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RADOSEAW KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI

THE ROMAN ARMY AND THE WALLS OF CHERSONESOS

Fortifications of Chersonesos
from the foundation of the town
to the turn of the eras

Defensive walls, analogously to a cemetery, are ex-
tremely important features accompanying an ancient town.
In the case of Chersonesos, the earliest fortifications should
have originated not later than the first regular plots and the
network of streets in the north-eastern part of the town.
A regular spatial organization of the town is dated to the
2nd quarter of the 4th ¢, BC. A later extension of the town
to the east must have inevitably been related to a demoli-
tion of at least part of original fortifications, which found
themselves within the area which was to be built-up. This
extension, which was the largest one in the history of
Chersonesos, in all probability took place in the 4th quarter
of the 4th ¢. BC (BUjsKIH, ZOLOTAREV 2001: 113). The
last significant change of the extent of the town before the
Roman Period is related to the construction of the citadel.
Thanks to it, the south-eastern part of the fortifications was
strengthened. The mentioned part of the walls protected
the so-called “port quarter] which was situated near the
mouth of Quarantine Ravine (Karantinnai Balka) reaching
the bay of the same name (Quarantine Bay — Karantinnai
Buhta). The location of this section of Chersonesean de-
fences in a natural depression area facilitated access for po-
tential aggressors (BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 124-125). As
the citadel was built, this problem was solved. Furthermore,
a space came into existence which was necessary to accom-
modate the garrison called into being at that time (IOSPE I*
418; cf. ZUBAR, ANTONOVA 2001: 50).

The chronology of the extension of the town’s ter-
ritory is based on finds of tombstones from the 4th_3rd ¢ BC,
which were secondarily used within the so-called core of
Turret XVII (STRZELECKI 1969: 11-17; ANTONOVA
1994:31;1996: 119).! A precise date of construction of the
citadel is unknown. Hitherto proposals of local archaeol-
ogists oscillate between the mid-3'd ¢. BC (ANTONOVA
1997: 7) and the early 20d ¢. BC (STRZELECKI) 1969: 17).

" In her publication from 1994, Antonova gives information on
Hellenistic tombstones in other parts of the citadel’s fortifications
as well, namely in Turrets XVI and XVIII and in Curtains 19-21.
In my opinion, this isolated piece of information raises numerous
doubts, especially concerning the mentioned turrets. One of
these (XVI) is of earlier origin, while the other (XVIII) is in all
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In 1999, Antonova maintained that the extension of the
town’s fortifications should be dated to 230-220 BC, that
is, to the time of rebuilding and strengthening of defensive
walls of Kerkinitis and Kalos Limen in the face of the
Scythian threat.” Recent papers on the subject propose a date
between the mid-3td and the end of the 3td ¢. BC (ZUBAR,
ANTONOVA 2001: 49-50).

Regardless of doubts concerning the chronology
of subsequent stages of construction and extension of the
walls of Chersonesos, archaeological investigations confirm
that after the construction of the citadel subsequent defen-
sive walls were built along the same line for several centuries.
The only significant change in the all Roman period
was the construction of an external wall (prozeichisma
— mpotetyioua) at the beginning of our era. A precise
chronology and the original extent of this additional line of
fortifications still provoke doubts (see p. 92-93 and the
Appendix).

Research on the town’s walls has lasted since the
beginning of systematic archaeological excavations, that is,
since the 1880s. A significant input into the discovery of
the fortifications was brought by K. Kosctisko-Valtzinic.
He was the first director of the local “antiquities depot” in
Chersonesos and worked upon the order of the Imperial
Archacological Commission. Results of research and inciden-
tal discoveries which were made on the town’s walls at the
turn of the 19th and 20th ¢. were systemised by A. Berthier
de Lagarde, an engineer serving in the Russian army. He
proposed a system of numeration of curtains and turrets
which is still in use in modern research and documentation
(BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907). It is also used for the needs of
this paper (Fig. 1).

It should also be mentioned that among numerous
archaeologists and architects who contributed to broad-
ening of our knowledge base on the fortifications of
Chersonesos, a special attention must be paid to the works
of K. Grinevi¢. He gathered and put in order results of
some dozen years of research on the town’s walls (GRINEVIC

1926; 1927; 1959).

probability much later. In the latter case, it may perhaps be a type-
setting error and it probably concerns Turret XVII” This turret
seems to have been constructed together with the carliest phase
of Curtain 20, that is at the time of the construction of the citadel.

2I.A. Antonova, personal communication, July 1999.
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The Romans in the town and the
construction of the defensive walls

It is not known for sure which events initiated the
process of changes and became the actual beginning of the
Roman Period in Chersonesos. It does not seem probable
that the introduction of the new count of time by the town
in 24 BC could be considered as such a caesura. We do not
know to what event this change of the local era was related.

The appearance of the Roman troops in the region
was no question a turning point in contacts with Imperium
Romanum. For Chesonesos, it was perhaps the Roman
military intervention on the Bosporus in AD 45-49 (TAcC.
Ann. 12. 17-21; cf. ZUBAR’ 1998: 32-33). The actual be-
ginning of changes may have also been marked by a short-
-term presence of the Moesian army corps in Chersonesos
and its vicinity. The corps is thought to be related to the
person of Tiberius Plautius Silvanus (CIL XIV 3608 = ILS
986). A military intervention may have taken place in AD
62 or slightly thereafter. Not only the chronology, but even
the very fact of the presence of the Roman troops in that
period is a matter of debate among scientists (ZUBAR’ 1988:
22; 1994: 26-29; 1998: 43; 2003: 14; contra SARNOWSKI
2006a; 2006b; 2006¢). It seems that significant arguments
for the appearance of the first Roman detachments in
Chersonesos at that time are provided by a new assessment
of a number of finds — parts of military gear and horse
harness. It points out that a considerable part of the as-
semblage forms a chronologically compact horizon. It is
perhaps a trace of a short-term presence (just about the
mid-15t c. AD) of a Roman corps, which was mainly com-
posed of cavalry (GAWRONSKI, KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI,
MODZELEWSKI 2014).

Later presence of the Roman garrison in Chersonesos
does not raise so many doubts. In all probability, it was also
short-term in its nature. During the rule of Trajan (or
Antoninus Pius), a vexillatio of the 5th Macedonian Legion
appeared in the citadel and possibly in the rural territory
near the town (ANTONOVA, KOSTROMICEV 2000: 217;
SARNOWSKI 2005). The presence of Roman soldiers around
the town in this time isn’t sure (SARNOVSKIJ, KOVALEVSKAA
2004). Traces of stationing of Roman soldiers, which per-
haps come from the early 20d c. AD, were also found in
the course of excavations in the fort in Balaklava
(KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKL, SAVELA 2012: 174, 180, figs.
1:4-6, 3, 4, 5; 2013: 123).

The early period of contacts with Rome lasted
until about AD 138. At that time, the so-called “second
cleutheria” was perhaps declared, which meant that
Chersonesos was formally recognised as a free town by the
Empire. As a matter of fact, this act was related to the re-
introduction of the Roman garrison; this, however, may
have taken place slightly thereafter. The chronology of the
further presence of the Roman troops in the south-western
part of Crimea has been worked out in detail, i.a., thanks to
excavations of the Temple of Jupiter Dolichenus in Balaklava,
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a list of stamps on roofing tiles and physicochemical ana-
lyses of building pottery from places of deployment of
Roman garrisons in Crimea (SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA 2000;
SARNOWSKI 2005).

We know that at least at a few sites, such as:
Balaklava-Kadykovka, Charax in Cape Ay-Todor, Kazatskaya
Hill, Kavkaz Bair and perhaps at Tschatyrdag near Alushta,
Roman detachments constructed fortifications on the places
which were previously completely not inhabited or which
were perhaps populated but had no fortifications (Balaklava?)
(KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2011; 2012; KARASIEWICZ-
-SzCzZYPIORSKI, SAVELA 2012; 2013; NOVICENKOV,
NOVICENKOVA 2002; SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA, KARASIEWICZ-
-SzCzyYPIORSKI 2002; 2009). Forts and watch towers were
used for a short period of time, and after they had been
abandoned, the local population did not settle there at all,
or settled there much later. Such a peculiarity of the Roman
presence and building activity facilitates investigations
and makes it easier to relate discovered fortifications to the
Romans.

It is much more difficult to prove a direct partici-
pation of the Roman army in the construction and mod-
ernisation of the fortifications of Chersonesos in the first
centuries of our era. Building inscriptions should be a use-
ful source in clarifying such doubts. However, we know
only one Latin inscription belonging to this category from
Chersonesos. It mentions the construction of a schola prin-
cipalium from means of the centurion who commanded the
garrison (VINOGRADOV, ZUBAR, ANTONOVA 1999). This
inscription is dated to AD 250 and it was found in the ter-
ritory of the citadel. We know two fragments of Greek
inscriptions from other part of Chersonesos. These refer
to construction or repair of defensive walls. One fragment
informs us about a turret, although we do not know who
and from what financial means had it erected or repaired
(IOSPE I* 439). Another fragment of an inscription says
perhaps about a construction of a wall. It was found some-
where near the southern part of the fortifications and it
may have come from one of the neighbouring curtains, e.g.,
Curtain 13 (SOLOMONIK 1973: no. 134). On the other hand,
three different fragments of epigraphical texts inform us that
citizens of Chersonesos provided financial means for repairs
of the town’s fortifications (IOSPE I* 438; SOLOMONIK
1964: no. 25; 1973: no. 134).

The aforementioned inscriptions were written in
Greek. This considerably diminishes a probability that the
Roman garrison was directly involved in the mentioned con-
struction and repair works. Furthermore, it does not come
out from the content of the surviving texts that the Roman
army participated in the commemorated investments.

In the case of the citadel of Chersonesos a signifi-
cant source of information is offered by remains of internal
buildings from the 27d and 3t c. AD. These are inter-
preted as built and used by Roman soldiers (KARASIEWICZ-
-SzCzYPIORSKI 2001; ANTONOVA, ZUBAR’ 2003). However,
particular care is needed for attempts at extrapolating ob-
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Fig. 1. Chersonesos Taurica. General plan. Curtains of town walls are marked with Arabic numerals and turrets are marked with Roman
numerals (after: BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907, drawing P. Zakrzewski). 1 — Peso¢nad Buhta (Sandy Bay); 2 — Peso¢nai Balka (Sandy Ravine);
3 — Karantinnai Balka (Quarantine Ravine); 4 - citadel; 5 — Karantinnai Buhta (Quarantine Bay).

Puc. 1. Xepconec Taspuaeckuit. O6muit maan. Apabcknmu nugpamu 0603HAIEHBI KYPTHHBI TOPOACKHX CTCH, 2 PUMCKUMH IU$paMu —
6amnu (no BEPTBE-AEAATAPAY [Berte-Delagard”] 1907). 1 - ITecounas 6yxra; 2 — ITecounas 6aaka; 3 — Kapantunnas 6aaxa; 4 — Topoa-

ckas nurapean; S — Kapantuanas Gyxra.

Ryc. 1. Chersonez Taurydzki. Plan ogélny. Cyframi arabskimi oznaczono kurtyny muréw miejskich, a cyframi rzymskimi baszty (za:
BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907). 1 — Peso¢nad Buhta (Zatoka Piaskowa); 2 — Peso¢nai Balka (Jar Piaskowy); 3 — Karantinnaa Balka (Jar
Kwarantann); 4 — cytadela miejska; 5 — Karantinnad Buhta (Zatoka Kwarantann).

servations concerning garrison buildings to such an extra-
ordinarily complex structure as town fortifications. There
are also numerous traces which allow to identify places
of burials of soldiers, veterans and civilians who accom-
panied the garrison at the nearby municipal cemetery
(KOSTROMICEY 2005; 2011; KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI
2013). These defensive walls, however, were built long be-
fore the arrival of the Romans and were in use for many
centuries after their departure. A complex and multi-phase
nature of surviving remains of the fortifications makes the
interpretation even more difficult. The problem is signifi-
cantly rendered worse by the fact that most excavations were
carried out with no cross-sections by cutting the remains of
fortifications from archaeological layers. Documentation
of archacological research which has lasted since the 1880s
is in most cases either insufficient or it did not survive at all.
Bearing in mind these numerous difficulties, each scholar
who analysed the unearthed walls had very broad opportu-
nities to interpret and date the surviving remains. A chance
of acquiring new information was offered by geological ana-
lyses, combined with an identification of building material
which was used in the course of centuries for the construc-
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tion of the fortifications. M. Krajcarz, a geologist from the
Polish Academy of Sciences, who worked in the research
team led by the author of this paper, identified raw mate-
rials in the defensive walls. He also attempted at pointing
out the distance to the nearest available deposit and at iden-
tifying the depth of the layer from which a specific material
could be extracted.

The first result of this work was an unpublished
geological report, kept at the Institute of Archaeology of
the University of Warsaw. Selected observations from this
report were used in this paper, compared with historical,
archaeological and architectural data.

Chersonesos fortifications near
Quarantine Bay (Karantinna Buhta).
Archaeological data

and the geological investigations

Thanks the research carried out by the geologist in
the surviving remains of the defensive walls of Chersonesos,
14 rock types (lithotypes) were identified. These lithotypes

were isolated based on macroscopic and microscopic traits.
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Each of identified rock types was then localised in natural
outcrops in the Heraclean Peninsula.

L1 - “main” coquina
L2 - reef serpulid limestone
L3 - Inkerman nummulitic-orbitolina coquina
L4 - Inkerman coquina with intraclasts
L5 — detritic limestone without bioclasts
L6 — fine-grained calcarenite
L7 - partially re-crystallised porous limestone
L8 — oolitic limestone
L9 - talus limestone with Serpulids
L10 - porous yellow detritic limestone
L11 - calcirudite with molluscs
L12 - crystalline limestone
L13 - Inkerman calcarenite
L14 - porous grey calcarenite

Geological investigations were carried on preserved
remains of the town’s walls (outer and inner faces) in the
south-eastern part of the ruins of the ancient town, starting
with Curtain 16 to Curtain 20, with adjacent turrets. As far
as basic observations are concerned, results of previous re-
search in this particular section are convergent. The earliest
bonds include first of all lower parts of Curtains 16 and 17,
as well as of Turret XVL. Slightly later are, i.a., lower parts
of Curtain 19, which belongs to the earliest phase of the
citadel’s fortifications. In the case of the mentioned curtains
and turrets, remains of later rebuilds rose upwards. This
tendency was in accordance with the accumulation of cul-
tural layers on both sides of this section of the fortifications.
A quick pace of increase of layers, especially in the fore-
ground of the walls, was related to their location on the bot-
tom of a local depression of the terrain (Quarantine Ravine
— Karantinna4 Balka). The matter was different in the case
of Turret XVII and Curtain 20, which were situated higher.
Their repairs and rebuilds left traces in the shape of sub-
sequent layers of masonry wall which were “growing” from
outside to earlier fortifications. This process can be best
seen in subsequent so-called “thickenings” of Turret XVIL
It is probable that transformations of the defence line on the
side of the Quarantine Bay (Karantinnai Buhta) took yet
another shape. As an example one can mention Curtain 21.
Its Hellenistic phase (from the period of construction of the
citadel) is located inside later fortifications and is covered
with remains of Roman period buildings. In all probability,
both in this place and at the neighbouring Curtain 22 the
waters of the bay “receded” gradually. The littoral zone
was subject to silting, which enforced an adjustment of the
course of fortifications to changes in the shore line. It was
only the construction of each subsequent phase of the cita-
del’s fortifications directly near the water (or perhaps in the
water?) that effectively secured the port against a potential
attack along the shore line.

These basic observations concerning the sequence
of building phases of the walls of Chersonesos, combined
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with the analyses carried out by M. Krajcarz, allow to pro-
pose several hypotheses which contribute to our knowledge
on the town’s fortifications. At this occasion, we also ac-
quired additional data concerning the scale and extent of
stone exploitation in the rural territory of Chersonesos in
subsequent periods.

A degree to which different raw materials were used
in the construction of the walls is not even. It was also pos-
sible to notice that during the construction of structures
of/in specific phases of the fortifications the builders usu-
ally preferred only one (less often two) kind of building
material. Due to the subject of the paper, only the most sig-
nificant pieces of information were selected from the geo-
logical report. They inform us about the most noticeable
traces of rebuilding of the fortifications. More attention
was paid to building activity which may be related to the
Roman period.

One clear regularity can be seen in the whole set of
geological inquiry carried out in the walls of Chersonesos. In
the earliest phases, the builders used raw materials which were
located in the closest neighbourhood of the building site and
in possibly shallowest deposits. In the course of centuries, one
made use of building material from farther and farther
from the town and deeper and deeper below the ground.
Material from which the lowest parts of Curtains 16 and 17
and of Turret XVI were constructed is very shallowly depo-
sited (even in the territory of the town) “main” coquina
(Lithotype 1). In this early phase this is the only material
which was used by the builders. In later rebuilds it was also
eagerly used, which is especially noticeable in Curtain 16.
However, in the course of centuries other raw materials
were also used more and more often, at least as admixture.

An example of making use of building material
from somewhat beyond the town and/or from deeper de-
posits in quarries is the use of detritic limestone without bio-
clasts (Lithotype 5). It was used in lower parts of Curtain
19 and almost certainly in the one-time superstructure of
the earlier Turret XVI. Both structures should be related to
the foundation of the first fortifications of the citadel. An
interesting feature is the use of raw material which was not
very resistant but very impressive. After extraction, stone of
this kind had a very clear pattern in the form of alternate
white and yellow stripes (Figs. 2:1, 8:1). The builders must
have been well aware of technical imperfection of the raw
material they used, as the defensive wall was erected from
tiny blocks. Thanks to this, a risk of later mechanical dam-
age of individual elements was reduced.

Similar deposits as in the case of Lithotype 5 which
was discussed above, were exploited in order to obtain raw
materials referred to as Lithotype 9 and Lithotype 10.
These are talus limestone with Serpulids and porous yellow
detritic limestone respectively. Lithotype 10 co-occurred in
the same deposits with Lithotype 5, while Lithotype 9 was
deposited slightly deeper.

Both mentioned raw materials appear in all proba-
bility at the beginning of the Roman Period. An example
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Fig. 2. Curtain 19, interface with the earlier Turret XVI. View from the outer ward

the defensive wall from the earliest building phase (Hellenistic wall).

(R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 - surviving part of

Puc. 2. Kypruna 19, crpix ¢ panneit 6amneir XVI. Bua co croponst nepu6oaa. 1 — coXpaHUBIIAsCS 4aCTh CTCHBI PAHHEH CTPOUTEABHOI

(1)33])1 (SAAPIHI/ICTPI‘{CCKEUI CTCH&) .

Ryc. 2. Kurtyna 19, styk ze starsza basztag XVI. Widok od strony miedzymurza. 1 — zachowana czg$¢ muru z najstarszej fazy budowlanej

(mur hellenistyczny).

of a mass use of Lithotypes 9 and 10 are central layers of
blocks in surviving remains of Curtain 17 (Fig. 3). Bearing
in mind the present level of the terrain and counting from
below, these are rows from 3-4 to 8-9 (closer to Turret
XV) and rows from 2-3 to 8 (closer to Turret XVI).

The analysis of distribution of both raw materials
and the share of other admixtures in Curtain 17 allows to
propose several hypotheses which can enrich our knowl-
edge on the construction of the defensive walls and reasons
behind their rebuilds. The discussed phase (i.e., the pre-
served sequence of layers of blocks) in the external face of
Curtain 17 can be divided into 5 segments. A different dis-
tribution of raw materials in isolated segments may suggest
that these were constructed subsequently (from left to right),
that is, starting from Turret XV. Segment 1 (Fig. 3:1) con-
sists almost exclusively of Lithotype 1, with a minimum
admixture of Lithotypes 9 and 10. In this case it must be
firmly stressed that the entire analysis omits instances of oc-
currence of individual blocks belonging to types which do
not occur regularly, in larger quantities, in a given structure.
These blocks were considered traces of later repairs, consist-
ing in filling of subsidence in the existent face. Segment 2
(Fig. 3:2) is mainly Lithotype 1 in its lower parts, replaced
with Lithotype 10 in its upper parts. Segment 3 (Fig. 3:3) is
also a mixture of Lithotypes 1 and 10, with a reservation that
the latter occurs in the segment’s lower parts, chiefly near
Segment 2. Segment 4 is chiefly Lithotype 9 (Fig 3:4), while
Segment 5 is almost exclusively Lithotype 10 (Fig. 3:5).
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These observations may lead to several interesting
conclusions, which are worth considering.

First of all, the rebuild of Curtain 17 was carried
out in such a manner that blocks from the previous phase
(Segment 1) were initially used. In Segment 2 (Fig. 3:2)
the construction was also started with the use of blocks
which may have been salvaged. Then, new building mate-
rial was used. Segments 3 and 4 are already dominated by
new building material; however, both segments differ sig-
nificantly. Such a sequence may imply that for the needs of
the reconstruction one initially salvaged blocks from an
carlier defensive wall which was destroyed or dismantled.
On the other hand, the use of two types of rock may sug-
gest that two different building teams worked on the walls
next to each other, or that the raw materials were supplied
from different pits in a quarry during subsequent building
stages. In each case this observation proves that the curtain
was constructed not simultaneously in its entire length, but
in stages — in segments from left to right.

The scale of investments allows to suppose that for
some period of time the town lacked any efficient defence,
at least in this part of the fortifications. It is very probable
that a broad-scale reconstruction is to be related to the time
of origin of the carliest phase of the external wall (prozei-
chisma) in the foreground of hitherto fortifications. The
mentioned wall was constructed in an exceptional manner,
as compared with the main line of the town’s fortifications.
Rubble stone which was joined with clay only was used for
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the construction. Such a technique, not found in the con-
struction of the fortifications of Chersonesos, was a standard
solution during the construction of fortifications in nearby
Roman posts (in Balaklava-Kadykovka and on Kazatskaya
Hill and Kavkaz Bair). Many scholars expressed their opin-
ions with regard to the chronology of the first proteichisma
(KoSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1901: 27, 35; 1906: 60; BERT’E-
-DELAGARD” 1907: 156, 158; GRINEVIC 1926: 55; PATYSEVA
1974: 76; ANTONOVA 1971: 160; 1975: 68; 1988: 6-7;
1996: 105, 123; cf. Appendix). Remarks of Antonova seem
to be the most significant. This researcher discovered the
carly phase of the external wall and later on she analysed
results of her research for several times. It must be under-
lined that the foundation trench of the proteichisma cut
through earlier layers which deposited gradually. These can
be dated to the period from the 3t to the 15t ¢. BC. The
same layers covered remains of the earliest building phase
in Curtain 17. This observation demonstrates that in the
time of construction of the external wall the main line of
fortifications was dismantled to the ground level. Rows of
face stones which were deposited below were left as foun-
dation of the new wall. In this period the discussed phase of
Curtain 17 came into existence. It was constructed from
various types of building material, with a considerable
share of blocks salvaged from the dismantlement of previous
fortifications.

The construction of the first proteichisma in the
discussed part of the town’s fortifications can be dated to
the 2nd half of the 15t or the beginning of the 2nd ¢ AD.
A terminus post quem is marked by a coin of Nero which
comes from the structure of the defensive wall (ANTONOVA
1996: 105). Furthermore, stratigraphic observations and
an attempt at correlating layers with neighbouring architec-
tural remains are also of significance. The mentioned new
wall of Curtain 17 was constructed in a “free access” man-
ner. During the construction, layers of blocks were laid on
the assumption that they would constitute the face and not
the foundation of the wall. This is demonstrated by the
accuracy of the bond, although the use of different build-
ing materials rendered it difficult to obtain an ideal layout
of stone layers. The external wall was reinforced with
a series of buttresses from the side of the outer ward. This
solution points to two significant facts. First of all, it con-
firms that at that time the road in the outer ward went on
alow level (the earthwork which filled the outer ward did not
exist yet). Furthermore, the use of the reinforcement from
the inner side demonstrates that the level of the ground was
higher in the foreground than in the outer ward. It is not
very probable that a future (quicker) pace of accumulation

* Antonova believed that there was a close temporal relation be-
tween subsequent rebuilds in both lines of the defensive walls
(ANTONOVA 1996: 125).
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of layers in the foreground of the external wall was assumed
at the time of construction (e.g., by means of natural land-
slides in the ravine or a purposeful construction of the earth-
work). The way of construction of the discussed defensive
wall is in accordance with guidelines stated in the work of
Vitruvius (VITR. De Arch. 1. 5. 6; 6. 8. 6-7). In the light of
the remarks offered by this ancient architect it is worth
asking whether the structure with the buttresses did not
fulfil a function of a revetment wall or a fortified counter-
-slope. It is probable that the accumulation of layers in the
foreground of the fortifications which preceded the con-
struction rendered it necessary to build a stone reinforce-
ment? Such a structure could hold the layers accumulating
in Quarantine Ravine at some distance from the proper line
of the fortifications. As a sort of by-product, a kind of a dry
moat in front of Curtains 16, 17 and 19 could come into
being.

In order to establish a chronology of the almost
simultaneous construction of both lines of walls in the seg-
ment of Curtain 17 it is important to analyse the stratigra-
phy.’ In the newly formed outer ward one notices a gradual
accumulation of layers, which are interpreted as subsequent
surfaces of the road which went there. It led in all probabi-
lity to an old gate in Curtain 16. The mentioned layers are
dated rather broadly to the 15t c. BC - 15t c. AD (GILEVIC
1960: 25-27). Another building activity which left a dis-
tinct trace in the stratigraphy is a thick fill layer in the outer
ward. In reference to the aforementioned hypothesis on the
revetment wall and not the external defensive wall, it could
be supposed that filling of the space between the defensive
walls was to prevent external layers from exercising a further
pressure on the fortified counter-slope (or the external wall?).
If the outer ward was partially filled up, it was obviously
necessary to heighten the inner wall. Perhaps at the same
time the first proteichisma/revetment wall was converted
into the actual external line of fortifications, and this may
have occurred not only in the foreground of the discussed
segment of the walls. In such a case the opinion of Antonova
that the external wall in other parts of the fortifications
of Chersonesos came into existence slightly later, i.c., in the
2nd ¢, AD (ANTONOVA 1988: 6-7) would be true. It must
be remembered, however, that in her later publications she
did not divide the construction of the first phase of the
external wall into stages.

The mentioned fill in the outer ward contributed
to the preservation of lower parts of the defensive wall,
which was already in use at that time. Thanks to this, there
survived i.a. remains of the discussed rebuild in Curtain 17
and of the earliest (Hellenistic) Curtain 19 (cf. ANTONOVA,
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NIKONOV 2009: 17). On the other hand, the old gate in
Curtain 16 was also filled and walled up. This fact marks
a terminus ante guem for the use of Curtain 17 after the dis-
cussed rebuild and the use of the revetment wall/the first
proteichisma in its foreground. When searching for the most
probable date of this event, it is worth mentioning chamber
graves of the Roman Period which were built on to the ex-
ternal face of Curtain 16 (actually, near the old gate). These
graves were built straightaway on the assumption that their
external walls (with the exception of their stone vaults)
would be completely covered with earth. This observation
results from a significant difference in the way of processing
of blocks: these used for the construction of walls of Tombs
1013 and 1014 (Fig. 4:1), and those used to close the
chambers from above (Fig. 4:2). A possibility that the
discussed structures were constructed already after the fil-
ling of the space in the outer ward was pointed out i.a. by
Kosctisko-Valtzini¢ (1901: 29-30). The mentioned tombs,
being multiple burial graves, are dated to in a general man-
ner only. The earliest coins which were found in them come
from the end of the 15t c. AD (BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907:
154-156). In Tomb 1014 a coin of Titus was found, among
others (GRINEVIC 1926: 55). The filling of the gate and
the construction of the tombs are also believed to be simul-
taneous and are dated to the late 15t — early 20d ¢. AD
(PATYSEVA 1974: 76).

In the light of the discussed facts it can be sup-
posed that the external defensive wall was constructed to
offer a provisory protection for destroyed (or intentionally
dismantled) main fortifications of the town. Under this pro-
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tection, reconstruction works were started, but in all prob-
ability two lines of defence were left after that. Almost at
the same time the earliest external wall was constructed and
the main line of fortifications of Chersonesos was rebuilt.
Gathered material allows to draw such conclusions only

N\ -9

with regard to the part of fortifications with Curtains 16,
17 and 19. In all probability the discussed reconstruction
of the defensive walls took place in the 2nd half of the
15t c. AD or at the beginning of the 2nd ¢ AD. Rebuilding

is related with probable intervention of the Roman

troops under the command of Tiberius Plautius Silvanus
(CIL XIV 3608 = ILS 986; cf. p. 88). Building works may
have also been done by a garrison from the 5th Macedonian
legion, which appeared in Chersonesos in the period of the

:

rule of Trajan (or Antoninus Pius). However, if we refer the
reconstruction of Curtain 17 and the construction of the
first external wall (revetment wall?) to the beginning of the
2nd ¢ AD, there would be not much time between the con-
struction of the mentioned fortifications and the filling of
the outer ward between them. This might imply that this
new building phase should be dated to the period of the
rule of Antoninus Pius and related to the activity of the
next Roman garrison. On the other hand, the first hypo-
thesis seems to be more trust-worthy, that is, that the two

subsequent constructions (rebuildings) of the fortifications
may have taken place in the 204 half of the 15t c. AD and

Fig. 3. Curtain 17. View from the outer ward (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski, J. Kaniszewski). 1-5 - sectors differing with regard to selection of building material.

Puc. 3. Kypruna 17. Bua co croponsi nepu6osa. 1-5 — y4acTku, OTAHYAIOIIKECS TOAGOPOM CTPOUTEABHOTO MaTepHaAa.

Ryc. 3. Kurtyna 17. Widok od strony migdzymurza. 1-5 — sektory rézniace si¢ doborem materiatu budowlanego.

lithotype/antorun /litotyp: [:' -1
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at the beginning of the 21 ¢. AD. Therefore, they may
have been related to two short-term stays of Roman troops
in the town and maybe in its rural territory. Involvement in
building activity may have been one of the reasons of the
arrival of the Romans and it could also explain the short
period of stay of both contingents. It is certain that the
reinforcement of the fortifications of the town rendered it
possible to withdraw the troops.

The horizon of military finds from the 1t c. AD,
as well traces of the vexillatio of the 5th Macedonian legion
are almost exclusively limited to the town and perhaps also
adjacent rural territories (contra SARNOVSKIJ, KOVALEVSKAA
2004). The military presence from the Antonine and the
Severan periods is of completely different nature. It is long-
-lasting and it implies an idea of construction of complete-
ly new fortifications in the borderland of the chora of
Chersonesos. Pushing a possible threat away at a consider-
able distance from the town renders it less probable that the
Romans built or rebuilt town walls. It is only garrisons which
station in the citadel in the 31 . that clearly intensify their
building activity, which is first of all related to fortifying
of the citadel itself. An intensification of these efforts, and

especially their continuation after the period of the rule
of the last representatives of the Severan dynasty, seem to
coincide with the abandonment of fortlets in the frontier
of the chora.

The earliest supposed presence of the Romans was
thought to be related to the threat posed by barbarians to
the town (CIL XIV 3608 = ILS 986). It seems understand-
able that weakening of the fortifications, e.g., in result of
an earthquake (cf. ANTONOVA, NIKONOV 2009: 17), could
be an invitation for an invasion from the neighbourhood.
Events which may have taken place near Chersonesos in the
15t c. AD could also be related to the possible founding of
the carliest external wall. In all probability, this provisory
defence offered protection for the rebuilding (reconstruc-
tion?) of the part of fortifications in Quarantine Ravine,
including Curtain 17.

Obviously, these hypotheses must be treated with
utmost care. It is worth, however, to assess their probability
i. a. in the light of the most recent discoveries concerning
the horizon of finds which may be the result of the short-
-term stay of the Roman troops in the 15t c. AD (GAWRONSKI,
KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI, MODZELEWSKI 2014).

Fig. 4. Curtain 16 and Tomb 1013. View from the outer ward (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 — walls of the tomb, constructed from
roughly cut blocks; 2 — upper part of the structure, made from regular blocks.

Puc. 4. Kypruna 16 u ckaen Homep 1013. Bup, co croponst nepu6oaa. 1 — cTeHbI CKACITa, COOPY>KEHHbIC U3 HEPETYASIPHBIX GAOKOB; 2 —

BCPXHSIX YacCTb KOHCTPyKLII/H/I BBIITOAHCHA U3 PCFYA}IPH])IX 6AOKOB.

Ryc. 4. Kurtyna 16 i grobowiec numer 1013. Widok od strony migdzymurza. 1 — $ciany grobowca wzniesione z niedokladnie docigtych

blokéw; 2 — gérna czgs¢ konstrukeji wykonana z blokéw regularnych.
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Fig. 5. Curtain 20. View from the interior of the citadel (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 - remains of the defensive wall constructed in
the Roman Period from Inkerman stone.

Puc. 5. Kypruna 20. Bup co croponst nurapgeas. 1 — 0CTaTKy CTEHBI, BO3BEACHHOH B PUMCKHIT IEPUOA U3 HHKEPMAHCKOTO KAMHSL.

Ryc. 5. Kurtyna 20. Widok od strony wngtrza cytadeli. 1 — pozostatosci muru wzniesionego w okresie rzymskim z kamienia inkermanskiego.

Coming back to geological observations, attention
must be paid to raw materials coming from quarries near
Inkerman, which are not accessible in the vicinity of the town
or in other parts of the Heraclean Peninsula. This group
of lithotypes includes: Inkerman nummulitic-orbitolina
coquina (Lithotype 3), Inkerman coquina with intraclasts
(Lithotype 4) and Inkerman calcarenite (Lithotype 13).
Usually, non-geologists use a term “Inkerman stone,” with-
out distinguishing between types of raw materials coming
from this quarry, which operates until present. An isolation
of three lithotypes, out of which Lithotype 3 can be found
in the shallowest deposits and Lithotype 13 - in the deepest
ones, offers new opportunities of interpretation of various
building phases in the walls of Chersonesos.

It must be clearly said that it was not possible to
find these raw materials in any parts of the defensive walls
which can securely be related to building investments which
were carried out before the turn of the eras.

Lithotype 3 was used as building material in one of
the phases of Curtain 20, which came into existence simulta-
neously with the rectangular Turret XVII’ The mentioned
structures are dated to the end of the Roman Period (cf.
ANTONOVA, BABINOV 1970: 249). However, in the light of
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discussion in the present paper and an architectural analysis
carried out by the author, it seems that they may be eatlier.
They probably were built in the 3t c. AD (see p. 97). The
outer face of the mentioned wall survived, and it is com-
posed of large blocks of white stone. It can be seen on the
surface, near Turret XVII (Fig. 5:1). Furthermore, a sup-
port (thickening) of Turret XVI on the internal side of the
citadel was built from this raw material in its lower parts
(Figs. 6:1, 7:1). However, the reinforcement of the turret
was built later on. It is later than buildings in the citadel
which were constructed by the Roman garrison in the
2nd_3rd ¢ AD (cf. KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2001: 65,
67 - description of Building E). With regard to the
chronology of the rebuild of Turret XVI, local scholars
express different opinions. It can be said, however, that
it came into existence in the 4th c. AD, at the earliest
(BORISOVA 1964: 51; ANTONOVA 1996; SOROCAN, ZUBAR,
MARCENKO 2000: 513). The reuse of fragments of monu-
mental architectural details (Fig. 7:2) in the mentioned
structure may suggest that the support was made in a haste,
in relation to a sudden lean of the turret (in result of an
earthquake?). However, the issue of identification of traces of
seismic damage in the walls of Chersonesos is a completely
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Fig. 6. Thickening of Turret XVI. View from the interior of the citadel (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 — remains of part of the wall
constructed from Inkerman stone.
Puc. 6. Ycuaenne 6amnn XVI. Bup co croponsr nurasean. 1 — 0CTaTKH CTeHbI, BO3BEAEHHOH U3 HHKEPMAHCKOTO KAMHSL.

Ryc. 6. Pogrubienie baszty XVI. Widok od strony wnetrza cytadeli. 1 — pozostatosci czgsci muru wzniesionej z kamienia inkermanskiego.

Fig. 7. Thickening of Turret XVI (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 — blocks of Inkerman stone; 2 — fragments of secondarily used
architectural details.
Puc. 7. Vennenne 6amnu XVI. 1 — 6A0KH HHKePMAHCKOTO KaMHsl; 2 — pParMeHTbl BTOPUYHO UCIIOAb30BAHHDIX PXUTEKTYPHbIX ACTAACH.

Ryc. 7. Pogrubienie baszty XVI. 1 — bloki kamienia inkermaniskiego; 2 — fragmenty wtdrnie uzytych detali architektonicznych.
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different matter, which was discussed in a separate paper
(see: KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI, ZAWADZKA-PAWLEWSKA
2014 - this volume, pp. 113-131).

Lithotypes 4 and 13 (alternately) occur in a mass
manner only in structures dated to the Byzantine Period.
As examples one can mention an external thickening of
Curtain 19 in its part which butts Turret XVII (Fig. 8:2)
and a wicket which survived in upper parts of Curtain 16,
in its part which neighbours Gate XIV (near the present-
-day gate of the Museum).

These observations seem to be enormously signif-
icant for the discussion of chronology of quarries in
Inkerman. It is very probable that the mentioned raw mate-
rial (Lithotype 3 - of good quality, but located far away from
the town) was first used by builders in the Roman Period.
Antonova believed that Inkerman stone appeared in the
walls of Chersonesos only in the 4th_sth ¢ AD. However,
she did not isolate different types of raw materials from the
quarry in Inkerman (ANTONOVA 1974: 74). In the present
paper, a classification into three lithotypes was introduced
for the first time. These lithotypes can be found in remains
of the fortifications which belong to different building phases.
Concerning Lithotype 3, further research will perhaps al-

low to specify whether this material was initially popular
only in buildings constructed by Roman garrisons, or it ap-
pears at the same time in various other contexts in the town.
It will also be very significant to verify whether this raw ma-
terial was not used in some places for eatlier (pre-Roman)
investments. In the light of hitherto analyses the discussed
raw material first occurs in the citadel’s walls, whose con-
struction can be related to the period of stationing of the
Roman army (the rectangular Turret XVII” and a fragment
of the one-time Curtain 20). A strong argument for the
relation between the Roman presence and the beginnings
of mass exploitations of stone deposits in Inkerman is the fact
that this raw material was used for architectural details and
sculptural decorations of the Temple of Jupiter Dolichenus
in Balaklava. This temple was also founded and construc-
ted by Roman soldiers who stationed in the nearby fort
(SARNOWSKI, SAVELJA 2000: 86-88).

The appearance of types of Inkerman stone from
deeper deposits takes place only in constructions from the
Byzantine Period. This seems to only confirm a late (Roman?)
chronology of quarries of that place. It was only due to pro-
longed exploitation of deposits that it became possible to
obtain deeper deposited kinds of raw materials in a mass way.

Fig. 8. Curtain 19. View from the outer ward (R. Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski). 1 - surviving part of the defensive wall from the earliest
building phase (Hellenistic wall); 2 - thickening of the defensive wall in the neighbourhood of Turret XVIL

Puc. 8. Kypruna 19. Bua co croponst HCPI/I6OAa. 1 — coxpaHUBIIASICS YACTh CTEHBI PAHHEH CTPOUTEALHOH Ppasbl (3AA]/IHI/ICTPI‘{CCK3.5{ crcx—xa);

2 — YCHACHHE CTEHBI, cOCeACTByomeit ¢ Gamueit XVII.

Ryc. 8. Kurtyna 19. Widok od strony migedzymurza. 1 — zachowana cz¢éé¢ muru z najstarszej fazy budowlanej (mur hellenistyczny);

2 - pogrubienie muru w sasiedztwie baszey XVIL
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To sum up the discussed selection of observations
resulting from the geological analysis of raw materials
which were used for the construction of the fortifications
of Chersonesos, it must be underlined that in order to con-
firm the discussed hypotheses it is recommended to carry
out similar investigations of building materials from other
structures in the ancient town and in its rural territory.

Other traces of Roman building
operations in the walls
of Chersonesos

In theory, one should carry out a step-by-step anal-
ysis of a possible Roman participation in construction and
repairs of all parts of the fortifications of Chersonesos. It is,
however, not possible to consider the entire circumference
of the walls. This is due to several reasons. In the segment
on the side of the Sevastopol Bay the fortifications hardly
survived at all. This was due to an intensive erosion of the
cliff shore. In the western extremity of the town from
Turret I to the end of Curtain 4, the defensive wall from the
Hellenistic and Roman Periods is in all probability covered
by remains of later buildings. Hitherto excavations only
exposed the extent of later fortifications. Remains of these
fortifications hardly survived and they were discovered by
means of excavations at the beginning of the 20 ., in the
segment of Curtains 5 and 6 with Turret IV (GRINEVIC
1959: 88-99). The terrain from Turret V to Curtain 13 in
the part which adjoins Turret XII was destroyed during the
construction of fortifications in the 204 half of the 19t c.
All that survived from groundworks which were carried
out on this occasion are drawings and notes of Berthier de
Lagarde (Berte-Delagard”) and Garaburda — military engi-
neers who supervised the works. Observations from these
works were published to a very limited degree (GARABURDA,
SKUBETOV 1908: 8). The first of the mentioned officers de-
voted a separate paper to the entire complex of Chersonesos’
fortifications. However, with regard to the mentioned part
of the walls, he admitted that the state of preservation of
the remains was very poor (BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 134).

All this information is very modest and it cannot
be a sufficient source to draw any far-reaching conclusions.
However, if one analyses the general plan, it can be seen
that the outline of fortifications between Turrets V and VIII
may suggest that this part of fortifications was extended in
the Roman period (Fig. 1). For the entire discussed part of
the fortifications the best analogy is offered by the south-
-eastern part of defensive walls in Dibsi Faraj (Syria) (ISAAC
1992: 258-259). The fact that the outer ward was curtained
with extended Turrets VI and VII, perhaps in order to form
a sort of barbican, bears more resemblance to the eastern or
the northern gate in Resafa (Syria), which were in all prob-
ability constructed between the mid-5t and the mid-6th c.
AD, and the Porta Praetoria in Aosta, which is several cen-
turies earlier (GREGORY 1995: figs. 3.15d, 6.7¢; 1996: D8.11).
The difference is that in the mentioned examples the neigh-

98

bouring parts of fortifications consisted of a single line of
defensive walls. It can be supposed that within the frame-
work of the assumed “Roman” rebuilding between Turrets
VI and VII a sort of propugnaculum was constructed. This
is an indication which would confirm the existence of one
of the gates in this part of the fortifications. Such an opin-
ion was expressed at some point by Antonova (1990: 17).

Concerning the chronology of the aforementioned
probable extension of the south-western part of the fortifi-
cations of Chersonesos, one may again refer to the example
of Dibsi Faraj. In the place of earlier fortifications with
small rectangular turrets (similar to Turrets IX-XI in
Chersonesos), much more massive rectangular turrets were
constructed. Furthermore, in the flank of the mentioned
part of fortifications there were hexagonal turrets, which
were situated in a similar way to Turrets V and VIII in
Chersonesos. The mentioned example of the rebuilding of
fortifications from the Near East is dated to the 6th c. AD
(GREGORY 1996: 135-139). Obviously, this does not de-
termine the chronology of the discussed modernisation in
Chersonesos. However, based on it one can doubt whether
there was a direct relationship between the probable re-
build and one of garrisons which stationed in the town in
the 2nd and 3rd ¢, AD.

In the light of the mentioned analogy from Dibsi
Faraj it seems much more probable that the Roman army
participated in the construction of the farther course of
Chersonesos fortifications with small rectangular Turrets
IX-XI (Fig. 1). The fortifications from Turret VIII to
Turret XI may have come into existence (in such a shape
as recorded on the plans) in the Roman Period. The only
indication which supports this hypothesis are the outline
of the foundations (small rectangles, which somehow pro-
trude out of the face of the curtain’s wall) and a uniform
distance between the subsequent turrets. A regular arrange-
ment of the turrets and the mentioned shape are not typical
for other parts of the fortifications of Chersonesos. On the
other hand, similar solutions will appear in Roman forts
and camps of the Principate period. Most examples of rec-
tangular turrets protruding out of the line of walls are dated
to the 3 c. AD (GROOT 1981: 346-351). The turrets of
Chersonesos should perhaps be dated to in a similar man-
ner. At Novae, an analogous solution was used in fortifica-
tions in the 274 half of the 374 ¢. AD (PRESS, SARNOWSKI
1990: 240; IVANOV 1997: 563). Moreover, it is worth under-
lining that (due to their form), within the framework of the
same modernisation of fortifications a rectangular casing of
Turret XVII in the citadel and the neighbouring Curtain
20 (the phase constructed from Inkerman stone) may have
come into existence.

A probability of the Roman participation in the
construction of the segment of fortifications with Turrets
IX-XI, and perhaps also in the construction of the analo-
gous, not preserved phase of Turrets VI and VII is further
supported by a hypothesis saying that a “small citadel” was
located just there. This “small citadel” was probably another
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Fig. 9. Chersonesos. Plan from the excavations of Kosctisko-Valtzini¢ (1908: pl. IIT). 1 — remains of the supposed gate on the ruins of
Turret XIX.

Puc. 9. Xepconec. [1aan, moayuennsrit B peayaprare uccaeaonanuii K. Kociomko-Baatoxunida. 1 — ocraTku mpeAnoAaraeMbix BOPOT Ha
pyuHax Gamxu XIX.

Ryc. 9. Chersonez. Plan z badan Ko$ciuszki-Waluszyniskiego. 1 — pozostatosci domniemanej bramy na ruinach baszey XIX.

point (apart from the citadel) where stationed the Romans When discussing the results of the geological analy-
soldiers in Chersonesos (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1895: 58). sis, it was pointed to fragments of curtains and turrets which
This opinion seems to be confirmed by analysis of some may have come into existence in the Roman period, per-
elements of furnishings of the Roman period burials at the haps upon the initiative and with the participation of the
municipal cemetery. A number of burials which were dis- Roman army. The next step is to point to distinct elements
covered just in the neighbourhood of the discussed part of the defensive system, which may have been constructed
of fortifications may be a trace of presence of Roman sol- from the scratch by the Roman garrison. It has already been
diers and civilians who were related to the garrison (cf. stressed above that in all probability it was the gradual silt-
KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2013). ing of the Quarantine Bay that contributed (exactly in the

Much more information which is relevant for the Roman Period) to a necessity of constructing of new forti-
discussion in this paper was yielded by investigations of the fications on this side. By means of moving defensive walls
further course of the walls. Starting with Curtain 13 up to into the area which was previously part of the port basin,
Turret XVIII on the Quarantine Bay, and partially also new space was available for buildings in the citadel and the
farther off along the bay, remains of the fortifications sur- neighbouring port quarter. Thanks to excavations in the
vived in a reasonably good state of preservation. Most of segment belonging to the citadel, it was possible to record
these were discovered during systematic archacological ex- the dismantlement of Curtain 21 near the garrison’s bath-
cavation and field documentation is available. Some of the house. The curtain was dated to the Hellenistic period
mentioned remains are also accessible on the surface of the (KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2001: 63). A certain problem
terrain. Thanks to this it was possible, among others, to carry is posed by the lack of traces of the wall which in the
out the geological analysis, whose selected results were 2nd ¢ AD should have replaced the dismantled earlier
discussed above. fortifications. Another phase of Curtain 21 which was
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Fig. 10. Pillars in the territory of the port quarter (1 and 2). Remains of the supposed gate from the Roman Period (R. Karasiewicz-
-Szezypiorski).

Puc. 10. ITiaoHBI Ha TEPPUTOPHM TOPTOBOTO KBAPTAAA (1 u2). Ocrarku MPEATTOAATAEMBIX BOPOT PUMCKOTO IEPHOAA.

Ryc. 10. Filary na terenie dzielnicy portowej (1 i 2). Pozostatosci domniemanej bramy z okresu rzymskiego.

investigated with excavations may come from the end of
the 314 c. AD at the earliest. This dating is based on a frag-
mentary statue base or altar with a Latin inscription which
was reused in the construction of the defensive wall (ZUBAR,
SARNOVSKIJ, ANTONOVA 2001: 109). The discussed relicts
of Curtain 21 were in all probability remains of defensive
wall constructed in the course of the same building action
as the nearby Turret XVIIL Such a chronology is implied
by the foundation of the turret on a plan resembling the let-
ter U (cf. KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1900: 23-24, 91-92).
Two buildings — one of them was built in the
place of Turret XIX and second one in the vicinity of this
Hellenistic turret — may be traces of hitherto unidentified
fortifications of the citadel on the side of the bay. These
fortifications must have been in use in the 274 and in the
15thalf of the 3rd c. AD. The turret was perhaps dismantled
somehow later than the neighbouring (Hellenistic) Curtain
21. However, both elements of the fortifications were pulled
down in the period of stationing of the Roman garrison in
the citadel (KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2001: 63). Based
on this, the next phase of fortifications can also be related
to building activity of the Romans. Surviving plans from
the research of Kosctisko-Valtizini¢ (1908: pl. III; 1909: pl.
IT; Figs. 9:1, 11:2) in all probability show remains of a gate
with two pillars and three passages in the discussed part of
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fortifications. It is very probable that a three-pass gate con-
nected the citadel and the port. It is possible that, analo-
gously to the example discussed in the case of the citadel,
Curtain 22 was also moved in the first centuries of our era.
This curtain separated the port quarter from the Quarantine
Bay. The line of this part of walls, which is still visible on
the surface of the ground, is in all probability a surviving
trace of an earlier (Hellenistic) curtain. Two pillars which
can be now seen among the ruins of the mentioned quarter
(Fig. 10:1,2) may be traces of the new line of defensive walls,
which were located in the area previously covered with the
waters of the bay. These pillars may have fulfilled the same
function as those which were found by Kosctisko-Valtizini¢
in the place of Turret XIX. Is it therefore possible that as
many as two gates came into existence upon the initiative of
the Roman garrison at the turn of the 28d and 31 ¢. AD?
One of these may have connected the embankment with
the citadel while the other — with the port quarter, in all
probability civilian at that time.

The progressive silting of the port in the Quarantine
Bay may have been a reason behind the construction of an-
other gate as early as the 204 half of the 374 c. AD in the dis-
cussed part of the fortifications. This new building may have
replaced the hypothetic three-pass gate which was con-
structed in the place of Turret XIX. This feature is called
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Fig. 11. Chersonesos. Plan from the excavations of Kosctisko-Valtzini¢ (1909: pl. IT). 1 - remains of Turret XX; 2 — remains of the
supposed gate on the ruins of Turret XIX; 3 — rooms with hypocaust cellars — remains of the therms in the citadel.

Puc. 11. Xepconec. [Taan, moayyennsiii B pesyabrate uccaeaoBanuit Kocriomko-Basoxuunya. 1 — ocratku 6amrHu XX; 2 — ocTaTku
MPEATIOAATaeMBIX BOPOT Ha pyuHax OautHu XIX; 3 — moMeleH s ¢ TUIIOKAYCTOM — OCTATKH TEPM B LIUTAACAH.

Ryc. 11. Chersonez. Plan z badan Kosciuszki-Waluszyriskiego. 1 — pozostatosci baszty XX; 2 — pozostaloséci domniemanej bramy na
ruinach baszty XIX; 3 — pomieszczenia z piwnicami hypokaustycznymi — pozostalosci term w cytadeli.

Turret XX “on the plan of a cross.” It seems that it is the
outline of the foundations (which is known, as in the pre-
vious case, from the documentation of Kosctisko-Valtizini¢)
that may point to constructors of the mentioned building
(KoscUsko-VALUZINIC 1909: pl. II; Fig. 11:1). In the de-
fensive system of Chersonesos there are no other similar
solutions. It is also difficult to find turrets on the plan of
a cross at other Roman Period sites. On the other hand,
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there are examples of gates (barbicans) constructed on sim-
ilar plans by Roman troops. It is worth stressing that the
original documentation from archaeological research in this
part of Chersonesos does not show the entire plan of the
turret. Some part of the foundations did not survive. On
this basis one could see a building with a not completely
clear outline of the foundations, but in all probability with
two rooms (guard rooms?) in its corners on the side of the
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citadel. Analogous solutions are known from other sites and
they were constructed by the Romans as gates secured with
a sort of barbican. Most probably, these two corner rooms
are traces of small roofed turrets. The rest of the space en-
closed with the defensive wall had no roof and it constituted
a sort of gatchouse. The greatest similarity to Turret XX can
be seen in a gate in fortifications of the Upper Germanic-
-Rhaetian Limes in Dalkingen upon the Upper Danube and
in the eastern gate of the fort in Sacidava (SUSSKIND, WIGG
1992: figs. 25, 64; SCORPAN 1980: pls. XXI, XXII). The
author of the present paper is obviously aware that the pre-
mise in Dalkingen was rather special in its nature; however,
this comparison concerns phases preceding the construc-
tion of a triumphal gate there.

In sum, it is worth stressing that this issue does not
concern a series of one-time gates which are believed to
have been constructed by Roman soldiers as part of forti-
fication works in the citadel and the nearby port quarter.
Apart from one exception (the supposed gate in the port
quarter), we have to do with subsequent phases of the pas-
sage which secured the communication between the citadel
and the nearby embankment, where Roman warships and
supply ships probably moored. The three-pass gate con-
structed in the place of Turret XIX may have been the first
new passage to the port. This building can be dated to the
turn of the 27d and 3t ¢. AD at the carliest. At the same
time a very similar gate may have come into existence in the
new (hypothetic) phase of the nearby Curtain 22. Another
gate in the walls of the citadel should have come into being
when the previous (three-pass) one was pulled down. It was
Turret XX - a single-pass gate which was protected with
some sort of barbican. This premise should perhaps be dated
to the mid-27d c. AD at the latest. Later on, the communi-
cation with the port may have been maintained via the gate
in the central part of the Late Roman Curtain 21. Based
on surviving remains, one can suppose that this gate had
two passages. Similar solutions are known from, i.a., Novae
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(Svistov) — the western gate (PARNICKI-PUDEEKO 1973:
fig. 7; BIERNACKA-LUBANSKA 1982: fig. 112), as well as from
Serdika (Sofia) — the eastern gate (BOADZIEV 1959: fig. 9;
BIERNACKA-LUBANSKA 1982: fig. 121). It remains open
whether the gate in Curtain 21 was flanked with turrets, as
in the case of the first of the mentioned analogies, or it
rather had a shape of a barbican, as in the other case. The
discussed part of the defensive wall probably came into
being simultaneously to Turret XVIII (U-shaped, which is
typical for Late Roman fortifications). It does not seem
incidental that the new gate leads directly towards the bay,
as opposed to buildings from previous phases. It could be
supposed that the water line moved away once again from
the fortifications. The construction of Turret XVIII, which
was most advanced into the port basin, may have been a suf-
ficient protection for this new passage. The entire discus-
sed premise should be dated to the late 3td ¢. AD at the
earliest (ZUBAR, SARNOVSKIJ, ANTONOVA 2001: 109).

Numerous examples which were discussed in this
paper seem to confirm that the Roman army was frequent-
ly involved in the construction and modernisation of var-
ious parts of the fortifications of Chersonesos, with special
reference to the citadel. However, due to the lack of such
unequivocal evidence as building inscriptions, we are to
a great degree left with conjectures. Anyway, it can be hoped
that suggested research directions and proposed hypotheses
will be verified in the course of future investigations, which
will contribute to our knowledge on the Roman presence
in Chersonesos.

Translated by Grzegorz Zabitski

Dr Radostaw Karasiewicz-Szczypiorski
Institute of Archacology

University of Warsaw
radoslaw.szczypiorski@gmail.com
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APPENDIX

The external wall (prozeichisma — mpotetyioua) and
the outer ward (peribolos — mepifolog) in the south-eastern
part of the fortifications of Chersonesos. A review of

published data.
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History of research

1895-1905 — Kosclisko-Valtizini¢ — excavations of the
main line of fortifications, as well as the external
wall with the outer ward. The only area which
was not excavated was the so-called “Passage”
(Peremycka), which was the way to the Antiquities
Depot, established by the researcher. In 1898-1899
the excavations encompassed the area in front of
the external wall; however, they did not reach the
undisturbed subsoil level. Only later layers were ex-
cavated.

1925 - Grinevi¢ — excavations of sections of the “Passage.”

1946 and 1948 — PatySeva — excavations on both sides of
the external wall, in front of Curtains 16 and 17.

1958 — Gilevi¢ — excavations in the “Passage.”

1970 — Antonova - discovery of the early phase of the
external wall at Curtains 16—17 of the main line of
defensive walls.

Description of discovered remains

The external wall was supposed to lie through main
defensive wall, from Turret XII to Turret XVIIIL. The outer
ward was enclosed with a transverse wall on the side of the
sea (BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 145). This wall adjoined
the base of Turret XVIII (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1900:
23-24). Based on published data, it is impossible to deter-
mine which phase of Curtain 20 or Turret XVIII was ad-
joined by the external wall.

Phase 1 (external wall)

Lower parts of the surviving wall were constructed
from rubble stone and they were in all probability dug into
an earlier earthwork (BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 116-117).
Up to the height of 1.7 m, counting from the foundation
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footing, the external wall is made of stones bonded with
clay and it includes numerous fragments of tombstones,
referred to as ancient ones. The wall above that level shows
lime mortar bonding. Different construction was believed
to be evidence that it was discovered a foundation of a de-
fensive wall (dated to the 9th—10th c. AD). It was new con-
struction but not remains of earlier external wall (PATYSEVA
1974: 78).

In the south-castern part of the town’s fortifica-
tions 70 metres of the external wall were uncovered. It was
1.2-1.4 m wide and it was located about 9-11 m from the
main line of fortifications (ANTONOVA 1971: 159; 1996:
123); what survives now is a ca. 40 m long line of the de-
fensive wall, made from rubble stone bonded with clay.
These remains are thought to be the earliest vestige of
the external wall in the fortifications of Chersonesos. The
structure was reinforced with buttresses, located each every
4.5-5 m (ANTONOVA 1975: 68). They protruded about
0.5 m from the face of the wall (ANTONOVA 1996: 123).

Remains of Phase 1 were best preserved in front
of the gate in Curtain 16, where they reached the height
of 2.2 m. The reinforcing buttresses were located on the
side of the outer ward.

Phase 1 (outer ward)

The first elevation of the ground level in the outer
ward was a one-time event. The earthwork was believed to
come into existence in the Roman period (KoscUsko-
-VALUZINIC 1902b: 11). The entire fill in front of Curtains
15-19 came into being in a one-time action. It was made
after the construction of two earliest phases of Curtain
walls 15-17 and the earliest phase in Curtain 19 (BERT’E-
-DELAGARD” 1907: 92, 108-109, 136). The lower part of
the fill consisted of homogeneous soil with a small number
of finds, and it corresponds to the level, to which the earliest
phase of the main wall survived (GRINEVIC 1926: 51). The
earliest sequence of layers came into existence in a gradual
way. Finds related to this level are dated to the 31d-1stc. BC.
The external wall cut through these layers with its founda-
tion trench. The foundation also cut through the next se-
quence of layers, which is dated to the 15t c. BC — 15t c. AD.
This sequence contained legible remains of a series of sur-
faces of the road which went in parallel to the defensive
walls (GILEVIC 1960: 25-27). Gilevi¢ did not yet isolate
Phase 1 of the prozeichisma, which was discovered in 1970.
Observations preceding the investigations carried out by
Antonova must have referred to Phase 2 of the discussed
defensive wall. This phase came into being later on. As it was
much stronger, it should have destroyed the interface of the
layers in the outer ward with the earliest phase (Phase 1) of
the external wall.

Wall “B” (external wall) came into existence when
the entire “ancient Greek” (“drevnegreceskij”) wall (the
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carliest phase of Curtain 16) was artificially buried up. The
height of the fill was believed to reach up to the upper sur-
faces of Tombs 1013 and 1014 (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC
1901: 27, 35). These tombs were constructed already after
the wall (the carliest phase of Curtain 16) and the gate had
been buried (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1901: 29-30). Tombs
1013 and 1014 were believed to be constructed on the sur-
face of the ground and then they were buried up. A low
level of the ground (originally) in the outer ward is also sug-
gested by the fact that the gate in Curtain 16 was walled up
with face blocks with rustication (ANTONOVA 1996: 125).

Phase 2 (external wall)

The new wall was made of stones bonded with
lime mortar (ANTONOVA 1975: 69). It was constructed only
in the south-castern extremity of the town’s fortifications.
This was due to the fact that the increase of layers of soil
on the external side of the fortifications (and the pressure
of the soil) were believed to pose a threat to the stability
of the earlier wall (ANTONOVA 1988: 9). As compared with
Phase 1, the wall was broadened by 1 m (on the side of
the foreground of the fortifications). Lower parts of the
carlier wall were used as part of the foundation of Phase 2.
There are no burials from this period in the outer ward
(ANTONOVA 1996: 123).

Phase 3 (external wall)

The new wall, 2.8—3 m thick, was constructed at
a farther distance from the main line of the walls than it was
the case in the previous phases. Due to the construction of
Phase 3 of the external wall it was necessary to raise the
structure of the main line of fortifications (ANTONOVA
1988: 8). The thickness of the external wall in the wicket in
front of Curtain 16 is 2.25 m. Stones in this wall were
bonded with coarse-grained lime mortar. When works on
raising the structure of the inner wall (in the same phase)
in Curtain 19 commenced, the level of the ground in the
outer ward was higher than the level which was reached by
builders. Perhaps for this reason the first two layers of the
new wall were constructed from unworked stone, as from
the very beginning they fulfilled the role of the foundation.
The foundation of the external wall in this phase was
believed to be entirely dug into the earlier earthwork
(BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 109).

Chronology

Antonova believes that there was a close temporal
relation between subsequent rebuilds in both lines of the
defensive walls (ANTONOVA 1996: 125).
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Phase 1: the Roman Period, probably not later
than the 15t c. AD (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1901: 27, 35); the
“Roman-Byzantine period” (“rimsko-vizantijskad ¢poha”)
(KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1906: 60); the 27 c. AD — the seg-
ment from Turret XII to Turret XV; the Sth—¢th c. AD —
the segment from Turret XV to Turret XVII (BERT’E-
-DELAGARD” 1907: 156, 158); Tombs 1013 and 1014 in
the outer ward are dated to the late 15t c. AD, based on coin
finds, Tomb 1009 — dated to by a coin of Domitian, and
Tomb 1058 — by a coin from the end of the 2nd ¢ AD
(BERT’E-DELAGARD” 1907: 154-156); in Tomb 1014 a coin
of Titus was found (GRINEVIC 1926: 55); not earlier than
in the 20d ¢, AD (ANTONOVA 1971: 160) in the external
wall of Phase 1 there were found 75 fragments of tomb-
stones from the 4th-3rd ¢. BC and from the 15t-20d ¢, AD;
the end of the 15t c. AD - early 2nd ¢, AD - dating of the
filling up of the gate in Curtain 16 and the construction of
Tombs 1013 and 1014 (PATYSEVA 1974: 76); the Roman
Period — a complete reconstruction of the defensive system
of Chersonesos (ANTONOVA 1975: 68); the 15t or the early
2nd ¢, AD - reconstruction in the period of stationing of
the Roman troops in the town. The external wall in the
south-eastern part of fortifications was believed to come
into existence slightly earlier than its other parts, which are
dated to the 27d c. AD (ANTONOVA 1988: 6-7); the end of
the 15t-2nd ¢, AD - construction of all the segments of
the external wall, fragments of Hellenistic tombstones and
a coin of Nero in the wall of Phase 1; this chronology is
believed to be also confirmed by the chronology of the
tomb, where one of the walls is part of the external defen-
sive wall (ANTONOVA 1996: 105, 123).

Phase 2: the 5th - 6th ¢, AD
(ANTONOVA 1988:8).

Phase 3: “the entire Wall B was build in the
Byzantine Age” (“vsd stena B sooruZena v vizantiiskut
¢pohu”) (KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1902a: 9) — this researcher
probably meant only the shallowly deposited remains of
Phase 3; the segment of the external wall in front of
Curtain 19 was supposed to be the latest — its foundations
cut through numerous graves in which coins were found:
Maximinus (Grave 314), Constantine the Great (Grave
337) and Constantius IT (Grave 361) (BERT’E-DELAGARD”
1907: 158); the 9th_10th ¢, AD - based on ceramic finds
from the excavations of the “Passage” (GILEVIC 1960: 28;
cf. ANTONOVA 1975: 69; 1988: 8); the 9th—10th ¢. AD -
the origin of the external wall as such, based on results of
research in the outer ward at Curtains 16 and 17 (PATYSEVA
1974: 78).
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Abbreviations
CIL — Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum.
IAK — “Izvestia imperatorskoj Arheologi¢eskoj kommissii”.
ILS — Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae.
IOSPE I’ — B. Latyschev, Inscriptiones antiquae Orae Septentrionalis Ponti Euxini. Inscriptiones Tyrae, Olbiae, Chersonesi
Tauricae aliorum locorum a Danubio usque ad regnum Bosporanum, Petropoli 1916.
OAK - “Oreét” imperatorskoj Arheologi¢eskoj kommissii”
VITR. De Arch. — M. Vitruvius Pollio, De architectura libri X.
TAC. Ann. — P. Cornelius Tacitus, Annales.
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PApOCAAB KAPACEBUY-IIIEITEPCKU

PUMCKAS APMUA U CTEHBI XEPCOHECA

OGOPOHI/ITCAbeIe creHbl XepCOHECA HCCACAY-
forcst ¢ 80-x ropo XIX B. BoabInas yacTh coXpaHUBIIUXCS
ocTaTKoB Ob1A2 OGHAPY)KEHA BO BPEMEHA, KOTAQ HHTEPIIpe-
TALUM COOTHOIICHMUS APXCOAOTHYECKUX CAOEB U CTPOHTEAD-
HBIX OCTATKOB HE YACASIAOCH AOAKHOTO BHUMAHHSL. T aioke
MHOTO BOIIPOCOB BOSHHKACT K AOKYMCHTaUMHU M 1y0au-
KAI[MsIM PE3yABTATOB HCCACAOBAHHMH. B Takoi curyaruu
KOKABLI apXEOAOT U apPXUTCKTOP UMEIOT IIOAHYIO CBOGOAY
AASL CBOMX BBIBOAOB, KOTOpbIC, Ha HAIIl B3TASIA, HE OUECHb
oboramaior 3HaHU 0 POPTUGHKALMOHHBIX COOPYKEHUAX
XepcoHeca.

B HacTosAIMII MOMEHT, IO PE3YABTATAM IIPEABI-
AYLIHX PaCKOIIOK, MO)KHO KOHCTATHPOBATD, YTO COXPAHHB-
LIMECS OCTATKU KYPTHH H GAIICH OAHOCTBIO H30AHPOBAHBI
OT apXEOAOTHYECKOTO KOHTEKCTA. ITO6BI CACAATD KAKHE-TO
HOBBIC BBIBOABI U PACIIMPHUTDH CYIIECTBYIOLIHE 3HAHMS
HaM¥ OBIAO IPUHSATO PelICHUE UCTIOAB30BATh AOCTIDKCHU
us Apyrux obaacreit Hayku. IIpexxae Bcero Gpia ocymect-
BACH F€OAOTHYECKHUI aHAAUB C LIEABIO HACHTH(HKALIUH ITO-
POA KaMHEH, HCIIOAB30BAHHBIX B CTPOUTCABCTBE 0OOPOHH-
TEABHBIX CTEH.

T'eonor Mareit Kpaiinax, paGoraromuii B cocrase
3KCIIEAUIIMH [IOA PYKOBOACTBOM aBTOPA HACTOSIIIETO TEKC-
T4, BBUSIBUA HA YYaCTKAX COXPAHUBIUMXCS CTeH 14 THIOB
NOPOA KaMHs (AUTOTHIOB). MOHOAHTHbIE THIIB (AHTOTH-
1b1) 6BIAM BBIACACHBI Ha OCHOBAHMM MaKPOCKOMHYECKHX
U MHKPOCKOIIMYECKUX XapakTepucTHK. Kaxabiil us obo-
3HAYCHHBIX THIIOB IIOPOA KAMHCH MO3AHEe OBIA AOKAAUBH-
POBaH B CCTECTBECHHBIX BBIXOAAX cKaa Ha I'epakaeiickoM
noayoctpose. 3 06mupHOro re0AOrn9ecKoro oT4éTa AAS
HACTOSIIIETO MCCACAOBAHUS BBIOPAHO TOABKO HECKOABKO
OCHOBHBIX KAGAOK CTCH, KOTOPBIC MOXKHO CBSI3aTh C HACTO-
sijeit TeMoit. ['eoaormdeckne MccAeAOBaHUS BRISIBUAU OAHY
0cHOBHYIO TeHAcHLHIO. C TeYeHHEM BPEMEHH, B IIOCACAY-
IOIIMX CTOACTBSAX APCBHHE CTPOUTEAM Opasn KaMeHb BCs-
KHI pas A2ABILE OT TOPOAA U BCIKHUI pas B 6oace raybokux
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FEOAOTHYECKHX OTAOXKEHMUSX. B caMbIX HIDKHMX 4acTsX Kyp-
tuH 16 u 17, a taxoke 6amnau X VI ucnmoasdosan autorun 1,
KOTOPBLII AOCTYIICH Ha O4CHb HeOOABLION raybuHe AKe Ha
Tepputopuu ropoaa. Hikwsis vacrs xyprunsr 19, a taioke
HaacTporika panseit 6amnu X VI, coopyxenHble BO BpeMst
CTPOUTEABCTBA LIUTAACAH, OBIAM BBIAOYKCHDI M3 AUTOTHUIIA 5.
OTa mopoaa KaMHsI AOCTYIIHA Ha TeppUTOpUH boAee OTAA-
AEHHOM OT TOpOAQ. HpHMeaneAbHo, YTO CTPOUTEAU PUCK-
HYAH HCIIOAB30BATh KAMEHb HEBBICOKOM IIPOYHOCTH, HO OT-
AHYAIOLIMHCS ACKOPATHBHOCTHIO. DTa ITOPOAL KAMHS UMEET
BBIPA3UTCABHBIA PHCYHOK B BUAE CMCHSIOIIMXCS OCABIX
u skéaTix osoc (Puc. 2:1, 8:2).

Mownoautasie Tunst 9 u 10, BeposiTHEe Beero, uc-
IIOAB30BAAKCh B HadaAe PUMCKOro mepuoaa. Aurorun 10
HA6AIOAQETCSA B TEX JKE 3AAEXKAX, YTO U MOHOAUTHEIE THITHI 5
u 9, HO 3aAeracT HEMHOTO raybxe.

O6a THma CTPOUTEABHOTO MaTepHAAd HAXOAUM
B niepectpoeHoit Kyptute 17 (psabt 6a0kos o1 2—4 a0 8-9,
CYMTas OT COBPEMEHHOH NOBEPXHOCTH IpyHTa). ['eosornye-
CKMU aHAaAM3 IIOKa3aA, YTO BOCCTAHOBACHHUE 3TOM YacTU
CTEHDI OCYIECTBAEHO B IATH 3Tanos (Puc. 3:1-5).

CHavaaa GbIA HOCTPOEH YYACTOK OKOAO bamnu XV —
TIOYTH MCKAIOYMTEABHO M3 AMTOTHNA | (M3 pasobpanHOI
Goace panHeil cTenbi?). [ToToM oTcTpamBasuch mocaeAy-
IIMe YYACTKHU, MOCTENCHHO mpubamkasicy k bamue XVI.
V4acrok 2 rAaBHBIM 06pasoM MPEACTABACH AUTOTUIIOM 1
(B HIKHMX YacTsX), 6b14 3aMenén auToTHIIOM 10 (B BepxHUX
4acTsX). Y9acTok 3 Takoke PEACTABASACT CMEILECHHE AUTOTH-
noB 1 u 10 ¢ Toi pasHuILEl, YTO BTOPOI AUTOTHII ITOSIBASIET-
Cs1 B HIDKHUX YaCTSIX, YaIle BCETO IO COCEACTBY € yIaCTKOM 2.
Y4acTok 4 MOCTPOEH B OCHOBHOM U3 KAMHEH AHTOTHIIA 9,
4 y4aCTOK 5 — IOYTH UCKAIOYUTEABHO U3 AuToTHna 10.

Crkopee Bcero, 4TO6B BOCCTAaHOBHTD (MAH PEMOH-
THpOBarh?) crennl y Kapantunuoit 6yxTs Ha HX moAcTynax
GblAa B3HECECHA NEpBas B MCTOPHU XEpPCOHECA BHELIHSIS
crena (nmpoteitxusma). CTeHa coopykeHa U3 AOMAHHOTO
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KaMHs, COCAUHEHHOTO TAMHOH. Takas TeXHHKa, paHee He Us-
BECTHAsI B YKpeNACHUsX XepcoHeca, ObIAd TAKOKe UCIIOAB-
30BaHa IIPH CTPOUTEABCTBE CTEH pUMcKoro ¢opra B basa-
KAAaBE M CTOPOXEBOTO nocTa Ha Beicote Kasankas.

I[peacraBacHHbIE PaKTbI OBIAU PACCMOTPEHBI € Yué-
TOM HEMHOTOYHCACHHOM MHGOPMALIMHU O cTpaTUrpadpuy Ha
y4acTKe MeXAY OOOPOHUTEABHBIMH CTCHAMH, a TAKXKE Cy-
IECTBYIOLICH AATHPOBKH U3YYCHHBIX KYABTYPHBIX HAIIAA-
CTOBaHHI M APXUTEKTyPHbIX ocTaTKOB. Ha aTom ocHoBanuu
MOXHO AOITYCTHTb, YTO OIMMCAHHAS [IEPECTPOHKA KyPTHHBI
17 (a, ckopee Bcero, Takke cOCEAHUX OallleH U KyPTHH) COB-
IAAQET CO CTPOUTEABCTBOM BHEIIHEH CTEHBI H MOXKET ObITh
AarupoBaHa cepeanHoi I B. H.3. Caepyromas nepecTpoiika
AAHHOTO y4aCTKA YKPEIIACHUH, KOTOPas CBA3BIBACTCS C HU-
BeAHPOBaHHEM (3aCHIIbIO) MEKAYCTECHHOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBA,
Moraa 6bITh ocymecTBacHa B Hadaae 11 B. ITpeasosxenHas
AATHPOBKa 6bIAA COOTHECEHA ¢ UMeIoLelicss nHOopMaLUelt
O XPOHOAOTHH M IICPHOAM3ALMH IIPUCYTCTBHUS PUMCKHUX
Bolick B TaBpuxe. Ha atoM ocHOBaHuU mepByIo U3 mepe-
CTPOEK MOXKHO OTHECTH K KOPOTKOBPEMCHHOMY IIPHCYT-
CTBHIO PUMCKOTO KOPITyca, CBA3AHHOMY ¢ HMeHeM T ubepus
IMaarus Cuassana (Ti. Plautius Silvanus; CIL XIV 3608
=ILS 986). ApryMeHTHI B IOAB3Y IPUCYTCTBUS B 3TO Bpe-
MsI PUMCKHX BOICK B XepCOHece TaIoKe AAET IIPOBEAEHHBIH
AHAAU3 HAXOAOK, B TOM YHCAC IACMEHTOB OPYXKUs, CHapsi-
xenust 1 c6pyn (GAWRONSKI, KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI,
MODZELEWSKI 2014). Caeayrolmast mepecTpoiika ropoACKHX
YKPEIIACHUI MOXET OBITb CBs3aHA ¢ KOPOTKOBPEMEHHBIM
pacnioaoxenuem vexillatio V Makea0HCKOro Aeruosa o Bpe-
ms1 ipaBacHust Tpassa uan Anronnsa ITus. Kaxercs ao-
CTATOYHO AOTHYHBIM 4TO YTOOBI He AepKaTh B XepcoHece
IOCTOSIHHOTO TAPHU30HA, OOOPOHHUTEABHBIE YKPEIIACHU
OBIAH OTPEMOHTHPOBAHDBI U yCHACHDBL B cBeTe mpeacras-
ACHHBIX AQHHBIX, 4 TAKKE MPEAAOKECHHON HX HHTEPIIPETa-
LIMH, MCHEE TIPABAOIIOAOGHBIM KKETCSI, YTO IIepBas Hepe-
CTPOMKA U CTPOMTEABCTBO BHEIIHEH CTEHBI OTHOCATCS K Ha-
gaay II B., a cAeAyIOImIMIl PEMOHT M 3aCBINb YACTH MEXKAY-
CTEHHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBA OCYIECTBACHBI TOABKO BO BPEMSI
npasaeHust AntonnHa [Tust. Beeaéunsie B Kpeim Bo Bpemst
IPABACHUS 3TOTO HMIICPATOPA PUMCKHE ITOAPABACACHHS
OCTAIOTCA HA AOATO M CTPOSIT YKPEIACHMSI HA IPaHHIIAX
xopst XepcoHeca. Maao BepOSITHO, YTO YKPEIIACHHE ITOrpa-
HUYHOH 30HBI U MEPECTPOHKA FTOPOACKUX CTEH OCYLIECTB-
ASIAACh OAHOBPEMEHHO.

AAst M3y4eHHs] PUMCKOTO BOCHHOTO IPUCYTCTBHS
B KphimMy cymjecTBeHHOM KaXkeTcss MHGOPMALIUS, ITOAYYEH-
Hasl B PE3yABTATE T€OAOTHYECKOTO aHAAH34, KOTOPasi OTHO-
cutcst K A0ObI9e HHKePMaHCKOro KamHs. B crenax Xepco-
Heca BBIACACHO TPH BHAQ 3TOH IIOPOABL: AMTOTHIIBI Or 3, 4
1 13, 13 KOTOPBIX COOTBETCTBEHHO NI 3 3aA€raeT B KAMEHO-
AOMHSX Ha CaMOM BEpXy, a nr 13 BBICTyIIaeT Ha CaMOM TAY-
6uHe.

Bsuneonucanusie HAGAIOACHNS OTKPBIBAIT HOBbIE
BO3MOXXHOCTH MHTEPIIPETAIIMH PA3HBIX CTPOUTEABHBIX IT€-
pHOAOB yKasaHHbIX yKpenacHuil. [Tpexae Bcero, He BbLsB-
ACHO NIPHUMEPOB HCIIOAB30BAHUS HHKECPMAHCKOTO KaMHSI
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B CTCHAX, BO3BEACHHBIX AO HalIeH apbl. AutoTun 3 6b1A Hc-
IIOAB30BAH AASI CTPOUTEABCTBA OAHOTO U3 Y4aCTKOB KyPTH-
Hbl 20, KOTOPBIH AATHPYETCS PUMCKUM IIEPUOAOM. Jror
YYACTOK HAXOAMTCA IIO COCCACTBY ¢ Gammeit XVII (Puc.
5:1), mpeacTaBasieT co60i BHYTPEHHEE AULIO CTCHBL, CAOYKCH-
Hoe 13 60AbImux 6eAbIX 6A0KOB. Ycuaenue 6amuu XVI co
CTOPOHBI LIUTAACAU TAKKE BBIIOAHEHO U3 KAMHEH TOI e
TIOPOABI (Pnc. 6:1, 7:1), XOTsI, CKOpee BCETO, OTHOCHTCSA
K 60Ace TO3AHEMY BPEMEHH, Y€M YIIOMSHYTHIC OCTATKH Kyp-
tunbl 20. CAeAyeT 3aMETUTD, U3 YIHOMSHYTOTO THITA KAMHS
TAIOKE BBIITOAHEHbI APXUTEKTYPHBIE ACTAAU M PE3HBIE ACKO-
pauuu csituania fOmurepa Aosnxena B basakaase.
Awurorurnst 4 u 13 (nonepeMeHHO) MOABASIOTCS
TOABKO B CTPOUTEABHBIX (a3aX, AATHPYEMbIX BH3aHTHII-
cxuM neproaoM. IlpumMepoM MOryT CAYXKHTB: yCHACHHbIE
YYaCTKHU C BHELIHEH CTOPOHBI KyPTHHBI 19, B yacTu, npuae-
raomei K 6amae XVII (Puc. 8:2), a TaK)Ke KAAUTKA, CO-
XPaHUBIIASICS B BEPXHEH YaCTH KyPTHHBI 16, 110 cOceACTBY
¢ Gamreit XIV (PSAOM ¢ CYIIECTBYOMMM TAABHBIM BXOAOM
B Myseil «Xepconec Taspuueckuii»). [IpeacTaBacHHbIE
$aKTBl MO3BOASIIOT BBIABHHYTH THIIOTE3Y, YTO KaMCHb
B MHKepMaHe Hadaau AOOBIBATH TOABKO BO BPEMs IIOKOSI
U cTabMAM3aLUH, KOTOPbIe HAOAIOAAAUCH GAATOAApS OCTO-
SIHHOMY TIPHCYTCTBHIO pUMCKOro Bokicka. McrmoapsoBanue
CTpOUTEABHOTO Matepuasa us MHkepmana B creHax nu-
Tapean U cesruaniia IOmurepa B Basakaase cBuaereas-
CTBYET, YTO HA COOPYKCHHE CBOUX OOBEKTOB 3TOT KAMEHb
TNOCTaBASIAM TaoKe (a MOXeT, TAABHBIM 06pa3oM?) pUMCcKHe
coaAaThL. AaHHOE HAGAIOACHHUE IIO3BOASIET 3aAATh BOIIPOC,
HE CBSI3aHO AM Ha4aAO AOOBIYM HHKEPMAHCKOIO KaMHS €O
CTPOUTEABHBIMH HHBECTULIMAMU puMAsiH B Kprimy?
Taxum 06pasoM, BBIXOAS 32 pAMKH [€OAOTHYECKO-
rO AaHAAH3Aa U €r0 MHTEPIIPETALMH, B TEKCTE AOITYCKACTCH
BO3MOXKHOCTb YYaCTHsSI PUMCKHX COAAAT B CTPOHTEABCTBE
HAM PEMOHTE APYIHMX yYaCTKOB TOPOACKHX YKPEITACHMIL.
[Toxoxe, HanboAce 3HAYMTEABHBIM ObIA BKAaA HPUODIB-
IIHX BOCHHBIX B [IEPECTPOHKY YKPEIIACHUI LIUTAACAH U CO-
CEAHETO MOPTOBOro KBapTaAa. I IpeacTaBAcHHBIE THIIOTESDI
OCHOBaHBI, IIPEXAC BCETO, HAa H3YYCHUH ONyOAMKOBAHHBIX
naanoB uccacposanuii Kapaa Kocurormko-Baaiosxnnnya
(KoscUSKO-VALUZINIC 1908: taba. I11; 1909: Ta6a. IT; Puc.
9, 11), a Taxxe Ha MHOTOKPAaTHOM CPaBHUTEABHOM aHAAH-
3¢ AAHHON MHPOPMAIIMHU C CYLIECTBYIOIECH CUTyal[uel Ha
TEPPUTOPHU TOPOAMINA ABTOPOM HacTosmero Tekcra. Ha
3TOM OCHOBAHHU MOXKHO IIPEAIIOAOXHTH, YTO BO BpPEMS
npeObIBaHUS PUMASIH B LIATAACAH HCOAHOKPATHO OBIAH Ie-
pecTpoeHsl yKpenaeHust co croponst Kapanruanoii 6yxTsL.
Kaxap1it pa3 mpuMeHsIANCh HOBbBIE PEIICHUS KOMMYHHKA-
LM MEXAY LIUTAACABIO U MOOCPEKbEM, TSHYIUMCS BAOAD
IIOPTOBOTO KBAPTaAd. Y KPEIACHHUS LIUTAACAU AOAKHBI ObI-
AU 6bITH IIPHCIIOCOBACHH K H3MeHstomeiics (oTcTymatomeit)
GeperoBoil AUHUH, 4TOOb! 3¢pPEKTUBHO IIPUKPBIBATH IIOPT.
ITo aroit npudnHe ckopee Beero He ObIAO TOGEPExDbs C Op-
TOBOH 3acTpOiiko# BAOAb Kyptunbl 21 (cpasn. Puc. 1).
IlepBbiM, ITOCTPOCHHBIM PHMCKHM BOMCKOM, HEIIOCPEA-
CTBCHHBIM COCAMHCHHEM LIUTAACAH € TIOPTOM, MOTAH ObITh
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BOPOTA C TPeMs IPOAETAMH, KOTOPBIE, CKOPEE BCETo, ObIAN
coopyxensl Ha Mecte 6amnn XIX B navaae IIT B. Moxer
OBITH, HOXOXKHE BOPOTA COCAUHHAH B 9TO e BpeMst mobe-
pexbe ¢ moproBeiM KBapTasoM. CAcpaMu 9TOro Impoxoaa
MOTYT OBITh ABA IIMAOHA, BUAUMBIX B HACTOSIIMI MOMCHT
cpean pyun (Puc. 10:1,2). Hemuoro nossxe gpyHkuHIO Bo-
pot npunsaa Hosas Gamns XX. E€ opurnHasbHblil naaH
HAXOAUT AHAAOTUH B IIPHEMAX CTPOUTEABCTBA PUMASHAMH
TAABHBIX BOPOT, KOTOPBIE HCITOAB30BAANCH B PpopTHHKA-
nusx aumeca (Dalkingen, cpan. SUSSKIND, WIGG 1992:
puc. 25, 64; Sacidava, cpasu. SCORPAN 1980: Taba. XXI,
XXII). 3areM, ckopee Bcero, B KoHiie 111 B. Ob1AU coopyxe-
HbI BOPOTA B IICHTPAABHOM YacTH KypTHHBI 21.

OAHAKO, AAHHOE IIPEATIOAOXKECHUE AOKA3BIBAAO OBL,
4TO MobepeKbe MPOAOAKAAOCH, IIO KpaiiHEH Mepe, Ha Ka-
KOH-TO OTPE30K AAMHBI YIOMsHYTOH KypTuHbl. Cxopee
BCErO0, 3TO OBIAO BO3SMOYKHO ITOCAE COOPY>KEHHS 6amrau XVIII
(Ha maane obosnavena 6yksoii ,U”). BoigBunyTas B cro-
poHy GyXTbl yraoBas GallHs LIUTAACAH AOAKHA OblAa AO-
CTATOYHO HAAGKHO BAIUINATH IIOPTOBBIE COOPYXKCHMS.
Ycuaenue opHOM GamHn 06X0ANAOCH ACLIEBAC, YEM IIEpe-
MeILEeHHE BrAYOb aKBATOPHHU LIEAOTO YIaCTKA YKPCIIACHHH
¢ kypruno# 21.

B 3axAr0ueHME TAKKE CACAYET OGPATUTD BHUMAHUE
Ha IIAQHbI HECYIECTBYIOLIMX B HACTOSIIUI MOMEHT 060po-
HUTEABHBIX COOPY)KEHHUII I0T0-3aaAHoM yacTu XepcoHeca
(Puc. 1), xotopsle UMEOT HeOOABIIHE MPSMOYTOAbHbIE
Gaurnu ot nr IX a0 nr X1, pasmewménHbie oYt Ha OAUHA-
KOBOM PacCTOSHUH U BBITASAST KaK TUIIHMYHBIA obpaser
yKkpenaeHui popra uau pumckoro aareps. Popma bamen
cBuAcTeAbcTBYeT 0 X mepecrpoiike B III Beke. Cxopee
BCEro, IPUBACYCHHE PUMCKOTO BOMCKA B MOACPHHUBALIHIO
YHOMSIHYTOTO yYaCTKA CTEH BIIOAHE COTAACYETCs C THIIO-
tesoit Kapaa Kocmomko-Basrosxunmya o aoxasusanuu
B 3TOM 4aCTH YKPEMACHUH ,MAAOH LUTaACAU (KOSCUSKO-
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-VALUZINIC 1895: S8). Moxer 6bITb, AQHHBIIH y4acToK
SBASIACSI AOTIOAHHTEABHBIM MECTOM AHCAOKALIUH PHMCKOTO
Boticka BbAnsu cren? [Toxoxe, 4TO BRIABHHYTAS TUIIOTE32
TAIOKE IIOATBEPXKAACTCS PE3YABTATAMH IIOBTOPHOTO aHAAH-
32 3aXOPOHECHUI PUMCKOTO BPEMCHH, PACIIOAOKEHHBIX Psi-
AOM ¢ yyacTkoM Hekponoast (KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI
2013).

B pesyabTare, cAeAyeT NOAYEPKHYTH, YTO YIACTHE
PHMCKOTO BOHCKA B CTPOMTEABCTBE U PEMOHTE YKpEIAe-
Huil XepcoHeca, He CMOTPSI HA OTCYTCTBHE OAHO3HAYHBIX
anUrpadUUECKUX CBUACTEABCTB, SIBASICTCS O4CHb PEAABHBIM.
PeMOHTBI M CTPOUTEABCTBO HOBBIX OOOPOHUTEABHBIX CTCH,
BO3MOYKHO, COBITAAQIOT IT0 BPEMEHH C IIEPUOAAMH KOPOTKHX
BOCHHBIX HHTepBeHIMil Puma B TaBpuxke. AoAroBpeMeHHyIO
AncAoKanmio (Bo BTopoii moaosuHe II - neppoii noaosuHe
III BB.) CACAYET CBSI3BIBATH CO CTPOHTEABCTBOM CHCTEMBbI
6e30MMacTHOCTH Ha rpaHuLax xopb! (yauTbiBas Basakaasy).

HckaroueHneM B AQHHBIH IIEPHOA MOXET OBITb
CTPOUTEABHAS] aKTUBHOCTb Ha CTCHAX LIUTAACAH, CO CTOPO-
ubt Kapantunnoit 6yxrer, 4to 66140 06yCAOBACHO IIpUYH-
HaMu Ge30IIaCTHOCTH, a TAKKe, KAK KKETCS, IIOMCKAMU
AOIIOAHHUTEABHON IIAOIIAAM TTOA 3aCTPOHKY AAsI TAPHH30HA,
3aKPBITOTO B TECHOM LIUTAACAH.

[ToBTOpHBIA OTKAa3 OT AAHTEABHOTO BOCHHOIO
npuCyTcTBUs B XepcoHece B KOHIIE IPABACHUS AUHACTHH
Cesepos (noctst Ha Canyn-rope 1 gpopt B Barakaase 6p1a1
IIOKHHYTHI), TIO-BUAUMOMY, CHOBa COIIPOBOXA2ACs pabo-
TaMH Ha OGOPOHHTEABHBIX CTeHax ropoaa. Caeasl cTpou-
TEABHOH AKTHBHOCTH HAXOAUM KaK B IOTO-3aIIAAHOH 4aCTH
yKpenaeHuii, tak u B Kapantunnoii 6yxre. Maciura6 npea-
HPHHATHIX PabOT 3HAYUTEABHO YBEAHYMBACTCS, AOKa3a-
TEABCTBOM 4€I0, MEKAY IIPOYUM, SBASCTCS, CTPOHTEABCTBO
HOBOM Kypruss! 21 BmMecre ¢ Bopotamu n Gamnueit XVIIIL.

Ilepesod Awiomura A. Kosarescras

ARMIA RZYMSKA I MURY CHERSONEZU

Mury obronne Chersonezu s badane od lat 80.
XIX w. Wigkszo$¢ zachowanych reliktéw zostata odstonie-
ta w czasach, gdy do interpretacji styku warstw archeologicz-
nych i architektury nie przyktadano wystarczajacej uwagi.
Réwniez dokumentacja i publikacje z badan pozostawiaja
wiele znakéw zapytania. W tej sytuacji kazdy archeolog
iarchitekt ma duzg swobodg wyciagania wnioskéw, trudno
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dzi$ jednak zauwazy¢ znaczacy postep w dyskusji na temat
umocnien Chersonezu.

Zachowane pozostalosci kurtyn i baszt w wyniku
wezesniejszych wykopalisk zostaly catkowicie odciete od
kontekstu archeologicznego. Szansa na nowe wnioski
i poszerzenie naszej wiedzy jest zastosowanie do$wiadczent
z innych dziedzin. Z tego powodu przeprowadzono analize¢
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geologiczna i identyfikacje rodzajéw kamienia uzytych do
budowy muréw obronnych.

Geolog Maciej Krajcarz (Instytut Nauk Geolo-
gicznych PAN), pracujacy w ramach ekspedycji kierowanej
przez autora niniejszego tekstu, rozpoznat w zachowanych
fragmentach muréw 14 typéw skal (litotypéw). Litotypy
zostaly wyrdéznione na podstawie cech makroskopowych
i mikroskopowych. Nastepnie kazdy z oznaczonych typéw
skat zlokalizowano w naturalnych wychodniach na Pél-
wyspie Heraklejskim. Z obszernego raportu geologicznego
na potrzeby niniejszej analizy wybrano tylko kilka najistot-
niejszych watkdw, ktdre mozna powigzaé z podjeta tematyka.
Badania geologiczne ujawnily jedna zasadnicza tendencje.
Wraz z uplywem czasu, w kolejnych stuleciach budowni-
czowie siegali po kamien coraz dalej od miasta i do coraz
glebszych poktadéw geologicznych. W najnizszych partiach
kurtyn 16 i 17 oraz baszty XVI zastosowano litotyp 1, do-
stepny bardzo plytko nawet na terenie miasta. Dolna czgéé
kurtyny 19, oraz nadbudowa starszej baszty XVI, ktére po-
wstaly podczas budowy cytadeli, zostaly wzniesione z lito-
typu 5. Jest to rodzaj kamienia dostepny nieco dalej od
miasta. Ciekawe, ze zaryzykowano uzycie surowca o nie-
wielkiej odpornosci, ale bardzo efektownego. Kamien ten ma
wyrazny rysunck w formie naprzemiennych bialych i z61-
tych paséw (Ryc. 2:1, 8:2).

Po litotypy 9 i 10 siegni¢to najprawdopodobnicj
u progu okresu rzymskiego. Litotyp 10 wystgpowal w tych
samych zlozach z litotypem 5, a litotyp 9 zalegal nieco gle-
biej. Oba typy budulca znajdziemy w przebudowanej kur-
tynie 17 (rzgdy blokéw od 2-4 do 8-9, liczac od obecne;j
powierzchni gruntu). Analiza geologiczna wykazala, ze
odbudowe tej czgéei muru prowadzono w pigciu etapach
(Ryc. 3:1-5). Najpierw powstawal odcinek przy baszcie
XV - niemal wylacznie z litotypu 1 (z rozbiérki starszego
muru?). Potem wznoszono kolejne odcinki zblizajac si¢ stop-
niowo do baszty XVI. Odcinek 2 to w dolnych partiach
przewaznie litotyp 1, zastgpiony w partiach gornych litoty-
pem 10. W odcinku 3 réwniez stwierdzono wystgpowanie
litotypéw 11 10, z tym ze ten drugi pojawia si¢ w nizszych
partiach, najczgsciej w sasiedztwie z odcinkiem 2. Odcinek
4 to przede wszystkim litotyp 9, a odcinek 5 to niemal wy-
tacznie litotyp 10.

Prawdopodobnie, zeby odbudowywa¢ (lub remon-
towaé) mury nad Zatoka Kwarantann, na ich przedpolu
wzniesiono pierwszy w dziejach Chersonezu mur zewnetrz-
ny (proteichisma — wpoteiyioua). Byt on wykonany z fama-
nego kamienia faczonego glina. Technika ta, nieznana z for-
tyfikacji Chersonezu, byla stosowana podczas budowy
murdéw rzymskiego fortu w Balaklawie, a takze posterunku
obserwacyjnego na wzgérzu Kazackaja.

Przedstawione fakty byly analizowane w polaczeniu
z nielicznymi informacjami na temat stratygrafii w migdzy-
murzu oraz propozycjami datowania badanych warstw i re-
liktéw architektonicznych. Na tej podstawie mozna przy-
puszczad, ze opisana przebudowa kurtyny 17, a prawdopo-
dobnie takze sasiednich baszt i kurtyn, polaczona z budowa
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muru zewnetrznego, moze by¢ datowana na polowe I w. n.e.
Kolejna modernizacja tego odcinka umocnien, ktéra wig-
zala si¢ z niwelacja (zasypaniem) miedzymurza, mogla by¢
prowadzona na poczatku II w. Proponowane datowania
zostaly poréwnane z dotychczasowg wiedzg na temat chro-
nologii i periodyzacji obecnosci wojsk rzymskich w Taury-
dzie. Na tej podstawie mozna pierwszg z przebudéw pro-
bowa¢ odnie$¢ do prawdopodobnej, krétkotrwalej obec-
nosci rzymskiego korpusu, prawdopodobnie wystanego na
Krym przez Tyberiusza Plaucjusza Sylwanusa (Ti. Plautius
Silvanus), namiestnika Mezji w latach 62-67 n.e. (por.
CIL XIV 3608 = ILS 986). Argumenty na rzecz obecnosci
w tym czasie wojsk rzymskich w Chersonezie przynosi tak-
ze analiza zabytkéw ruchomych, w tym elementéw broni,
oporzadzenia i uprzezy (GAWRONSKI, KARASIEWICZ-
-$ZCZYPIORSKI, MODZELEWSKI 2014). Kolejna przebudo-
wa fortyfikacji miejskich moze by¢ w takim przypadku wig-
zana z proponowanym przez autora niniejszego artykutu,
krétkotrwalym stacjonowaniem vexillatio legionu V Mace-
doriskiego w okresie rzadéw Trajana lub Antoninusa Piusa.
Wydaje si¢ dos¢ logiczne, ze, aby nie utrzymywa¢ na miej-
scu stalego garnizonu, remontowano i rozbudowywano
umocnienia. W $wietle prezentowanych danych oraz pro-
ponowanej ich interpretacji mniej prawdopodobne wydaje
si¢, ze pierwsza przebudowa gléwnej linii umocnien i budo-
wa muru zewngtrznego mialy miejsce u progu I w., a kolej-
ny remont i zasypanie cz¢éci miedzymurza — dopiero za pa-
nowania Antoninusa Piusa. Wprowadzone na Krym pod-
czas rzadéw tego wladey oddzialy rzymskie pozostaja na
dtugo i buduja umocnienia na granicach chory Cherso-
nezu. Malo prawdopodobne, aby fortyfikujac pogranicze,
jednoczesnie kiadziono nacisk na modernizacje muréw
miejskich.

Z wynikéw analizy geologicznej, dla studiéw nad
rzymska obecnoscia wojskowa na Krymie istotne wydaja sie
takze informacje odnoszace si¢ do wydobycia kamienia in-
kermariskiego. W murach Chersonezu wyrdzniono trzy ro-
dzaje tego surowca — litotypy: 3, 4 oraz 13, z ktérych lito-
typ 3 zalega w kamieniolomie najptycej, a 13 wystepuje naj-
glebiej.

Obserwacja powyzsza otwiera nowe mozliwosci
interpretacji réznych faz budowlanych omawianych umoc-
nieri. Przede wszystkim nie stwierdzono przykladéw stoso-
wania kamienia inkermariskiego w pozostatosciach muréw
powstalych przed nasza era. Litotyp 3 zostal uzyty do
budowy muru jednej z faz kurtyny 20, kedra jest datowana
na okres rzymski. Jej pozostalo$¢ stanowi lico wewnetrzne
muru, widoczne na powierzchni w czgéci sasiadujacej
z baszta XVII (Ryc. 5:1). Zostalo ono zlozone z duzych
biatych blokéw. Pogrubienie baszty XVI od strony cyta-
deli réwniez wykonano z tego surowca (Ryc. 6:1, 7:1).
Najprawdopodobniej jest ono jednak pézniejsze od wspo-
mnianych relikeéw kurtyny 20. Z omawianego typu kamie-
nia wykonano takze detale architektoniczne i dekoracje
rzezbiarskie $§wiatyni Jowisza Dolicheriskiego w Bata-
ktawie.
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Litotypy 4 i 13 pojawia si¢ naprzemiennie dopiero
w fazach budowlanych datowanych na okres bizantyjski.
Za przyklady moga postuzy¢ pogrubienie od zewnatrz kur-
tyny 19 w czedei przylegajacej do baszty XVII (Ryc. 8:2)
oraz furta zachowana w gérnych partiach kurtyny 16,
w czgdci sasiadujacej z baszta XIV (obok obecnej bramy
gléwnej Muzeum ,,Chersonez Taurydzki”). Przedstawione
fakty pozwalaja na wysuniecie hipotezy, ze wydobycie
kamienia w Inkermanie zapoczatkowano dopiero w okresie
pokoju i stabilizacji, jaki miasto zawdzigczalo stalej obec-
nosci rzymskiego wojska. Uzycie surowca z Inkermanu w mu-
rach cytadeli oraz w $wiatyni Jowisza w Balaklawie dowo-
dzi, ze kamieri ten sprowadzali na swoje place budéw takze,
a moze gléwnie, zolnierze rzymscy. Moze wigc nalezaloby
p9js¢ o krok dalej i zadad sobie pytanie, czy poczatki wyro-
biska inkermanskiego nie wiazg si¢ z inwestycjami budow-
lanymi Rzymian na Krymie?

Wychodzac poza ramy analizy geologicznej i jej
interpretacji, podjeto takze rozwazania na temat mozliwosci
udzialu zolnierzy rzymskich w budowie lub remoncie
innych odcinkéw fortyfikacji miejskich. Najbardziej praw-
dopodobny wydaje si¢ wktad przybyszéw w modernizacje
umocnien cytadeli oraz sasiedniej dzielnicy portowe;.
Prezentowane hipotezy opieraja si¢ przede wszystkim na
analizie publikowanych planéw z badan Karola Ko$ciuszko-
-Waluszynskiego (KosCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1908: pl. III; 1909:
pl. IT; Ryc. 9, 11) oraz na konfrontacji tych danych z relik-
tami w terenie przez autora niniejszego tekstu. Na ich pod-
stawie mozna przypuszczac', ze W czasie pobytu Rzymian
w cytadeli umocnienia od strony Zatoki Kwarantann zo-
staly kilkakrotnie przebudowane. Za kazdym razem stoso-
wano nowe rozwiazanie komunikacji pomiedzy cytadela
a nabrzezem ciagnacym si¢ wzdluz dzielnicy portowe;j.
Umocnienia cytadeli musialy by¢ dostosowywane do cofa-
jacej sie linii brzegowej, aby skutecznie ostaniaé port.
W zwigzku z tym istnienie nabrzeza portowego wzdtuz
kurtyny 21 wydaje si¢ mato prawdopodobne (por. Ryc. 1).
Pierwszym, wzniesionym przez rzymskie wojsko, bezpo-
$rednim polaczeniem cytadeli z portem mogla by¢ brama
tréjprzelotowa. Powstala ona najprawdopodobniej na miej-
scu baszty XIX na poczatku IIT w. By¢ moze bardzo podob-
na brama polaczyla w tym samym czasie nabrzeze z dziel-
nica portows. Sladem tego przejécia mogg by¢ dwa filary
widoczne obecnie wsréd ruin (Rye. 10:1,2). Nieco pdzniej
funkcje bramy przejeta nowa baszta XX. Jej nietypowy plan
znajduje analogie w rzymskich rozwigzaniach bramnych
stosowanych w fortyfikacjach limesowych (Dalkingen,
por. SUSSKIND, WIGG 1992: ryc. 25, 64; Sacidava, por.
SCORPAN 1980: pls. XXI, XXII). Z kolei w koncu III wie-
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ku powstata prawdopodobnie brama posrodku kurtyny 21.
Dowodzitoby to jednak przedtuzenia nabrzeza przynajmniej
na cze¢é¢ dhugosci wspomnianej kurtyny. Prawdopodobnie
bylo to mozliwe po wzniesieniu baszty XVIII na planie
litery ,U”. Wysunieta w strong zatoki baszta narozna cyta-
deli musiata stanowi¢ dostateczne zabezpieczenie instalacji
portowych. Rozbudowa jednej baszty byta tanisza niz kolej-
ne przesunigcie w glab akwenu calego odcinka umocnieri
z kurtyng 21.

Na zakoriczenie warto takze zwrdcié uwage na
plany nieistniejacych obecnie umocnieri w potudniowo-
-zachodniej czesci Chersonezu (Ryc. 1). Rozmieszczone
w niemal identycznych odleglo$ciach trzy male prostokatne
baszty (nr IX, X, XI) wygladaja jak typowy przykiad
umocnieni fortu lub obozu rzymskiego. Zastosowany
ksztalt baszt sugeruje, ze przebudowa miata miejsce w IIT w.
Prawdopodobne zaangazowanie wojska rzymskiego w mo-
dernizacje wspomnianego odcinka muréw pozostawaloby
w zgodzie z hipotezg Karola Kosciuszko-Waluszyniskiego
o zlokalizowaniu w tej cz¢éci umocnieni ,,malej cytadeli”
(KOSCUSKO-VALUZINIC 1895: 58), by¢ moze dodatkowego
miejsca stacjonowania wojska rzymskiego w poblizu muréw.
Teorie te zdajg si¢ takze potwierdzaé wyniki ponownej ana-
lizy grob6éw z okresu rzymskiego z pobliskiej czgéci cmenta-
rzyska (KARASIEWICZ-SZCZYPIORSKI 2013).

Reasumujac, nalezy podkresli¢, ze udziat rzymskie-
go wojska w budowie i remontach umocnieri Chersonezu,
mimo braku jednoznacznych $wiadectw epigraficznych, jest
bardzo prawdopodobny. Remonty i rozbudowa muréw wy-
daja si¢ zbiegaé w czasie z okresami krétkich interwencji
wojskowych Rzymu w Taurydzie. Dlugotrwale stacjono-
wanie (w 2. polowie II — 1. polowie III w.) zaowoco-
walo budowg systemu bezpieczenistwa na granicach chory,
z uwzglednieniem Bataklawy.

Wyjatek w tym zakresie moze stanowi¢ aktywnos¢
budowlana na murach cytadeli, od strony Zatoki Kwaran-
tann. Byla ona wymuszona wzgledami bezpieczenstwa oraz
prawdopodobnie poszukiwaniem dodatkowej przestrzeni
pod zabudowe dla garnizonu zamknigtego w ciasnej cytadeli.

Ponowna rezygnacja ze stalej obecnosci wojskowe;j
w Chersonezie u schytku dynastii Seweréw (opuszczenie
posterunkéw na Sapun-gorze i fortu w Balaklawie) wydaje
si¢ znéw owocowal naciskiem na prace fortyfikacyjne
w miescie. Slady aktywnoéci budowlanej znajdujemy za-
réwno w potudniowo-zachodniej czgdci umocnien, jak i nad
Zatoka Kwarantann. Znaczaco zwigksza si¢ skala podejmo-
wanych prac, czego dowodem jest m.in. budowa nowej kur-
tyny 21 wraz z bramg oraz baszty XVIIIL.



