that pairs of these medallions were given
out by Constantine himself, or in his presence, on the occasion of the inaugura-
tion of Constantinopolis.37

A2. Large bronze medallions

A fairly large number of large bronze medallions figure Rome and
Constantinopolis. Already Alfoldi stressed the twin nature of the Rome and
Constantinopolis types and pointed out “the parallelism of the type, which
was of great importance for imperial propaganda”.38 In a comprehensive study
of the medallions, Ntantalia concluded that only a small part can be dated as
early as 330.39 She stated that “Sowohl die Constantinopolis- als auch die
Kaisermedallions [...], wie auch die Urbs-Roma-Bronzemedallions, wurden
ursprunglich zu der Einweihung der neuen Hauptstadt und weiterhin nach 330
n. Chr. aufgrund der Jubilden der beiden Hauptstidte geprigt”.40 On stylistic
criteria it has been assumed that the large bronze medallions were produced in
Rome.41 Ntantalia found no convincing evidence for this, and suggested that they
may have been produced in Constantinople.42 Stylistic criteria indicating Rome
may be explained by the move of celators from Rome to Constantinople.

Although most of the large Roma and Constantinopolis type bronze me-
dallions are later, it seems clear that the first issues of these medallions were
struck for the inauguration in 330. Following Ntantalia, I regard the most likely
place of production for these to be Constantinopolis, where they would have
been part of the celebration issues.

proved by the stylistic diversity of the many medallions found since.
36 Bohl 1995, p. 24 mentions “Loorbeerzweig” but without discussion.

37 Berk 2008, p. 111: “This is the only specific coin that can be placed in the presence
of a historic individual.”

8 Alfoldi 1947, p. 10.

9 Ntantalia 2001.

40 Tbid., p. 45.

41 Alfoldi 1947 argued for Rome entirely on stylistic criteria.
42 TIbid, p. 246.

w W
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Fig. 5. Medium bronze medallions. A. Type of GLORIA EXERCITVS, struck for
Constantine II. Weight 5.84g, diameter 25 mm, PRD 23 mm. Private coll. B. VRBS ROMA
type. Weight 6.44g, PRD 23 mm. Private coll. C. CONSTANTINOPOLIS type. Weight
6.09g, PRD 23mm. Private Coll.

Cu1. 5. Bponsanu Megabonu cpegme Besndrne. A. tut GLORIA EXERCITVS,
nckoBany 3a Koncrantuna II. Texxuna 5.84g, npeunnk 25 mm, PRD 23 mm.
Private coll. B: VRBS ROMA type. Texuna 6.44g, PRD 23 mm. Private coll. C:
CONSTANTINOPOLIS tumn, Texuna 6.09g, PRD 23mm. Private Coll.

A3. Medium bronze medallions

A few exceedingly rare, medium sized bronze medallions figuring
Rome and Constantinopolis have recently come to light (Fig. 5). They were
unknown when RIC VII was written. They have been thought to be bronze
strikes, “pattern multiples”, of dies for gold multiples of 1 1/2 solidi.43 The
unique Constantinopolis specimen is mintmarked CONS and has a weight of
6.09g, and a PRD of 23mm (Fig. 5C).44 This medallion is remarkable in show-
ing the turreted bust of the Tyche of Constantinopolis on the obverse, and on the
reverse the winged Victory holding a palm branch and a wreath but with two
shields, not one as in the regular bronze coinage.

A corresponding unique VRBS ROMA “pattern multiple” is known, also
mintmarked CONS. (Fig. 5B). 45 Its weight is 6.44g, and the PRD is 23 mm.
The overse carries the bust of Dea Roma indistinguishable from that of the
regular bronze coins. The reverse carries the wolf and twins, with the stars of
the Dioscurii above.

43 Vagi 1999, p. 530; Leu 72, 1998, lot 512; NAC 15, 1999, lot 489.
44 NAC 15, 1999, lot 489; Vagi 1999, no. 3055.
45 Leu 72, 1998, lot 512; Vagi 1999, no. 3042.
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To the Constantinopolis and Urbs Roma medallions can be added a
third type clearly belonging to the same issue. It is a unique specimen figuring
Constantine II on the obverse, with a GLORIA EXERCITVS reverse and mint-
mark CONS (Fig. 5A).46 The medallion is an exact copy of the standard bronze
coin listed in RIC VII as no 60, except in size, and in lacking an officina letter.
Its weight is 5.84g and the diameter 25 mm with a PRD of 23 mm. Both the
weight and the size, notably the PRD of 23 mm, puts it in the same issue as the
Constantinopolis and Urbs Roma medallions discussed above. The date is un-
questionably 330-335, the time the two-standard type of GLORIA EXERCTVS,
and this restricts the date of the Constantinopolis and Urbs Roma medallions
to the same interval. The existence of the Constantine II obverse makes it very
likely that similar medallions were struck also for Constantine I and Constantius
II. The medallions would thus mirror the first issue of the new bronze coinage,
introduced in 330. Following the cataloguers of these medallions, I here regard
the date for these medallions as 330.

The mintmark CONS, without officina mark, could be taken to indi-
cate that these examples are “pattern multiples” in bronze for gold multiples.
However, with three trial strike medallions in bronze, but none in gold, the ques-
tion must be raised if they are indeed “pattern multiples”, or if they constitute a
separate bronze issue. Although there are some known bronze “trial strikes” for
gold medallions, there is no parallel to this case (the two purported bronze trial
strikes for RIC VII Constantinopolis no. 1 have been proven to be forgeries).47
In the absence of a single gold example, it appears most unlikely that they were
trial strikes. It would perhaps be logical to assume that a series of oversized ex-
amples advertising the new coinage to be introduced were distributed to people
who would need the information in advance of the introduction. However, the
Constatinopolis medallion differs in both obverse and reverse from the regular
bronze coins. It appears most probable that the medallion issue is a donative just
like so many other of the issues discussed in this paper.

A4. Small bronze medalettes

When RIC VII was published in 1966, an large issue of small bronze
medalettes was left out. The issue was later included in RIC VIII, and there
dated to 33048. The mint is unquestionably Constantinopolis, since the medal-
ettes carry the mintmark CONS plus officina letter (Fig. 6).

The small bronze medalettes form a pair: both bear the obverse legend
POP ROMANVS - the Roman people - and figure the Genius of the Roman
people with a cornucopiae. There are two reverse types: one figures a star in
wreath, and the other a bridge over a river (Fig. 6). Kent dated them to 330 and
stated that “Their typology is probably symbolic of the two chief cities of the

46 Lanz 135, 2007, lot 953.

47 New York Sale XX, 2009, lot 455; Gorny & Mosch 181, 2009, lot 2459. The ob-
verse die of the latter “trial strike” is a modern Bulgarian forgery published by Ilya Prokopov
in 2004 as Lipanoff Studio #138.

48 RIC VIII Constantinople nos. 21 and 22.
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Empire. Bridge overriver: Rome.
Star: Constantinople”.4 Kent
considered the medalettes to be
donatives for the city’s dedica-
tion (inauguration), but their
distribution, being especially
commonly found in Englandso,
indicates that they were distrib-
uted also to the far reaches of the
empire. They were produced in
very large numbers, and the fact
that they were struck in all elev-
en officinae indicates that the
entire mint of Constantinopolis
was assigned to the production
of these medalettes for a period
of time, before or after produc-
ing the issues used specifically
for the inauguration.

Many authors have re-
garded the bridge as that over the

Fig. 6. Small bronze medalettes mintmarked CONS and of-
. ficina. A: Star in wreath type (RIC VIII Constantinople no. 22).
Danube connecting the fortress B: Bridge over river type (RIC VIII Constantinople no. 21).

Dafne with the empi're.Sl That Obv. and rev. of B are different examples. Private coll. See
idea depended on the interpreta- Table 1 for weight and size.

tion of the.CONSTANTINIANA Ca1. 6 Mana 6poH3aHa mJiaketa ca o3HakoM koBHuIle CONS
DAFNE issues as celebrating and officina. A: 3Be3zia y Benny (RIC VIII Constantinople no.
the same fortress, a commonly  22). B: Moct npexo peke tun (RIC VIII Constantinople no.
held view. As indicated above, 21). Obv. and rev. of B are different examples. Private coll.
DAFNE should be interpreted BupeTu Tabesy 1 3a TeXXHHe U BeJIMYUHE.

in a completely different sense.

The bridge was no doubt important as its construction was mentioned in ancient
sources,32 and it was possibly even figured on a bronze medallion.s3 If the me-

dallion is authentic,5# this may have been the only time Constantine figured any

of his building projects on a coin.

49 Kent 1981, p. 442.
50 Based on personal observations of the commercial market.

51 For example, Bendall 2002 following Brenot 1980. Brenot suggested that the star
on the other type represented the planet under which Constantinopolis was founded. Thus
the obverse shared by the both types, clearly stated to celebrate the Roman People, would be
connected to reverses celebrating a bridge on the limes, and a planet. Brenot’s suggestions
are rejected here. Bendall (2002), however, accepted Brenot’s interpretation, but also saw the
bridge as symbolically linking east and west, signifying the unification of the empire.

52 Chronicon Paschale for year 328: “Constantine the pious crossed the Danube very
many times, and made a bridge for it in stone”.

53 RIC VII Rome no. 298; figured by Bastien 1989, P1. V:21.

54 There are two examples, both were considered by Bruun in RIC VII, p. 283 to be
casts of an original genuine specimen.
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The remains of Constantine’s Danube bridge are still preserved in the
riverbed at ancient Oescus (Bulgaria), across the river from ancient Sucidava
(Romania). It was a construction with masonry piers and wooden arches, with a
wooden superstructure. The bridge had two abutment piers at each end, serving
as gates for the bridge. The bridge was 2437 m in overall length (with less than
half the length spanning the riverbed of the Danube). It was the longest bridge
built in antiquity, and one of the longest until modern times. It lasted less than 40
years, since ancient sources tell us that in 367, the emperor Valens had to cross
the Danube on a pontoon bridge, possibly at the Daphne fortress.5s Interestingly,
there is some uncertainty as to where the Daphne fortress was located. It may
have been near Constantine’s bridge but that is far from clear.56

Of the many Roman bridges preserved today, every one is built on arches
(the Wikipedia article on Roman bridges shows photos of 55 Roman bridges
still preserved, and they are without exception built on arches). However, the
bridge figured on the small bronze medalettes is not an arched bridge. The bridge
shown there a single-span bridge with latticework (Fig. 6B). The latticework is
not structurally supporting but most probably represents wooden railings simi-
lar to those seen on the Rhine bridge figured on the great lead-medallion from
Lyons (Bastien 1989). The bridge is straight and horizontal, and rests on two
supports, one near each end. The supports protrude along the river and do not
look like normal abutments, but could possibly be pontoons. At each end, the
bridge carries a gated tower. These towers are similar to the towers shown on
Trajan’s famous bridge sestertius (RIC no. 569), struck circa 104-107, often
thought to show an early Danube bridge.

A large, complex structure such as a bridge would necessarily have to
be rendered in a very schematic way on the tiny medalettes, but the absence of
both piers and arches is likely to reflect reality, since such structures were other-
wise faithfully figured when arched bridges were shown on Roman coins. This
medalette is, to my knowledge, the only instance in late Roman numismatics
where a single-span, non-arched bridge is shown.

The comprimation of a 2 /2-kilometer long bridge into a single span seems
unlikely, even if the illustration is symbolic only. Trajan’s Danube bridge was
half that length, built on 20 pillars, yet coins thought to feature it show only a
single span. Several authors have therefore suggested that Trajan’s sestertius
figures a stone bridge in Rome, a suggestion that seems reasonable. Likewise,
the Constantinopolis medalette appears to show a short bridge, and not one
crossing the wide Danube. The medalette shows streaming water under the
bridge, perhaps indicating a strong current or nearby rapids.

The bridge figured on the medalettes may perhaps to be interpreted
as a pontoon bridge. Where the bridge was and why it was figured remains un-
known, but it is most unlikely to be Constantine’s bridge over the Danube.

55 This was mentioned by Ammianus Marcellinus and Procopius from Caesarea, fide
Wikipedia.

56 Wikipedia says “The most probable position is at Gradistea at southeast of Ulmeni.
Still some historians believe that the Daphne was the new name of the Sucidava.”
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Fig. 7. Small brass medallions showing Dea Roma (RIC VIII Rome no. 104, but thought
here to have been struck in Constantinople in 330). The figure on the reverse carries a neck-
lace and several bracelets indicating a female (Dea Roma or Virtus) and not the emperor.
A: example with right breast exposed. B: Example with reverse showing Dea Roma with
covered chest. C: Detail of example with right breast exposed. Private coll. See Table 1 for
weight and size.

Cn. 7 Manu MecuHraHu Mefia/boHU npukasyjy Dea Roma (RIC VIII Rome no. 104, amn
OBJIE ce MHCIH J1a ¢y uckoBanu y Llapurpany 330.). @urypa Ha Ha/IM4jy HOCH OTpJIALLY
Y HEKOJIMKO HapyKBUIa yKa3yjyhu Ha »keHcKy oco6y (Dea Roma i Virtus) a He Ha

napa. A: [Ipumep ca u3Jji0keHoM fecHoM JojkoM. b: [IpumMep ca Hanmyja, nokasyje Dea

Roma ca nokpusenum rpyguma. Li: Jleta/sHM npuMep ca U3JI0X)KEHOM [eCHOM JI0jKOM.

Private coll. BuseTu Ta6esy 1 3a TeXXHHe U BeJIMYUHE.

The paired nature of these medalettes makes me inclined to follow Kents7
and others and include them in the celebration issues of 330, although (to mod-
ern viewers at least) they do not clearly show Rome and Constantinopolis.

A5. Small brass medallions

The description of the small medallions in RIC VIII as Rome nos. 104-
106 is heavily outdated. Several misconcepts are corrected here:

1. They are not made of bronze but of brass (orichalcum in Roman ter-
minology). When new, they looked very similar to gold (as they do if polished
today), nothing like the whitish bronze.

2. The ROMA reverse does not show the emperor, but a woman. Several
dies shows her exposing her right breast (Fig 6A, C), and she is thus either
Dea Roma or Virtus. The latter goddess was part of the Roman pantheon no
longer in favour by Constantine. It is more likely that the person is Dea Roma.

57 In RIC VIII, p. 442.
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Fig. 8. Small brass medallions showing Constantinopolis
(RIC VIII Rome no. 106, but thought here to have been
struck in Constantinople in 330). Obv: The diademed Tyche
of Constantinopolis. Rev: Pax standing, holding branch and
sceptre. The marked difference in style between specimens A
and B indicates different engravers. Private coll. See Table 1
for weight and size.

C1. 8 Masim MeCHHIaHU MeJJa/bOHHU NIPUKA3Yjy
KoncranTunonoss (RIC VIII Rome no. 106 anu oBae ce
MHCIH Jia ¢y uckoBanu y KoHcTaHTHHONOJBY 330.). ObV:
The diademed Tyche of Constantinopolis. Rev: Pax cToju,

Apxxehu xxess0 ¥ rpaHe. BuiybrBa pas/inka y CTUIy
usMelhy y3opakaA u b o3HayaBa pa3iMyuTe rpaBepe.
Private coll. Buetu Ta6esy 1 3a TeXKMHe U BeJIMUMHE.

This suggestion is supported by the
fact that obverse dies showing Dea
Roma’s breast are coupled with re-
verse dies also showing a woman’s
breast, whereas obverse dies show-
ing a covered Dea Roma are cou-
pled with similar reverse dies (Fig.
7B). In my view, they all show Dea
Roma on both obverse and reverse,
and the differences can be ascribed
to individual celators.

3. The wvariety described
in RIC VIII as Rome no. 105,
Constantinopolis  with  laureate
head, does not exist. All known
dies uniformly show an elaborate
pearl diadem (Fig 7A, B).

4. No basis has been given
for assigning them to the mint
of Rome. The likely interpreta-
tion of the letters P R on the re-
verse as standing for POPVLVS
ROMANVS is certainly no indica-
tion of the Rome mint. I argue here
that they were struck at the mint of
Constantinopolisss, and that this is
indicated by their paired nature,
and by being companion pieces to
the small silver medalettes - de-
scribed below - for which the Rome
mint has never been suggested but
which are ubiquitously assigned to
the Constantinopolis mint.

5. They were dated by Kent
in RIC VIII to 348 because he sug-

gested that they were struck for the 1100th anniversary of the city. The uncer-
tainty of this suggestion is shown by the fact that the same author had earlier
considered them as struck c. 339.59 In the absence of hoard data, all that is cer-
tain is that they were struck at the same time as the small silver medalettes (see
A6 below). I agree with Bendall6o that 330 is a more likely date.

6. Coin ratings in RIC VIII are relative, of course, and by now 30 years
old. It is clear the brass medallions are far from as rare as the R4 ratings for both
types suggest. I have seen more than two dozen specimens of each type, with
worn and holed specimens being quite common.

58 As did Bendall 2002.
59 Hill /Kent 1960.
60 Bendall 2002, p. 142.
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With the data updated, it is easier to see the paired nature of these brass me-
dallions and how they fit in with the celebration issues. One type features Rome
(Fig. 7), the other Constantinopolis (Fig. 8). They are of the same size, weight
range and material, and appear to have been struck in equal numbers. They have
parallels in the silver medalettes. I fail to see any reason to assign these to the
mint of Rome, but if they were made for the inauguration of Constantinopolis in
330, they were likely produced at the mint of Constantinopolis.

The non-monetary nature of this issue is demonstrated by the lack of
a weight standard. The ten best preserved specimens weighed by the author
range from 1.460g to 2.560g.6! The different weights are explained by differ-
ences in thickness. All specimens have a PRD (diameter across the pearl ring)
of 14.5mm.

A6. Small silver medalettes

Small silver medalettes of about 10-12mm diameter and a weight of
around 1 gram seem to have been produced for many occasions during a period
of at least two hundred years, starting with the inauguration of Constantinopolis.
Only the earliest types are discussed here. Bendall tried to make sense of the
many types,52 and his seminal 2002 publication is the basis for the present study.
Unfortunately, Bendall did not have access to more than a few of the actual
specimens and had to rely almost entirely on images and data in sales cata-
logues. Due to the small size of the specimens and the hopefully soon obso-
lete tradition of figuring coins at actual size rather than enlarged, many errors
were incorporated in the study, both for the small silver medalettes and for the
star and wreath types (section B below). The present study is based on actual
specimens, including many of those listed by Bendall, which enables a closer
look at the types. The discussion below is not in any way complete, and some
of Bendall’s types are very briefly treated. A fuller treatment must include die
links, which is beyond the scope of the present paper.

Bendall Types 2 and 4

The obverse types of the small brass medallions recur in small silver
medalettes. These are absent from RIC in spite of having been described by
Sabatier already in 1847, and they were present in the well known Trau collec-
tion.63 The small silver medalettes differ from the brass medallions in lacking
an obverse legend, and in the reverses. They were described by Bendalls4 as
Type 2, which has the bust of Roma on the obverse and a large P on the reverse
(Fig. 9), and Type 4, which has the bust of Constantinopolis on the obverse

61 Actual weigths: 1.460g, 1.484¢g, 1.632¢g, 1.744¢g, 1.806g, 2.068g, 2.098g, 2.104g,
2.246g, 2.560g.

62 Bendall 2002 and 2008.

63 The two types were figured in the Sammlung Franz Trau 1935, pl. 46, nos. 3982 -
“Urbs Roma”, and 3995 - “Fausta”.

64 Bendall 2002, p. 140 ff.
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and a large K on the reverse (Fig. 12).
The P is usually interpreted as the
Greek letter rho, signifying R as in
Rome. The K is taken to be the Greek
letter kappa, indicating the Greek
spelling of Constantinopolis.

These two types of small sil-
ver medalettes form a fairly uniform
group as regards style, relief, size, and
they all have a PRD of 10.0mm (Figs.
9-12). Twelve specimens available to
me for measurement (eight of Roma
type and four of Constantinopolis) all
have a PRD of 10.0mm on both ob-
verse and reverse, with no deviation.
The paired nature of these small sil-
ver medalettes is unambiguous.

Earlier data indicated that the

Fig. 9. Small silver medalettes of Roma type. Two exam- Rome type could be much more com-
ples struck from the same obverse die but different reverse mon than the Constantinopolis type.6s
dies. The die has undergone substantial wear between the  However, an incomplete survey by me

strikes, indicating that a large number of medalettes were

of the more recent commercial mar-

produced. Private coll. See Table 1 for weight and size. ket yielded 36 Roma and 32 Consta-
Cs1. 9 Mana cpe6pHa nmiaketa Pumckor tuna. /lsa ntinopolis specimens, indicating that

IprMepa UCKOBaHa y KaJlyIly ca UCTUM JIULEM, aln
pasMynTUM HaaudjeM. Kanyr je npeTpneo 3Ha4ajHO
xabame n3Meby yaaparna, ITo yKasyje Ha TO Jia je
BEJIMKHU OpOj MyIakeTa NpousBeeH. Private coll. Bugetu

Rome and Constantinopolis speci-
mens were struck in equal numbers.

Some dies known from more
Ta6e_)1y 1 3a Te)KUHE U BeJU4YHHe. than one medalette show progressive

wear. One die shows severe deterio-

ration between strikes (Fig. 9). This
feature shows that at least some dies were used until worn out. This, in turn,
indicates a very large number of strikes. In spite of many authors’ attempts to
calculate the number of coins produced from a die in ancient times, the true
number will likely never be known. A reasonable guess at the total number
of Roma and Constantinopolis silver medalettes produced could be anywhere
between many tens of thousands to many millions. The number of dies used for
the silver medalettes is unknown, but a preliminary survey indicates that the
number is fairly restricted since the obverse die in Fig. 9 is known from at least
four specimens; the obverse die in Fig. 10A from at least two specimen; the
obverse die in Fig. 10B from five specimens, and so on.

Die matches are extremely difficult to establish in the small, relatively
feature-less reverses. However, a preliminary count - of unambiguous matches
only - indicates that there are several die links in the silver medalettes. This
circumstance indicates that they were struck in only one or a few officinae. If
they were produced in the mint of Constantinopolis, not all eleven officinae

65 Bendall 2002, p. 140.
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Fig 10. Small silver medalettes of Roma type. Three examples from different dies. A:
Obverse die known from 4 specimens. B: Obverse die known from 5 specimens, this
one from a late stage with worn die. C: Only known specimen from this obverse die. The
marked stylistic differences between the dies indicate different engravers. A survey of
numerous medalettes indicates that each engraver produced several dies with very small
differences, and many such dies are known (too many to be figured here). Private coll. See
Table 1 for weight and size.

Cn 10 Masne cpe6pHe niiakeTe Pumckor tuna. Tpu npuMepa U3 pasJIMYUTHUX Kaayna
A: cynpOoTHHM KaJIyn Mo3HaT Ha OCHOBY 4 mpuMepKa. B: cynpoTHM Kasyn NOo3HAT Ha
OCHOBY 5 y30paka, Koju npuIaia KacHoj ¢asu ca usxabaHuM Kaaynowm. Li: Jequnu
M03HATH NPHUMepaK Ha OCHOBY OBOT KaJIylla Ha/Ju4ja. BUu/brBe cTHICKe pa3/iiKe
usMebhy kajyna ykasyjy Ha pasJjM4uTe rpasepe. McTpakuBarme 6pOjHUX IJIaKeTa

yKasyje Ha TO /ia je CBaKH rpaBep NPOM3BO/HMO BUIIE KaJIyIa ca BPJI0 MaIUM
pas/iMKaMa, U MHOTH TaKBU KaJslyMu Cy I03HaTH (TpeBulle fa 61 ce OBJle TPUKa3aJu).
Private coll . BumeTu Tabeny 1 3a TeXXrHe U BeJIMYHHE.

were employed. This does not, however, preclude Constantinopolis as the mint
of production, since it may well be that the related small bronze medallions
were produced at the same time, and if other celebration issues are taken into
account, the eleven officinae could produce a fair number of types simultane-
ously. A more likely explanation, as hypothesised above, may be that some of
the celebration types could have been produced in working officinae during the
time span needed to re-organize the mint from seven to eleven officinae.

As noted by Bendall,66 the bust of Dea Roma is very similar in the brass
medallions and the silver medalettes. The bust of Constantinopolis is almost
identical in the brass and silver types. Of particular significance is the intricate
pearl diadem (Fig. 11). The diadem carries a frontal medallion or gem, 67 flanked
by a semicircular, pearled extension. This unique diadem is common to these
two issues but is never seen elsewhere.

Bendall Type 5

Bendall separated a single Constantinopolis specimen in the British
Museum from the main type (Bendall Type 4) into a separate variety (Bendall
Type 5a), an the grounds of lacking diadem ties. A second specimen, from a

66 Bendall 2002, p. 142.
67 Interpreted by Bendall 2008 as “a curl of hair (?).”
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Fig. 11. Small silver medalettes of
Constantinopolis type. The obverse
figures the diademed Tyche of
Constantinopolis. The diadem has
ties at the back. The frontal jewel
is visible in B but not in A. Private
coll. See Table 1 for weight and
size.

Cn. 11. Mase cpeGpHe niakeTe
Lapurpaackor tTuna. Ha auny

ce Haslasu durypa Tuxe ca
nuagemoM llapurpaza. lujagema
VMa Be3e Ha 33/ilb0j CTPaHMU.
®poHTaNHU Jparysb je BUABUB
y B, anu He u ko A. Private coll.
Buzetu Tabeny 1 3a TexxuHe U
BeJIMYMHE.

Fig. 12. Small silver medalettes.

A: Constantinopolis type portrait,
lacking ties but with the characteris-
tic, elabourate pearl diadem. At the
neck below the ear is a flan flaw. B:
Female figure with elabourate coif-
fure. Note the braid fastened with
pins. Private coll. See Table 1 for
weight and size.

Ci1. 12. MaJsie cpe6GpHe IJiaKeTe
A:llapurpag tum, nopTpet 6e3
Be3a aJI ca KapaKTePUCTUYHUM,
60oraTUM GUCEPHUM JihjasieMaMa.
B: >keHcKa purypa ca pacKkolHOM
¢dpusypoM. O6paTUTH NAXKEY HA
IJIeTeHUIly yuBpLIheHy UrjaMa.
Private coll. Buzetu Tabesy 1 3a
TeXHHE U BeJIMYUHE.

different obverse die (but probably the same reverse die), is figured here (Fig.
12A). The bust is less elaborately engraved than the normal type but shows the
same type of diadem, and the K of the reverse die is different. A third specimen,
probably from the same dies as the British Museum example, was recently of-
fered on the commercial market.68 It is struck from the same reverse die as the

68 Helios 5, lot. 446 “Bendall 5a. Ein Exemplar bekannt”.
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example figured in Fig. 12A. A fourth example, from the Trau Collection, no.
4050, was mis-assigned by Bendall to his Type 5b, characterised by a hatched
diadem, but also shows the same diadem type as Fig. 12A here.

The size and weight agrees with the normal type, but it is possible that this
type was struck for a different occasion.

Another small silver medalette showing a female bust needs to be dis-
cussed here (Fig. 12B). This seemingly unique specimen was included by
Bendall in his Type 5b (in his list: Busso Peus auction 345 etc.). It does not,
however, show the hatched diadem characterising Bendall’s type, and does not
belong in either Type 5a or Sb. Actually, the female carries no diadem at all but
has an elaborate coiffure. Especially prominent is the thick braid swept around
the head and held in place with a series of pins, whose heads are visible. This
coiffure is identical to the one exhibited by both Helena and Theodora in small
bronze coins minted in the first years after the death of Constantine 1. Such
coins were struck in three mints only (residential mints for the three reigning
sons of Constantine): Trier, Rome, and Constantinople. The ones from Trier has
a very different style, whereas those from Rome and Constantinople (see RIC
VIII, P1. 21, figs. 33, 51) resemble the small silver medalette figured here. The
specimen is slightly larger than the silver medalettes described above, it has a
PRD of 10.8mm (obverse) and 10.3mm (reverse), and the weight is 0.998g.

The female in Fig. 12B cannot easily be interpreted as Constantinopolis,
although the large K on the reverse surely stands for that city. Although tempt-
ing, I do not see a member of the imperial house in the female. In the large and
varied material of small silver medalettes, I see no indication that any member
of the imperial family is portrayed. This is in contrast with Bendall, who de-
scribed an example showing, in his view, an emperor.6® Unfortunately, Bendall
figured an enlargement of the reverse instead of the obverse, and the miniscule
illustration of the obverse does not permit either firm confirmation or definite
rejection of Bendall’s suggestion. There appears to be a fibula on the shoulder,
as described by Bendall, which is something not seen in any other specimen
known to me. Hopefully this specimen will be refigured so that it can be re-
studied.

The connection between the brass medallions (Fig. 8) and the silver medal-
ettes of Fig. 11 can hardly be disputed, and they must all have been produced for
the same occasion. I regard this occasion as the inauguration of Constantinopolis
on 11 May 330. Like Bendall,?0 I can see no other likely place of production
than Constantinopolis. I interpret both types as “Auswurfmiinzen”, intended for
distribution to the general public. Gold coins showing the emperor in a quad-
riga throwing coins to the public’! may illustrate how these medalettes were
distributed.

69 Bendall 2008, fig. 2.
70 Bendall 2002, p. 144.
71" RIC VII Constantinople nos. 103-106.
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Fig. 13. Small silver medalettes, all with Roma on the obverse. A and B: reverse with large
K. C and D: reverse with smaller P. Private coll. See Table 1 for weight and size.

Cn.13. Masie cpebpHe n1akeTe, cBe ca PumoM Ha sinny. A u b: Hanmdje ca BesinkuM K.
C u D: Hanmyje ca MawuM P. Private coll. Buzetu Ta6esy 1 3a TexXrHe U BeJIMYUHE.

Bendall Types 1 and 3

A number of other, related silver medalettes are known. Two of these are
included here because they constitue the remaing types regarded by Bendall as
dating from 330: his Type 1 and Type 3 (Fig. 13). The style could be taken to in-
dicate that Type 1 (Fig. 13A and B) was struck during Constantine’s reign, pos-
sibly for the inauguration in 330. However, the PRD is larger, (11.2-11.4mm).
Bendall’s Type 3 (Fig. 13 C and D), known to him from a single example (but
now from at least six specimens) is even larger (PRD: 12.4-12.7mm), and the
execution of the tiny P on the reverse is not similar to the P on Bendall’s Type 2
(Fig. 8). None of Types 1 or 3 appears to be paired (with each other or with other
silver medalettes). They do not fit in well with types regarded here as struck in
330, and at least Type 3 may be from a later date.

B. UNPAIRED TYPES WITH STAR AND WREATH

In addition to the paired types, a number of medalettes of both silver and
bronze may be connected with the celebrations of 330. None of these types were
included in RIC. Bendall has described several of these types.’2 He recently
divided the specimens known to him into two size groups: “coins with star and
wreath in two sizes, the larger ones weighing ca. 1.50gm. and the two smaller
ca. 1.00gm”.73 As is detailed below, there is no evidence for such grouping.
Bendall based his groups on published information as actual specimens were
unavailable to him. However, all specimens examined by me, including several

72 Bendall 2002 and 2008.
73 Bendall 2008, p. 185.
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of those figured by Bendall and many additional ones, have a very small range
of values for PRD and star size. Flan sizes and thickness vary, and therefore
weights, but the dies were all cut to the same size. I therefore regard all star/
wreath types known so far as being of a single size group, struck for a single
occasion. There may be one or two aberrant specimens (see “Bronze medalette
with star and wreath, anepigraphic” below), but they have not been available to
me for examination, and the published data for them needs confirmation.

The star/wreath types show strong similarities to the small bronze medal-
ettes with POP ROMANYVS obverse. Most obviously, they share the presence of
a wreath and an eight-rayed star. As noted by others,7 only two other types of
coinage compare in this respect: the bronze coins struck in 318-319 for Fausta
and Helena in Thessalonika,?s and the silver coins struck in 351 and 360 for
Julian II and Gallus as caesars at several mints (see below). Specific, charac-
teristic features shared between the POP ROMANVS medalettes and the star/
wreath types discussed here are:

1. The shape of the letters (what we might call the font). The letters O,
C, S, A, and V on the bronze star/wreath types (see examples in Figs. 16, 17)
are shaped in the exact same way as the obverse and reverse letters in the POP
ROMANVS medalettes (Fig. 6). The letters are compact, wide relative to their
height, the position and strength of serifs similar, and the rounded relief is
the same. This lettering is reminiscent of the one in the CONSTANTINIANA
DAFNE coins, whereas lettering in post-inauguration coinage (e.g. GLORIA
EXERCITVS) is often thinner (e.g., the O encloses an actual circular field rath-
er than just a central depression).

2. The wreaths are exceedingly similar, with some exceptions. The only
wreath type (described below) in POP ROMANVS medalettes is also the most
common type in the star/wreath medalettes, being the only type in the O/C S/C
type; present in 2 out of the 3 C/A V/O specimens; and in some silver medal-
ettes (Fig 14C).76 These wreaths all share the following features:

2A. The connecting medallion at the top is small, not extending outside
the inner and outer perimeter of the wreath, it is circular (rather than oval), and
composed of a pearl border and a single central pearl.

2B. The wreath is of even width throughout its length. It is narrow, 1/6 to
1/5 the diameter of the field it encloses. The outer and inner leaves are equally
sized, shaped and spaced along the entire length of the wreath. To achieve the
even spacing, the celator engraved 13-18 leaves on each inner side and 18-25
on each outer side of the wreath.?7 The central ridge of the wreath is formed by
consecutive leaves of similar shape and spacing as the lateral ones.

2C. The ties at the lower centre of the wreath are simple. There are four
to six vertical bands. The two outer or the two penultimate ones continue into
laterally curved bands, ending without decoration or with a single pearl (two
pearls in some silver medalettes).

74 For example, the cataloguer of NAC 33 (2006), lot 598.
75 RIC VII Thessalonica nos. 48-51.
76 For example, CNG 67, 2004, lot 1772.

77 Actual examples in individual wreaths in O/C S/C medalettes: 19/23; 16/23; 13/18;
18/25, 16/21.
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Wreaths of the above description are not unique to the medalettes under
discussion. Fairly similar wreaths are present in the regular coinage, beginning
in 321-322. Early examples are seen in the mint of Rome in year 321, in the
final stage’8 of the issues listed as RIC VII nos. 237-244, and also in nos. 245-
247. Later wreaths, from 329-33079 are even more similar. Wreaths in the Rome
coins differ in the configuration of the ties. Many contemporary wreaths from
other mints are also similar. No regular bronze coins with wreaths were pro-
duced after 330, and it took until long after the death of Constantine I before
wreaths appeared again on the bronze coinage.

I interpret the detailed similarities between the POP ROMANVS medal-
ettes and the star/wreath medalettes as indicating that they were contemporary
issues. With the possible exception of some or all C/A V/O types, the star/
wreath medalettes were most likely produced in the same mint as the POP
ROMANVS medalettes, meaning that of Constantinople. Like most other re-
searchers I date the POP ROMANYVS to the time of Constantine I, which means
between 330 (when all 11 officinae began working) and 337. I take the paired
nature to support the date 330. Whether this date is correct or not, there can
hardly be any doubt that the star/wreath types are inseparable in time from the
POP ROMANVS type.

B1. Silver medalette with star and wreath, anepigraphic

This type (Fig. 14) was described already in 1870 by Missong. I have
been unable to find any specimen in the major museum collections in Europe,
but due to their uninformative nature, such specimens, if present, may be sorted
just about anywhere. However, it is not as rare as usually stated, there are 15
specimens known to me, all from the commercial market. Among these, there
are only two reverse die-match pairs, so the number of medalettes originally
produced could have been enormous.

There is some variation in the execution, in particular of the reverse (Fig.
14). Wreaths vary from thick to thin, and from small to large. Most wreath ties
are simple (Fig. 14C), but a unique specimen shows a pair of dimples below the
wreath (Fig. 14B). Two dies show tie loops inside the wreath (Fig. 11A; and
NAC 33, 2006, lot 598). Similar loops are seen in one of the C/A V/O speci-
mens (see below).

Cataloguers usually assign these medalettes to the celebrations of 330.
The cataloguer of CNG 55 (2000), lot 1448 stated that “This rare coin was
probably issued as part of the ceremonies in celebration of the dedication of
Constantinople in 330 AD, along with numerous other unusual designs inclu-
ding the P and K type third siliqua. Interestingly, this silver issue shares its ob-
verse die with the & tessera of similar type but with O/CS/C in the wreath (see
CNG Auction 53, lot 1736)”. That particular die link is, however, incorrect.

Apart from the erroneous die link, I agree with the cataloguer of NAC 33
(2006), lot 598, who stated: “Since this silver piece has no inscription we must

78 Stage ii d; Bruun 1966, p. 289
79 RIC VII Rome nos. 318-320 and 322.
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Fig. 14. Silver medalettes with star and wreath. A: Specimen with tie loops inside the
wreath. B: specimen with a pair of dimples beneath the wreath. C: specimen with wreath
similar to the type in the small POP ROMANVS bronze medalettes. Private coll. See text

for weight and size.

Cn. 14. CpebpHa nJ1akeTa ca 3Be3/10M U BeHIleM. A: [I[puMepak ca Be3aHOM NeT/bOM
yHyTap BeHLa. b y3opak ca mapoM Ha6opa ucnoj BeHLa. Ll: y3opak ca BeHLeM CIu4aH
tunny POP ROMANVS 6pon3zanux miakera Private coll. [lorsieiajTe TeKCT 3a TeXXUHE U

BeJIMYMHE.

rely upon its design, style and fabric for an attribution; in each instance they lead
us to the Constantinian Era, even to a specific occasion: the dedication ceremo-
nies for Constantinople in the spring of 330. The obverse depicts an eight-rayed
star and the reverse a laurel wreath (the corona triumphalis) adorned with a
jewelled medallion. The star and wreath individually make no other appearance
on coins of this period except on base metal tesserae that are obverse-die-linked
with these silver pieces, and which have the inscription O C S C within the
wreath. A star within a wreath occurs on three mainstream coinages of the era:
billon nummi of Helena as Nobilissima Femina struck at Thessalonica in 318-
319; siliquae of the Caesars Julian 11 and Gallus struck at various Imperial mints
between 351 and 360; and the anonymous bronzes inscribed POP ROMANVS
struck for the Constantinople dedication. Since the star-in-wreath motif was not
a part of Roman numismatic iconography before the Constantinian Era, or after
it, this silver piece must belong here, and among these three coinages the most
satisfactory parallel is offered by the POP ROMANYVS bronzes.”

Bendall (2002) described this type as Type 6. He listed 6 specimens
known at the time and figured two of these.80 However, one of Bendall’s two
figured examples (specimen “e”, Bendall’s Fig. 10) later appeared on the com-

80 Bendall 2002, fig. 9 and 10; refigured by Bendall 2008, figs. 3 and 6.
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Fig. 15. Bronze medalette with star and wreath, anepigraphic. Private coll. See text for
weight and size.

Cn. 15. BpoH3aHa nJikakeTe ca 3Be3/l0M U BeHIleM, aHenurpadcku. Private coll.
[lor/siefajTe TEKCT 3a TEXKUHE U BEJIUYUHE.

mercial market, and it is made of bronze, not silver, and is described below.8!
On the other hand, another specimen appearing on the commercial market two
years later was described by the cataloguer as &, but is silver.82

Two silver examples have a PRD of 15.3mm (Fig. 14A) and 15.5mm (Fig
14B; CNG 55, 2000, lot 1448).

B2. Bronze medalette with star and wreath, anepigraphic

This type was described by Bendall (2002) as Type C. It is virtally iden-
tical to the silver type, differing only in being struck in bronze. Bendall knew
only of a single specimen, of weight 1.00g. That specimen is unavailable to the
author. Measurements from Bendall’s images (2002 fig. 11; 2008 fig 5) indicate
a PRD of c. 14mm. Interestingly, the width of the star is c. 11mm, the same as
in most other star/wreath examples.

Another bronze specimens3 was described by Bendall (2002, specimen
“e”) as a silver example, but when examined by the author turned out to be a
bronze specimen (Fig. 15). It has a weight of 1.49g and its PRD is 15.3 mm on
obverse and 15.5mm on reverse. There is thus no size difference between the
silver examples and this bronze specimen.

A third bronze star and wreath example was recently seen on the com-
mercial market.84 The published size indicates a PRD of 19.5-20.0mm and its

81 Gorny & Mosch Auction 134, 2004, lot 3088; specimen examined by the author.
82 Gorny & Mosch Auction 147, 2006, lot 2337; specimen examined by the author.

83 Later offered by Gorny & Mosch, Auction 134, 2004, lot 3088; specimen exam-
ined by the author.

84 Rauch 86, 2010, lot 1222; specimen unavailable to the author.
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Fig. 16. Bronze medalettes with star and wreath inscribed O/C S/C. A: well preserved ex-
ample. B: example bent due to a test cut on the right side of the star. C: example bent more
than once in ancient times. Private coll. See text for weight and size.

Cs1. 16. BpoH3aHa makeTa ca 3Be3/10M U BeHIleM, ca HatniucoM O/C S/C. A: lo6po
ouyBaH npuMepak . b: [I[puMepax caBujeH 360r TecTa 3acellaleM Ha JeCHOj CTPaHU
3Be3e. lI: [I[puMepak caBujaH BUllle 0 jeJHOM y npouwnocTH. Private coll. [lornenajre
TEeKCT 3a TeXKHHEe U BeJIMYHHeE.

weight was given as 3.24g . This indicates a much larger specimen than any
other star/wreath example (if the data given are correct). Clearly more examples
need to come to light before this type can be understood.

B3. Bronze medalette with star and wreath inscribed O/C S/C

This type (Fig. 16), lacking in RIC but described by Cohen (1892, p.
272:54) and figured by Gobl 1978 (pl. 9, fig. 105), was defined by Bendall
(2002) as Type D.

Failmezger (2002, p. 38) suggested that the medalette might be a tessera,
possibly celebrating the 5th consulship of Constantine II. This was based on the
reading of the inscription as COS E. Failmezger’s coin is that of CNG 53 (2000)
lot 1736. The bottom C in this specimen has a small lump in the lower C making
it look a bit like a Greek epsilon. However, the letter is unquestionably a C.

This type was exceedingly rare before year 2000. Perhaps a hoard was
found, because more than ten specimens entered the commercial market 2000-
2005, and some additional ones have appeared since then. Many specimens are
bent (Fig 16C), and one has a test cut (Fig. 16B). The bending and cutting may
indicate that people were unfamiliar with these medalettes, and felt a need to
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test what material they were made of. Of six specimens examined by the author,
all have a thick green and brown patina with sandy deposits, under which the
metal appears to be bronze with high copper content.

As discussed below under the C/A V/O type, the weak evidence available
indicates that the letters should be read top down, from left to right, thus O/C
S/C. The cataloguer of Leu 77 (2000) lot 669 stated that “These letters seem
never to have been explained, but it would be quite easy to relate them either to
the foundation of the new city as a whole, or to the inauguration of the new sen-
ate in Constantinople.” Bendall discussed, and rejected, some suggested read-
ings.85 The meaning of the inscription remains unknown.

These bronze medalettes have a PRD of 15.8mm, showing no variation.
However, the weight varies markedly. Weights of ten well preserved specimens
recorded by the author range from 0.79g to 1.44g.86 The lack of a weight stan-
dard shows the non-monetary nature of these medalettes.

B4. Bronze medalette with star and wreath inscribed C/A V/O

An example of a new type (Fig. 17A) appeared in 2007.87 The specimen
was one of the two new types described by Bendall (2008, fig. 4). The obverse
shows an eight-rayed star, and the reverse the letters C/A V/O inside a wreath.
In addition, the obverse of this specimen shows the letter H at the tip of one
of the rays. It is struck on a small flan, but double the distance from the pre-
served pearl ring part to the star’s centre pellet yields a PRD of 15.5-16.0mm.
Its weight is 1.038g.

Two further star/wreath medalettes inscribed C/A V/O are known to me,
both offered on the commercial market. One heavily corroded example (Fig.
17C) is similar to the above specimen but lacks the H on the obverse. However,
on the reverse under the wreath are the corroded remains of three letters, ten-
tatively identified here as TSA or TSD, although the identification is far from
certain. The specimen is has lost much weight, only 0.862¢g remains. Its star is
11mm across, thus the same size as other star/wreath types. Incomplete remains
of the pearl ring along the edge permit an estimation of the PRD to ¢. 16mm.

The third C/A V/O specimen (Fig. 17B) has a full flan, and the PRD is
15.8. Tts weight is 1.462g. The specimen is battered and corroded, but the letters
inside the wreath can all be made out. The specimen shows clearly that the letter
at 9 o’clock is an A and not a D. There are no letters under the wreath, and no
space for any letter at the tip of a ray because the star is larger than usual being
12.5mm across, leaving too short distance to the pearl ring to accommodate a

85 Bendall 2002, pp. 146-147. Based on an analogy with the well known OB CIVES
SERVATOS coins for Augustus and several subsequent emperors, Benadall discussed the
conceivable reading OB CIVES SERVATOS CONSTANTINOPOLITENSES. However, the
legend OB CIVES SERVATOS specifically refers to the corona civica surrounding the leg-
end. In the presently discussed medalettes, the wreath - whatever type it is - is not a corona
civica, and the reading is in any case mere speculation.

86 Actual weights: 1.00g, 1.44g, 0.79¢g, 0.91¢g, 1.26g, 1.15g, 1.57g,0.81g, 1.13g, 1.01g.

87 CNG 75, 2007, lot 1145.
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Fig. 17. Bronze medalettes with star and wreath inscribed C/A V/O. All three specimens
are figured to the same scale. A: Obverse shows the letter H beneath (or above?) the star.
The wreath is small and thick. The ties are simple. B: Obverse anepigraphic. The letters
C/A V/O can just be made out. The wreath is large and thin. The ties include two loops
inside the wreath, as in one of the silver medalettes in Fig. 11. C: Obverse anepigraphic.
The wreath is small and thin, with simple ties. Beneath it are the poorly preserved remains
of three signs, possibly the letters TSA, but could be other letters or signs. Private coll. See
text for weight and size.

Cs. 17. BpoH3aHa mJiakeTa ca 3Be3/1o0M U BeHIleM U HaTnucoM C/A V/O. CBa
TpH y30pKa Cy 3aCHOBaHa Ha MCTOj BeJUuuHU: A Jlule nokasyje cJ10BO X UCHOJ,
(nm n3Han?) 3Be3ze. Benar je Masu v ie6eo. Bese cy jegHoctaBHe. B: Jlune je

aHenurpadcko. Ciosa letters C/A V/O ce jensa mory pa3a3Haru. BeHnar je BeJTMKH U
TaHak. Bese UMajy /iBe neT/be YHyTap BEHLa, Ka0 y jeZlHOj 0/ CPeOpHUX IJIaKeTa Ha
cn. 11. 1I: Jlune je anenurpacdcko. BeHar je Masiu ¥ TaHAK, ca je/JTHOCTaBHUM Be3aMa.

HUcnof we cy c1abo 04yBaHU OCTALM TPU 3HAKA, BEPOBATHO cjoBa TSA, anu To
MOTY OUTH U Jipyra CJI0Ba WJIM 3HAKOBHU. Private coll. [lorsieiajTe TEKCT 3a TEXXUHE U
BeJINYMHE.

letter. The wreath ties have two loops on the inner side, similar to the loops in
some of the silver medalettes (Fig. 11, left specimen; and NAC 33, 2006, lot.
598).

As is the case with O/C S/C, the meaning of the letters C/A V/O is un-
known. Bendall (2008, p. 186) discusses the possibility of the reading “Ab Vrbe
COndita”, but recognizes that “it means that they must be read at first horizon-
tally and then vertically”. I propose that the letters were read in the predominant
fashion used on other Roman coins: from left to right starting at the top. When
letters were to be read clock-wise (or anti-clock-wise), the individual letters
were inclined to show the direction. An example is a Trajan A£18 from Deultum,
Thrace, with a reverse showing the forepart of a bull, surrounded by four letters:
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C F P D, for Colonia Flavia Pacensis Deultum. The letters are read clock-wise
beginning at 9 o’clock, and the P or D are horizontal or inverted (depending on
die) to show the direction.

An unexpected parallel to the C/A V/O inscription is found in Byzantine
c. 10th Century £ 19mm tesserae inscribed TE/TAP/TQN on one side and +/D
V/O on the other.88 Although the similarity is most likely superficial, the cross
(if that is what it is) at the top these tesserae apparently precedes the three let-
ters, indicating the reading cross - D - V - O, lending some support to the read-
ing C - A-V - O favoured here.

The H on one specimen and the possibility of a mintmark (TSA?) on
another could be taken to indicate that these medalettes were struck at other
mints than Constantinopolis. More and better preserved examples are needed
to evaluate this.
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Lars Ramskold
HOBAIL 1 MEJJAJbOHU NCKOBAHU ITOBO/IOM NHAYTYPALIMJE

KOHCTATHHOIIOJIMCA 11. MAJA 330. TOAUHE

KoHcTanTuH Benvku je oHeO /iBe 0/i/yKe 0/1 OTPOMHOT 3Ha4aja 32 YOBEYaHCTBO:
NpUXBaTHO je XpuithaHCTBO M ocHoBao llapurpaz. I'pas v weroBa MHayrypauuja
11. maja 330. roAuHecy UMaJ/iM K/bY4YHY yJIOTY Yy TPaH3ULMjHU OJ KJIaCU4He [0 KacHe
aHTuke. Of Taja, lleHTap TPYKO-pUMCKe [IMBU/IM3allUje ce MoMepa Ha JlajleKu UCTOK
3anazHe EBpore. [lok je 3ama/, cTarHMpao ¥ yJ1a3uo y Mpa4yHo 106a, IUBU/IM3aLHja ce
HacTaB/bajla Yy BU3aHTHjCKOM CBETY. XW/bafly TOMHA KacHHUje, Llapurpaz je u jabe 610
IJIaBHU rpaj, BusaHTHje, KaJja cy ce rpuko-pUMCKHU H/leje U YTHUILAjU BPATUIIH y 3aNlaHy
EBpormy, yecTo npeko apanckux nocpejHuka. bes 063upa Ha cBe, KoHCTaHTHHOBE
oJJIyKe TpeJCTaB/bajy TeMe/b CaBpeMeHe 3alaJiHe LMBU/IM3alMje U MMajy K/bYYHU
yTHUL@j Ha CaBpEMEeHH CBeT.

HoBunhu 1 Me1a/bOHM HCKOBaHU ITOBOJIOM HHayTypauuje Llapurpaza, uiycrpyjy
3Hayvaj koju je KoHcTaHnTHH npujaBao gorabhajy. KoBaHuIe cy ce Tasia roTOBO UCKJ/bY-
YHBO CBOJIMJIe HA MaJle 6poH3aHe HOBUMhe U CBU CTapy TUIIOBU 3aMekheHU Cy HOBUM.
HoBu TUnoBM npocsias/baju Cy BOjCKYy U JBa rJlaBHa rpaga, Pum u Llapurpag. Ilopen
peryjapHux HoBYMha, MPOU3BOAMO Ce U BeJHK U360p pPa3HUX IUIaKeTa U MeJAas/bOHa.
OHU cy obyxBaTa/sM O6pojHe 3/1aTHe IJIaKeTe y CBUM BeJIMUMHaMa, BeJMKe cpeGpHe
IJIAKeTe 110 y30py Ha XeJIeHUCTHUYKE TeTpajpaxMe, 3aTUM BeJIMKe OpPOH3aHe IJIaKeTe,
Kao M LIMPOK CIeKTap MalbKUX Me/Jjla/bOHA U IJIaKeTa y Cpe6py, MECUHTY U GPOH3M.

MHor¥H THIIOBH Cy KOBaHH y JIBa BapHjeTeTa, jaCHO KOMILIEMeTHpajyhu jenan nqpyrom,
jenaH je mpukasuBao Pum a apyru Llapurpan. Tema npocsiaBe Llapurpaza je BepoBaTHO
6u/1a HaMeHeHa JIOKAJTHOM CTAaHOBHHULITBY, /U je HOBAL| LINPOM L[apCTBA HOCHO jeIHY
Heono3uBy nopykKy: CaZia mocToje /Ba IJ1aBHa rpajia y umnepuju: Pum u Llapurpaz,

KoHcTaHTHHOBa of/iyka 0 ocHUBamwy Llapurpaja je Mox/a AolIa NOCTENEHO,
a/iM Kaja je rpaj, 6M0 MHAyTypHcaH, HUje 6UJI0 MecTa 3a OKJIeBake KaJa ce pajusio
0 3Hauajy rpaja. KoHCTaHTHHOBe KOBaHMIle U MeJJa/bOHU HMCKOBAaHHU MOBOJOM MpO-
c/aBe, NIOKa3yjy Jia je lweroBa HaMepa GuJa Zia O TOT TPEHYTKa, CBaKW rpahaHuH y
LLApCTBY MMa CBeCT 0 ToMe Aa je Llapurpag jegHak Pumy. Y 330. roauHuy, BeyHu rpaj
je 6uo HecnopHU LieHTap 3a Pumsbane Beh 1.082 roaune. llapurpas he 6utu nyeHTap
HUctouHor pumckor cBeta 1.123 rogune. Kaza je rpag koHayHo nao noj Typcky BjacT
1453. rogune, 3anaaHa EBpona je Beh go6ua npexxrBesie aHTUYKE U/Jieje, YMETHOCT je
Jl0’KMBeJIa IPenopo/, ¥ NpaBal, MoJiepHe LiUBU/IM3alyje je mocTaB/beH. bes llapurpasa,
CBET 6W GM0 MHOTO JipyTrayuuju.






