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ROMAN MILITARY SENTRY POSTS IN CRIMEA. NEW DISCOVERIES?
(PL. 124-129)

Since 1997 the researchers from the Institute of
Archacology, Warsaw University, together with the Archae-
ological Expedition of the Tauric Chersonesos National
Preserve in Sevastopol have been finding traces of Roman
military presence in Crimea. Numerous archaeological sites
have been excavated so far and surface survey has also been
carried out, using various techniques, such as geophysical
prospecting or aerial photography.

The excavations have helped to discover several
structures connected with the presence of Roman troops
on the outskirts of the rural area (chora) of Tauric Cherso-
nesos (Fig. 3). The temple to Jupiter Dolichenus has been
explored (SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA 2000). The remains
of two watchtowers have been unearthed on Sapun-gora
(Fig. S, 6). These two archaeological sites are referred to
as Kazackaja Hill (SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA, KARA-
SIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2002) and Kavkaz Bair
(SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA, KARASIEWICZ-SZCZY-
PIORSKI 2007).

Karagac¢ - a search for another
watchtower

With contribution of 1. Sarnowski (Institute of
Archaeology, Warsaw University) and O. Ja. Savelja
(National Preserve of Tauric Chersonesos, Sevastopol)

Sapun-gora is a distinct natural border. This moun-
tain range separates the Heraklean Peninsula inhabited
by the Greeks from Chersonesos from the local valleys
(Balaclava Valley and Inkerman Valley) In ancient times
the Sapun-gora range was not brought under cultivation.
As the place dominated the area, it enabled the observation
of the whole border zone between the Greeks and the bar-
barians. The location of several watchtowers along the
mountain range did not ensure effective defence but it did
ensure advance warning about an approaching enemy. It
was vital that the eye contact could be preserved between
the neighbouring installations. The discovery of two al-
most identical sentry posts with watchtowers helped to
establish the following:

e They were not parts of linear defence fortifications
(limes) but isolated fortifications adapted for circular
defence.

e They were set up according to the same plan. The
dimensions of the whole post, as well as the centrally
located tower, are the same in both cases and the dry
moats surrounding both posts have a V-shaped section.
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e The distance between these two known posts is two
Roman miles.

From the above-mentioned data it could be infer-
red that the sentry posts on Kazackaja Hill and Kavkaz Bair
were the neighbouring parts of the same “early warning sys-
tem” established by the Romans in the Chersonesos bord-
erland (Fig. 3).

The question was who was the alarm signal meant
for? It seems obvious that it served the people who lived
near Chersonesos, as well as the civilian inhabitants and the
garrison in town. However, sending a warning to the near-
est fort located on the outskirts of the present day Balaklava
could have been equally important. The existence of a fort
in Balaklava-Kadykovka requires further confirmation but
the following discoveries which have been made so far
weigh in favour of this location:

e The foundation of a temple to Jupiter Dolichenus in
this place by the soldiers (confirmed by the discovered
inscriptions).

o A soldier’s gravestone found nearby. Most probably
the soldier was buried close to his place of stationing
(SAVELJA, SARNOWSKI 2000: 191-196).

o The results of the excavations at the market in
Balaklava-Kadykovka, where archaeological relics inter-
preted to be part of a barrack-block were unearthed.
The identified building phase is dated by a dinar treas-
ure (FILIPPENKO, ALEKSEENKO 2000: 167-176).

Had there been a fort in Kadykovka, the place was
petfectly chosen to block access to Balaklava and its har-
bour. However, a fortification located there would have
given restricted possibility to watch the approaches. Due
to the lie of the land in the Balaklava Valley only the high-
est hills in the neighbouring border zone of the rural
Chersonesos can be seen from Kadykovka. Therefore,
a warning about an approaching enemy could have been
sent to the fort from two places only: the southern end of
Sapun-gora, called Karaga¢, or located even further south
solitary Gornaja Hill. It must be stressed that because of the
landform features neither the post on Kazackaja Hill nor
the one on Kavkaz Bair may have sent an alarm signal to the
fort in Balaklava.

Karaga¢ was chosen as a possible location of the
third watchtower. The distance between Karaga¢ and
Kavkaz Bair, the previous post of the “early warning system”,
is also two Roman miles! According to Francois Dubois
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de Montpéreux, a Swiss who travelled round Crimea in the
19th century, there were tower ruins surrounded by a wall
in this area (DUBOIS DE MONTPEREUX 1843: 189-
190; Fig. 7). In order to make sending an alarm signal to
Balaklava possible practically only one more watchtower
should have been built, and it should have been located on
Karaga¢. A post there would have provided the necessary
eye contact with Balaklava. Nevertheless, we measured also
the distance between Karaga¢ and Gornaja, which again
appeared to be... two Roman miles!

All data considered, a decision was made to start
excavations on Karagad. The choice of Karaga¢ also result-
ed from the fact that Gornaja had been heavily destroyed
during World War II and the clearing work after the war.
At present the excavations cannot be conducted as there is
a monument surrounded by trees on top of the hill.

A surface survey and a contour map of the hill
helped to choose the most probable location of the third
watchtower. The area was afforested after the war but, like
on Kavkaz Bair, the small elevation remained treeless, with
large limestone blocks scattered on the surface.

As the area of the archacological survey coincided
with the line of fortifications defended twice during World
War II it was impossible to search for architectonic relics
with non-invasive methods. The abundance of metal frag-
ments in the soil and numerous modern holes including
war trenches and shell craters made geophysical survey im-
possible.

Owing to the dimensions of the tower (6 x 6 m.)
the researchers decided to penetrate the site with a series of
test pits which were one metre wide and dugina 5 x5 m.
grid. The survey was carried out in 2008. It resulted in un-
covering a poorly preserved stone structure made of irreg-
ular limestone blocks (Fig. 8). A few ceramics fragments
found on the spot date the discovery back to the 8th - 9th
cent. AD. Neither the building material nor the movable
artefacts link the find to the Roman period. Apart from the
shovel test pit, no other exploration techniques could be
used on the site. The place is covered with pine forest and
there are modern buildings in the vicinity. It is impossible
to establish how far the structure mentioned by the Swiss
traveller could be from the explored place. As the attempt
to find the watchtower was unsuccessful, Francois Dubois
de Montpéreux’s account remains the most important ar-
gument in support of the above-mentioned theory.

Catyrdag - an unknown Roman
sentry post on the southern
Crimean coast?

With contribution of V. Myc and A. Lysenko
(Institute of Archaceology, National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine )

The ruins of a fort on the Ay-Todor cape (ancient
Charax) was the first Roman military installation in Crimea
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(Fig. 1, 2) to be discovered and excavated (ROSTOVCEV
1900; ROSTOWZEW 1902). A double enclosure wall
made of irregular and mostly huge stone blocks was un-
covered on the site. It was built on an irregular plan and
the stones were laid without mortar (NOVICENKOYV,
NOVICENKOVA 2002). The stone blocks on the face
were hewn in order to obtain more or less even surface.
Near the fort, just outside the walls, a barbarian burial
ground was found which revealed burying tradition un-
typical of Crimea: common cremation, depositing ashes in
amphorae and equipping graves with iron tools and pieces
of weapon (BLAVATSKIJ 1951; ORLOV 1987). Similar
burial sites are unique in Crimea. The most similar typol-
ogically, excavated and described in print is Catyrdag bur-
ial ground (MYC et al. 2006).

It seems vital to establish whether the proximity
of the burial site to the fort on the Ay-Todor cape is purely
coincidental. According to some publications, people of
the barbarian garrison which was brought in the 34 cent.
AD after the Roman troops had been evacuated were
buried there (ZUBAR’ 1998: 148-150). If this was the case,
then the presence of a necropolis similar to the one on the
Ay-Todor cape in a place where no traces of 2 Roman mil-
itary fort are known, should encourage a search for such
fortifications. Therefore, a research was initiated near the
only burial ground whose resemblance to the necropolis on
the Ay-Todor cape is unquestionable. The initial survey on
Catyrdag site took place in March and at the end of August
and the beginning of September 2008. No extensive exca-
vation work was done. The research comprised surface
survey, laser tachometer measurements, aerial photography
from a paraplane and a kite (spring 2008) and clearing
the discovered relics of grass and leaves and photographing
them (summer 2008).

The research helped to find several sections of
stone embankments near the burial ground. These struc-
tures do not form a self-contained whole. They differ in
height and width, as well as in the size of stone blocks vis-
ible on their surface. These differences led to distinguish-
ing three types of stone embankments:

Type 1. The most massive stone embankments made of
huge stone blocks, some of which bear the signs of hewing.
They are characterised by huge stone blocks on the face
and angular gravel in the core.

Type 2. Less visible embankments made almost entirely
of medium sized blocks. They required much less building
material than the embankments of the first type.

Type 3. Clearly visible embankments, yet less massive than
those of the first type. They are built of big stone blocks,
fine crushed stone and soil. The embankments of this kind
run along the local asphalt road.

The described diversity of embankments is inter-
preted in the following way: type 3 embankments came
into existence in the second half of the 20t century,
when the ground was being levelled for the asphalt road,
while type 2 embankments are probably present-day field
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boundaries. Both their size and the used material indicate
that it did not cost much effort to build them, which is not
at all true of type 1 embankments. Regardless of their time
of origin it must have taken a tremendous amount of effort
to build them, including perfect work organisation and
coordination of people.

The extraordinary distribution of the building
material in the embankment, i.e. the facing of huge stone
blocks and the core of rock aggregate, may suggest that this
stone structure got destroyed. A total destruction of a stone
embankment laid without mortar could have been due to
a large earthquake force. Big earthquakes occur in this part
of Crimea. During one of them a village was completely
destroyed as the local DemerdZi mountain fell apart leaving
a vast rock debris field on its slope. Assuming a similar sit-
uation on Catyrdag, the wall was built of huge stone blocks
for the face and angular gravel mixed with soil for the core.
Due to a large seismic shock the wall faces could have fall-
en outwards and inwards, the core of the wall got loose and
marked the original alignment of the wall.

So far three stretches of the embankments have
been classified as belonging to type 1 (Fig. 10). Because of
their location they may have been fragments of the original
enclosure wall. In all three cases they were found in places
easy to defend, as the potential enemy would have to attack
up the slope (Fig. 4). Most of the embankments of types 2
and 3 lack this important feature.

One difficulty in the study of the supposed defen-
sive wall is the predominance of stones with no traces of
processing. Only some of the blocks have one or two faces
dressed. Probably the stones were hewn only when it was
necessary to make the face of the wall even. However, sin-
gle well dressed stones scattered round the preserved struc-
ture support the idea that the embankments are the re-
mains of a defensive wall (Fig. 9, 12). These blocks are big
and one of them was even prepared to be part of an obtuse
angle construction (Fig. 9).

In the course of a new fieldwork season in summer
2008, the best preserved part of the defensive wall was dis-
tinguished (Fig. 4, 11). Turf, weed, and accumulated leaves
from nearby trees were removed in the designated area.
After the clearing the straight line of the wall face could be
noticed (Fig. 11). In some places only one row of massive
stones remained. However, in one stretch of the structure
the second and third layer of stones was preserved. The
embankment is very massive there. A more detailed analy-
sis helped to determine a probable line of the other face of
the wall and to estimate the original width of the curtain
wall to be 3,5 m.

The dating of type 1 embankments is problematic.
Since no excavations of these relics have been undertaken,
it impossible to solve this problem. So far it has been estab-
lished that:

o The building material and its use in places where the
wall face is preserved resemble the building technique
of the walls on the Ay-Todor cape.
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o The presumed highest point of the fortification is lo-
cated on Catyrdag burial site of the Ay-Todor type
(Fig. 4).

The stratigraphic relation considered, the unpre-
served or unbuilt section of the wall must have been anterior
to the burial ground which was in use in 31 - 4%h cent. AD.
If this was the case then the wall may have been contempo-
rary to defences on the Ay-Todor cape.

Neither the movable relics collected during the
surface survey and the embankment clearing nor the re-
ports on chance findings from the local people helped to
establish the dating. An antoninianus of Philip the Arab
(information after A. Lysenko) and fragments of Bosporan
amphorae dating from the 2nd - 31 cent. AD (Zeest 76
type, identified by V. Nessel) may come from the last phase
of Roman military presence on the southern Crimean coast.
This dating corresponds to the presumed time of the evac-
uation of Roman troops from Charax. However, the same
artefacts could have been part of the equipment of early
graves similar to those on the Ay-Todor cape and connected
with the alleged presence of a barbarian garrison. One has
to mention also a few pieces of hand mould ceramics dis-
covered during the clearing of the conjectural wall. The
fragments are small and untypical. They were described as
“not from the Middle Ages” (V. MYC) or “late ancient”
(O.JA. SAVELJA). However, one has to bear in mind that
they were found on the ground surface near a stone rumble
which may indicate that they had moved down the slope
from some high-elevation part of the site.

The research done so far leads to the following conclusions:

e Type 1 embankments seem to be the remains of a de-
fensive wall.

o The fortifications most probably were not completed.

The fact that only stretches of the presumed enclo-
sure wall were found as well as the presence of scattered
dressed stones at a certain distance from the preserved
embankments argue for the second conclusion. The mate-
rial may have been abandoned on its way to the building
site. The hypothesis of an unfinished investment would
account for the small number of movable artefacts accom-
panying the alleged fortifications. The fort, which had not
been inhabited or had been used for only a short period of
time, did not comprise any buildings or accumulated rub-
bish (e.g. ceramics).

The Roman sentry post on Kavkaz Bair could also
have been left unfinished. During the fieldwork very little
stone material from the enclosure wall was found. There
were also no Roman roof tiles which should have remained
after the tower roof had collapsed (unpublished informa-
tion yet). The remains of a tiled roof were discovered on
Kazackaja Hill (SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA, KARASIE-
WICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2002; 2007). Obviously, the
material could have been used at some later time in other
buildings. Nevertheless, some traces of the individual
materials, such as tile pieces, should have been found on the
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spot. Their complete lack may indicate that cither the post
was not completed or it was built in haste of the materials
available at that time, such as clay and timber. A parallel
situation may concern Catyrdag site, as the enclosure wall
there was either left unfinished or the gaps in the fortifica-
tion were filled with impermanent materials. Further con-
struction of the walls without the use of stones may have
been the work of the barbarians whose crematory burial
site was found nearby.
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PaaroCAAB KAPACEBUY-IIIUITEPCKH

PUMCKUE BOEHHBIE HABAIOAATEABHBIE ITOCTBHI B KprbiMy. HOBBIE OTKPBITHUA?
(PE3IOME)

H aunHasi ¢ 1997 ropa coBMeCTHOM 3KCIIEAULIUEH
Wucrutyra Apxeosornu Bapimasckoro yausepcurera u Ha-
LIMOHAABHOTO 3anoBeAHHKa «Xepconec TaBpuyeckuii» mpo-
BOAATCSL paGoTEL, B pe3yAbTaTe KOTOPBIX 6b1A0 OOHapyxe-
HO HECKOABKO NaMATHUKOB APXEOAOTHH, CBS3aHHbIX C IIPH-
cyrcrBreM puMckux Boiick B Kpeimy. Bsiao nccaesoBano
cearuaunie FOmurepa Aoanxena B Baaakaase-Kappikosxe.
BoisiBACHDBI OCTaTKM ABYX HabAIOAATEABHBIX OallleH, pacro-
AOXCHHBIX BAOAB XpeOTa CarlyH-rophl, KOTOpbIE BOLIAY B Ha-
YUHYI0 AUTEpaTypy oA HasBanusimu: Kasanxas u Kaskas.

Kaparau - mouck caepyromeii
HabAIOAATEABHOH OalIHHU
Cyvacmuen T. Caproscxozo u O.A. Casern

OTKpBITHE ABYX IOYTH HACHTHYHBIX ITOCTOB,
CHa(>KEHHBIX HAGAIOAATEABHOM GamIHel O3BOAMAO omIpe-
ACAHTb, 4TO:

o Ownu He ObIAK 2A€MEHTAMH OOOPOHUTEABHON CHCTEMBI
(limes), a ABAAAMCH HSOAMPOBAHHBIMH BOCHHDBIMH
[yHKTaMH, IIPUCTIOCOOACHHBIMU K KPYToBoii o6opoHe.

o OHu coopysxeHb! O 0OAHOMY 00Opasiy. Pasmepsr Beeit
MOCTPOWKM U PACIHOAOXKECHHOH B €€ ILIEHTpE GamrHu
B 00OMX CAY4asIX T€ K€ CAMbIE, 4 CyXOH POB, OKPY>KAIOL[HIT
KKABI U3 TIOCTOB, B paspeae uMeeT ¢popmy 6yksbi V.

o PaccrosiHMe MeXAY M3BECTHBIMU HaM ITOCTAMM PaBHO
2 pUMCKMM MHASIM.

Ecau mpunsite, 9T0 caMbiii 6Auskuii GopT Haxo-
auacst B KappikoBke, To MecTo 6B1AO BBIOPaHO HACAABHO
AAsL 6A0Kapbl pocTyma B BaaaxaaBy u Haxoasmmiics Tam
nopr. B To ke BpeMs, pacroAoxeHHOE TakUM 06pasoM
YKPEIIACHHE, HMEAO OYCHb OrPAHHUYEHHBIH 0030p pHrpa-
Hu4HO¥ 30HbL Peared MectHOCTH B BasakaaBckoit Aoosune
mo3BoAsieT u3 KaAbIKOBKM BHAETh TOABKO CAMbI€ BHICOKHE
BO3BBIICHHOCTH, HAXOASINMeCs BOAM3H TIPaHMIIBI CEAb-
ckoit Teppuropun Xepconeca. C 3T0i NEPCIIEKTHBEL CHUI-
HaA O IPUOAMDKEHHY Bpara Mor ObITb 3aMeYeHHBIM B YopTe
TOABKO C ABYX BEpILHH: C I0)KHOro Kpasi CamyH-roper, Ha-
apiBacmoro Kaparay, Au ¢ pacIioAoXXeHHOM AaAsee Ha 0T
OAMHOKOJ1 BbIcOTHI ['OpHas.

Tperuit HabAIOAATEABHDII ITOCT MOT ObITH pacro-
aoxeH Ha BepmuHe Kaparau. B Takom cayuae «B cucreme
PAHHETO MPEAOCTEPEXKCHUS» PACCTOSHHE MEXAY AAHHBIM
IYHKTOM H IIPEABIAYLIHM, PACIIOAOXKECHHBIM B YPOUHIIE
Kaskas, cocrasaster taioke 2 pumckue muau! O cymecrso-
BAaHMHU Ha AQHHOM y4aCTKE PyHH GalllHM C OKpy>XXaroLei eé
cTeHOM coobmaer mBerinapeny Opancya Awbya aoe Mon-
nepe, nyremecrsyomuii B XIX Beke mo Kpsimy.

C 11eABIO IPOBEPKH HAIIETO IPEATIOAOXKEHHS B aB-
rycte 2008 ropa Ha Beicore Kaparau 65144 ocymecTBAcHb
IpeABapUTEABHbIE PACKONIKH. B pesyabrare oGHapyskeHBI
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TOABKO ITAOXO COXPaHHBIIMECS CAEABI KAMEHHOM 3aCTPOH-
KU U3 HEPETYASPHBIX rAbi6 usBectHska. HemHorouncaen-
Hble pParMEHTHI KEPAMUKH AATHPYIOT BBLABACHHbIE OCTAT-
ku VIII-IX 8B. K coxaAeH¥I0, HE IPEACTABASIETCS BO3MOXK-
HBIM YCTAHOBUTH KAK AAAEKO OT MECTA HAIIUX MCCAEAOBA-
HUH BO3BBIIIAAACh TOCTPOMKA, YIIOMAHYTas IMBEHIIAPCKUM
HyTEIIECTBEHHUKOM. B cBsA3H ¢ Heyaadeil apxeoAormdec-
KHX U3bICKaHHI poHeceHune Ppancya Arobya ae Monmepe
OCTa€TCs CAMbIM BOXKHBIM aPTYMEHTOM B TIOAB3Y IIPEACTaB-
A€HHO¥ BBIIIIE TEOPUH.

Yareip-Aar — HEH3BECTHBIH PUMCKHIT pOpT
Ha FOxHOM Gepery Kprpima
C ynacmuem B.A. Mowya u A. Avicenxo

[TepBBbIM OTKPBITHIM PHMCKHM YKPEIACHHEM
B Kprimy, Ha KOTOPOM IPOBOAMAMCH PACKOIIKH, SABASETCA
¢opt Ha Mbice Aii-TOAOp, KOTOPBIH OTOXAECTBASIIOT C aH-
THYHBIM NYHKTOM N0A HasBanueM Charax. Ilo coceactBy
¢ $OpTOM, CpPeAH BCETO MPOYEro, OOHAPYIKEH BapBAPCKHUI
MOTHUABHUK, PACIIOAOXKEHHBIH cpasy 3a creHamu. Cpeau
XapaKTEPHBIX YEPT MOTHABHUKA CACAYET YHOMSHYTb: BCE-
00LyI0 KpeMal¥Io, TOMELIEHYE ITPpaxa B aMpOPhI, a TAKKE
HAAMYHE JKEAC3HBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB, SACMEHTOB BOOPYXKe-
Husi u cHapsbkeHus. [ToaoGHbie MoruabHuku B Kpbimy
ABASIOTCA a6COAIOTHO UcKAOUUTEAbHBIMU. CaMbiM 6AU3-
KM IO THITy, ICCACAOBAHHBIM U AOCTYIHBIM B IybAuKa-
LIMSIX, ABASETCS MOTHABHUK Yarbip-Aar.

Kaxercs cymecTBeHHBIM B AAHHOM CAyYae BOIIPOC
— COCEACTBO MOTHMAbHMKA M ¢opra Ha Meice Aii-Topop
SIBASIETCSI CAYJakHBIM? B AHTepaType mOABAIOTCS MHEHNUA,
YTO OKOAO YKPEIIACHUH XOPOHHMAM OCOOBI, IIPUHAAACKA-
I}ie BapBapCKOMY rapHH30HY, pasMeménnomy B III Bexe
IOCA€E 3BAKyallUH pUMCKHX OTpsiA0B. Ecan aTo Tak, To cy-
IIECTBOBAHME MOTHAbHHKA Tuna «Ai-Tosop» B Mecre,
TA€ OTCYTCTBYIOT CACABI PHMCKOTO OpPTa, AOAKHO CKAO-
HHTb K [IOMCKaM TaKOTo yKpenAeHus1. FIMeHHo AAs aToro B
2007 roay 6blAa HpOSIBACHA WHULIMATHBA IPOBEACHMUS
HCCACAOBAHHIH B OKPECTHOCTSX OAHOIO U3 MOTMABHHKOB,
CXOXECTh KOTOPOTO C HEKpomoAeM Ha Mbice Aii-Topop He
BBI3BIBAET COMHEHHH.

Tpu ydacTka KaMEHHBIX BAAOB, 3HAYUTEABHO GoAce
MAaCCHBHBIX II0 CPaBHEHHIO C OCTAABHBIMU TaKOrO THIIA
KOHCTPYKIIUSAMH, KOTOPBIE BCTPEYAIOTCS B OKPECTHOCTSIX,
PACIIOAOXKEHBI TAKUM ODPasoM, 9TO MOIYT IIPCACTABASITH
c060M PparMeHTBI OAHOTO yKpenAcHHs. B aro6oM cayuae,
OHM IPOXOAST Ha TEPPUTOPUH, IOAXOASIIEH AAsL 060pO-
Hbl. Peup ua€T, mpexae Bcero, 0 MPHHYKACHHH MOTEHIIH-
4ABHOTO NIPOTHUBHHKA K aTaKe MOA ropy. Takoi BaxHOM
9epTON He 06AAAAIOT APYTHE KAMEHHBIE HACBIIU Ha HCCAE-
AYEMO¥ TEPPUTOPHH.
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BasxHBIM apryMeHTOM B ITOAB3Y TE3HCA, YTO UMEEM
ACAO C OCTATKAMH CTEH, SBASIFOTCSI HAXOAKHU OTACABHBIX, XO-
pomo 06paboTaHHbIX 6A0KOB, pasépOCaHHBIX ITOGAN3OCTH
OT COXPAaHHUBUINXCS BAaAOB. DTO OTPOMHbIE GAOKH, OAMH M3
KOTOPBIX AXKE OBIA TOATOTOBACH KaK dAEMEHT KOHCTPYK-
1Y, 06AAAQIOLIEH TYIIBIM YTAOM.

Aerom 2008 roaa Hamu GBIAK IPOAOAKEHBI HCCAC-
AoBanusl. B Havaae GbiA BbIsIBACH HanGOACE XOPOILO COXPa-
HUBIIHHACS yYaCTOK IIPEANIOAOKHTECABHOH CTECHHL B BBI-
6paHHOM MeCTe CHST ACPHOBBIH CAOH, COpHas TpaBa
U AUCTbSI, OTaBIIKE C OAMKAMINNX ACPEBbEB M CACKABIIHE-
Cs1 CO BpeMEHeM. B pesyabraTe pacdmCTKH IOBEPXHOCTH
YAAAOCh OOHAPYXUTH AMIIO CTCHBI, HPOXOASILEE IO Mpsi-
Mo¥ AMHMH. MecTaMu 3TO GbIA TOABKO OAUH PsIA MACCHB-
HBIX KaMeHHBIX TAbI6. O AHAKO, Ha HEKOTOPBIX y4aCTKAX HC-
CAEAYEMOIT CTPYKTYPBI COXPAHMAHCh KAMHH APYTOTO AMIIA
U TPETHETO PAAA KAAAKH, CIUTAS OT IIOBEPXHOCTH TPYHTA.

Hpc,Al'IOAO)KHTCAI:HbIﬁ, CaMbIM BBICOKMH ITYHKT
AUHUH YKPEIIACHHH IIPOXOAHUT IIO TCPPUTOPHH, 3aHSTOH
MoruAbHUKOM JaThip-Aar, KOTOPBIH MPUHAAACKHUT THITY
Ait-Topop. CoraacHO ¢ cuTyauueidl HeCOXPaHMBLIMICS
VAU HEAOCTPOCHHBII y4aCTOK CTEHBI AOAKEH OBITH Goace
PAHHUM I10 CPABHEHHUIO C MOTMABHHKOM, $YHKIIHOHUPYIO-
muM B III-IV BB. Ecau Tax, To cTeHa MOXXET ABAATHCSA OAHO-
BPEMEHHOMU YKPEMAECHHUAM Ha MBICE Aﬁ-To,A,op.

B pesyabTaTe MPOBOAMMBIX AO HACTOSIIIETO BpEME-
HU UCCACAOBaHHUH (€3 OCYIeCTBACHUS MacIITabHBIX pac-
KOIIOK HATIPALIMBAIOTCS ABA 3aKAIOYEHHS:
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e Hexorophle BaAbl 0 COCEACTBY ¢ MOTMABHHMKOM CO3-
AQIOT BIICYATACHHE OCTATKOB OOOPOHHTEABHOMH CTCHEL.
o Cxopee BCero, CTPOUTEABCTBO IPEATIOAATAEMBIX YKPEII-
AEHHMH HHKOTAQ He OBIAO 3aKOHYEHO.

B moapsy mocaeAHeH TeOpHM CBHAETEABCTBYET,
MEXAY IPOYHM, CYLIECTBOBAHUE TOABKO PPAIMEHTOB CTCH,
a TaKke pasbpoc oTAEABHBIX 06paboTaHHBIX GAOKOB Ha
HEKOTOPOM OTA2ACHHH OT COXPAaHHUBLINXCS BaAoB. Moxer
GbITh CTPOHTEABHBI MaTepHaA Ob1A 6polIeH O A0pore Ha
CTPOUTEABHYIO IAOLIAAKY? 'MIlOTesa 0 He3aKOHYECHHOM
HHBECTULIMH, IIOMOTAA 651 OOBACHUTD — IIOYEMY TaK MaAO
APXEOAOTHYECKUX HAXOAOK COMPOBOXKAAIOT IIPEATIOAATAE-
mble ykpenaeHus. Ha teppuropun ¢opra, korTopsiii He
ObIA 3aCEAEH HAM OBIA HCIIOAB30BAH OYECHb KOPOTKOE BpE-
M1 He 6BIAO TOCTOSHHOM BHYTPEHHEN 3aCTPOMKH M Harpo-
MOXKACHHS OTXOAOB JKH3HEAEATEABHOCTH (Hampumep
KEPaMHKH).

CaeayeT OAYEPKHYTD, 4TO cOOPaHHBIE AO HACTOSI-
INETO BPEMEHU MATEPHAABI HE IIOSBOASIOT OAHO3HAYHO
YTBEpPXKAATh, YTO Ha MaMATHUKE apxeosoruu Jareip-Aar,
m0A06HO Kak Ha Mbice Aii-TOAOpP, MOTMABHUK C TPYIIO-
COMOKEHHEM OBIA PasMelIEH PsIAOM C GoAce PaHHUM pUM-
cxuM ¢poprom. OAHAKO, OTKPHITHIE U 3aAOKYMEHTHPOBaH-
HbIE OCTaTKH IPEANIOAAra€MOM CTEHbI, SBASIOTCS HOBBIM
$aKTOM B AMCKYCCHM Ha TeMy IPUCYTCTBHS PUMASH Ha
IOxuom 6Gepery Kpsima. Konkpernyro nundopmanuio aas
OCBEIEHUs] AAHHOTO BOIIPOCA MOTIYT AaTb GyAyuine pac-
KOIIKH.

RZYMSKIE POSTERUNKI NA KRYMIE. NOWE ODKRYCIA ?

(STRESZCZENIE)

Od 1997 roku wspdlna ekspedycja Instytutu Ar-
cheologii Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego i Muzeum Cherso-
nez Taurydzki odkrywa kolejne budowle zwigzane z obec-
noscig wojsk rzymskich na Krymie. Przebadano $wigtynie Jo-
wisza Dolicheniskiego w Bataktawie-Kadykowce. Odslonie-
to pozostaloéci dwéch wiez obserwacyjnych polozonych
wzdluz grzbietu Sapun-gora. Stanowiska te nosza w litera-
turze nazwy: Kazackaja i Kavkaz.

Karaga¢ - poszukiwania kolejnej wiezy
obserwacyjnej
Przy wspétpracy T. Sarnowskiego i O. Savelii

Odkrycie dwéch niemal identycznych posterun-
kéw wyposazonych w wieze obserwacyjne pozwolito usta-
li¢, ze:

e Nie byly one elementami systemu obrony linearnej
(limes), a jedynie izolowanymi umocnieniami dosto-
sowanymi do obrony okrezne;.
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e Wykonano je wedlug tego samego wzoru. Wymiary
calego zalozenia i polozonej centralnie wiezy s3 w obu
przypadkach takie same, a suchy réw otaczajacy kazdy
z posterunkéw ma w przekroju ksztalt litery V.

o Odleglo$¢ miedzy znanymi posterunkami wynosi 2 mile
rzymskie.

Jesli najblizszy fort znajdowat si¢ w Kadykowece,
micjsce bylo doskonale wybrane, aby blokowa¢ dostep do
Balaklawy i znajdujacego si¢ tam portu. Jednoczesnie tak
polozone umocnienie miato bardzo ograniczong obserwa-
¢je przedpola. Uksztattowanie terenu w Dolinie Bataktaw-
skiej powoduje, iz z Kadykovki mozna bylo dostrzec je-
dynie najwyzsze wzniesienia sgsiedniego pogranicza wiej-
skiego terytorium Chersonezu. Z tej perspektywy sygnal
o nadchodzacym wrogu mégtby dotrze¢ do fortu tylko
z dwéch wzniesien: poludniowego krafica Sapun-gory,
zwanego Karaga¢, lub polozonego dalej na poludnie sa-
motnego wzgdrza Gornaja.



ROMAN MILITARY SENTRY POSTS IN CRIMEA. NEW DISCOVERIES?

Jako mozliwe miejsce polozenia trzeciej wiezy wy-
typowany zostal Karaga¢. Odleglo$¢ pomiedzy nim a po-
przednim w ,systemie wczesnego ostrzegania® Kavkazem
wynosi takze 2 mile rzymskie! O istnieniu w tej okolicy
ruin wiezy wraz z otaczajacym murem donosit w XIX wie-
ku podrézujacy po Krymie Szwajcar — Francois Dubois de
Montpéreux.

Weryfikacje wykopaliskows przeprowadzono w sier-
pniu 2008. Natrafiono jedynie na Zle zachowane relikty bu-
dowli kamiennej z nieregularnych bryl wapienia. Nielicz-
ne towarzyszace fragmenty ceramiki datujg odslonigte po-
zostalodci na VIII-IX w. Nie sposéb ustalié, jak daleko od
miejsca naszych badan wznosila si¢ budowla wzmianko-
wana przez szwajcarskiego podréznika. Wobec fiaska po-
szukiwari archeologicznych relacja Francois Dubois de
Montpéreux pozostaje najwazniejszym argumentem na ko-
rzy$¢ przedstawionej powyzej teorii.

Catyrdag - nieznany fort rzymski

na poludniowym wybrzezu Krymu

Przy wspdlpracy V. Myca i A. Lysenki

Pierwszym odkrytym i przebadanym wykopalis-
kowo rzymskim umocnieniem na Krymie byl fort na przy-
ladku Ay-Todor, utozsamiany z antyczng nazwg Charax.
W sasiedztwie fortu natrafiono m.in. na polozone tuz za
murami cmentarzysko barbarzynskie. Wéréd cech charak-
terystycznych wymieni¢ nalezy: powszechng kremacje,
sktadanie prochéw w amforach, a takze obecnosé¢ wirdd
wyposazenia zelaznych narzedzi i elementéw uzbrojenia.
Podobne cmentarzyska s3 na Krymie absolutnie wyjatko-
we. Najblizsze typologicznie, przebadane i dostepne w pu-
blikacjach, jest cmentarzysko Catyrdag.

Istotne wydaje si¢ pytanie, czy sasiedztwo cmenta-
rzyska i fortu na przyladku Ay-Todor jest tylko przypad-
kowe? W literaturze pojawiajg si¢ glosy, ze obok umocnieri
chowano osoby nalezace do barbarzyriskiego garnizonu,
sprowadzonego w III w. po ewakuacji oddzialéw rzyms-
kich. Jedli tak, to istnienie cmentarzyska typu Ay-Todor
w miejscu, gdzie brak $ladéw fortu rzymskiego, powinno
sktaniaé¢ do poszukiwan takiego umocnienia. Wiasnie dla-
tego zainicjowane zostaly badania w okolicy jedynego
cmentarzyska, ktérego podobieristwo do nekropoli Ay-
-Todor nie budzi watpliwosci.

Trzy odcinki waléw kamiennych, znacznie masyw-
niejsze od pozostalych tego typu konstrukeji spotykanych
w okolicy, s3 polozone w ten sposdb, ze moga stanowié
fragmenty jednego umocnienia. W kazdym przypadku
biegna w terenie dogodnym do obrony. Chodzi przede
wszystkim o zmuszenie potencjalnego przeciwnika do ata-
ku pod gore. Tej waznej cechy pozbawione s inne nasypy
kamienne w okolicy.
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Wazny argument na korzy$¢ tezy, iz mamy do czy-
nienija z pozostalo$ciami muréw, stanowig znaleziska po-
jedynczych, dokfadnie obrobionych blokéw, rozrzucone
w poblizu zachowanych waléw. Sg to ogromne bloki, z kté-
rych jeden byl nawet przygotowany jako element kon-
strukeji posiadajacej kat rozwarty.

Powrét do prac latem 2008 pozwolit wytypowa¢
najlepiej zachowany odcinek domniemanego muru. W wy-
branym miejscu usunigto darri, chwasty i nagromadzone
latami lidcie z pobliskich drzew. W wyniku oczyszczenia
powierzchni udato si¢ uchwyci¢ biegnace po linii prostej
lico muru. Miejscami byt to tylko jeden rzad masywnych
bryt kamienia. Czgé¢ badanej strukeury zachowala jednak
kamienie lica drugiego i trzeciego rzedu, liczac od po-
wierzchni gruntu.

Domniemany najwyzszy punkt linii umocnien
biegnie po terenie zajetym przez cmentarzysko Catyrdag
nalezace do typu Ay-Todor. Wobec takiej relacji niezacho-
wany lub niedobudowany odcinek muru musiatby byé
wezesniejszy od cmentarzyska funkcjonujacego w III-IV w.
Jedli tak, to mur moze byé wspélczesny umocnieniom na
przyladku Ay-Todor.

Po dotychczasowych badaniach niewykopalisko-
wych nasuwaja si¢ dwie konkluzje:

e Nicktdre waly w sasiedztwie cmentarzyska robig wraze-
nie pozostalo$ci muru obronnego.

o Najprawdopodobniej budowy domniemanych umoc-
nien nigdy nie ukoriczono.

Za ta ostatnig teorig przemawialoby m.in. istnienie
jedynie fragmentéw postulowanego obwodu muréw oraz
rozproszenie pojedynczych, obrobionych blokéw, w pew-
nym oddaleniu od zachowanych waléw. Byé¢ moze budulec
porzucono po drodze na plac budowy? Hipoteza o pozo-
stawieniu nieukoriczonej inwestycji wyjasniataby, dlaczego
tak malo znalezisk ruchomych towarzyszy domniemanym
umocnieniom. Fortowi, ktdry nie zostal zasiedlony lub byt
uzytkowany bardzo krétko, nie towarzyszyla trwata zabu-
dowa wewngtrzna ani nagromadzenie odpadéw (np. cera-
miki).

Nalezy podkresli¢, ze zgromadzone dotychczas ma-
terialy nie pozwalaja jednoznacznie stwierdzié, iz na sta-
nowisku Catyrdag, podobnie jak na przyladku Ay-Todor,
cmentarzysko cialopalne ulokowano obok wczesniejszego
fortu rzymskiego. Odkryte i zadokumentowane pozosta-
losci domniemanego muru stanowia jednak nowy argu-
ment w dyskusji na temat obecno$ci Rzymian na potud-
niowym wybrzezu Krymu. Rozstrzygniecie w tej kwestii
przyniosa by¢ moze przyszle wykopaliska.
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Fig. 1. Black Sea. North Coastline — map (P. Zakrzewski)
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Fig. 3. Heraclean Peninsula — map (P. Zakrzewski). Location of Roman watchtowers: discovered ones (Kazatskaya Hill,
Kavkaz Bair) and a putative one (Karagac)



PLATE 125

Fig. 4. Catyrdag — contour map of the site with overlapping preserved sections of stone embankments. Point 1 — point of
exposition face of the wall. Point 2 — the highest presumed point where fortification was located (P. Zakrzewski)
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PLATE 126

Fig. 5. Kazackaja Hill. Roman watchtower
- reconstruction (T. Sarnowski,
J. Kaniszewski)

Fig. 6. Kavkaz Bair. Roman watchtower — plan of
excavations (. Kaniszewski)
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PLATE 127
Fig. 7. Karaga¢. Ruins of the watchtower? Plan by Dubois de Montpéreux v o,
(NIKOLAENKO 2001: 147) "
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Fig. 9. One of the biggest stone blocks visible on surface (M. Bogacki). Situated to the north of Point 1 (see Fig. 4)

Fig. 10. Fragment of preserved wall — aerial view (M. Bogacki). Segment to the south of Point 2 (see Fig. 4)
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Fig. 11. Exposed face of the wall (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). Situated in the spot marked as Point 1 on the plan (sce Fig. 4)
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Fig; 12. Dressed stones blocks on the site (M. Bogacki). Situated near the spot marked as Point 2 on the plan (see Fig. 4)



