
1. THE COINS FROM THE CAPITOLINE COIN CABINET

The Capitoline Coin Cabinet, as is common knowledge,1 was founded in 1872 by 
Augusto Castellani on the basis of a consistent bequest. At the same time, the opening 
of this new section of the Museum fulfilled the need to create a space where to ex-
hibit and store the increasing amount of new findings that were continuously emerg-
ing from the “sottosuolo” of Italy’s new capital and belonged to the municipality.2 
At the same time, the newly founded Commissione Archeologica (Archaeological 
Commission)3 began to file and record the coins and their origin, albeit in a rather 
generic and inaccurate way.4 In addition to these finds, the Commission also had the 
task to receive and arrange the bequests provided by some distinguished citizens. It 
was not until 1889 that the Commission considered it appropriate to appoint a numis-
matist, Camillo Serafini,5 to see to the cataloguing of both the material exhibited in the 
Coin Cabinet and the items preserved by the Archaeological Commission.

In 18976 Serafini was given the task to rearrange all the municipal collections of 
coins that – in the meantime – new acquisitions had enlarged; it is probably on this 
occasion that Serafini began to draft a new catalogue of the material. The early stage 
of this work has been recently recognized in some record cards7 preserved in the 

1 Panvini rosati cotellessa 1960, 3-12; molinari 2004, 115-122; d’ottone 2006, 253-268 with 
bibliographic references.

2 molinari 2010, 15.
3 Ibidem.
4 See the transcriptions in Bertoldi 1997, 221-245.
5 molinari 2010, 15-16.
6 Ibidem, 16.
7 The size of the cards is cm 14 x 11. They report a generic record of the name of the emperors or 

of their wives, their position in the exhibition case, their origin and the denomination according to the 
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Coin Cabinet. In such a first inventory Serafini noted down the different origin of the 
material: on one side the Stanzani and Castellani bequests, on the other the pieces 
identified by the letters “CA”, which stood for Commissione Archeologica; this lat-
ter group included both the better preserved coins coming from the excavations and 
the small, mostly local, donations.8 Following the purchase of new pieces – among 
which the specimens of the Sarti collection (1906) stand out as to the imperial age – 
Serafini deemed it appropriate to reorganize the collection’s display by arranging a 
topographic mapping of the items summarily filed until March 2nd, 1907,9 as one can 
infer from the date noted down by Serafini himself on the A3 sheets still preserved 
in the Coin Cabinet. In this stage, new filing cards were also completed for the impe-
rial coins:10 this, nevertheless, was not a full inventory of the specimens, which the 
curator had divided between those on display and the so-called duplicates. The list 
excluded all the pieces which had not been restored yet and that were kept in a chest, 
in a room where the most relevant archaeological finds of the Antiquarium Comu-
nale were also stored.11

However, even the imperial coins that had been quantified were not accurately 
described, nor were they provided with an inventory number.12 If to a certain iden-
tification number given by Cohen, more than one “catalogued” item corresponded, 
Serafini used to add in the filing cards the list of the matching pieces next to the 
provenance record, but he did not provide any useful detail as to recognize the sin-
gle coins. For this reason it is often impossible to pinpoint the origin of some of the 
Capitoline specimens.13 In these cards, the scholar added the placement of the items: 
the pieces on display were labelled as “vetrina” (exhibition-case) and those kept in 
the safe as “duplicati”. Between 1925 and 1940, new excavations were undertaken 
by the Governatorato di Roma in the areas of Largo Argentina, via Alessandrina, 

19th century definition, the number of Cohen (coHen 1880-1892), the metal and sometimes their weight.
8 See appendix III in molinari 2010, 46-51.
9 molinari 2010, 17 note 43.
10 These are new, smaller cards (cm 13 x 9,4) which actually replaced the old ones.
11 This is the material commonly called “Sottosuolo Urbano 2” (SSU2) and that H.-M. von Kaenel 

had found in a chest of the Antiquarium, and at later stage sent to Frankfurt at the end of the 1990s.
12 Unlike what happened to most of the republican coins and some specimens of Augustus struck 

by the tresviri monetales, which had been filed with an official inventory number; molinari 2010, 17.
13 Like, for instance, the coins from no. 13815 to no. 13817 and nos 13821-13822, which are 

visible on the site museicapitolini.net; the indication of provenance of these specimens is even triple as, 
in addition to the information found on the file cards of Serafini (Stanzani Collection for 2 specimens, 
one of which is recognizable and Archaeological Commission for 3 specimens, one of which is recog-
nizable), it was decided to indicate with the term “excavation” those specimens that neither Serafini 
nor Panvini Rosati Cotellessa had catalogued, that came from the urban territory, but that, unlike the 
so-called “third choice”, were in a better state of preservation.
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on the Capitoline hill and other sites. The coins found in such campaigns were well 
documented with labels14 stating their provenance15. But during the Second World 
War the coins were transferred into a bank and only in 1948 Camillo Serafini could 
reorder the material again. Probably, when the coins were moved, the information 
slips of a few pieces went lost. For this reason, the coins of Augustus and Tiberius 
found at the Fori Imperiali are well documented, while information is lacking for 
the other emperors. At the end of the 1950s, Maria Panvini Rosati Cotellessa16, as 
wife of the keeper Museo Nazionale Romano Coin Cabinet, Francesco Panvini Ro-
sati, took care of the rearrangement of the Capitoline Coin Cabinet.17 Her task was 
to catalogue the Roman Imperial coins already on display, to which the pieces that 
Serafini had previously stored in the safe among the duplicates were also added. 
Filing the material on display, Cotellessa deemed as not essential to report in her 
catalogue the origin of the silver and bronze coins in the Coin Cabinet, a datum that – 
incidentally – was available from the cards drafted by Serafini. Moreover, due to her 
temporary appointment, Cotellessa could not complete the catalogue. Actually, when 
her appointment ended, the imperial coins not on display (the so-called duplicates 
or “second choice”) and those in the chest, in poor condition or simply waiting to be 
restored, remained unfiled. Only at the end of the 1980s the duplicates were filed in 
part by two scholarship holders18 (with a contract to be periodically renewed) while 
the so-called “third choice” coins were sent to Frankfurt for cleaning and for a first 
and, in some cases, general inventory.19

14 Sovrintendenza ai Beni Culturali di Roma Capitale-Archivio Storico (SBCAS), Faldone 92, 
doc. 21458: “Attività della Ripartizione X (Antichità, Belle arti e Archivio Capitolino) durante l’ultimo 
quadriennio dell’amministrazione 1952-1956 Medagliere”: “Il medagliere che durante il periodo bel-
lico era stato depositato in un istituto bancario, è stato ritirato e riordinato con l’assistenza del Con-
servatore Onorario Marchese Camillo Serafini. Ad esso è stato unito il prezioso complesso di aurei 
costituendi il cosiddetto tesoro di via Alessandrina”.

15 SBCAS, Faldone 92, doc. 21473a.
16 And not Francesco Panvini Rosati who had never been the “conservatore del Medagliere Capi-

tolino” as il medaGliere caPitolino, 140 sometimes wrongly reports. Panvini Rosati was only in charge 
to publish the coins; see SBCAS, Faldone 92, doc. 21445: “È stato iniziato e si sta conducendo avanti 
rapidamente, l’inventario di tutte le monete esposte nelle vetrine. E’ in avanzato stato di preparazione 
il catalogo scientifico delle monete greche, italiane e romane, a cura del dott. Franco Panvini Rosati”.

17 Perhaps this happened after Serafini’s death in 1952, as Cotellessa’s work seems not to have 
had any continuity with what had been done by Serafini. However, a typed copy of a certificate, not 
signed and not protocolled, dated July 16, 1954 has been found in the Capitoline Museums in which 
the Director of the Town’s Museum, A.M. Colini, states that Dr. Maria Panvini Rosati had collaborated 
since 1951 reorganizing the Capitoline Coin Cabinet. For a bibliography of the latter see: molinari 
2010, 15 note 11. There is no evidence, however, that Secondina Cesano ever worked at the Capitoline 
Coin Cabinet, except for some occasional consulting, as inexplicably suggested by Bertoldi 1997, 15.

18 Maria Cristina Molinari and Emanuela Spagnoli.
19 alföldi – Perrone 1997.
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Currently, a survey of all the material kept in the Coin Cabinet has been car-
ried out, resulting in a catalogue – available on the website www.museicapitolini.
net – where each coin is illustrated with photographs; in the case of the so-called 
“first” and “second” choice pieces, their history and origin is also reconstructed. Fol-
lowing this, for each emperor, all the coins resulting from Rome’s municipal urban 
excavations have been analyzed and subdivided as: a) items of the Commissione 
Archeologica (CA); b) coins with no indication as to their origin and generically 
defined “da scavi” (from excavation); c) the materials sent to Frankfurt (called “Sot-
tosuolo Urbano [urban underground] 2”). In the assessment of the quantitative data, 
only the values of the second and third group were initially considered; however, the 
three groups were later united, in the light of the consideration that, even adding the 
nucleus pertaining to the findings from the Archaeological Commission, the overall 
data did not vary.

2) THE COINS OF ROME ALREADY PUBLISHED IN PRINTED FORM 
AND THOSE OF OSTIA, MINTURNAE, POMPEII AND PAESTUM

In order to test whether the nucleus of the numismatic findings of the Capitoline 
Coin Cabinet coming from Rome’s underground might represent a significant ex-
ample of the coin circulation, materials from other urban excavations, if compatible, 
have also been considered as a benchmark (as in the case of coins of Caligula and 
Claudius coming from the Tiber) and added to the Capitoline specimens. Subse-
quently, items from Ostia, Minturnae, Pompeii and Paestum were examined. As to 
the site of Minturnae, the specimens found in the excavations of the Forum20 have 
been taken into account, as well as those from the Garigliano river; the latter include 
coins considered in the survey carried out by D. Ruegg21 in association with a core 
of 2,665 pieces seized by the Guardia di Finanza, coming from illegal rescues in the 
river.22 All the finds published in the series Monete dal Garigliano (Coins from the 
Garigliano), which constitute a representative sample of selected coins within the 
Liri I, Liri II and Liri III contexts, have instead been omitted. Regarding the Vesuvi-

20 Ben-dor 1935, 91-120.
21 For the complete survey of coins found in underwater excavations, see rueGG 1995, 61-73 and 

128-133; instead, for the catalogue of the coins, see frier-ParKer 1970, 89-109 (Liri I); metcalf 1974, 
42-52 (Liri II); HouGHtalin 1985, 67-81 (Liri III).

22 Giove 1998, 129-286.
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an city, notwithstanding the considerable work carried out in recent years on archival 
sources reporting the various findings,23 only adequately described specimens that 
could be ascribed to a precise type have been considered. Moreover, as to Pompeii, 
the circumstances of the discovery have not always allowed a clear identification of 
the specimens, mainly those in base metal, often generically identified as large or 
medium bronze, while coins in precious metal could be filed more easily.

In the case of Pompeii, it must be stressed again that the specimens of Augustus 
and Tiberius have not been considered in the quantification of the denomination oc-
currences. In fact, in the past centuries the coins with Divus Augustus Pater were 
often attributed to the founder of the Empire and not to his successor, a circumstance 
that undermines a reliable evaluation of circulation data.24 Finally, as regards the 
Thermopolium hoard25, it appeared more appropriate – in some cases – to consider it 
separately from the coins of Pompeii, both for the nature of its discovery and for its 
own specificity; in fact – quite peculiarly – the hoard does not include quadrantes or 
coins of the previous period with the same diameter of the smaller denominations of 
the early Imperial age.26

note: In the analysis of the issues of each emperor, an effort has been made to 
maintain as much uniformity as possible in the presentation of the data. Sometimes 
it was necessary to diversify the description due to the different array of problematic 
implications involved in each emperor’s series.

F. L. – M.C.M

23 taliercio mensitieri 2005; cantilena 2008; Giove 2013.
24 This is very likely to be, for instance, the case with the data gathered by BreGlia 1950.
25 We have preferred to use Castiello and Oliviero’s catalogue for the Thermopolium’s data rather 

than Giove 2013, as it provides a complete descriptions of the coins.
26 According to what recorded by vitale 2008, 39.


