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Bioarheologija na Balkanu: Bilans i perspektive

BIOARHEOLOSKA ISTRAZIVANJA NA BALKANU

Savremena arheologija ne moze se zamisliti bez
razli¢itih interdisciplinarnih, specijalistickih
studija. Kako se arheologija menjala, tako su se
i izdvajale nove poddiscipline, usmerene ka spe-
cificnim problemima, pa se danas govori o ge-
oarheologiji, paleoetnobotanici, zooarheologiji
(ili arheozoologiji), (bio)fizickoj antropologiji.
Njihov obim, ciljevi i rezultati, medutim, u ve-
likoj meri zavise od razli¢itih faktora, cesto ne-
arheoloskih — nedostatak finansijskih sredstava
ih ogranicava ili usmerava na odabrana pitanja,
ali se deSava i da se ovakva istrazivanja, kao re-
prezentativna i privla¢na, stave u prvi plan zarad
obezbedivanja nastavka finansiranja, a da se za-
nemari celovito posmatranje nekog arheoloskog
problema. Isto tako, preovladujuca teorijska pa-
radigma u nekom periodu, kao i ciljevi istrazi-
vanja nekog odredenog lokaliteta u velikoj meri
mogu uticati na to da se odredene specijalisticke
studije favorizuju ili ostave po strani.

Termin bioarheologija prvi je uveo u litera-
turu Grejem Klark (Grahame Clark) 1972. godi-
ne, da oznaci proucavanje Zivotinjskih kostiju iz
arheoloskih slojeva. U Sjedinjenim Ameri¢kim
Drzavama, termin bioarheologija se upotreblja-
va prevashodno za proucavanje ljudskih skeleta.
U vecini evropskih zemalja, medutim, danas se
pod ovim terminom podrazumeva analiza svih
bioloskih ostataka sa arheoloskih nalazista. Bi-
oarheologija je osnov za mnoge poddiscipline u
arheologiji, kao $to su proucavanje drevne DNK,
paleodemografija, paleopatologija, ali i povezuje
se sa socijalnom arheologijom (proucavanje tele-
snosti u arheologiji — embodiment in archaeology).

Sama priroda bioarheoloskih ostataka, od-
nosno €injenica da su oni istovremeno bioloski i

arheoloski, ta¢nije da pripadaju sferama prirod-
nog i kulturnog, jeste ono $to im, s jedne strane,
daje izuzetno velike interpretativne mogucéno-
sti, ali ih s druge strane i otezava, jer su za puno
iskori$¢avanje potencijala koji pruzaju potreb-
ni stru¢njaci koji u svom radu mogu obuhvatiti
oba nacina posmatranja, tojest, koji nec¢e zane-
mariti jedan aspekat na ustrb drugog. Upravo iz
tih razloga, neophodno je neprekidno preispiti-
vanje i unapredivanje i metodologije i teorijskih
okvira.

Stepen istrazenosti pojedinih od ovih oblasti
dosta varira, u zavisnosti od tematske oblasti, ge-
ografskog regiona i hronoloskog perioda. Zajed-
nic¢ko, medutim, i antropologiji, i paleoetnobota-
nici, i zooarheologiji u arheologiji Balkana, jeste
nedovoljna sistemati¢nost u dosadasnjim radovi-
ma, tacnije, istrazivanja su cesto bila uslovljena
odredenim (povoljnim) prilikama, i retko pred-
stavljaju rezultat planiranog, ciljanog projekta.
Situacija se u poslednje vreme menja nabolje,
najviSe zahvaljuju¢i prepoznavanju potrebe za
ovakvim studijama kada su u pitanju veliki nauc-
ni projekti, ali i zahvaljujuéi individualnim napo-
rima koje su pojedini istrazivaci ulozili. Umesto
dosadasnje prakse predstavljanja rezultata ovih
istrazivanja u vidu malog dodatka na kraju vece
publikacije, sve je veci broj radova u kojima su
bioarheoloska proucavanja glavna tema.

Bolje povezivanje razli¢itih stru¢njaka i sta-
vljanje rezultata njihovog rada u S$iri arheoloski
kontekst, jesu, medutim, neophodni za bolje in-
terpretacije arheoloskih problema.

Ideja za pripremu ovog zbornika radova pro-
istekla je iz prvog simpozijuma koji je organizo-
vala Sekcija za bioarheologiju Srpskog arheolo-
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Skog drustva na XXXV godisnjem skupu Drustva,
odrzanom u Valjevu. Sekcija je nastala iz potrebe
da se rezultati rada bioarheoloskih istrazivanja
predstave Siroj arheolo$koj javnosti, kao i da se
pokrene diskusija o metodoloskim i drugim pro-
blemima sa kojima se razli¢iti stru¢njaci susrecu
u radu. Pored toga, cilj je bio ne samo da se pred-
stave interdisciplinarni radovi, ve¢ da se zaista
pokrenu multidisciplinarna istraZzivanja.

Publikovanje rezultata ovakvih studija pone-
kad je otezano upravo zbog njihove specificne
prirode, kada se traze radovi koji pokrivaju Siru
¢italacku publiky, ili pruzaju odgovore na pitanja
Sireg znacaja. To je bio dodatni razlog za pokre-
tanje ovakve publikacije. U ovom zborniku, na-
damo se, prvom u nizu, uglavnom su radovi koji
analiziraju dosadasnja istrazivanja i pokazuju
sadasnje stanje, kao i oni koji se bave metodolo-
Skim problemima. Predstavljeno je, medutim, i
nekoliko studija slu¢aja, a posebni odeljak pred-
stavljaju radovi na temu Zivotinja i materijalne
kulture. Naslov ,Bilans i perspektive* ukratko
sumira osnovne teme dotaknute u ovom zborni-
ku.

Prvi rad u zborniku jeste tekst P. Radovica,
koji se bavi osetljivim, ali veoma znacajnim pi-
tanjem, koje vapi za Sto hitnijim reSenjem — pro-
blemom zakonske regulative ¢uvanja antropolo-
Skih ostataka i njihovim adekvatnim tretmanom
i smeStajem u nadleZznim ustanovama.

Istorijat istrazivanja, odnosno bilans dosada-
$njih i perspektive za buduca istrazivanja, teme

su radova Ivane Stojanovi¢ i Jelene Bulatovi¢
(zooarheologija), i Dragane Filipovi¢ i Durde Ob-
radovi¢ (arheobotanika).

Metodologija obrade osteoloSkog materija-
la tema je radova N. Miladinovi¢-Radmilovi¢
(standardizacija antropoloske dokumentacije
za arheologe i antropologe), K. buki¢ (primena
imidzing metoda) i S. Vitezovi¢ (obrada artefa-
kata od koStanih sirovina), u kojima se i predla-
7u metodoloski okviri uobli¢eni na osnovu isku-
stva autorki.

Naredni blok predstavljaju studije slucaja,
pretezno koncentrisani na antropoloske ostatke
(P. Radovi¢, N. Dimovi¢), a posebno se izdvaja
studija J. Jovanovic¢ i J. Bulatovi¢ u kojoj su dati
uporedni rezultati analiza antropoloskih i zoolo-
Skih ostataka sa nekropole u Remezijani.

Konacno, zbornik zakljucuju radovi koji se ba
ve Zivotinjama i materijalnom kulturom: S. Pet-
kovi¢ i 1. Sidéra su predstavile odabrane kosta-
ne predmete iz rimskog, odnosno praistorijskog
perioda, dok je tema rada G. Jeremi¢ predstava
Zivotinja na rimskim mozaicima.

I, na kraju, ali ne najmanje vazno, htele bi-
smo da se zahvalimo svim kolegama koji su po-
drzali na$ rad, narocito kolegama iz Arheoloskog
instituta, kao i ¢lanovima Srpskog arheoloskog
drustva koji su nas podrzali i koji su pratili nasa
izlaganja na skupu u Valjevu.

NATASA MILADINOVIC-RADMILOVIC,
SELENA VITEZOVIC



Bioarheologija na Balkanu: Bilans i perspektive 187

LUDI GALLINARII ON THE MOSAIC FLOOR FROM OESCUS (NW BULGARIA)

GORDANA JEREMIC

Institute of Archaeology, Belgrade
e-mail: jeremic.g@gmail.com

Abstract: During archaeological research in 1948 in the central part of the Roman Oescus (modern day Gigen) at
the confluence of the Iskar and Danube rivers, in the province of Moesia Inferior (Late Roman province Dacia Ri-
pensis), a structure was discovered with a room decorated with a mosaic floor with figural scenes. Mosaics’ panels
depicted scenes from the Menander’s piece “The Achaeans”, cockfight, world of fishes and animals — symbols
of seasons. Special attention is dedicated to a partially preserved depiction of a cockfight (ludi gallinarii), which
was one of the favorite sports and gambling events in Roman times. These scenes appear on various monuments,
mosaics, tombstones, in wall painting, toreutics. We will attempt to determine the origin of the patron, and pos-
sibly the workshop that produced this mosaic of exceptional value, based on the analysis of the monuments, and
overview of displays on the mosaic from Oescus.

Key words: Oescus, mosaic floor, cockfight, ludi gallinarii, 37-4" century AD.

Atuctupaxii: TIpUINKOM apXeooIIKUX UCTpakuBawa 1948. roguHe y cpenulIlkeM Lely aHTHUKOT rpaja Eckyca
(Oescus, Colonia Ulpia Oescensium), y IpOBUHUHjU Moesia Inferior (kacHoaHTHYKa Dacia Ripensis), OTKpUBEH je
Behu feo jenHe rpaheBuHe ykpalieHe MO3auuKUM MOAOBUMA. M0o3auuKky MaHenu Mpukasyjy cjinke u3 MeaHapoBor
KoMaza ,Axajun”, bopby meTnoBa, cBeT puda U KUBOTHHE Koje cUMOONUIIY roguiimux noda. [locedHa je makmwa
noceeheHa TeTUMHUYHO OUyBaHOj mpenctaBu dopde metnosa (ludi gallinarii), Koja je dwia jemHa Of OMHIBEHHX
CTIOPTCKUX U KolLkapckux morahaja y pumckom nepuony. OBe ce clieHe jaB/bajy Ha Pa3lTUYUTHM CIIOMEHHIIMMA,
MO3aMlliMa, HafpoOHUM IUloYama, Ha 3UOHUM CJIMKama, y TopeyThuu. IToxkymahemo na ofpesumo HOpeKsIo
MaTpoHa, ¥ MoTyhy paJuoHUITY KOja je CTBOpHIIA OBaj M3y3€THO BPEJHU M0O3aWK, HA OCHOBY aHaJM3e CIOMEeHHUKa U
Ha OCHOBY nIperiefia mosauka u3 Eckyca.

Krmyune peuu: Oescus, TOoHU MO3auk, bopda netnosa, ludi gallinarii, IT1-1V Bek.

The Roman city of Oescus, formed at the begin- (Danoff 1937: coll. 2033-2036). It is one of the
ning of the 1% century AD, and promoted to the most important Roman cities in the province

rank of colony after 106 (Colonia Ulpia Oescensi- of Lower Moesia (Moesia Inferior), and Late Ro-
um), was located in the area of the modern day man coastal Dacia (Dacia Ripensis) (Velkov 1977:
village of Gigen in Pleven District in the nor- 89). Structures discovered in Oescus indicate

thwestern Bulgaria, about 3 Roman miles south that this was a large and wealthy Roman colony,
of the confluence the Danube and Iskar rivers which flourished between 2"-4™ centuries. The

187



188

GORDANA JEREMIC

P

aad b

. PR LR n
J{-

OESCVS | T )
BIETYmAmYE L
T L 3
1] n
1
opus 7 g v v
sectile ~ SR ] 3
-
z wn
’ D
a £
£ = a H
éi o X o i L E ‘E". 3
f‘?—: d i E‘é S
B ECY MANYS MAXIlMYS k-al j
a -3
£
J—— =
ﬂ Ppm ?}i
' £2
mosaic with £3
ludi gallinarii g 3 D
sECYmABYS Fs
FH
&3
i

b,

'y

Figure 1. Oescus, site map (according to: Ivanov 1996: Abb. 1)
Cnuka 1. Eckyc, Mana yokanuTera site map (mpema: Ivanov 1996: Abb. 1)

city was organized according to the West Roman
imperial model and official language was Latin,
however, eastern Mediterranean influences were
dominant in ornamentation of buildings (Kabak-
Cieva 1999: 49).

Nearly 65 years ago, during archaeological
excavations in the central part of the Roman
city, a large section of a representative building
was discovered. It was located in the eastern part
of a settlement Oescus I, and in the immediate

vicinity of a large complex of temples and public
basilica (MBanoB 2005: passim), which were loca-
ted on the northern side, whereas thermae and
a number of shops (tabernae) were on the sout-
hern side (Figure 1). Most of the structure was
investigated, except for its western part which
remains unexplored. Unfortunately, the results
have not yet been published, so that there are no
precise information about its exact appearance,
or construction phases and repairs. At one point,
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Figure 2. Oescus, mosaic with figural scenes (according to: BaHos 1954: T. I).
Cmuka 2. Eckyc, Mo3auk ca ¢purypaiHum npefactaBama (npema: Misanos 1954: T. I).
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Figure 3. Oescus, ludi gallinarii (according to: iBaHos 1954: T. 19)
Cnuxa 3. Eckyc, ludi gallinarii (npema: Banos 1954: T. 19)
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probably in Late Roman period, the structure
was expanded in its eastern part, thus blocking a
narrow side street. Because it was located in the
central part of the village, it can be assumed that
it was a public building.

In one of the structure’s southern rooms, a
mosaic floor was discovered, 80 m? in area, with
an emblem 2.95 x 1.63 m in size, containing fi-
gural scenes (MBaHoB 1954: passim; Idem 1994:
160-164; [TomoBa-Mopo3s 1987: 7-8). At the time
of discovery, the mosaic was severely damaged
(Figure 2). Outer frame of the mosaic was made
up of two geometric fields, one consisting of ir-
regular octagons that overlap and touch their
longer sides whereas the short sides touch the
squares (Répertoire graphique 1973: no. 352),
and another field that consisted of a network of
slanted squares, filled with cross-shaped flowers
(flowers: Ibid.: no. 107). The main panel with
figures was surrounded by a bordure of waves
(Ibid.: no. 190), and a field with two arrays of cir-
cles that overlap and form a four-leaf (Ibid.: no.
437) and a double-braid (Ibid.: no. 194). The pa-
nel itself was divided into three rectangular are-
as, with the central octagon with human figures
in the middle (Ivanov 1954: 3-5). Four figures
were depicted, of which three were standing and
one was sitting. It represented a theater scene
with two, maybe three, masked actors and with
one person (persona muta) observing the unfol-
ding of the scene (Jepemuh 2010: 83-84; Eadem
2012: 134-135). Above their heads was a Greek
inscription indicating that this was an episode
from the Meander’s piece, “The Achaeans”: M]
ENANAPOY"AXAIOI. To the right of the scene
there was a panel showing five fish, rich in color,
with dark shadows, swimming freely in water.’

There was a depiction of a cockfight, dama-
ged at both ends (Figure 3) in the rectangle to
the left of the central panel with Meander's “Ac-
haeans”. The roosters were placed opposite each
other, body and head slightly bent towards the
opponent, suggesting that it was the moment
just before the fight. The rooster to the right was

1 T. Ivanov believes that these are freshwater fish, cf.:
Ivanov 1994: p. 160 To the contrary: Jeremi¢ 2010: 82.

shown in its entirety (Figure 4), whereas the one
to the left missed its tail (Figure 5). Both roosters
were shown with feathers in rich shades of red,
burgundy, white, gray and yellow, with colorful
playfulness and realistic depiction achieved by
the use of small glass cubes. Leg in stride in both
animals is done in gray-blue cubes and the prop-
ping leg - burgundy. There were irregularities in
leg anatomy in both roosters except for the left
roosters’s right leg which was shown correctly
with three fingers pointing forwards and one po-
inting backwards (Goldfinger 2004: 218; Percy
2006: 11).

Right behind the rooster there was a partially
preserved image of a hen in blue tesserae, with
a branch in its beak, which probably confirmed
the winner of the fight. It was possible that there
had been an image of another hen behind the left
rooster whose head with a palm branch remai-
ned preserved, possibly indicating that the right
rooster was the winner. Roosters were separated
by a wreath with a serrated edge and a ribbon at
the bottom, representing a laurel wreath, inten-
ded for the winner; however, laurel leaves were
not shown. A palm branch wais placed through
the center of the wreath. Roosters and hens (gal-
li, gallinae, gallinacei) belong to the most impor-
tant class of birds in the family Phasianidae and
the genus Gallus. Based on archaeological traces
and paleozoology, this kind of poultry was consi-
dered to be first domesticated in Indonesia and
Thailand 6000 BC, a millennium later in China,
and in 4000 BC it appeared in the Harappa cul-
ture, where clay statuettes of roosters and hens
were registered (Peters 1998: 191-192). Rese-
archers have discovered depictions of poultry
in the paintings in the Tutankhamen’s tomb in
Egypt in 14 century BC. Mass poultry breeding
in separate brick henneries had been known
in this country since the 4™ century BC (Percy
2006: 16). Poultry arrived to ancient Greece via
Persia, so they were called Persian birds. It was
incorporated into everyday-life, art and mytho-
logy. This species reached the Romans through
the Greeks in southern Italy and the Etruscans,
who used poultry, among other things, for pre-
dicting future. Poultry played a role in Romans’



192 GORDANA JEREMIC

Figure 6. Pompeii, ludi gallinarii (according to: BanoB 1954: T. 5)
Cnuka 6. [Tomneja, ludi gallinarii (npema: Banos 1954:T. 5)

Figure 7. Pompeii, ludi gallinarii (according to: Peters 1998: Abb. 67)
Cnuka 7. [Tomneja, ludi gallinarii (npema: Peters 1998: Abb. 67)



LUDI GALLINARII ON THE MOSAIC FLOOR FROM OESCUS (NW BULGARIA) 193

Figure 8. Antioch, mosaic of the “House of Eros the trader” (according to: Levi 1947: fig. 43a)
Cnuka 8. Autuoxuja, mosauk u3 “Kyhe Epoca tprosua” (nmpema: Levi 1947: fig. 43a)

everyday diet, as well as in entertainment, reli-
gion and cult

Lions shied away from the rooster’s cro-
wing, so the travelers across Libya brought
them along, to protect them from harm (Aelian,
On Animals, I11. 31). It was also noted that in
Thessaloniki, in the Nibe region (Niflag), the-
re was a special kind of rooster that could not
crow, the animals were completely silent, so a
proverb was created in relation to them, refer-
ring to impossible things:”You have something
or other, like a Nubian rooster has crowing”
(Aelian, On Animals, XV. 20).

Roosters a in a cult are associated with nu-
merous goddesses and gods: Hermes / Mercury,
Lares, Demeter / Persephone, Asclepius, Hercu-
les. After each battle the Spartans offered Ares
a rooster as a sacrificial animal (Csapo 1993b: 8,
10; Toynbee 1973: 257). Rooster’s crowing wo-
uld suggest a change of night and day, and it was
often associated with the cult of the dead. Accor-
ding to the Thracian version of the Greek myth, a
rooster originated from Alectryon (Alektpudv),

Ares’ companion on drinking parties and roman-
tic meetings. Alectryon had to keep Ares awake
while in throes of passion with Aphrodite, ho-
wever, he fell asleep and Hephaestus caught the
lovers in the act, which is why Ares turned his
friend into a rooster, a belligerent animal with
a crest that resembles a Corinthian helmet with
a plume (Csapo 1993b: 9). Alektryon was depic-
ted in the form of a rooster on the money of the
Ares’ Thracian city of Selymbria (Gokyldirim
1998: 282).

According to legend, roosters and hens, as
Aelian recorded from an older writer Mnaseas
(Mvacéag), were devoted to an unnamed temple
of Heracles and his wife Hebe. In this temple the
animals were separated according to sex into se-
parate enclosures, with flowing water between
them. Roosters were dedicated to Hercules, and
hens and Hebe. There was no interaction betwe-
en them, except during mating season, when the
roosters flew out of their space among the chic-
kens and returned back over water (Aelian, On
Animals, XVI1I. 46). The rooster was the favorite
animal of the goddess Leto, because it was on her
side when the she gave birth to twins Apollo and



194 GORDANA JEREMIC

Artemis, and it was thought that these animals
help during child delivery (Aelian, On Animals,
IV. 29).

Local, “fighting” roosters were especially
appreciated. Stocky built and with peculiar lo-
oks and temperament, they were trained for
brutal fighting. There are several sources that
mention them. Gaius Lucilius mentioned that
the winning rooster strutted around, rising at
his toe tips when he walked: ,gallinaceus cum
victor se gallus honeste / altius <in> digitos pri-
moresque erigit unguis” (Lucilius, Carminum re-
liquiae, 300-301). Columella distinguishes three
types of roosters: cohortalis, rusticus and Afri-
canus (Numidicus),> and he also mentioned ro-
oster breeders (avium lanistae) (Columella, De
re rustica, VIII. 2). This author stated that the
owners could lose their entire property in coc-
kfights (Ibid.). Aelian recorded that the rooster
that was defeated in battle, would not crow, but

2 Unlike him, Varro uses the name villaticae for the group
of tamed birds (Varro, De re rustica, I11. 9, 1).
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Figure 9. Aqullela mosaic with a fighter-rooster chargmg a turtle (according to: Toynbee 1973: fig. 115)
Cnuka 9. AxBueja, MO3aUK ca HopLem-TIeTIOM KOjU jypulla Ha kopwauy (npema: Toynbee 1973: fig. 115)

would be depressed and ashamed (Aelian, On
Animals, IV. 29). However, a winner would be
proud, gleeful and would hold his head high.
But when he went through the door, he would
lower his head to protect his crest regardless
of size. Before the start of the fight, roosters we
re smeared with onions, in order to raise their
body temperature, as well as their fighting spi-
rit and hardiness (Csapo 1993a: 116).

The Greeks were considered to be the best
fighting-rooster breeders, and their poultry was
the most aggressive. The roosters most valued we
re those from Tanagra (Tanagricum genus), Rho-
des (Rhodium), Delos (Delicai), Chalkidiki (Chal-
cidicum), Medea in Persia (Medicum, according
to Columella, his contemporaries wrongfully na-
med that kind Melicum) (Columella, De re rusti-
ca, VIII. 2; Varro, De re rustica, 111. 9, 6). These
animals were distinguished by slender body and
exquisite beauty.

Cockfights (akextpvovev ayoveg, ludi galli-
narii) were one of the favorite sports events to
ancient Greeks. According to an ancient decree,
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in Athens the cockfights were held each year at
a theater, at the expense of the public treasury,
and all the young Athenians took part. This sport
was obviously significant in Athens, as the com-
petitions took place in the month of Poseidon
(December-January), and the importance of the
event is best illustrated by the fact that the coc-
kfight was chosen as the allegory for this month
on the liturgical calendar of Athens, and that the
rooster and palm tree were displayed on Athen'’s
tetradrachms, and later in other Greek cities’
minting (Levi 1947: 193).

One of the earliest depictions of a cockfight
appears in archaic age on the limestone frieze
from Xanthos (Levi 1947: 193). Scenes appear
in black and red-figure painting of ancient Gre-
ece (Barringer 2001: fig. 54-57). Fights were dis-
played on bronze mirrors, stone reliefs, in fresco
painting and mosaics. In the mosaic art, exam-
ples can be seen in Pompeii, Carthage, Piazza
Armerina, Antioch, Sabratha. In Pompeii coc-
kfights were shown on two mosaics from the “Ma
ze House” from the first half of the 1% century
AD. In one instance, the outcome of the fight
was shown (Figure 6): the winning rooster was
shown with Victoria bringing a laurel, and a ser-
vant, bringing a palm branch to his head, whe-
reas on the opposite, there is a defeated, bloody
rooster with the personification of Defeat, in the
position of mournin (Levi 1947: 194). Roosters
were made in light-brown tesserae. On the other
mosaic from Pompeii (Figure 7) two fighters we
re shown with the one to the right, with a raised
foot, stepping towards the opponent, presented
as the likely winner of the duel. Roosters were
presented in dark brown and black tesserae, on a
light background. Behind them was a table with
a palm branch for the winner, a caduceus and a
bag of money.

Heraldically placed roosters in an apparent
attempt to fight, were shown on the mosaic in
the “House of Eros the trader” of Antioch, from
the period 235-312 (Figure 8) (Campbell 1938:
214, fig. 10; Levi 1947: 625). The panel showed
five different activities of Eros, with the one
where Eros encourages roosters to fight standing
out. On the mosaic from the second half of the

fourth century villa near Piazza Armerina, boys
who hunt animals and birds were shown, inclu-
ding a scene in which a rooster attacks boy who
flees. From the early Christian period a mag-
nificent display of a fighter-rooster charging a
turtle remained preserved on the mosaic from
Aquileia (Figure 9). In this depiction the authors
find symbolic Christian representations of fight
between evil and good / vigilance, embodied in
the turtle and rooster (Toynbee 1973: 222 et fig.
115). On the sixth century mosaics from Sabrat-
ha, two beautiful roosters were shown with a
group of hens and chicks (Toynbee 1973: 257).

Evidently, displays of cockfights (ludi gali-
narii) are relatively rare in mosaic art. This sce-
ne on the mosaic from Oescus, which is dated to
the period between 37-4™ centuries,® could be
viewed in the context of the other mosaic floor
panels in the central part of the building of the
ancient city of Oescus. The selection of scenes
in Menander’s “Achaeans” and cockfights, co-
uld indicate the origin of the Athenian customer
(patron) or the craftsman of the mosaic (vermicu-
lator) of this unique work of art, or their strong
links with Greek culture (Jepemuh 2010: 19, 88).
Putting the play episode in one panel next to a
bloody battle associated with hazard in another,
says a lot about the client, about their equal ap-
preciation of the subtle cultural pieces, as well
as cruel sports and gambling shows, which could
have been performed at the same place - at the
theater. Or perhaps the reason for the choice of
topics of cockfight is of completely different na-
ture - the contracting authority could have been
driven by aesthetic principles, by the beauty of
roosters and hens, so when viewing the book of
samples, they chose this motif.

This paper is a result of the project Romaniza-
tion, urbanization and transformation of urban

3 There is no agreement on the dating of of Menander’s
“Achaeans” mosaic within academic circles. Some aut-
hors claim that the mosaic was created by the end of the
2" - beginning of the 3™ century (Ivanov 1954: 22), or
in the first half of the 3" century (Ivanov 1994: 164; Po-
pova-Moroz 1987: 7-8). That the mosaic was created in
the 4™ century, see: Toynbee 1955: 205; Jepemuh 2010:
88-91; Eadem 2012:137.
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centres of civil, military and residential character
in Roman provinces on the territory of Serbia (No.
177007) funded by the Ministry of Education, Sci-
ence and Technological Development of the Republic
of Serbia.
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Pe3ume

LUDI GALLINARII HA TIOOJHOM MO3AHKY H3 ECKYCA (OESCUS)
(CEBEPO3AITIAIHA BYTAPCKA)

IT'OPJAHA JEPEMWK

[IppnukoM apxeoyomKUX HCTpakuBama 1948.
rOJIMHe y CpeNUILIBEeM Aey aHTUYKOT rpana Ecky-
ca (Oescus, Colonia Ulpia Oescensium), y IpOBUH-
uuju Moesia Inferior (xacHoaHTHuka Dacia Ri-
pensis), OTKpUBEH je Behu neo jenHe rpaheBuHe
yKpalleHe MO3au4yKHUM nopoBuma. I'pahesuHa je
BEpOBAaTHO OWia jaBHOI KapakTepa, NONWUTHyTa
y dnu3uHM dpopymMa M KOMIUIeKca XpamoBa. Mo-
3ally Cy NMOKPHUBAIU MOBPUMHY 0off oko 80 m? Y
IOBOCTPYKOM OKBHUPY O TEOMETPHjCKUX Temuxa
HaJlasy Ce LIeHTPaIHY IIPaBOYTaoOHH MaHes ca hu-
rypanHuM cueHama. CpegullbH Ieo OBOT IaHena
je y oDnuKy OKTOrOHa, y KOM Cy IIpUKa3aHe YeTH-
pH Jbyncke pUrype — Tpu Iiymiia ca HO30pULIHUM
Mackama M IocMmarpad ClieHe, BEpOBaTHO MHUcal
komagpa (persona muta). CueHa je 3axBasbyjyhu
HATIIMCY U3HaJ aKTepa oApeheHa Kao enusona U3
Iera MajcTopa HOBOATHUKe KoMmenuja MeHaHzapa
LAxajun” -MJENANAPOY AXAIOI. JecHo on mno-
30pHIIHE CLIEHe Hajla3W Ce MPaBOYTaOHW INaHeln
ca npencraBoM puda Koje IIMBajy C10004HO Y BO
o, neBo je npuka3 dopde netrnosa (ludi gallina-
rii), IOK Cy Y OfCEULIMMA MPEJCTaB/bEHE KUBOTH-
Be Koje cumbonuiny rogumma noda. [Ipencrasa
dopbe nemiosa duna du, mpemMa OBUM NPUKA3UMa,
(maHkupaHa cMMOOIKMMA 3UMe (IUBJBU Bemap) U
HepocTtajehe gurype - cumdona jeceHu, Kojy ou
MOrao jia npeficTaB/ba QUK.

Ludi gallinarii mpeacTaB/bajy jelaH 05l OMHUIbe-
HUX CIIOPTCKUX U KOLIKapCKUX forahaja crapux I'p
Ka, Koju cy Pum/baHu mpey3enu U HaCTaBWIM Oa
HEryjy Kpo3 YMTaB IepUoj aHTHKe. 3a dopdy cy
KopuurheHu nocedHo ody4yaBaHU METIOBH - ,,00p-
uu“, KpynHe rpahe ¥ HaouuTOT U3riena. Mehy wu
Ma Cy Ha LeHU OWIM DOpUM KOju Cy MOTHULIAIM U3
['puke u KOjU Cy Ba)KW/IU 3a HajarpecuBHyuje. M3-
BOpH NocebHO noMumwy netnose U3 Tanarpe (Ta-
nagricum genus), ca Pogoca (Rhodium), Iemoca

(Delicai), Xankunukuja (Chalcidicum), u3 Mepneje
y Ilepcuju (Medicum).

bopbe metnoBa mpukasyjy ce y TUKOBHUM
YMETHOCTHUMaA joll OJI apXajcKor noda (Kpeuwau-
k4 ¢pus 13 KcaHroca), a HAPOUUTO Cy 3aCTyIbE-
HU y Ba3HOM I'PUKOM CJIMKApPCTBY U CEMyJIKPAIHO]
yMeTHOCTH. KacHHje, y pUMCKOM CBETY MpencTa-
BE C€ jaB/bajy y QPecKo CIUKAPCTBY, TOPEYTHULH,
MO03auuKkoj yMeTHOCTH. Ha Mo3anuuma cy npep-
cTaBe dopde nmeToBa BeOMa PETKE, MOpe] MaHena
n3 Eckyca, nosHaty cy npuka3su Ha iBa MO3anKa
u3 [Tomneja (I Bex H.€.) U jefHOT MO3auKa U3 AH-
THUOXUj€ JaTOBAHOT Y Apyry nojosuny III-1V Bek.
Y oBaj nepuog onpeneseH je Mo3auk ca bopdbopm
netoBa u3 Eckyca.

3a npencrase bopde MeTioBa KApaKTePUCTHY -
HO je XepaJguyKo NMpUKa3UBawe pUBaia, yIlas-
HOM je jemaH y moapeheHoOM 10I0Kajy ¥ pejicTa-
B/ba MOpaXkKeHor TakmMuuapa. U3mehy, unu usHag
NIETJIOBA, Haja3e Ce JIOBOPOB BEHAll W MaJlMHHA
rpaHa HamemweHe ModeHUKY, Kao 1 Bpeha ca HOB-
ueM, kojy nodHuja BIaCHUK MODEeIHUUYKE KUBOTH-
Be.

[TpencraBa dopde meTyioBa Ha MO3aWKy W3
Eckyca 3aHaTCck je u3BefeHa Beoma nodpo. Jen-
HO Ol UTamwa Koje 0Baj Mo3auk nokpehe je nga mu
Ce U3a OBe NEKOPaTUBHE CLIEHE KPHje MOBe3aHOoCT
Hapyuuoua (patron) Wiu MajcTopa KOjU je U3BEO
neno (vermiculator) ca ATUHOM, TZe€ je 0Baj CIIOPT
jour on kjJacMYHOT Tpuykor noda Ouo Beoma lie-
weH. [Ipyry eeMeHT, KOjU yKasyje Ha TeCHe Be3e
ca ATMHOM jecTe LieHTpajHa [IpefcTaBa Mo3anuka
— ClleHa W3 TI030PUILHOT KoMaja ,Axajuun” cias-
HOT nucla MeHaHIpa, KOju je Ha KOMUYaH HaYWH
OJIC/IMKaBa0 aTUHCKY CBAaKOOHEBULY U UHja je jen-
Ha OJ CLIEHA U3 OBOI KOMaJia Hallljla CBOjeé MECTO
Ha M03auKy Ha fomeM [JyHaBy —y Eckycy. Hauun
M3pajie Mo3auKa ykasyje fa je mozanuap 0uo 0mu-
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3aK Ca aHTHOXHjCKUM PaMOHUYKHUM KPYTOM, TTe 3aHATCKOT pajia MO3auyapa U3 aHTHOXHUjCKOT KpY-
Cy ce Takohe Heropase TeMe U3 aTUHCKOT KyJITyp- ra, KojuMa cy aTUHCKe TeMe Ouiie diaucke, anu u
HOT Kpyra. ¥ Tymauyemwy cleHe dopde netiosa U3 )KeJby MaTpoHa Jla y 3rpafiu y Kojoj je dopasuo y

Eckyca Moxemo Jla mpaTUMO CHMOMO3Y BELITOT ueHTpy Eckyca, ykpacy 0BakBUM MOTHUBUMA.
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