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Abstract. — Camel remains have occasionally been found in Roman provincial sites throughout the Empire. In Serbia,

several camel bones were found on Roman period sites. In the course of the excavations of the Viminacium amphitheatre,
a partial camel skeleton was found in the western part of the arena. This find dates back to the middle, or the second half,
of the 4" century AD, the period after the amphitheatre lost its function. As no other camel skeleton has been found throughout
the European part of the Empire until now, this one represents a unique find in this territory. According to mixed morphometric
features of the skeleton, it is suggested that the skeleton belonged to a hybrid individual. Based on taphonomic analysis
of the skeleton, assumptions have been made as to how the corpse of this animal was treated after death. In this paper the role
and significance of camels in Roman provinces in the territory of Serbia is also discussed.
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INTRODUCTION!

Camel bone finds indicate that these animals lived
throughout the Roman provinces in Europe. Camel
remains were detected in the fauna of Roman period
sites in Italy (De Grossi Mazzorin 2006; De Grossi
Mazzorin 2011), the Iberian Peninsula (Morales Mutiz
et al. 1995), France (Clutton-Brock 1987), Belgium
(Pigiere, Henrotay 2012), Switzerland (Bokonyi 1974),
Germany (Benecke 1994), England (Applebaum 2002),
Austria (Riedel 1999), Slovenia (Bartosiewicz 1999;
Bartosiewicz, Dirjec 2001), Hungary (Bokonyi 1974;
Bokonyi 1989; Bartosiewicz 1995; Bartosiewicz 1996),
Ukraine (Bokonyi 1974) and Bulgaria (Schramm 1975;

Beech 2007). In Serbia, camel bones were found in the
following sites: Sirmium (Lauwerier 1978), Viminaci-
um, Gomolava, Vranj near Hrtkovci (Vukovi¢, Blazic in
press), Davidovac—Gradiste and Pirot—Sarlah Bazilika.

Among 14 camel bones that were found so far in
the territory of Viminacium, 13 were found in the area

1 We are grateful to Snezana Nikoli¢, from the Institute of
Archaeology in Belgrade, for giving us her valuable comments for
this paper and for data on ceramic finds from the Viminacium
ampbhitheatre. We are also grateful to Stefan Milosevic, from the
Faculty of Philosophy in Belgrade, for helping us in carrying out
taphonomic analyses.

* The article results from the projects: Viminacium, Roman city and military camp — research of the material and non material culture of
inhabitants by using the modern technologies of remote detection, geophysics, GIS, digitalization and 3D visualization (No. 47018) and
Bioarchaeology of Ancient Europe — humans, animals and plants in the prehistory of Serbia (No. 111 47001), funded by The Ministry of
Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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of the amphitheatre (Vukovi¢, Blazi¢ in press), while a
single bone was detected in the area of the Eastern
necropolis (Vukovic¢ 2010). Those specimens belonged
to two-humped camels and hybrids, while one humped
camels were not detected.

In the course of excavations of the Viminacium
amphitheatre in 2011, in the area of arena, a partial
camel skeleton was discovered. In this paper, the taxo-
nomic position of this animal is discussed, according
to the morphometric features of the skeleton. The age
at death of the animal is determined, while taphonom-
ic analysis of the skeleton is used to assume how the
corpse of this animal was treated after death. Based on
the context of the find, the time of burial of this camel
is specified. In this way it was possible to define the
chronological relationship between the camel find and
the amphitheatre and other archaeological features dis-
covered in this area. In this paper the role and signifi-
cance of the camels in Roman provinces in the territo-
ry of Serbia is also discussed.

CTAPUHAP LXI11/2013

VIMINACIUM AMPHITHEATRE

Viminacium is situated on the right bank of the
Mlava River, close to its confluence with the Danube
River (Fig. 1). Firstly, in the course of the 1% century
AD, a military camp was built. By the camp, a city
developed that became the capital of the province of
Moesia Superior and later of Moesia Prima (Mirkovic¢
1968; Iomosuh 1968).

The Viminacium amphitheatre was discovered in
the north-eastern corner of the surface defined as the
city area, approximately 50 m away from the north-
western corner of the legionary fortress (Fig. 2). The
first small-scale archaeological excavations of the
amphitheatre were conducted by M. Valtrovic¢ in 1882
(Bantposuh 1884, 11-12, 100-103).

Systematic archaeological excavations began at
the end of 2007 and are still in progress. So far the fol-
lowing parts of the amphitheatre have been discovered:
the arena, the arena wall, the main entrances, the outer

Fig. 1. Location of Viminacium within the province of Moesia Prima

Ca. 1. Jlokauuja Bumunauujyma y okeupy uposunuyuje Moesia Prima



CTAPUHAP LXII1/2013

VUKOVIC, BOGDANOVIC, A camel skeleton from the Viminacium amphitheatre (251-267)

Fig. 2. Location of the amphitheatre in an aerial photo of Viminacium (taken in 2007)
Fig. 3. Viminacium amphitheatre in an aerial photo (taken in 2012)

Ca. 2. Ho3uuuja amuitieatiipa Ha asuo-cHumky Bumunayujyma uz 2007. iogune
Ca. 3. Aepo-cHumak sumuHayujymckoi ampuiteanipa usz 2012. iogune
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Fig. 4. Location of the camel skeleton and other camel bones at the plan of the amphitheatre

Ca. 4. Mectia naaasa ckeneitia Kamuie U GOjegUHAHHUX KOCTIU]Y KAMUAA HA BAGHY ampuitieatipa
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wall of the amphitheatre, the chambers that flanked the
main entrances, recesses on the short axis of the build-
ing and traces of the timber-framed seating (Fig. 3). To
the north and to the southeast of the object, city ram-
parts were defined and partly excavated (Nikoli¢, Bog-
danovic 2012).

Based on previous archaeological excavations, it
can be assumed that the amphitheatre was built in the
beginning of the 2" century AD and that it was used
until the end of the 3", or beginning of the 4 century
AD. So far it has been possible to determine several
phases of the construction of the object. However, the
time and reasons for the abandonment of the Vimina-
cium amphitheatre are not completely clear. After the
amphitheatre lost its function, the surface of the building
was abandoned and buried. Soon after, in the second
half of the 4™ century AD, a graveyard was set within
this area (Nikoli¢, Bogdanovic 2012, 44; Nikoli¢, Bog-
danovic in press).

CTAPUHAP LXII1/2013

CAMEL SKELETON FROM
THE VIMINACIUM AMPHITHEATRE

The camel skeleton was unearthed in the western
part of the arena, in the vicinity of the amphitheatre
entrance (Fig. 4, Fig. 5). It was found in the layer of
brown friable soil that extended above pits in the area
of arena. The skeleton was oriented south-north, with a
deviation of 15 degrees of the southern part to the west.
Of the skeleton, the following parts were discovered:
most of the vertebral column, sternum and ribs, parts of
forelegs and hind legs and the skull, which was damaged
during the excavation (Fig. 6). The axial skeleton was
found in the anatomical position, while the legs of the
animal were discovered fragmented and dislocated.

According to archaeological finds, the layer where
the camel was found dates back to the middle and the
second half of the 4% century AD. The amphitheatre had
lost its function at the end of the 3", or the beginning

Fig. 5. Camel skeleton from the Viminacium amphitheatre

Ca. 5. Ckenetti kamuae uz amuitieaipa y Bumunayujymy
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I [Dizcovered bones

Fig. 6. Drawing of a camel skeleton, with marked skeletal parts found in Viminacium amphitheatre

Ca. 6. Cxematiicku Upuka3z ckedeitia kamu.ie, Ha Kome cy Upukaszaue uponahene Kociiu

of the 4t century AD. After that, the whole area was
abandoned. In the area of arena, a significant number of
pits, which date back to the first half of the 40 century
AD, were found. Above the pits and above the amphi-
theatre, in the course of the middle and second half of
the 4™ century AD, the layer in which the camel was
found, was formed. After, in this layer, human graves
were sunk. They constitute a graveyard that was formed
in the course of the second half of the 4™ century AD in
the central and south-western part of the amphitheatre
(Nikoli¢, Bogdanovi¢ 2012, 44; Nikoli¢, Bogdanovi¢
in press).

In the course of previous excavations of the amphi-
theatre in Viminacium, in the areas of the western
entrance, the southern part of the arena and the grand-
stands, 13 individual camel bones were discovered (an
atlas, three thoracic and three lumbar vertebrae, a rib,
distal radius and ulna, distal femur, distal tibia and the
first phalanx). All of the bones originate from the 4
century layer that was formed above the amphitheatre.
Although they are likely contemporaneous with the
camel skeleton, they are not related to it. As the pres-
ence of the same bones and differences in bone sizes
are observed between individual bones and the camel
skeleton, those bones, for sure, belong to different ani-
mals and not to the camel whose skeleton was discov-
ered in the arena.
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TAPHONOMY

The skull, mandibles, sternum, cervical and lum-
bar vertebrae were found in an anatomical position,
while the camel legs were found fragmented and dis-
located (Fig. 5). The distal right humerus and proximal
radius were in an anatomical position, but dislocated in
relation to the axial skeleton. The proximal right
humerus was found ca. 5 m away from its distal end.
The distal left femur and proximal tibia were also
found in an anatomical position, but dislocated in rela-
tion to the remaining skeleton parts. The lower part of
the right hind leg (distal tibia, metatarsus, tarsal bones
and phalanges), which was also in articulation, but dis-
located from the other skeletal parts, was found next to
the proximal humerus. During the excavation, the
skull and the lower part of the right hind leg were dam-
aged and dislocated afterwards. Aside from limb parts,
the scapulae, the pelvic bone and the lumbar and cau-
dal vertebrae of this camel were missing and have not
been discovered.

All leg bones were broken prior to the burying of
the camel (Fig. 7, Fig. 8). Breakage patterns indicate
that the bones were broken in a fresh state, not long
after the death of the camel. The fresh fracture surface
is smooth, has a spiral outline and the fracture angle is
obtuse to the cortical surface (Outram 2001). At the
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Fig. 7. Camel long bones broken for the extraction of marrow: 1) Proximal joint of ulna and radius, lateral view;
2) Distal humerus, anterior view, 3) Proximal tibia, caudal view; 4) Distal femur, anterior view

Ca. 7. llyie kociiiu kamuie, Koje ¢y Uoaommsene 3001 excuioamauyije KOWmane Cpucu.:
1) IIpoxcumannu pagujyc u yaua, aaitepaina uospuwuna; 2) Jucimiajiny xymepyc, aHiiepuopHa Ho8puuHa;
3) [lpokcumaana mubuja, kaygaina wospwuna; 4) Juciiainu gemyp, aniiepuopra Ho8puuHa

caudolateral area of the humerus midshaft, four impact
marks, made by a blunt object, were detected (Fig. 8),
while from those marks a smooth spiral fracture flares.
The impact marks and the smooth spiral fracture are
also detected in the anterior area of the radius proximal
shaft (Fig. 7-1). Although impact marks were not
detected on other long bones, according to their frac-
tures, it can be assumed that they were broken in the
same manner as the humerus and radius. This kind of
fracturing of long bone shafts is typical for marrow
extraction (Binford 1981, 148-163; Outram 2001). Bone
marrow has a high nutritive value and is highly caloric.
Aside from its usage in the diet, in the Roman period,
marrow fat was used as oil for lamps, as a cosmetic or
medicinal base, and as a lubricant by artisans (Seetah
2006, 48). All of the long bone epiphyses are complete
and no butchering marks were detected on their sur-
face. The intentional breakages of long bone shafts and
the untouched epiphysis and axial skeleton parts (with-
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out modifications) are typical only for marrow proces-
sing activities without grease exploitation (Binford 1981,
157). As the long bone parts were found in an anatomi-
cal position, it can be assumed that the joints were not
disarticulated prior to the breaking of the bones.

Six butchering marks, made by a knife, were de-
tected only at the distal shaft of the metatarsus and
indicate that the animal had been skinned (Fig. 9). As
no other butchering marks were detected on other bones,
it can be assumed that the marrow was extracted while
there was still flesh on the bones. Although possible meat
removal marks could be hypothesised on the skeletal
parts that had been taken from this place, their absence
on discovered bones is uncommon. While studying the
patterns of bone modifications, L. Binford (1981), in his
famous ethnographic monograph of Nunamiut Eskimos,
investigated bone marrow and grease extraction. He
noted that, on some occasions during marrow extraction,
bones were broken prior to skinning and meat removal.
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Fig. 8. Proximal humerus with impact marks, caudolateral view
Fig. 9. Metatarsal bone with skinning marks, anterior view

Ca. 8. IIpokcumannu xymepyc kamuie ca mpaioguma ygapaud, kaygoiamepaina Ho8puuHa

Ca. 9. Memamiap3yc kamuae ca Mparosuma gpawa Koxce, aHmepuopra HosputuHd

The pelvic bones, scapulas, lumbar vertebrae and
leg parts were not found, and it is suggested that they
were taken from the site, as these skeleton parts carry
most of the flesh. Traces of the dismemberment of the
scapula-humerus and pelvis-femur joints were not
detected. However, it is possible to disjoint the scapula
and humerus easily by leverage (Binford 1981, 122).
As the proximal femurs were missing, it can be assumed
that they were taken from the site together with the
pelvis.

The bones were well preserved and some of the
bones were slightly weathered. The weathering of the
bones is a consequence of different atmospheric condi-
tions that affected the bone before its burial. Gnaw
marks, probably made by a dog, were detected on one
of the phalanges (Fig. 13—4). Based on these taphonomic
features, it is concluded that the skeleton was buried
not long after it was left in the area of the amphitheatre.
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TAXONOMY AND MORPHOMETRIC
STUDY OF THE CAMEL SKELETON

The taxonomic identification of Viminacium camel
is important because camel species originate from dif-
ferent parts of the world. Two-humped camels? (Came-
lus bactrianus) originate from Central Asia, while one-
humped camels? (Camelus dromedarius) are from North
Africa and Western Asia.

The adaptation to different temperature conditions
of the two camel species resulted in the difference in
their size and appearance. Dromedaries, which live in
hot deserts, have shorter hair and generally longer limbs

2 Sometimes, the synonym bactrian camel is used in the text.
3 Sometimes, the synonym dromedary camel is used in the text.
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Fig. 10 . Cervical vertebrae with distinct morphometric features:
1) Atlas, ventral view; 2) Atlas, dorsal view, 3) Axixs, lateral view

Ca. 10. Bpattinu Gpu.eHo8U €A UBPAHCEHUM MOPPOMETUPUJCKUM KAPAKTHEPUCTHUKAMA:
1) Atinac, senitipaana cipana; 2) Atiiaac, gop3aaua ciipaua; 3) Axcuc, aaifiepaana cpana

in contrast to bactrians, which are adapted to colder
climates, and have a more massive stature (Kohler-
Rollefson 1991). Accordingly, there are important
morphometric differences in their skeletons (Olsen
1988; Kohler-Rollefson 1989; Steiger 1990; Studer,
Schneider 2008). However, there are variations in the
morphology of bones within both species (Olsen 1988),
making taxonomic identification rather difficult. Iden-
tifying the species of ancient camel bones is further
complicated by the possible appearance of hybrids. It
is believed that camel hybridisation has been practiced
from the 1% century AD (Uerpmann 1999). Three camel
bones from previous excavations of the Viminacium
amphitheatre were determined as hybrid individuals
(Vukovi¢, Blazi¢ in press).

The morphology and measurements of the Vimi-
nacium camel’s postcranial bones were compared with
contemporary camels which were studied in detail by
C. Steiger (1990) in her thesis and with other camel
bones from Viminacium (Vukovié, Blazi¢ in press), as
well as with camel bones from other ancient sites (eg.
Uerpmann 1999). Bones from the camel skeleton, which
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have characteristic morphometric features for taxono-
mic identification, were studied in detail: atlas, axis, hu-
merus, radius, ulna, femur, tibia, astragalus, calcaneus,
metatarsus and phalanges. Cranium features did not
contribute to the identification, due to its damage.

The morphological features of the first cervical
vertebra (Fig. 10-1, 2) correspond to contemporary
dromedaries, as described in Steiger (1990, 14-17).
The ventral and dorsal sides are of a trapezoidal shape.
On the dorsal side, foramine alarie are present, this is
a feature of dromedaries, while bactrian camels have
incisurae instead of these apertures. Both openings on
the dorsal side (foramen vertebrale laterale) are divid-
ed into two parts and this feature also corresponds to
one humped camels, while in bactrians there should be
only one on each side. The length of the fossa alaris
ventralis, on the ventral side of the atlas wings is 24.9
mm and exceeds the dimensions of dromedaries, but is
smaller than bactrians. Other dimensions correspond
to both camel species (Steiger 1990, 90).

Unlike the features of the first cervical vertebra, the
morphometric features of the second cervical vertebra
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Fig. 11. The ratio between the greatest lateral length (GLl) and the greatest medial length (GLm)
of astragali of contemporary (Steiger 1990) and Viminacium specimens
Fig. 12. The ratio between the greatest length (GL) and smallest breadth of diaphysis (SD) of metatarsal bones
of contemporary camels (Steiger 1990), Viminacium camel and camel hybrids from Pella, Dacapolis
(Koéhler-Rollefson 1989)

Ca. 11. Ognoc aatmiepaane (GL1) u megujaane gyxcune (GLm)
actpaianryca cagpemenux kamuaa (Steiger 1990) u kamuaa uz Bumunauujyma
Ca. 12. Ognoc uzmehy makcumaane gyjrcune u Hajmare wupune gujagpuse memamap3yca cagpemeHux Kamuia
(Steiger 1990), kamuae us Bumunayujyma u xubpugrux jegunku ca naiasuwiga Ileaa, Jexatioauc
(Koéhler-Rollefson 1989)

(Fig. 10-3) correspond to two-humped camels. The
axis of the camel from Viminacium does not have a
crest, which should be located between the lateral and
transversal foramen of the body of this vertebra in
dromedaries (Steiger 1990, 18—19). The dimensions of
the axis fall within the range consistent with bactrian
camels (Steiger 1990, 90)

According to the morphological criteria (Steiger
1990, 30-31), the proximal humerus (Fig. 8) corre-
sponds to bactrian camels. The sulcus, located between
the tuberculum minus and the tuberculum intermedium,
is pronounced and this is characteristic of two humped
camels. On the cranial side there is a groove between
both tuberculi and the bone shaft, which is only present
in bactrian camels. As for the metrics (Steiger 1990, 93),
the proximal epiphysis width falls within the range of
both camel species, while the width of the trochlea dis-
talis (Fig. 7-2) corresponds only to bactrian camel.

On the lateral side of the radius proximal epiphysis
(Fig. 7-1) there is a pronounced crest and, according to
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this feature, it corresponds to dromedaries (Steiger
1990, 32). The proximal epiphysis breadth falls within
the range of both camel species, while the length of the
ulna’s olecranon exceeds that of one humped camel and
corresponds to two humped camels (Steiger 1990, 94).

According to the morphology (Steiger 1990, 49),
the distal femur (Fig. 7-4) corresponds to two humped
camels as there is no groove, which is present only in one
humped camels on the lateral side of the femur distal
shaft. Based on the measurements of the distal epiphysis
breadth and the breadth of the medial condylus
(Steiger 1990, 97), this femur also corresponds to two
humped camels.

The breadth and depth of the proximal epiphysis
of the tibia (Fig. 7-3) falls within the range of both
camels species (Steiger 1990, 99), while the breadth of
the distal epiphysis corresponds only to two humped
camels. The breadth of the articular facet for the Os
malleolare (21 mm), which is wider in bactrians, cor-
responds only to two humped camels.
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L_P3(B_P3(L_P4(B_P4|L_M1|B_M1|L_M3|B_M3|LM
mandible (left) 29.1 | 25 | 60.7 | 27.2
mandible (right) 31.5 | 24.6 | 63.1 | 26.8
maxilla 21 (165242 ]27.6 28.1 | 33.9 | 48.2 | 35.1 109

Table 1. Cranial measurements (mm) of camel skeleton after Driesch (1976)
L_P3 — length of P3, B_P3 — breadth of P3, L_P4 — length of P4, B_P4 — breadth of P4, L_M1 — length of M1,
B_M1 — breadth of M1, L_M3 — length of M3, B_M3 — breadth of M3, LM — length of molar raw

Tabeaa 1. Kpanujaane gumensuje cxeaeitia kamuae (mm) o Driesch (1976)
L_P3 — gyxcuna P3, B_P3 — wupuna P3, L_P4 — gyxcuna P4, B_P4 — wupuna P4, L_M]1 — gysxcuna M1,
B_M1 — wupuna M1, L_M3 — gywuna M3, B_M3 — wupuna M3, LM — gyxura nusza moaapa

GL | GLI |GLm| GB | sD Bg;r’ BFp | Dp Bgfid’ Dd G;IF’ L]f;;" LAPa| SBV | BT | HT | BC | LO | DPA | SDO | BCm | Bfom
atlas | 118.9 134.8 97.7 87.7 982 | 249
axis 94.8 182.5| 32.3
humerus 126.6 127.8 94.8 89.7 | 67 | 83
radius 100.2 | 89.2
ulna 98.6 | 93.8 | 80.1
femur 1187 [ 125.2 463
tibia (sin.) 121.4
tibia (dext.) 885 | 513 23
metatarsus | 388.6 355 | 649
astragalus | 81.8 | 81.7 | 72.3 54.1 473 | 45
calcaneus | 154.2 70.6
l"p%(:l::fr 214 | 379 312
";)i‘;?;ir:” 97.1 207 | 404 323 | 364
2”;52;;::0’ 62.7 305 | 31 236 | 37.7
tarsale 4+5 | 41.5 60
centrotarsale| 36.1 51
tarsale 2+3 | 21.5 33.8

Table 2. Postcranial measurements of camel skeleton (mm) after Driesch (1976)
GL: Greatest length, GLL: Greatest lateral length, GLm: Greatest medial length, GB: Greatest breadth,

SD: Smallest breadth of diaphysis, BFcr: Breadth of the Facies articularis cranialis, Bp: Breadth of the proximal end,
BFp: Breadth of the Facies articularis proximalis, Dp: Deapth of the proximal end, BFcd: Breadth of the Facies
articularis caudalis, Bd: Breadth of the distal end, Dd: Depth of the distal end, GLF: Greatest length from the Facies
articularis cranialis to the Facies articularis caudalis, DI: Depth of the lateral half, Dm: Depth of the medial half,
LAPa: Length of the arch including the Processus articulares caudales, SBV: Smallest breadth of the vertebra,
BT: Breadth of the tochlea, LO: Length of the olecranon, DPA: Depth across the Processus anconaeus,

SDO: Smallest depth of the olecranon; and after Steiger (1990): Lfavr: Greatest length of Fossa alaris ventralis,
HT: Height of the trochlea, BC: Greatest breadth of Caput humeri, BCm: Smallest breadth of Condylus medialis,
Bfom: Breadth of Facies articularis for Os malleolare

Tabeaa 2. [ocmkpanujaane gumensuje ckeaeitia kamuie (mm) o Driesch (1976)

GL: Makcumanna gyxcuna, GLI: Makcumaana aaitiepaana gymcuna, GLm: Makcumaana megujaina gysrcuna,
GB: Makcumaana wupuna, SD: Hajmawa wupuna gujaguse, BFcr: lupuna kpanujaine 3ia06He Gospuiune,
Bp: Meguo-aamepaana wupuna apoxcumaane eiupuse, BFp: [llupuna tpokcumanne 3ia00ne mospuiune,

Dp: Anitiepo-tiociiepuopha wupuna upokcumaane etiuguse, BFed: [Hupuna xaygaane 3iaobue Hospuiune,

Bd: Meguo-aatiiep.ana wupuna guciiaane eiiupuse, Dd: Anltiepo-tiociiepuopra wiupuna guctiiaine eiiuguse,
GLF: Maxcumanna gyxcuna og Kpanujaane go kaygaane 3iaobune uosputune, DI: [Iupuna aatiepaane ior08ume,
Dm: lupuna megujaane woaosune, LAPa: [Iyxwcuna ayka ykwyuyjyhiu kaygaanu 3ia400Hu HACTABAK,

SBV: Hajmawa wupuna aputwvena, BT: Hlupuna mwpoxaee, LO: Tyxcuna oaexpanona, DPA: lupuna Processus anconaeus,
SDO: Hajmarwa wupuna oaexpanona; u iio Steiger (1990): Lfavr: Hajeeha gyxcuna eeHIpaanol Kpuirot omsopa,
HT: Bucuna mpoxaee, BC: Maxcumaana wupuna iaage xymepyca, BCm: Hajmarwa wmupuna megujaanot Konguayca,
Bfom: [llupuna 3ta00ne tiospuwune 3a Os malleolare
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Fig. 13. Distal leg bones: 1) Calcaneus, medial view; 2) Astragalus, ventral view;
3) 1* posterior phalanx, plantar view; 4) 2" posterior phalanx, plantar view

Ca. 13. Jlowu geaosu 3agmwe noie: 1) Kaaxaneyc, megujaina citipana; 2) Acimpaianyc, 8eHpaAIHa Clipana;
3) IIpsa uociiepuopHa Gparania, aanimiapua cipana; 4) JIpyia docitiepuopha aqauia, UaaHmiapHa clipana

Based on the morphology (breadth of the trochlea
tali distalis, etc.), the astragalus (Fig. 13-2) corresponds
to two humped camels. As the lateral part of the trochlea
tali extends further than the proximal in dromedaries
(Steiger 1990, 58), the ratio between the lateral and
medial astragali length is different in both camel species.
The ratio of the lateral and medial length of this astra-
galus (Fig. 11) is compared to the bactrian’s astragalus
from previous excavations of the Viminacium amphi-
theatre (Vukovi¢, Blazic¢ in press), the modern astragali
studied by Steiger (1990, 100), the two astragali that
were identified as hybrid individuals from the ancient
site of Mleiha (Uerpmann 1999) and two hybrid speci-
mens from Pella, Decapolis (Kohler-Rollefson 1989).
The dimensions of the astragalus of the camel skeleton
fall within the range of the bigger individuals of modern
dromedaries and bactrians. This astragalus is similar
to, but smaller than, hybrids from Mleiha and Pella.
Although the proportions of this astragalus are some-
where between the two camel species, they show dro-
medary affinities.

The dimensions of the calcaneus (Fig. 13—1) cor-
respond to both camel species (Steiger 1990, 100), while
the morphology of this bone resembles two humped
camels. The groove, which is present between the
inner extension of the sustentaculum and the plantar
edge in dromedaries (Steiger 1990, 61), is absent in
this calcaneus.
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One humped camels have longer and more slender
metapodials (Steiger 1990, 70). The metatarsal bone of
the Viminacium camel skeleton (Fig. 9) is long, but
dumpy: its length falls within the range of drome-
daries, while the smallest breadth of the diaphysis cor-
responds to bactrians (Steiger 1990, 102). The ratio
between the greatest length and smallest breadth of the
metatarsus of the Viminacium camel skeleton is com-
pared to contemporary camels (Steiger 1990) as well
as to hybrids from Pella, Decapolis (Kohler-Rollefson
1989). The graph (Fig. 12) clearly shows that the pro-
portions of the metatarsus of the camel skeleton do not
correspond to either contemporary dromedaries or to
bactrians. However, it is of smaller size than the meta-
tarsals of hybrid camels from Pella, in Decapolis.

The dimensions and proportions of the first poste-
rior phalanx (Fig. 13-3) correspond to two humped
camels (Steiger 1990, 103). Its length falls within the
uppermost range of bactrians, but is smaller than the
first phalanx from previous excavations of the Vimina-
cium amphitheatre, which was ascribed to the hybrid
individual (Vukovi¢, Blazic in press). According to the
morphological criterion that was recently developed by
J. Studer and A. Schneider (2008), at the palmar bor-
der of the distal articulation of the first phalanx there is
a clear lip-border between the distal epiphysis and the
distal shaft only found in dromedaries. As our specimens
lack this border, they correspond to bactrians. The di-
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mensions of the second phalanx (Fig. 13-4) correspond
to two humped camels (Steiger 1990, 104).

Discussion of the morphometric analysis

The study of the skeletal remains of the camel
from the Viminacium amphitheatre indicates mixed
morphometric features of both camel species. The mor-
phology of the first cervical vertebra and proximal radius
correspond to dromedary camels, while the morphology
of other postcranial bones from this skeleton resembles
bactrians. The dimensions mostly fall within the range
of both camel species (atlas, calcaneus, metatarsus) or
within the range of bactrians (axis, ulna, phalanges).
Some of the bones have some dimensions that corre-
spond to bactrians and some that correspond to both
dromedaries and bactrians (humerus, femur, astragalus).
Several specimens stand out due to their proportions.
The astragalus, which resembles bactrians in morphol-
ogy, and bigger individuals of both camel species in its
dimensions, has proportions between both camel spe-
cies, but is more similar to dromedaries. The metatar-
sal bone has the length of dromedaries, but it is dumpy,
as in bactrians. Such mixed morphometric features
indicate a hybrid individual between a one humped
and two humped camel.

Camel hybridisation in the past were poorly explo-
red and understood and the osteological features of
hybrid camels were not studied to any great extent. So
far, the osteological remains of large camels from the
ancient camel and horse graveyard in Mleiha (United
Arab Emirates, 152" century AD) (Uerpmann 1999)
and camels from Pella of the Decapolis, that died in the
earthquake of 747 AD (Kohler-Rollefson 1989) were
identified as hybrid camels. From the Roman layers of
Troy, one phalanx was also ascribed to a hybrid (Uerp-
mann 1999, 113), while three more single camel bones
(atlas, radius and the 1% phalanx), from previous exca-
vations of the Viminacium amphitheatre (Vukovic, Bla-
7i¢ in press), were also identified as belonging to hybrid
camels. All of the mentioned camel skeletons and single
bone finds were determined as hybrids according to
their mixed morphological features and enormous size,
which usually exceeds the dimensions of both camel
species, or falls within the uppermost range of them.

In relation to hybrid camels’ bones previously
described, the remains of the camel skeleton from the
Viminacium amphitheatre have mixed morphological
features, but they are not of enormous size. None of the
bones exceed the range of both camel species, but they
are all among big individuals of eather bactrians or
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Fig. 14. Maxilla, basal view

Ca. 14. Maxcuaa xamusie, bazainu usiieg

dromedaries. The reason for this might be a different
type of hibridisation than previously described.

According to ethnographic and historical studies
of some contemporary pastoral societies (in Anatolia,
Syria, Afghanistan, Azerbaijan) (Tapper 2011; Potts
2004), it is known that the most valued hybrids were
bred as a mix of male bactrians and female dromedaries.
These hybrids are of a greater size, greatest strength
and have load bearing abilities that are twice as good
as dromedaries. Males of the first generation of hybrids
are of particular strength. It is known that they can carry
500kg loads. There are also cases where a male drome-
dary mates with a female bactrian camel, but that kind
of the first generation hybrid is inferior to the other
(Tapper 2011, after Leese 1927; Menges 1935). Subse-
quent generations of the hybrids, either where hybrids
mate together, or are cross-bred with pure bactrians and
dromedaries, are not desirable, as those animals are of
small size, small value and have a bad temperament.
That is why male hybrids are usually castrated, resulting
in even bigger bones.

To conclude, the partial skeleton from the Vimina-
cium amphitheatre belonged to a hybrid, but probably
not to the first generation of a hybrid of a male bactrian
and a female dromedary camel.



VUKOVIC, BOGDANOVIC, A camel skeleton from the Viminacium amphitheatre (251-267)

Age and sex data

The long bone epiphysis and articular surfaces of the
vertebrae were fused. In other large mammals, such as
horses and cows, the epiphyses close at the end of the
third year (Silver 1969). However, camels mature later,
at 4-5 years, so it is suggested that their long bone epi-
physes fuse during that period, while the articular sur-
faces of vertebrae fuse later (Studer, Schneider 2008).
Camel’s teeth erupt in about the fifth year (Silver 1969,
301), when the last, third molar erupts. All of the teeth
of the Viminacium camel have erupted and are extre-
mely worn (Fig. 14). According to all the mentioned
ageing data, it can be assumed that the camel from the
Viminacium amphitheatre was, for sure, older than five
years. As the vertebrae are fused and the teeth are mode-
rately worn, it is suggested that the camel was very old.

Unfortunately, the criteria for sexing are not pre-
served. The entire pelvis was taken away from this site,
prior to burial, while the canine tooth, whose size might
enable sex determination, is lost, probably during the
excavation.

CONCLUSION

The discovery of the camel skeleton from the Vimi-
nacium amphitheatre represents a unique find within
the territory of the Roman provinces in Europe. To
date, only single camel bones, which were not in asso-
ciation have been found, so this is the first camel skele-
ton from Roman times ever excavated in Europe.

The skeleton is particular, as only the axial skele-
ton was discovered in an anatomic position, while the
legs were fragmented and dislocated. It was not possi-
ble to suggest the cause of death of this animal. As it was
a very old animal, it may be assumed that it died of old
age or that it was killed because it was no longer able
to serve its primary purpose. Based on the context of
find and taphonomic analyses, intentional burial of the
camel and ritual activities are ruled out. After death, the
camel was left at the place that used to be an amphithe-
atre. Shortly after, the animal was skinned, and the
bone marrow was extracted from the long bones, while
the skeletal parts with high nutritional value were taken
from the site. According to the taphonomic study, it is
assumed that the remaining skeleton was not exposed
for long and that it was buried shortly after deposition.

Analysis of the skeleton and every single bone
within it contribute to an understanding of osteological
features of camels in the past. According to the mixed
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morphometric features, it is assumed that the skeleton
belonged to a hybrid camel that was bred as a mix of a
one humped and two humped camel, or as a subsequent
generation of hybrids. The first generation of hybrid
camels has greater strength and load-bearing abilities
than both parental species. These animals were well
adapted to a colder climate and a muddy terrain (Tapper
2011) and they could certainly stand the European cli-
mate in Roman times, at least better than dromedaries.
Due to all these qualities, their presence in the Roman
provinces is not surprising.

The camel skeleton was discovered in the layer that
dates back to the middle and second half of the 4" cen-
tury AD. At the time, the amphitheatre was no longer
in use for spectacles. The camel and other archaeolog-
ical finds were discovered in the layer that covered the
amphitheatre. In the course of the second half of the 4
century AD, at the central and south-eastern part of the
amphitheatre, the necropolis was raised. The graves
were dug into the mentioned layer and, although they
seem younger than the time of the burial of the camel,
the temporal relationship of the necropolis and the
camel skeleton is still not possible to determine. The
camel skeleton find raises a new question which refers
to the appearance and function of this part of Vimina-
cium in the late antique period. As both the ramparts and
the architecture of the amphitheatre were destroyed, it
can be assumed that this area, which had been part of
the settlement in the preceding period, was abandoned
and no longer guarded. In this way, the appearance and
urbanistic plan of Viminacium was changed.

The discovery of the camel skeleton, together with
other camel bones from Viminacium and other sites in
Serbia which also date back to the 4™ century AD
(Lauwerier 1978; Vukovi¢, Blazi¢ u $tampi), indicate
that camels were in use in the late antique period in the
Roman provinces of this part of the world. Although
there are no camel finds from earlier centuries in Serbia,
the presence of camels can be suggested in that period
because of camel remains that were found in earlier
times (2" and 3 century AD) in the surrounding pro-
vinces (Schramm 1975; Bokonyi 1989).

The camel skeleton find also raises a question re-
garding the usage of camels in Roman times in the Bal-
kan provinces. In Roman times, camels were primarily
used as pack animals within the civilian and trading
caravans. Camels also played an important role in the
Roman army. The Roman army used camels to trans-
port heavy objects such as large supplies of corn, road
building equipment, luggage and military equipment,
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but also letters (Davies 1967, 117). Although special
auxilary units of camel riders (dromedarii) existed, ca-
mels were more often included in other, not specially
formed, units (Dobrewa 1991; Toynbee 1996, 137-140).
Given that legions from Moesia were engaged in the
eastern Roman provinces, there is a possiblity that some
camels arrived in the Balkan provinces together with
them. Meat and secondary products of camels, such as
milk and wool, were also exploited, as is evidenced by
the butchery marks on the camel bones from Viminacium
(Vukovic, Blazi¢ u Stampi). Although the participation
of camels in Roman games is reported in historical sour-
ces (Dio 1914, LX, 7, 3; Suetonius 1914, Nero II, I;
Toynbee 1996, 139), the camel from the amphitheatre
cannot be related to these spectacles, as it originates from
the layer that covered the object. Since other camel bones
found within the amphitheatre also date back to the peri-
od when the amphitheatre has already lost its function,
it is not possbile to presume that camels participated in
public shows in the Viminacium amphitheatre.
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Two-humped camels that lived in Central Asia were
mainly used as pack and draught animals. Therefore, it is
believed that the presence of bactrian camels in Roman
provinces is related to caravans that were arriving
from Central Asia (Bartosiewicz, Dirjec 2001), while
dromedaries, that lived in North Africa and the Arabian
peninsula were used for both civilian and military pur-
poses. Hybrids, as strong animals, were probably also
used as pack animals, either in trade and civilian cara-
vans or in the army. Ethnographic examples show that
hybrid camels were bred in regions such as Turkmeni-
stan, Afghanistan and Iran, where both dromedaries
and bactrians coexisted (Kohler-Rollefson 1991). Since
there are not enough archaeozoological data on camel
hybridisation from ancient times, the origin of hybrids
identified in Serbia remains uncertain. Wherever it
came from, it can be assumed that the camel, whose
skeleton was discovered in the Vimiancium amphithe-
atre, probably arrived carrying trade goods or military
equipment from distant parts of the Empire.
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COIbA BYKOBUR, YHnusepsurer y beorpany,

Ouozoekn akyaret, JlabopaTopuja 3a 6roapxeosnorujy, beorpan
MBAH BOTIAHOBUWR, Apxeosnomku UHCTUTYT, Beorpan

CKEJIET KAMHWJIE U3 AMO®UTEATPA
Y BUMHNHALILIYMY

Kwyune peun. — KacHa antuka, Bummnnanujym, amgurearap, kamuwia, XuOpuausamja KaMuia.

Ocrany KamMuiIa MpeacTaBibajy peTke Hajlaze Ha PUMCKUM JIO-
kaymreTnMa mmpom Espore. Y CpOuju ¢y KOCTH KaMuIa Impo-
Habene y Cupmujymy (Lauwerier 1978), Bumunanujymy, I'omo-
JaBu, Bpamwy kon Xprrosana (Vukovié, Blazi¢ u Stampi), kao u
Ha jokajuretuma asunoBau-I'panuire u Iupor—Capiax 6a-
3WIIMKA.

IpumkoM ncTpakuBamka BUMUHAL]YMCKOT aMduTeaTpa
nponaben je ckeser kammiie (Cavike 2 u 3). OBaj U3y3eTaH Ha-
Jla3 OTKPUBEH je y 3alafHoM Jiesly apeHe, y OJIM3UHU yjiasa y
ampureartap (Ciuke 4 u 5). Hana3s ckesiera kaMuiie jeIMHCTBEH
j€ Ha YMTaBOj TEPUTOPUjU EBPOIICKOT feja Pumckor napcrsa, y
OKBHUPY KOTa Cy JIO cajia POHaJIaXKeHe CaMo I0jeIMHaYHe KO-
CTU OBUX KMBOTHH-A. CKesleT kaMuile TIpurana ciojy, Koju ce
Iatyje y CpenuHy, OTHOCHO Apyry nosoBuHy IV Beka. Y Tom me-
puony NpocTop amduTeaTpa BUILe HUje KOpUITheH 3a ofpKaBa-
e CIIEKTaKJIa, a HaJla3 KaMuie IpoHaheH je y ¢J10jy, Koju je npe-
KpHO caM o0jekar.

Jlo6ama u nome BIIMILE, 10 KIYMEHOr CTyba (BpaTHU U
nebau npuuseHOBM), pedpa, Kao 1 IeJI0BU IpyIHe KOCTH MPOHa-
beHu cy y aHATOMCKOM IIOJIOXKajy, MOK CY IEJIOBU HOTY OMIM
(parmenToBanu u pucnouupanu (Civka 5). O6pacuu JoMoBa
IYrux KOCTH]y yKasyjy Jla Cy KOCTH MOJIOMIbEHE yOp30 HAKOH
CMPTH KUBOTHIbe. Ha XyMepycy 1 pasnjycy youeHu Cy Tparo-
BU yzmapama TynuM npeameroM. OBaKkBO JIoMibewe aujacdusa
KapaKTEepUCTUYHO je 3a eKCIUIoATalH]jy KomTaHe cpski. Tparo-
BU Kacaljbeiha YOUEHH Cy CaMO Ha IMCTAJIHOM ey nujacduse
MeTaTap3yca U OHHM yKa3yjy Ha apame Koxke. O0e jonarure u
KapJuile, JJyMOaJHU U PEIHU €0 KHUMEHOT CTy0a, Kao U JIeJIo-
BU HOTY HUCY IIpOHaheHu, nma ce MoxKe MPEeTHOCTABUTH 1a Cy Of-
HETH ca OBOr npocrtopa. Tparosu 61aror HOBpIIMHCKOT pacma-
Iama MPUCYTHU Cy HA MaJIoM Opojy KOCTH]Y, IOK je caMo jenHa
KOCT OIJIOJaHa, U 3aTO Ce MOXKE 3aKJbyUUTH 1 je KaMuia 3aTp-
raHa yop30 HaKOH JIEIOHOBAMA.
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Ha ocHOBY MenmoBUTHX MOP(OMETPHjCKIX KaPAaKTEPUCTH-
Ka MojeMHAYHUX KOCTH]y CKeJIeTa KaMuJle, PETHOCTABIBEHO je
Ila je CKeJeT MpUIafao XMOPUAHO] jeNMHKH, KOja je HacTaja
YKpIUTameM Be BpcTe kamuiia. [To3Haro je na cy xubpunu ka-
MWIa KPYIHUjY, CHAKHUJU U U3IPIKIBUBHJU Off jeTHOrpOUX U
nsorpoux kamuia (Tapper 2011; Potts 2004). OBe xxuBOTUBE CE
JIaKO MpUJIarohapajy XJIagHUjUM KJIMMama U CUTYPHO je 1a cy
JIaKIIe MOIJIE Jla MoAHecy Kimmatcke ycyose y Espornu. Tpe-
HYTHO Ce BeoMa MaJio 3Ha 0 XUOPUIM3aIMj1 KaMIJIa y aHTHLIM,
a 10 cana cy Xxubpunu uneHTugukoBany Ha Hasasumry Mierxa
(Yjenumenu aparcky eMupaTy, 1-2. B. H.e), PUMCKHM CJIOjeBH-
Ma y Tpoju (Uerpmann 1999) n y Bumunanujymy (Vukovié,
Blazi¢ u stampi).

Kamure cy y pumckoM nepuony kopuitheHe npe cBera Kao
TOBapHE JKUBOTHUISE, Y OKBUPY LIMBUJIHUX 1 TPrOBAYKMX KapaBaHa.
3HayvajHa je Ouiia ¥ BUXOBa yJIOra y BOjCIIM, TJIe CY CIyKUJIE 3a
MIPeHOC BOjHE OMpeMe, HaMUPHULIA 1 TpaheBUHCKOr MaTeprjana
(Davies 1967), kao u 3a jaxame (Dobrewa 1991; Toynbee 1996,
137-140). Meco u cekyHIapHM IPOU3BOAY KaMua (MJIEKO, ByHa,
UTI.) Takohe Cy eKCIUIOATUCAHU y pUMCKOM nepuony. Ilpucy-
CTBO JIBOPOMX KaMMJIa YeCTO ce IOBOMIM Y Be3y ca KapaBaHNUMa,
koju cy nonasumu u3 Llentpanne Asuje (Bartosiewicz, Dirjec
2001), gok cy jemHorpbe Kamuie, OCUM y LUBHJIHOj, Ouie Uy
BOjHO] ymoTpeOu. Xubpuay kamuiaa Cy HajBepoBaTHHje 300T
cBOje cHare KopultheH! Kao TOBapHE KUBOTUIbE, KAKO y OKBUDY
Pa3IMYUTHX TPrOBaUYKUX ¥ IMBIJIHUX KapaBaHa, TaKO U Y BOjCIIM.
ITosHato je na cy Me3ujcke Jiervje Ouie aHra)koBaHe y ICTOUYHUM
MIPOBMHLIMjMA [JAPCTBA, I1a ocToju MoryhHOCT f1a je onpehen 6poj
KamwiIa y Mesujy cTurao ynpaso ca OBUM BojHUIIMMA.  Mako je Ha
OCHOBY MCTOPUjCKIX M3BOpa MO3HATO a Cy KaMuiie KopuiiheHe
uy cnekrakanma (Dio 1914, LX, 7, 3; Suetonius 1914, Nero II,
I; Toynbee 1996, 139), kamuiy u3 ampurearpa y Bummunanujy-
My He MOKEMO I0BE3aTH ca [elIaBambuMa Yy OBOM O0jeKTy.





