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Abstract: The following text analyses finds of weapons and military equipment in funerary
contexts from the ancient Roman period on the territory of Serbia. This paper aims at de-
termining the period and the sites on the territory of Serbia during the Roman times where
the phenomenon of burying military equipment in funerary contexts has been recorded, and
presenting the data that archaeology comes across by analysing archaeological finds of
this type as well as pointing out the complexity and problems of interpreting “warrior” or
“military” graves. An analysis of the existing material has shown that this funerary custom
was practiced during the entire period of Roman domination. The paper singles out several
interesting grave units that pose several new questions in the field of considering grave finds
of weapons from the ancient Roman period.
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Introduction

The study of grave contexts is a very important topic in archaeology,
given that necropoles are one of the main spheres of life in which a community
defines its identities, those that connect them, but also those that distinguish them
from others (Mattingly 2011, 226). Therefore, graves can be viewed as private
spaces of personal expression, and at the same time, as a social arena of the dead
and the living (Pearson 2003, 28). By analysing grave forms and grave goods,
which are mediators in burial practices, we try to understand their value in social-
ly constructed contexts. The obtained data are used in an attempt to reconstruct
funerary practices, the social structure of the community, social ties, identity,
age, gender, and perception of their influence on the organization of a necropolis
(Cvjeti¢anin 2016, 719, Pearce 2017, 4).

It must be borne in mind that grave goods represent a kind of a rear-
rangement of the entire system, which implies placing everyday objects in a new
context (Cvjetic¢anin 2016, 721). That is why their symbolism is mostly unknown
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today; still, it could have been quite obvious to the participants and organizers of
a funeral (Kora¢ and Golubovi¢ 2009, 527), while the logic of a funeral act that
created archaeological records also remains mostly unclear (Morris 1992, 108).

When it comes to the Roman period, special attention is paid to the finds
of weapons and military equipment in funerary contexts, on the basis of which
“warrior” or “military” graves are defined. It is a complex funerary phenomenon
that is interpreted differently in the professional literature. Historical sources pro-
vide little information about military burials from the Roman period. It is only
known that soldiers who would die honourably on the battlefield were buried
where possible — in mass graves or cremated (funus militare) (Toynbee 1971, 55,
Retief and Cilliers 2010, 136). In his work Epitoma Rei Militaris, Flavius Vege-
tius Renatus states that soldiers had to contribute half of their income “under the
flag”. Part of that money served, among other things, as a mutual fund to cover
the costs of burying deceased soldiers (Vegetius II, XVI). However, these written
sources do not mention placing weapons as grave goods.

The aim of this paper is to determine the period and sites on the territory
of Serbia during the Roman domination where the phenomenon of placing military
equipment in funerary contexts has been recorded and to present the data that ar-
chaeology comes across by analysing mobile finds of this kind and pointing out the
complexity and problems of interpretation. One of the goals is to relativize the con-
cept of “warrior” or “military” graves, which can also be defined in several ways.

The notion of a “warrior” or “military” grave in Roman archaeology

In an attempt to explain the term “warrior” or “soldier” grave as pre-
cisely as possible, it is necessary to analyse these two terms, which we encounter
equally often in the Serbian language, as synonyms'.

! In Serbian, the term soldier (vojnik) means a person who is a member of the armed forces intended for
the defence of a country; a person who serves in the army, a conscript during his military service, as well
as the reserve of the armed forces, in case of war (Byjanuh et al. 2011, 155). He belongs to the military
— a state institution and is obliged to act according to the rules of the military law and ethics (I'po3nmuh,
Ky3manosuh and Hukommh 2011). The term warrior (ratnik) is a term with a narrower sense and means
a person who is a participant in a war (Byjanuh et al. 2011, 1119). In addition to the terms warrior and
soldier, Serbian language has other synonyms: vojnice, vojnicar, borac, bojovnik, borac, borilac, boritelj,
bojdzija, bojac, ustanik, megdandzija, etc. (CreBanosuh et al. 1962, 65). On this occasion, I would like to
thank the director of the National Library from KurSumlija, Nebojsa Gasi¢, who helped me find adequate
dictionaries of terms and synonyms of the Serbian language. In the communities of the past, the term
soldier or warrior could have had different meanings. For the concept of warriors of the Late La Téne
period see: Pernet 2010, for the Ancient Greece: Kagan and Viggiano 2013, Lloyd 2014, the ancient Ro-
man period: Santosuosso 1997, Phang 2008. During the period of the Roman Empire, certain universal
and obligatory frameworks of military life and the army as an institution were undoubtedly created,
which have remained almost unchanged in modern societies; life in the barracks, order of advancement
in the army, military trumpet, order of duty, morning report, right to a pension, and even the battlefield as
a stage on which the conflict between two armies takes place (Kapuje 2006, 119).
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Namely, considering different archaeological material from the ancient
Roman period, a “warrior” or “military” grave can be defined in several ways.
First of all, through epigraphic monuments — grave stelas with inscriptions that
can provide us with personal and professional information about the deceased.
However, locating a “warrior” or “military” grave on the basis of epigraphic
monuments is very difficult and limited, since stelas are rarely found in situ.

On the other hand, graves of this type can be determined on the basis of
the finds of weapons and military equipment, which were put along the deceased
as grave goods. Tempting as it is, it is not always possible to claim with certainty
that it is a grave of a “warrior” or a “soldier” based on these finds for the simple
reason that weapons can be found in graves of women and children too. Such
contexts clearly indicate that it was not always a burial of military personnel, and
one should be especially careful when interpreting such grave units, as suggested
by the authors who process grave finds of weapons of ancient Greek warriors
(Lloyd 2014, 2).

However, grave goods can be interpreted in other ways, i.e., a specific
symbolic value of these objects can be assumed. Although it is challenging to
determine a symbolic value, it is possible to assume that they ended up in graves
as inheritance from a husband, father, or some other family member, and that they
could be an indicator of the social class of a deceased. It should be added that, for
example, one set of spurs in graves (Ercegovi¢ 1961, 125-137) (List 1) of the La
Téne epoch could be interpreted as a possible sign of belonging to the equestrian
class (@umunosuh 2009, 163-188), which was reserved for members of tribal
aristocracy in prehistoric communities.

Finds of military equipment in graves can also be a result of a deliberate
selection by the community conducting a funeral. Thus, Czarnecka assumes that
finds of a scabbard without a sword indicate a deliberate choice of grave goods,
which served as a replacement (pars pro toto) (Czarnecka 2013, 166). We should
not lose sight of graves with weapons, in which no remains of human bones were
found, or anthropological remains in them were very scarce. This is the case of a
tomb, 50 m away from the ramparts of Felix Romuliana, which according to the
author (Biilow von 2013), may represent a cenotaph (List 31).

However, it should be said that finds of weapons in graves do not have
to be exclusively parts of grave goods, but could have entered such a context in
a completely different way. Thus, in some cases, arrows can be found buried in
bones or among the bones of the deceased, indicating the direct cause of death.
For the time being, two such examples from the Roman period have been con-
firmed in the area of today’s Serbia; one is a Late Antique grave 123 at the ne-
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cropolis of Slog, in which an arrow was found buried among the rib bones of the
deceased (Petkovi¢ et al. 2005, 43, PI XI/G. 125) (List 37), while a three-edged
arrow was also found buried deeply in the right femur of the deceased in grave
152 at the Viminacium necropolis Pirivoj (Golubovi¢, Mrdi¢, and Scott Speal
2007, Fig. 15) (List 54). Care should also be taken when interpreting such ex-
amples because the deceased with wounds or those who died a violent death did
not necessarily have to be military personnel, but also any other person who may
have died in combat.?

It should be noted that in the Serbian scientific literature, graves of Ro-
man soldiers or even presumed commanders of the Roman regular army are de-
fined only on the basis of the findings of Late Antique cruciform fibulae and belt
buckles (Petkovi¢ et al. 2005, 328-329, [Terkosuh 2010, 186—187, Fig. 158, 160).

Finds of weapons in graves of the Central Balkan tribes

At this point it is very important to look at prehistoric graves of the
Central Balkan tribes with findings of weapons and military equipment. From
long before the arrival of the Romans, such funerary rites have been recorded
in the area of today’s Serbia and a larger part of the Balkan Peninsula during
the Iron Age. Burial practices of such type have been registered in areas that
were presumably ruled by ancient Celts, i.e., Scordisci, Taurisci, Karni, Autariats,
Dardani, Thracians, and others. With this in mind, the territory of today’s Serbia
is even more interesting, since such funerary rites and ceremonies can be consid-
ered even before the establishment of the Roman domination, within numerous
prehistoric communities.

As interesting grave units from the Iron Age in the Balkans, we should
certainly mention the so-called “Princely Graves” within the Glasinac culture.
Such graves are distinguished by the type and quantity of grave goods, which
largely include finds of weapons of autochthonous and Greek origin. These are
the graves of cremated or inhumed deceased individuals under tumuli, in which
weapons can be found from the phase 1Va (800-750/725 BC) to the phase Va
(500/475-350 BC) (Palavestra 1997, 316-319). So far, numerous interpretations
of these grave units have been offered in professional literature (Benac and Covié
1957, 31, babuh 2004, 102).

Let us also look at the period of the Late Iron Age, which is not only
chronologically before the establishment of the Roman rule, but also because
some funerary practices of the La T¢éne period left traces and have been recorded

2 See the paper: Novak 2013, 347-355 on anthropological analyses of skeletons from the ancient
Roman period, with traces of injuries caused by cold weapons.
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on findings from the Roman Empire period. Numerous autochthonous tribes,
which inhabited parts of today’s Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia (Scordisci, Taurisci,
Karni) are associated with a funerary ritual which meant that swords, spears, and
other parts of military equipment were deformed, bent, and partially destroyed
and then placed in the graves of the deceased (Todorovi¢ 1968). It is assumed
that those were graves in which members of the warrior elite were buried and that
weapons in the form of grave goods could testify to their prominent position in
the community (Dizdar, Sostari¢ and Jelingi¢ 2003, Dizdar and Radman-Livaja
2004, Isteni¢ 2013, Tonc, Radman-Livaja and Dizdar 2013, Dizdar and Potrebica
2014, Dizdar and Radman-Livaja 2015).

Is placing of weapons in graves a funerary custom of the Romans or not?

Grave inventory in the form of weapons is generally accepted in profes-
sional literature as a Germanic custom (Biilow von 2013, 154). The cremation of
a deceased with his weapons by Germanic tribes was also mentioned by Tacitus
(Tacitus I, 27). However, we should not forget the fact that laying weapons in
graves was not typical of all Germanic tribes. For example, the complete absence
of weapons and warrior equipment in the graves of deceased male individuals
stands out as a trait of East Gothic funerary customs (MuinnkoBuh 1998, 55).
Germanic funerary customs of placing weapons may also have influenced a num-
ber of burial contexts of the Roman period, as many members of the Germanic
tribes also served in the Roman army as auxiliaries or federates (foederati).

On the other hand, the appearance of weapons in grave units is usual-
ly considered a funerary practice that is not typical of the Romans. Although it
was not uncommon for a Roman soldier to be buried with weapons and military
equipment, these were sporadic examples. The fact that there are finds of weapons
placed in graves during the Roman period should in itself serve as a reason for a
careful interpretation of the “users” of weapons, i.e., the individuals found with
them (Bishop and Coulston 1993, 33).

The fact that there have been few finds of legionnaire weapons in graves
can be partly explained by numerous laws of the Roman state, which implied se-
vere penalties for losing weapons (Phang 2008, 83). A soldier was personally re-
sponsible even when it came to repairing his equipment (Nicolay 2007, 166—167).
It is known that Roman soldiers, after serving their military service, decommis-
sioned or returned their weapons to the Roman state (MacMullen 1960, 23). Cer-
tain finds of early imperial helmets, on which several different inscriptions have
been noted, which mentioning different names of legionnaires and units, indicate
that the weapons had indeed been inherited and handed over to other recruits. Sev-
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eral different inscriptions were registered on the neck-shield of an early imperial
helmet from the river Sava near the village of Rugvica in Croatia (Radman-Livaja
and Dizdar 2010, 49), and one specimen taken from the river Thames in Great Brit-
ain (Olson 2013, 12, Fig. 2). The inscriptions on these helmets show that the equip-
ment could have been inherited even among soldiers of different units, although a
much more common case was inheritance within the same unit (Vujovic¢ 1998, 11).

However, it would seem that decommissioning weapons and returning
them to the Roman state hadn’t been always respected, although there were finds
of Roman gladius, cingulum, pilum, and pugio in some graves, sometimes outside
the Empire, even in southern Scandinavia, which indicates that their owners may
have belonged to different ethnic groups (Grane 2008, 70, Fig. 4, Jensen 2013,
177—-182). Gladius finds were also discovered in graves of cremated soldiers from
the end of the old era — the beginning of the new era, at the site of Tribanjska
Draga (Radman-Livaja 2010, 257), Sveta Trojica near Starigrad Paklenica (Tonc,
Radman-Livaja and Dizdar 2013, Fig. 2, 4), Ilok in Croatia (Dizdar and Radman-
Livaja 2012, 219, Fig. 9), as well as at the sites of Idrija near Baca, Bobovk near
Kranj, Smolenja Vas in Slovenia (Isteni¢ 2013, 23-35, Fig. 4, 5, 7, 8, 9)°. Parts of
the legionary body armour — laminated armour (lorica segmentata) were record-
ed in a grave of a cremated individual from the 15— beginning of the 2" century
at the necropolis of Mala Gorica — 2 near Lederata (Llymak and Joanosuh 2014,
41, 48) (List 5). The top of a pilum was found in grave 11 at the site of Reka near
Cerkno in Slovenia (Isteni¢ 2013, 25, Fig. 3/1), and one specimen comes from
the site of Pozarevac — Bolnica (Pileti¢ 1971, 26, T. IV/17, Vujovi¢ 1998, 58, T
XVII/1) (List 57).

Having completed his military service and after returning to the civilian
life, a veteran was still able to keep certain parts of his weapons. Such objects
would lose their previous war-related and gain a certain “social” role — as sym-
bols of wealth, status, veteran identity, the Roman way of life, but also a kind of
personal memorabilia that could evoke various memories from the war days, etc.
(Nicolay 2007, 173—-174, 177—-189, Aarts and Heeren 2017, 144—-146). A soldier
could also keep a military belt, a symbol of military service that represented his
personal property and remained in his possession (Vujovi¢ 1998, 162). A sol-
dier’s personal property could also contain weapons that he obtained by looting
and which he could consider his war trophies*. One could only guess what the

3 It is assumed that these graves belong to warriors from Celtic tribes (Taurisci, Carni — territory of
Slovenia) who served in the Roman army, retaining their indigenous funerary customs, such as bending
swords, but now those of Roman origin — gladius (Dizdar and Radman-Livaja 2012, 210, Isteni¢ 2013).

* See papers: Rost and Wilbers-Rost 2013, Rost and Wilbers-Rost 2017 about the importance of
archaeological research in locating battlefield locations and on what happened to the dead Roman
soldiers after the Battle of the Teutoburg Forest in the year 9 AD.
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further fate of the retained parts of weapons was. A soldier could sell them (Per-
net 2010, 34), bequeath them to his descendants, preserve them as souvenirs, give
them as a ritual gift to deities in numerous sanctuaries (Nicolay 2007, 180, 182,
Fig. 5.9, 5.10, Aarts and Heeren 2017, 144), and the possibility that he could have
been buried with such objects upon his own request should not be ruled out. Even
if the placing of weapons in graves is accepted as a funerary custom that was not
typical of the Romans, the fact that there are such graves on the territory of the
Roman Empire cannot be denied.

Finds of weapons in funerary contexts on the
territory of Serbia during the Roman period

Previous research on Roman necropoles in the area of today’s Serbia
has brought to light a number of examples of grave weapons. They have been
registered in the province of Lower Pannonia, Dalmatia, and Upper Moesia,
whose areas were a part of today’s territory of Serbia (Map 1). These are graves
dating from the period from the 1 up to the middle of the 5" century, so we can
say that the placement of weapons in graves of the deceased in this territory
was practiced during the entire period of Roman domination. Out of a total of
94 processed grave units, 37 belong to graves of cremated individuals, 31 were
inhumed, while, unfortunately, for 26 grave units, there are no more precise data
(Graph 1).

Grave weapons were found in various grave forms, so there were burials
in ceramic urns (Gardo$, Vranj near Hrtkovci, Cagak), graves in the shape of a
well (Sirmium, Singidunum, Viminacium), high-rise graves (Guberevac-Gomi-
lice, Viminacium (Vise Grobalja, Pecine), Ljubavica, kod Bresta), tumuli (Magu-
ra, Sarkamen), brick or stone grave structures (Viminacium — Pecine, Timacum
Minu — Ravna, Mediana — Railway Station Cele Kula, Horreum Margi, Pirivoj),
tombs (Felix Romuliana, Gomolava, Erdevik “Banja Kulina”), stone sarcophagi
(Niska Banja), presumed wooden coffins (Beska, Singidunum), while a number
of the deceased was freely buried in a grave (Viminacium — Pe¢ine, Gomolava,
Beska, Svilos, Jagodin Mala, Pontes — Trajan’s Bridge, Timacum Minus — Ravna,
Vranj near Hrtkovci, Singidunum) (Map 1).

The analysis of grave weapons, which was conducted in this paper, clear-
ly shows that there is a significantly higher prevalence of offensive weapons (100)

5 1t is difficult to say anything about the tombstones of these graves. Namely, for now, we do not
know whether the graves in which the finds of weapons and military equipment were found, have
been separated in any way from other graves at the necropoles, from which they do not differ in any
significant way. For example, the high-rise graves of Mala Kopasnica-Sase, in which weapons were
found, do not differ in quantity and type of grave inventory from other graves of this type.
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Map 1. Findings of weapons and military equipment in funeral con-
texts in Roman provinces on the territory of Serbia from the 1% up
to the middle of the 5" century: 1. Erdevik; 2. Svilo§; 3. Sirmium;
4. Beska; 5. Vranj; 6. Zemun (Gardos); 7. The Republic Square
(graves in the shape of a well); 8. Majke Jevrosime Street; 9. West
suburbia of the Belgrade fortress; 10. Guberevac—Gomilice; 11. Vise
Grobalja; 12. Peéine; 13. Kod Koraba; 14. Kod Bresta; 15. Pirivoj;
16. Pozarevac—Bolnica; 17. Kamenovo; 18. Pontes—Trajan’s Bridge;
19. Sarkamen; 20. Adrovac; 21. Horreum Margi; 22. Felix Romuli-
ana; 23. Magura; 24. Citluk; 25. Timacum Minus: 26. Jagodin-Ma-
la; 27. Vinik; 28. Mediana — Railway Station Cele Kula; 29. Niska
Banja; 30. Glama; 31. Ljubavica; 32. Gramada; 33. Zaskok near
Urosevac; 34. Radoinja; 35. Prilipac; 36. Cacak; 37. Mala Gorica 2
(Lederata); 38. Kuva near Begec; 39. Kuzmin; 40. Sakule, village of
Dec—Pecinci; 41. Monastery (Iron Gates / Perdap Gorge)

Kapra 1. Hanasu opysxja 1 BojHE OmpeMe y OrpeOHUM KOHTEKCTHMA
Y PUMCKHM ITPOBHHIIMjaMa Ha TepuTopuju Cpouje ox 1. 1o momoBuHe
5.Beka: 1. Epnesux; 2. Caunomr; 3. Cupmujym; 4. berika; 5. Bpam; 6.
3emyH (I'apgom); 7. Tpr Peny6nuke (rpo6oBu y obnuky OyHapa); 8.
V. Majke JeBpocume 36; 9. 3anagno noarpahe beorpascke TBpha-
Be; 10. I'yoepeBau—Tomumnuie; 11. Bume rpodassa; 12. [Tehune; 13.
Kox Kopa6a; 14. Kox bpecra; 15. [Tupusoj; 16. Iloxxapesai—bonxu-
na; 17. Kamenoso; 18. [Tontec —Tpajanos mocT; 19. Illapkamen; 20.
Anpogarr; 21. Xopeym Mapru: 22. @ennke Pomynujana; 23. Marypa;
24. Yurnyk; 25. Tumakym Munyc; 26. Jarogun-Mana; 27. Bunuk;
28. Menujana — cranuna hene-kymna, 29. Humika bama; 30. [mama;
31. Jby6asuma; 32. I'pamalja; 33. 3ackok kox Yporuesia; 34. Pagou-
wa; 35. [pumunan; 36. Yavak; 37. Mana Iopuma 2 (Jlenepara); 38.
,,KyBa” xon bereua; 39. Ky3mun; 40. Caxye, ceno [deu — [1ehnnim;
41. Manactup (‘bepaaricka ximcypa)
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Graph 1. The ratio of the number of burned and skeletally buried individuals in
whose graves findings of weapons and military equipment, from the 1% up to
the middle of the 5% century in Roman provinces on the territory of Serbia

I'paguxon 1. OgHoc Opoja criaJbeHUX M CKEJIETHO CaxparmbeHUX MOKOJHUKA Y
4YijuM rpoOoBUMa Cy rpoHaljeHH Halla3u HaopyKama U BOjHE orpeme, of 1. 10
MTOJIOBHHE 5. BeKa y pUMCKUAM IPOBHHIIMjamMa Ha Teputopuju Cpouje

compared to defensive weapons (16) (Graph 2)°. Of the offensive weapons, the
following finds have been found in grave units so far: spears, arrows, knives, and
daggers (they do not always have to be identified as finds of weapons), swords,
axes, one ceramic slingshot projectile, as well as two reflex bow bone sheaths.
The finds of defensive weapons include shield parts, armour, and helmets. Spears
and arrows are the most common weapons in graves (Graph 3). In terms of grave
goods in the form of a quiver, a ceramic slingshot projectile, and a pilum, only
one example of each has been found (Graph 3).

When it comes to the finds of spears and arrows, it should be born in
mind that they were often used by hunters. Thus, grave finds of spears and ar-
rows may represent potential hunting equipment, as indicated by some foreign
researchers (Marton 2002, 134). However, as it is difficult to establish the differ-
ence between hunting and military spears and arrows, it is almost impossible to

¢ It should be noted that the given ratios in Graphs 2 and 3 are made on the basis of the current state
of research and available literature. Given that we still do not have the final number of such grave
units, it is logical to expect that, during future archaeological research, there will certainly be more
of them and that the stated ratio of offensive and defensive weapons will change accordingly.
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Graph 2. The ratio of offensive and defensive weapons found in grave contexts
from the 1% up to the middle of the 5" century, in the area of Roman provinces
on the territory of Serbia

I'paduxon 2. OgHOC 0aH3uBHOT U Je(aH3uBHOT HAOpYKamba MpoHal)eHux y
rpoOHMM KOHTEKCTHMA O]l 1. 710 TIOJIOBUHE 5. BeKa, Ha MOAPYY]y PUMCKUX
MpoBHUHIM]ja Ha Teputopuju Cpouje

determine the graves on this basis. The problem of “warrior” or “military” graves
is complicated by the graves of women and children, in which there were also
finds of weapons and military equipment. One such example comes from the ter-
ritory of Serbia. It is an accidental find of a stone sarcophagus in Niska Banja in
1936, in which a gold earring, a grey-baked jug, and a spear were stored next to a
child’s skeleton. The grave is dated into the first half of the 4™ century (JoBanoBuh
1994, 123) (List 71). Children’s graves with weapons have been registered in
areas of other provinces, but also in the area of Germania Magna, which did not
belong to the territory of the Roman Empire. Children’s graves from the early
imperial period were found in this area with weapons of small dimensions, which
indicates that they were made with a special purpose (Martin-Kilcher 2000, 74)’.

Graves that are being considered in this paper can be divided into several
chronological frameworks, although their frequency is not the same in the period
from the 1% up to the middle of the 5™ century. They were most likely the result of

7 Finds of weapons in the graves of children are also known from later periods. A leaf-shaped arrow
with a barrel was found in the children’s grave no. 4 at the Slav necropolis at the site of No. 99 Duga
Ulica in Vinkovci (Sekelj Ivancan and Tkalcec 2006, 162, P1. 8/2).
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Graph 3. The ratio of the number of weapons found in grave contexts from the 1*
up to the middle of the 5™ century in Roman provinces on the territory of Serbia

I'padmxon 3. Onnoc Opoja npoHaleHor HaOpyKama y rpOOHUM KOHTEKCTUMA Of 1.
10 TIOJIOBUHE 5. BeKa y PUMCKUM MPOBHHIM]jaMa Ha Teputopuju Cpouje

several cultural, social, and ethnic influences under which they came into being.
The lowest number of graves belongs to the 1% century (List 1-4). They can be
seen as a trace of indigenous populations®, most likely members of Celtic tribes
who retained their old burial customs — bending grave weapons. Among those
were graves in the shape of a well (Sirmium, Singidunum, Viminacium) (List 2,
4, 24-26), which were also defined as Celtic. In this regard, we should not forget
that the province of Upper Moesia, covering most of today’s Serbia, is especially
important, given that the active participation of the indigenous population was
confirmed during the beginning of the 1* century. Research in the field of epig-
raphy and onomastics shows that the main source of recruitment of the Upper
Moesian legions IV Flavia and VII Claudia, during the 2" century however, were
the members of native tribes of the province of Upper Moesia, as much as 72%
(Depjanuuh 2008, 80). The question remains, however, did the autochthonous
population, and to what extent, retain their traditional funerary customs, during
Roman domination, including the placing of weapons as grave goods.

8 Some foreign researchers see a number of grave finds from other provinces as a potential trace of
the indigenous population in the service of the regular Roman army, i.e., auxiliary soldiers (Mrav
2013, Marton 2002, Bishop and Coulston 1993, 33).
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The next group includes high-rise graves (Mala Kopasnica-Sase) of cre-
mated individuals (List 5-23), dated into the period between the 2™ and the 3
century. They are often characterized by the presence of only one piece of weapon,
most often a spear or an arrow, with several weapons registered in a small number
of cases (List 10, 16, 17). Due to the fragmentation or poor preservation of anthro-
pological remains in graves of this type, it is often impossible to determine the sex
of the buried individual. Therefore, for a large number of high-rise graves in which
weapons were found, it is only assumed that they belonged to male individuals.
Also, the origin of this grave type has been the subject of scientific debate for a
long time in archaeology, but still without a final solution (Cvjeti¢anin 2016).

The largest group of graves processed in this paper are those from the
period of the 3 — 4™ century, with the provision that some grave units can be
dated into the middle of the 5" century (List 30-50, 53-56, 60, 62-67, 71, 76).
Unfortunately, for a large number of graves of this group, even basic data are
unavailable because they were found by chance, so it is very difficult to provide
more detailed analyses. However, some basic characteristics can be seen. Those
were inhumed deceased individuals, with various forms of weapons and military
equipment placed: swords, spears, arrows, parts of belts, shields, reflex bows, etc.
For a certain number of deceased people in this group, it is possible to assume
Germanic origin, which has been suggested in earlier literature.

At the site of Vranj near Hrtkovac, a grave of an inhumed man with traces
of deformation on the skull was discovered, placed with parts of a sheath of a
reflex bow and one biconical vessel (Dautova-Rusevljan 1998, 97) (List 34). Ac-
cording to the author V. Dautova-Rusevljan, this grave belonged to a warrior of
Germanic origin from the end of the 4™ and the beginning of the 5% century. This
assumption is confirmed by the biconical vessel found in this tomb, decorated
with geometric motifs, in polishing technique, which has its analogies in ceramic
vessels found in the Czech Republic and Germany determined as a Germanic
product (Dautova-Rusevljan 1998, 97).

Graves 27, 97, 123 at the necropolis Slog (Timacum Minus) near Ravna
(List 35-37), from the end of the 4" and the beginning of 5" century, are pre-
sumed to belong to soldiers who served in auxiliary units of the Roman army, bet-
ter known as Timacenses auxiliarii, recruited among the Eastern Goths or Alans
(Petkovi¢ and Miladinovi¢-Radmilovi¢ 2014, 111-112). An inhumed individual
in grave no. 7, not far from the ramparts of Pontes and Trajan’s Bridge (List 49),
may also have belonged to Germanic soldiers, since belt buckles of the Aquileian
type were found near him, which were often used by Germanic soldiers or mer-
cenaries in the service of federates (foederati) (Vujovi¢ 1998, 175).
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Graves 2/2006 and 3/2005 on the IV necropolis in Singidunum, from the
end of the 4" up to the middle of the 5" century (List 55, 56), undoubtedly belong
to the group of Germanic warriors from the time of the Migration Period, formed
within the Hun domination. They are characterized by weapons of oriental origin,
such as swords of the “Asian” type with an iron protector, “nomadic” arrows. The
Germanic origin of the warriors is also indicated by the deliberate breaking of
weapons in that case, sword, spear, reflex bow sheath, while the fibula found in
this grave is typical for Germanic populations in the Danube region (IvaniSevi¢
and Kazanski 2007).

Grave no. 50 of a cremated soldier from the end of the 3™ — the beginning
of the 4™ century found in Cagak seems to be interesting (List 30). A. Jovanovié
considered that the funerary feature of this grave, namely cremation and the pres-
ence of the recipient and weapons, resembled Germanic or Burgundian graves
with similar characteristics (JoBanoBuh 1994, 121).

Further in the paper, unique examples of grave weapons from the ter-
ritory of Serbia will be listed, which provide new perspectives on the issue of
interpretation of this funerary custom. Namely, in the Late Antique grave of an
inhumed individual from the end of the 3" — the beginning of the 4" century, not
far from the ramparts of Felix Romuliana, among numerous finds of weapons, a
bent spata was discovered (Zivi¢ 2007, 1Ib/5a) (List 51). As mentioned earlier,
deliberate destruction and bending of weapons was typical of Celtic and German-
ic funerary rites. It is difficult to say whether the influence of the Germanic funer-
ary practice should be sought in the case of the bent spata from the Late Antique
grave on Felix Romuliana, although such an assumption should not be rejected.

As a special grave unit from the territory of Serbia, a consecrated monu-
ment 2 stands out — a tumulus 2 from Magura, not far from Felix Romuliana,
the place where emperor Galerius and his mother Romula ascended to godhood
(Cpejoruh and Bacuh 1994, 15). Research has confirmed the remains of a monu-
mental royal pyre (rogus) where the body was cremated, or more likely a wax
figure (efigie) of Emperor Galerius, whose remains were placed in the nearby
mausoleum 2 (Vujovi¢ 2017, 242). Among the numerous luxury items in Galerius
tumulus, weapons were also found, which gives this imperial funerary context
exceptional significance’.

The group of found weapons consists of: a spear, parts of a chainmail
(lorica hamata), belt buckles and one fragment of a helmet paragnatide of the
Intercisa or Berkasovo type (Vujovi¢ 2017, 244, Fig. 10-16) (List 32). Bearing
in mind the significance of these finds, the question arises if the found military

° See papers: Srejovié 1993, 47-48; Kupuh 2003, 72, cat. 262, 263, Vujovié 2017.
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equipment perhaps belonged to emperor Galerius himself. No matter how tempt-
ing and logical it may seem, this question, unfortunately, still remains without
a final answer. It must be borne in mind that tumulus 2 on Magura was looted
and devastated during the Late Antique period. The chainmail armour found in
Galerius’ tumulus is one of the most reliable forms of this type of weapon, and
was shown on coins from the period of the tetrarchy (Galerius, Constantine I and
Licinius), which indicate that it could have been used for imperial public appear-
ances (Vujovi¢ 2017, 247)1°,

The problem of interpretation of this imperial funerary context is compli-
cated by the fact that the exact place of Galerius’ death in 311 has not been defini-
tively determined. If the terrible death of that emperor really happened in Serdica
(today’s Sofia), then it is difficult to assume that the remains could have been quickly
transported to Felix Romuliana, about 240 km away. It is more logical to assume
that the emperor’s wax figure was burned on tumulus 2 on Magura in a grandiose
apotheosis, the last of its kind in Roman history. The wax figure which was publicly
mourned and declared dead in Roman funerary customs (Cass. Dio, Hist. LXXYV, 4;
Herodian, 4.2.6-11) could have been dressed in Roman military equipment in that
case, symbolizing Galerius as an emperor — warrior, who rose from his humble pas-
toral origin (Armentarius) to the imperial throne and became one of the most famous
emperors of the Roman world (Vujovi¢ 2017, 248). The appearance of weapons in
Galerius’ imperial tumulus opens new questions in the field of considering grave
finds of weapons, as a funerary practice that was not typical of the Romans.

The find of a shield that covered the body of the deceased over the head,
torso and down to the knees, found in grave 2427 at the Viminacium necropolis
Pecine is also worth mentioning. Only the metal parts of the band fittings of the
shield which was the only object placed in that grave have survived. The grave is not
chronologically determined, and the funerary custom itself, i.e., the way in which the
deceased was buried, currently has no known analogy on the territory of the Roman
Empire and is a unique example. It is interesting to mention that no shield umbo was
found in the grave (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 118, 121, Fig. 3) (List 51).

Conclusion

The analysis of previous finds of grave weapons on the territory of Serbia
shows that this burial phenomenon has been recorded on numerous sites in Lower
Pannonia, Dalmatia, and Upper Moesia. They appear almost equally in the graves

19 In the area of Upper Moesia, a part of a chainmail (lorica hamata) was also found in grave 240
at the necropolis of Guberevac-Gomilice, on Kosmaj. It is a grave of a cremated individual, dated
into the period of emperor Hadrian (I'mymar 2014, 92, Fig. 147) (List 6).
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of cremated as well as inhumed deceased individuals. The analysed material in
this paper shows that the presence of offensive weapons was significantly higher
than that of defensive weapons.

The placement of weapons in graves of the deceased was practiced dur-
ing the entire period of Roman domination in this area, from the 1* up to the
middle of the 5™ century. Their frequency was different over the centuries, and
therefore, the grave units that are treated in this paper can be divided into several
chronological frameworks. In the first place are the oldest chronologically deter-
mined graves from the 1* century, which could be defined as a potential trace of
autochthonous populations, which kept their old burial customs during the Ro-
man period. In this respect, it should not be forgotten that the indigenous popula-
tions of the Upper Moesia were the main source of recruitment for the legions /7
Flavia and VII Claudia (as many as 72%), which were permanently stationed in
that province. However, it should be noted that such a relatively high percentage
of recruitment refers to the 2™ century, i.e., one century after the Roman conquest
of the territory of the province of Upper Moesia.

A special group consists of high-rise graves (Mala Kopasnica-Sase) of
cremated individuals from the period of the 2" — 3 century. However, for now,
it is not possible to decide on their ethnic origin with certainty.

Several grave units from the area of today’s Serbia stand out for their
unusualness and pose new questions about the funerary customs during the Ro-
man period. First, these are the finds of weapons in a Late Antique grave, from
the end of the 3™ century — beginning of the 4" century, found not far from the
ramparts of Felix Romuliana, among which a deliberately bent spata stands out.
This is especially important, since deliberate destruction and bending of weapons
was practiced by Celts and Germans. Tumulus 2 on Magura, not far from Felix
Romuliana, where the apotheosis of emperor Galerius took place, stands out as a
separate unit. The finds of weapons discovered in this imperial funerary context
pose new questions in the field of considering grave finds of weapons as a funer-
ary practice that was not typical of the Romans. The wax figure of emperor Gale-
rius, which was burned at the imperial stake in a grandiose apotheosis on Magura,
the last of its kind in Roman history, may have been dressed in Roman military
equipment. The tumuli on Magura and Sarkamen erected near the birthplace of
emperors Galerius and Maximinus Daia should be viewed in the context of the
imperial funerary practice (JoBanosuh 2006, 147, 203).

Several of the deceased from the graves analysed in this paper most like-
ly belong to warriors of Germanic descent. Among them are graves in Vranj near
Hrtkovci, Caak, Pontes near Trajan’s Bridge, at the necropolis Slog near Tima-
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cum Minus, as well as graves 3/2005 and 2/2006 at necropolis IV from the time
of the Migration Period in Singidunum.

Numerous questions posed in this paper require obligatory linking be-
tween the research of prehistoric and Roman archaeology, joint treatment of
many problems related to the period of the establishment of Roman rule — transi-
tional period, but also analyses of grave units in territories inhabited by Germanic
populations. We hope that future archaeological research will bring to light a
significantly larger number of grave weapons from the Roman period, which will
significantly complement our knowledge of this funerary phenomenon.

List of grave units with findings of weapons and military equipment
from the 1% up to the middle of the 5 century in Roman provinces
on the territory of Serbia

1. Zemun, Gardos. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 1* century. Finds of
weapons and military equipment: shield boss, shield grip, sword, knife, razor, spur, horse
bit, spear (Hoffiller 1912, 6768, sl. 27; Ercegovi¢ 1961, 125-137; Cpejouh 1965, 58;
Vujovic¢ 1998, 46, T XII/1, T XIV/6).

2. Sirmium (eastern necropolis) — 12 graves in the shape of wells. Manner of burial /
dating: ? / 1* century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: 6 spears, 3 swords, 5
arrows, 1 ax (bpykuep, [layroBa-Pymessban and MuomreBuh 1987, 13—24; Munomesuh
2001, 159-163).

3. Sirmium (north-eastern necropolis). Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 1*
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear (bpyknep, [layroBa-PymieBpan
and Munomresuh 1987, 18, xar. 6p. 28, T. 111/10).

4. Singidunum (The Republic Square) — grave in the shape of a well. Manner of burial /
dating: ? / 1* century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a scale armour
(lorica squamata)? (Bantposuh 1885, 73; Vujovic¢ 2013, 32-34).

5. Mala Gorica 2 near Lederata. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / end of
the 1 century — beginning of the 2™ century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
part of a laminated armour (lorica segmentata) (Llymak and JoBanosuh 2014, 41, 48).

6. Guberevac — Gomilice. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / first half of 2™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a chain armour (lorica hamata)
(I'mymart 2014, 92, cn. 147).

7. Viminacium G1-1697. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: spear (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 120, fig. 14).

8. Viminacium G1-161. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 2™ century. Finds
of weapons and military equipment: spear (Mrdi¢ and Raic¢kovi¢ 2013, 120, fig. 10).

9. Viminacium G1-222. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 2™ — first half of
the 3™ century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow (3otoBuh and Jopmosuh
1990. 102-103, T. CLXXIV/1-3; Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 120, fig. 11).
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10. Viminacium G1-579. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / ? Finds of weapons
and military equipment: arrow, fragmented knife (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 8).
11. Viminacium G1-20. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: spear (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 5).

12. Viminacium G1-461. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 2™ century. Finds
of weapons and military equipment: spear (Mrdi¢ and Raic¢kovi¢ 2013, 120, fig. 12).

13. Viminacium G1-531. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: arrow (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 120, fig. 13).

14. Viminacium G1-91. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / end of the 2™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow (Golubovié¢ 2004, 71, 203, T.
LXIII; Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 6).

15. Viminacium G1-329. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: arrow (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 7).

16. Viminacium G1-58. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / 2™ century. Finds of
weapons and military equipment: part of a scabbard, part of a sword, dagger, part of a belt
(3otoruh and Jopmosuh 1990, 84, T. LXXXVI/ 1-7; Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 9).
17. Ljubavica — grave no. 12. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / first half
of the 3" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow, knife (ITejuh 1993,
25-26, T. 5).

18. Viminacium G1-32. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / middle of the 22
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Golubovi¢ 2004, 71,
159-160, T. XXX, XXXI).

19. Viminacium G1-99. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / middle of the 2™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Golubovi¢ 2004, 70,
210-211, T. LXXI, LXXII).

20. Viminacium G1-41. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / end of the 2™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Golubovi¢ 2004, 70,
167-168, T. XXXVIII, T XXXIX, T. XL).

21. Viminacium G1-74. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / end of the 2™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Golubovi¢ 2004, 70,
191, T. CLII).

22. Viminacium G1-66. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / middle of the 22
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Golubovi¢ 2004, 70,
183-184, T. LV).

23. Viminacium G1-1570, G1-1622, G1-291, G1-716, G1-695, G1-622, G1-64, G1-490
(8 graves). Manner of burial / dating: cremated individuals / middle of the 2™ — middle
of the 3% century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: finds of military belt sets
VTERE FELIX (Redzi¢ 2008, 155-162).

24. Viminacium G1-70 — grave in the shape of a well. Manner of burial / dating: cremated
individual / middle of the 2" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear
(Golubovi¢ 2008, 20-21, 156, T.2).

115



T'CAJI/ISAS 36 (2020) Pacripase

25. Viminacium G1-263 — grave in the shape of a well. Manner of burial / dating: cremated
individual / first decade of the 2" century — middle of the 3™ century. Finds of weapons
and military equipment: 2 trilobate arrows (Golubovi¢ 2008, 24-28, 159-160, T. 5, 6).
26. Viminacium G1-295 grave in the shape of a well. Manner of burial / dating: cremated
individual / beginning of the 2™ century — last decade of the 3™ century. Finds of weapons
and military equipment: arrow nock (Golubovi¢ 2008, 32-34, 165-166, T. 11, 12;
Byjoeuh 2019-2020, 233-242).

27. Viminacium G 18 (pit 3) — part of a sacrificial surface. Manner of burial / dating: ? /
from the beginning up to the end of 2™ century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
part of a belt and horse harness (Golubovi¢ 2008, 60-65, 190, 192, T. 36, 38).

28. Viminacium pit 3, part of sacrificial surface 3. Manner of burial / dating: cremated
individual / beginning of the 2™ — beginning of the 3" century. Finds of weapons and
military equipment: spear, shield boss, ceramic slingshot projectile (Golubovi¢ 2008,
71-77, T. 49/26, 54/25, 57/35).

29. Vranj near Hrtkovci. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individuals / middle or
second half of the 2™ century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: shield boss
(Dautova-Rusevljan 1986—-1987, 103, T I, IV; Dautova-Rusevljan 1991, 43; Vujovié
1998, 46, T XI11/2).

30. Cagak, gate of the Church of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin — grave no. 50.
Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual / second half of the 37— second half of the
4™ century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear, knife, ax (JImurposuh and
Pamuueruh 2009, 14, kart. 6p. 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87).

31. Felix Romuliana. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual (very few remains)
/ end of the 3" — beginning of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
bent sword (spatha), dagger, spear, shield boss, horse bit, ring for hanging a sword on
a belt (Zivié 2007, 277-307; Petkovi¢ 2007, 251-257; Dimitrijevié¢ and Medovié 2007,
315-323; Mon-Jla3uh 2013, 70, ci. 21).

32. Magura — consecrative monument 2. Manner of burial / dating: cremated individual
/ beginning of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a chain
armour (lorica hamata), dagger, spear, part of a helmet, parts of a belt (CpejoBuh and
Bacuh 1994; Vasi¢ 1997; XKusuh 2003, 262-265; [Tomosuh 2010, 141-158; Vujovi¢
2017, 239-250).

33. Sarkamen — (burial mound) — grave no. 6. Manner of burial / dating: cremated
individual / beginning of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: knife,
spear (Tomovi¢ et al. 2005, 36—49, cat. no. 86-92).

34. Vranj near Hrtkovci. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / end of
the 4" — beginning of the 5" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: bone parts
of a reflex bow (Dautova-Rusevljan 1998, 97-101).

35. Timacum Minus — grave no. 27. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual /
end of the 4" —beginning of 5* century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow, parts
of a belt (Petkovic et al. 2005, 29, 100, PL. IV/G. 27; Petkovi¢ and Miladinovi¢-Radmilovié
2014, 87-130; Munaaunosuh-Pagmunosuh, Bykuh and Bymosuh 2016, 53—-67).
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36. Timacum Minus — grave no. 97. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual
/ end of the 4 — beginning of 5" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear,
arrow (Petkovi¢ et al. 2005, 41, 100, P1. X/G. 97; Petkovi¢ and Miladinovi¢-Radmilovic¢
2014, 87—-130; Munanunosuh-Pagmunosuh, HBykuh and Bynosuh 2016, 53—67).

37. Timacum Minus — grave no. 123. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual
/ end of the 4" — beginning of the 5% century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
arrow (Petkovi¢ et al. 2005, 43, 100, P1. X/G. 123; Petkovi¢ and Miladinovi¢-Radmilovié¢
2014, 87-130; Munanunosuh-Pagvmunosuh, Bykuh and Bynosuh 2016, 53—67).

38. Horreum Margi. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: 2 spears (Pileti¢ 1969, 20, 22, sl. 28; ITexosuh 2007, 83,
ci. 61; JoBanosuh 1994, 123).

39. Gomolava — grave no. 4. Manner of burial / dating: Skeletally buried individual / 37—
4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Dautova-Rusevljan
and Brukner 1992, 168, T. 2).

40. Gomolava — grave no. 14. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual /
314t century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow (Dautova-RuSevljan and
Brukner 1992, 169, T. 5).

41. Gomolava — grave no. 33. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual /
3144t century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear (Dautova-Rusevljan and
Brukner 1992, 171, T. 10).

42. Svilo§ — grave no. 41. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual/ middle
of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt, knife (Dautova-
Rusevljan 2003, 20, 117, T XVIII).

43. Beska — grave no. 5. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / 4"
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Manojlovi¢-Marijanski
1987, 37, T. 10).

44. Beska — grave no. 15. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / 4®
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Manojlovi¢-Marijanski
1987, 41, T. 16).

45. Beska — grave no. 19. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / 4"
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Manojlovi¢-Marijanski
1987, 43, T. 18).

46. Beska — grave no. 47. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / 4™
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt (Manojlovi¢-Marijanski
1987, 51, T. 31).

47. Citluk — grave no. 126. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / 4®
century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: knife, part of a belt (Pamxosuh 2014,
208-209, T 5/1,2; IlInexap 2007, 282).

48. Zaskok near UroSevac. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / end
of the 3"— beginning of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of
a belt (ITomoruh 1994, 53, kat. 6p. 247-249).
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49. Pontes — Trajan’s Bridge — grave no. 7. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried
individual / end of the 4™ — beginning of the 5* century. Finds of weapons and military
equipment: part of a belt set (Ueprau-ParkoBuh 1994, 159-163; Vujovi¢ 1998, 174-175,
T LII/4; [on-JIasuh 2013, 70, ci. 22).

50. Jagodin mala — grave no. 19. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual/
second half of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: parts of a belt set
(Hpua et al. 2014, 23-25, cn. 13, xar. 6p. 74, 148, 186).

51. Viminacium G-2427. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: shield fittings (Mrdi¢ and Raickovi¢ 2013, 118, fig. 3).
52. Viminacium G-443. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / ? Finds
of weapons and military equipment: spear (Kora¢ and Golubovi¢ 2009, 365; Mrdi¢ and
Raickovi¢ 2013, 119, fig. 8).

53. Viminacium G-291. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / middle
of the 3" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: knife (Golubovi¢ 2004, 71,
264, T. CXX).

54. Viminacium G-152. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / middle of
the 4 century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: arrow (Golubovi¢, Mrdi¢ and
Scott Speal 2007, 55-63).

55. Singidunum — grave no. 3/2005. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual
/ end of the 4" — beginning of the 5" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
shield boss (Ivanisevi¢ and Kazanski 2007, 115, fig. 3).

56. Singidunum — grave no. 2/2006. Manner of burial / dating: Skeletally buried individual
/ 430s-440s (5™ century). Finds of weapons and military equipment: Part of a belt set,
knife, fragmented sword, shield boss, shield grip, fragmented spear, fragmented bone parts
of a reflex bow, part of a quiver, 10 arrows (IvaniSevi¢ and Kazanski 2007, 116, fig. 4-10).
57. Pozarevac — Bolnica. Manner of burial / dating: ? / 2™ — 3" century. Finds of weapons
and military equipment: sword, 2 spears, pilum, bent knife (Pileti¢ 1971, 8—10. prex Op.
14-20, 24; Vujovi¢ 1998, 58, T XVIII/ 1).

58. Kamenovo — Mede gave no. 1. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of weapons and
military equipment: bent arrow (Pileti¢ 1971, 9—10, iprex op. 21-30).

59. Kamenovo — Mede grave no. 2. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of weapons and
military equipment: 2 spears, 3 knifes (Pileti¢ 1971, 9-10, mptex 6p. 21-30).

60. Vinik near Ni§. Manner of burial / dating: ? / 31-4% century ? Finds of weapons and
military equipment: helmet (Nenadovi¢ 1961, 167-168; Vujovi¢ 1998, 18, T 11/4).

61. Singidunum (No. 36 of Majke Jevrosime Street). Manner of burial / dating: Skeletally
buried individual / ? Finds of weapons and military equipment: part of a belt, horse bit
(Pop-Lazi¢ 2000, T. XXX; Pop-Lazi¢ 2002, 28, sl. 22/10, 13, 23/13, 18).

62. Sirmium — grave no. 36. Manner of burial / dating: ? / first half of the 4® century. Finds
of weapons and military equipment: spear, part of a belt (Joanosuh 1994, 123).

63. Sirmium — grave no. 38. Manner of burial / dating: ? / first half of the 4™ century. Finds
of weapons and military equipment: spear, part of a belt (JoBarnosuh 1994, 123).
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64. Prilipac. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual/ second half of the 4%
century ? Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear (Joarosuh 1994, 122).

65. Mediana, Railway Station Cele Kula. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried
individual / first half of the 4" centuy. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear
(Jacanovi¢ 1981, 97-98; Joanosuh 1994, 122).

66. Ruma “Borkovac”. Manner of burial / dating: ? / 374" century. Finds of weapons
and military equipment: “findings of weapons” only mentioned in the literature, without
precise data (JosanoBuh 1994, 123).

67. Radoinja “Bjelin” — grave 3/54. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual
/ end of the 3-beginning of the 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment:
arrow (JoBanosuh 1994, 122).

68. Adrovac near Rac¢a. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of weapons and military
equipment: arrow (JoBanoBuh 1994, 122).

69. Erdevik. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of weapons and military equipment:
spear (JoBanosuh 1994, 123).

70. Gramada. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / ? Finds of weapons
and military equipment: spear (JoBanosuh 1994, 122).

71. Niska Banja. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / first half of the
4% century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: spear (JoBanosuh 1994, 123).

72. Glama near Bela Palanka (Remesiana). Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of
weapons and military equipment: spear (JoBanosuh 1994, 123).

73. “Kuva” near Bege¢. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds of weapons and military
equipment: sword, shield boss (Dautova-Rusevljan 1972—-1973, 144, T IV/1).

74. Kuzmin. Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried individual / ? Finds of weapons
and military equipment: “findings of weapons™ only mentioned in the literature, without
precise data (CrnaBauh 1952, 60).

75. Sakule, village of De¢, Municipality of Pecinci. Manner of burial / dating: ? / ? Finds
of weapons and military equipment: parts of an armour (without precise data) (Popovic¢
1967, 174).

76. Monastery (Perdap Gorge / Iron Gates). Manner of burial / dating: skeletally buried
individual / 4" century. Finds of weapons and military equipment: helmet application with
a Chi-Ro motive (Vujovi¢ 2012, 29-43, fig. 1/1, P1. I/13).
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Mmuaan Cauh
Kypuryminuja

IPUJIOT TIPOYYABABY 'POBHUX HAJIA3BA HAOPYKABA 1
BOJHE OITPEME PUMCKOI TIEPUOJA HA TEPUTOPUJU CPBUJE

Kibyune peum: epobru nanasu naopyscarea, 2pooHu KOHmMexkcmu,
PUMCKU Nepuoo, no2peb U pumyai, pamHuK, 60jHUK

VY npunokeHoOM TEKCTy Cy aHAJM3UpaHW Hala3W Haopykama M BOjHE
oTpeMe y MOTrpeOHUM KOHTEKCTHMa PUMCKOT Tieproaa Ha Teputopuju Cpowuje.
Husb oBor paga je na yTBpAM y KOM BPEMEHCKOM MHTEpBay M Ha KOjUM HaJa-
3umTAMa ce Ha Teputopuju CpOuje TOKOM pUMCKOT Tieproza Oenexu GpeHoMeH
npujarama BOjHE OpeMe y TOrpeOHUM KOHTEKCTUMA; JIa TIOKaXKe JI0 KaKBUX TI0-
JaTaka apXeoJIoruja J01a3y Ha OCHOBY aHAJIM3€ apXEoJIOIIKUX Hala3a OBE BPCTE
U yKake Ha KOMIUIEKCHOCT M MPOOJIEMaTHKy TyMadyema ,,paTHUYKUX’ WJIH ,,BOj-
HAYKHX TpoOoOBa.

[lojaBa Haopy:kama y rpoOHUM LeTUHaMa OOMYHO Ce cMaTpa OrpedHOM
MPaKCcoOM Koja HHje KapakTepucTHuHa 3a Pumibane. Mako Huje OMO uecT cityuaj
Jla C€ PUMCKH BOJHHUK CaXpaHHU ca OPY’KjeM W BOJHUIKOM OIPEMOM, ITOCTOj€ CII0-
panuuHu npumepH. UnmeHnLa Aa Cy Hala3|u HaopyKama MpHiaraiu y rpooose
TOKOM PHMCKOT TIepro/ia caMa 1o ceOu Tpedasio OM J1a MOCIyX K Kao pasior 3a
OTIPE3HO TyMadewme ,,KOPUCHIUKA OpyKja, OMHOCHO WHIMWBHIYya KOje Cy ca lhHMa
caxparmeHe.

Ha ocHoBy ananu3e nocajaiise rpale yrepheHo je 1a ce oaj norpeOHu
00MJaj MPaKTUKOBAO TOKOM YHTABOT TIEPHOa PUMCKE JOMHUHAINH]je of 1. 1o 1mo-
JIOBHHE 5. BeKa, Ha ipoctopy nposuHMja Jome [Tanonuje, Janmaruje u [opme
Meswje, anu He YBEK ca HICTUM MHTEH3UTETOM. hiuxoBa ydecTanoct Kpo3 BEKOBe
j€ pa3nuuuTa, Te cTora rpodHe 1emHe oOpal)eHe y 0BOM pay MOXKEMO MOICTUTH
y HEKOJIMKO XpOHOJIOMIKKX OKBUpa. Ha mpBoM MecTy cy HajcTapuje XpOHOIOLIKI
ornpeie/beHU TPo0OBY U3 1. BeKa U OHU OU Ce MOTJIM ONPEACTUTHA Ka0 MOTEHIIH-
JaTHU Tpar ayTOXTOHHUX IOIMYyJIallHja, Koje Cy 3aaprkajie CBOje cTape MmorpedHe
o0Huaje ¥ TOKOM PUMCKOT Ieproza. Y TOM Iorieqy He Tpeba 3abopaBUTH Ja
cy noMopojauke nomnyiamnuje [opme Mesuje Ouiie TIIaBHU U3BOP PErpyTOBamba
neruje [V Flavia n VII Claudia (vax 72%), koje cy Omiie CTaHO CTallMOHUpaHe
y 0BOj poBHHIMjH. Mnak, Tpeba HAMOMEHYTH /1a Ce 0Baj PEIATUBHO BUCOK MPO-
LIEHAT perpyTaluje OHOCH Ha 2. BEeK, JaKJIe jeJaH BEeK HAKOH PUMCKOT OCBajama
TepuTopHje npoBuHIKje [opme Mesuje.
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IToceOny rpymy unHe eTakau rpooosu (Masa Konmamawmma — Cace) cma-
JbEHUX MOKOjHUKA U3 niepuoa 2—3. Beka. Melytum, 3a cana Huje moryhe ca cu-
rypHouhy NOHYIUTH BUXOBO €THUYKO TTOPEKJIO.

Hexonnko rpobHEX TieimHa ca mpocTopa maHamme CpOuje m3aBaja ce
10 CBOjOj HECBAKHJIAIIFKLOCTH M OTBapa HOBA MMHUTamka O MOTPeOHUM OOMYajuMa
pumMckor nepuoa. To cy Hajiipe Hala3u HA0pYKamba y KACHOAHTHYKO] TPOOHUIIH,
¢ Kpaja 3. Beka — mouyeTKa 4. Beka, Hal)eHoj Hemaneko o oenema dennke Pomymu-
jaHe, Mehy kojuma ce noceOHO U3Baja HAaMEpHO caBUjeHa crata. OHa je HoceOHO
Ba)kHa, C 003UpoM Ha To 1ia cy Kentu u ['epmanyu npakTHKOBaaIl HAMEPHO YHU-
TaBamke M CaBHjamke Haopykama. Kao 3aceOHa 1enmHa u3aBaja ce TyMmyln 2 Ha
Marypu, Henanexo ox Penukc Pomynujane, MecTo re je cCupoBeeHa anoTeo3a
napa ['anepuja. Hanasu Haopyxama npoHaljenn y oBoM napckom (yHepapHOM
KOHTEKCTY OTBapajy HOBa MUTama Ha MOJbY Pa3sMUILbAKA O IPOOHUM Hala3uMa
Haopy’Kama, Kao morpeOHe Mmpakce Koja Huje KapakTepucTHyHa 3a Pumibane.

Hexkonnko NokojHUKa W3 TPOOHMX LIENMHA aHAIM3UPAHUX Yy OBOM pay
HajBepOBaTHH]E TIPHITaIa PAaTHUIIMMA TEPMAHCKOT TIopekiaa. Mehy muma cy rpo-
0oBu y Bpamwy xox XprroBua, Hauky, [lonTecy xon TpajaHnoBor MmocTa, Ha HEKpO-
nonu ,,Cior” xon Tumakym Munyca, kao u rpo6osu 3/2005 u 2/2006 Ha HEKpo-
oy 1V u3 Bpemena Ceobe Hapona y CHHTHIYHYMY.

Bpojna nurama nocraBjbeHa y OBOM pajy Tpaxke 00aBe3HO OBE3UBALE
y HCTpa)XMBambHMa PANCTOPHjCKE U PUMCKE apXeoiIorTuje, 3ajeAHNYKO TPETUpa-
€ MHOTHX NPo0JIeMa BE3aHUX 3a IEPUOJ YCIIOCTaBIbakha PUMCKE BIACTH — IIpe-
Ja3HU TEPHOJ, ajli U aHAIM3UpPamke rPOOHUX LIEIMHA HA TEPUTOpHjaMa Koje cy
HaceJbaBaJie TepMaHCKe MoIyanyje.
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