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"For if the city of the Lacedaemonians should be
deserted, and nothing should be lef it but its
temples and the foundations of its other buildings,
posterity would, | think, aer a long lapse of time,
be very loath to believe that their power was as great
as their renown. (And yet they occupy twohs of

the Peloponnesus and have hegemony of the whole,
as well as of their many allies outside; but still, as
Sparta is not compactly built as a city and has
not provided itself with costly temples and other
edipces, but is inhabited village-fashion in the old
Hellenic style, its power would appear less than it
is.) Whereas, if Athens should sr the same fate,
its power would, | think, from what appeared of
the city’s ruins, be conjectured double what it is.

Thucydid es

History of the Peloponnesian War 1.10.2
5% century BC

(LOEB edition, trangl. by C.F. Smih)



Int roduction

Introduction

he aim of this work is to enhance the knowledge of Roman
Trelations to the northern Barbaricum i.e. southern Scandinavia.
The nature and extent of the northern parts of the Roman Empire has
for long been thoroughly examined within a multitude of scholarly
disdpli nes. Likewi se, the parts of Europe outside the Roman Empire
have undergone thorough scholarly examination. However, whereas
the Roman Empire has a4racted the a4ention of both historians,
phil ologists and archaedogists, northern Europe has mainly been
subjected to the sarutiny of prehistorica archaedogists. But the fact
that one areawas seento have inffuenced the other is quite apparent
as the period of interest in prehistorical chronology is labeled ‘The
Roman Iron Age'. That the two parts of Europe were not compl etely
isolated is of course well known and for one thing illu strated by
the numerous bPnds of Roman origin in northern Europe. However,
within provincial Roman reseach, represented by both classcal and
prehistorica archaedogists as well as historians, Roman-‘Barbarian’
contacts has generated an interest in the immediate vicinity of the
Roman borders. The parts of Europe more distantly situated from
the Roman Empire have prim arily been of interest to prehistorical
archaedogists alone, who have looked southwards with a basein the
local context.
Asisapparentfrom thetitle, thiswork striv esto revea mili tary-p olitical
connections betweenthe Roman Empir e on one hand and on the other
an areasituated at quite a distancefrom this Empire. The motivation
for choosing this part of Barbaricumis based on a number of reasons
Various aspects of the Roman Iron Age in Scandinavia indicate that
relations could have been present This is seenthrough bnds from,
for instance, the princely gravesat Himli nggje or from the war booty
saaibces Within ead of thesebelds of study, it has been suggested
that there might be some sort of connection to the Roman Empire or
ocaurr encesrelated to the Roman Empire. It is therefore the purp ose
hereto examine all thesevague indications from another point of view
for once, in order to estalish an overvi ew of theserelations.
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Approach

he modus operandwill beto acaumul ate a worki ng material based
Ton several Pelds of reseach. In order to gain the full est picture,
archaedogica remains from both the prehistorical and clasdcal belds
are needed, as well as the literary sources With a background in
Classgcal Ar chaedogy and previous projectson both the development
of the Rhine limesthrough my MA- theds and the war booty saaibces
of southern Scandinavia through involvement in the exhibition ‘The
Spoils of Victory | found mysdf well prepared for such an inter-
disdpli nary endeavour.
The dissetation is divid ed in three parts, which ded with the limes
possble Roman-Scandinavian contacts and southern Scandinavian
featuresof relevance
Chronological frame

he starting point is the Germaniacampaigns of Augustus. The

beginning of the principate also marked an increasein contacts
betweenthe Romansand the Germanic world. A natural chronological
end point would have beenthe end of the Western part of the Roman
Empire in ad 476. However, as that would be too far reacing, |
have limited the investigation to cover the prst three centuries ad
from Augu stus to Probus, who managed for a short whil e to seaire
the Empire. A few years later, Diocletian initiated a thorough re-
organisation of the Empire and formed the tetrachy. At this time,
large groups of Barbariwere alowed to sede in the provinces These
ocaurencescreated fundamentally di - erentcircumstancesin thenorth-
western Empire, and therefore constitute a natural break point.
Part one

he starting point is an investigation of the north-western limes
TFocus is on four episodesfrom the prst three centuri es ad, which
are important for the understanding of Roman-Germanic relations.
Each of these episodes was dominated by large scde war between
Romans and Germani This had a great impact on the subsequent
behaviour of the Romanstowards Barbaricum
The brst episode is the cladesvariang the defeat of Varus, and the end
of the Augu stan Germaniacampaigns. During these encounters the
prst substantial indications of contact appear.
The secord episode is the Batavian revolt following in the wake of
the civil w ar in ad 69 — 70. Athough the revolt proved not to be fatal
for the Roman Empire, it forced the Romans to re-think their policy
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towardstheir easten neighbours.

The third episode concerns the reign of Marcus Aurelius, in which
an external presaure apparently forced Rome’s long term friend, the
Marcomannj to a 4acks on the Roman provinces In the end Rome was
Pghting practicaly every neighbour in Barbaricum

The fourth episode is constituted by the troublesin the secord half of
the 39 century ad that led to the lossof the Agri Decumatesnd the rise
of new Germanic ‘federations’.

The investigation of these four episodes provides a new view on
various aspects as well as an outline of Roman-Germanic relations,
which can be used as models for Roman contacts to other parts of
Barbaricumto which such information is not avail able.

Part two

art two is deding with what could be construed as rel3ections of

Roman-Scandinavian contacts. It begins with a brief outline of
Roman dipl omacy and the use of foreign military resources This is
followed by an investigation of, what is commonly known as ‘Roman
imp orts’, whi ch isinitiated by a disausson of methods exempli bed by
the works of U. Lund Hansenand M. Erdri ch.
One of the main featuresof this period isthe large amount of Roman
vessd. A desaip tion of the ocaurr enceof theseobjectsin Scandinavia
is basal on U. Lund Hansens ‘Romischer Import im Nordeénthe only
thorough work on thissubject A er this, an overview of Roman coins
IS presented.
A feature that has not been subjected to much examination is the
posgbility of Roman auxiliarii or foederati As a casestudy, ten graves
from Denmark are examined. Among the grave goods of thesegraves
certain objects may be interpreted as indications of a direct contact
and dipl omatic connections. For eac of thesegravesthe objectsdi er,
and it is important to redisethat it is the context of the objects that
determines, if what they ref3ect could be dipl omatic contacts. This
secton isconclud ed by an examination of certain Germanic Pndsfrom
the limes which may relate to southern Scandinavia.
The last investigation of part two concerns the literary sourcesto the
North. Here, the traditional interpr etations, which are mainly based
on linguistic consd erations, are challenged.
Part three

veral features of Scandinavian origin will be investigated. The
Snost important group of evidence of unrest in this period is

2
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that of the war booty saaibces This puzzling phenomenon is most
wid egpread in south-easten Juland and Funen, but is found in all
of southern Scandinavia. At the larger sites more than one deposition
has been identibed as has the origins of the former owners of the
material. What is most intrigui ng about these bnds is that it is not
at all clear how they came to be there. Are the depositions a result of
bade in the vicinity of the location or has the material been brought
from another place No ma 4er the theory they should be able to help
chart adversaries and alliances What is of the utmost importance is
the chronology and how it bts with the chronology of Western Europe.
Again speaulations are made whether there might be a connection to
the contemporary unrestin Central and Western Europe.
Closdy connected wi th the above are defensve meaaures of regional
l.e. more than loca imp ortance found in southern Scandinavia. This
part includ es sea barrages of which several are dated to the Iron
Age, and larger wall structures, which are mainly found in southern
Jutland. Lik e the war booty saaibces thesecan hopefully contribute
to the understanding of regional conficts.
Part four

inally, the rewults of my investigations are correlated in a
Fchronological analysis, which provid es an appropri ate overvi ew
of the survey of military-political relations between the Roman and
southern Scandinaviain the brstthreecenturiesad. A number of other
consid erations and further perspectivesare subsequently di scussed.

The literar f sources

n my work with the literary sources | have had great help in the
bilingual compil ations of texts on Germaniaand the Germani by
H.-W. Goetz and K.-W. Welwei from 1995, Altes Germanien. Auszlge
aus den antiken Quellen Uber die Germanen und ihre Beziehungen zum
romischen Reig{Quellen zum alten Geschichte bis zum Jahre 238 n),Chr
and the simil ar type of publication edited by J. Hermann in the years
from 1988to 1992,Griechische und Lateinische Quellen zur Frihgeschichte
Mi Zeleuropas bis zur Mle des 1. Jahrtausends uid four volumes?! The
last of thesewas also equipp ed with an extensive commentary to the

1) Goetz & Welwei 1995-b; Hermann 1988; 1990; 1991; 1992. hote to notes: | believe that
the reader should be provid ed wi th predseinformation in afootnote. Therefore, no annoying
badk referencing such as ibid or ebendawill be found, why the same reference may appear
successvely. Furthermore, referencesare given alph abeticaly.

8



Int roduction

individu al texts and authors. Naturally, other commentaries have
been used aswell, wh en ever | have found it necessay, for instance,
concerning the troublesame period in the end of the 39 century ad.

Definitions

n my work, | have used a number of desaiptions, which | would

lik e explain beforehand to avoid any misunderstandings, as there
could be doubt asto how they should be understood.
Some of the most frequently used words are the desaip tions of the
partsinvolved. When | usethe word *Romarnj, it coverseverything that
comesfrom wi thin the borders of the Roman Empire. | am well aware
that calling both objectsand people from the provincesfor ‘Roman’ is
a point of discusson and that some scholars would pr efer to restrict
the useof thisword, but in the presentcasethat isnot a relevant issue.
Theother part in thiswork isthe ‘barbarians | have generally avoided
this word, asit hasbad modern connotations, although | do not bnd
thatthisnecessaily appli esto the Latin word ‘ Barbaricum. Thisisused
along sidethe general desaip tion ‘Germania but not indi erently. All
of Germaniasa part of Barbaricumbut thisword coverseverything east
of the Rhine and N orth of the Danube from the North Seato the Black
Sea Concerning Germanial have followed Ptolemaios desaiption,
whi ch meansthat the Vistla River separates Germaniaand Scythia For
instance, the Sarmatian tribesare not part of Germaniaalthough they
are part of Barbaricum
Lastly, the use of the word ‘trade’ needs a few words. Trade in the
ancient world i s an entire study i n itself, and it is not my intention to
go into that issue in this study. Clearly, the nature of trade is varied,
from the pe 4y tradethat occursat marketsin the vicinity of the Roman
border to more controlled trade, where redpients may almost have
held a monopoly on certain goods. However, in the presentstudy, this
ma 4er will betouched only briel3y. Therefore, no particular meaning
is inherent in my use of the word, other than what appears from the
text.

Appendices

I have added anumber of appendicesto facili tate the accesgo certain
information. They include: 1) A list of Emperors. 2) A chronology
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key. 3) Alistof Latin desaiptions used. 4) A full translation of Plinius
Naturalis Historia 4.94-7. Maps of the north-westen limesand of the
Roman provincesof the brst threecenturiesad are added in the back.
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Thereseach history

Part 1. The north-western limes from the 1 stto the 3 ™
century ad

The Research History

he reseach history for the presentareaof investigation, i.e. more
Tor lessthe northwestern limesfrom the North Seato the River Inn,
developed di erently. This development was caused not only by the
fact that the two modern nations of The Netherlands and Germany
were involved, but also because Germany still consisted of a number
of independent states when the reseach of the Roman frontiers took
0 inthe 19" century.

Germany

The Limes and the Reichs-Limeskommission

he pbrstwri ter in Germany to mention the Roman limeswasJohannes
TTurmair (1477 — 1535)¢al ed Aventinus. In the following 200 years
li 4e happened. Then the archivi st Christian Ernst Hanf3ellmanr{1699
— 1775) puwlished a paper on the ‘Vallum Romanurconnecting the
Taunus limesand the Raetian limes(Fig. 1). A er the Napoleonic wars

the interest in the Roman past
grew in the new German states
Thisled to the riseof numerous
archaedogical or historica
sodeties initiated by Verein fur
Altertumskunde in Ellwangen
from 1819. These sodeties
undertook archaedogical ex-
cavations of fortibcations,
towers and the limes itself. In
1852,the sodeties founded the
‘Commission zur Erforschung

Fig. 1 The limes of
Christian Ernst Hanf3el-
mann (1699 - 1775). Aer
Braun 1992: 14-15pg. 13.

des Limes Imperii Romdniin
an a4empt to estabish systematic reseach of the Limes across the
borders of the small German states At the sametime local state Limes
commissons provided funding. The e ect was numerous sodety-
mili tary- and library archives, but the co-operation a4empted in 1852

11



The north-western limesfromthe I tot he 3 century ad

did not createthat general view of the chronology and mili tary hi story
that waswanted.?

In 1871,the German stateswere united in the German Empire. That
gave the ancient historian Theodor Mommse(1817 — 1903) (Fig. Zhe
opportunity to speak for a national systematic examination of the
limesfollowed by publication. With the supp ort of Generalfeldmarschall
Helmuth von Moltke(1800 — 1891) Mmmsenworked for twenty years
to organize this project. Twice he failed due to pe4dy di erencesof
opinion and then he lost the support of the Reichskanzler @o First Fig. 2 Theodor Mommsen
von Bismarck Not until the fall of Bismarck in 1890 could the Prst Sziﬁsii?s;kzormf;g;the
conferenceon the limesbe held. In 1892 the government approved the A erBraun 1992: 1. 1.
results of the conference and the ReichsLimeskommissiomrould start

working. An executive commi 4eeled by professa and librarian Karl

Zangemeistef1837 — 1902)rom H eid elberg wasin chargeof the project.

Two Dirigenten, Felix Hedner (1851 — 1902), diector of the Provincial

Museum in Trier, and Generalleutnant Oscar von Sarw¢¥837 — 1912)

were elected to take care of practica ma4ers. In 1898,Ernst Fabricius

(1857 — 1942), pofessa in Freiburg, was caled to asdstance When

Zangemeister and He4ner died in 1902, Rbricius took over their

positions. From that time, he alone was in charge of the project. The

limesfrom the Rhine to the Danube wasdivid ed into 15 ‘Streckeh Each

stretch wasto be examined and the sitesexcavated. Theresults wereto

be published in a work called ‘Der Obergermanisch-Raetische Limes des
Roemerreichéd~or this work the commisson needed bve years. A er

several extensions, the lastvolum e waspublished in 1937. A thattime

almost 100castellaand around 1000 watchtowers had been examined

and published in 14 wolumesin two parts, Abteilung A about Strecken

and Abteilung B about castella Herea er the Reichs-Limeskommission

was dissdved and any remaining tasks taken over by the Rémisch-

Germanische Kommission Frankfurt.?

Roman Rheinland

ot all of Roman Germany wascovered by thework of the Reichs-
N Limeskommissigrbut that did not meanthat nothing happened.
In Rheinland-Westfalen as well there were studies of the Romans
in the 15" and 16" century. In the following two centuries, much
thought and romanticizing centred on Varus and Armi nius basad

2) Braun 1992: 9-11; Kuimen 1992a: 13-14.
3) Braun 1992: 11-24; Hgsen1992: 33; Kumen 1992x: 14.
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on the ambush in the Teutoburger Waldas desaibed in the literary
sources* However, critical reseach on the Romans did not take place
until 1820. That year the ‘Kdniglich Preuf3ische Museum Vaterlandischer
Altertimer in den rheinisch-westfalischen Provinzernas founded with
Wilhelm Dorow as the brst Direktor. He was the brst to initiate proper
excavations in the province. With a publication in 18570on the Roman
stations and roads between Colonia Agrippina(Kaéln) and Burginatium
(Kalkar-Al tkalk ar closeto the Dutch border) Alfred Reinwasto become
the father of systematic reseach of the lower German border. The
main forum of discusson was the Bonner Jahrblichem which Hans
Dragendor published histypology of terra sigillatain 1895. h the 19"
century, pupil s of Mommsen, under the auspices of the Preul3ischen
Akademie der Wissenschdegan the enormous work of collecting the
Roman inscrip tions in the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarun§CIL).® From
the beginning of the 20" century, excavations were initiated of the
legionary fortressesin Xanten-Birten, Haltern and Neussaswell asof
varioussanctuariesand cemeteries In Haltern, thisled to thediscovery
of postholes something that revolutionized excavation techniques®

Post-war Research

n those parts of Roman Germany hitherto concerned wi th the limes,
I new Pelds of interest were added. The essental factor in the post-
World War Il Roman provincial reseach was an enormous buildi ng
boom. This resulted in massve resae excavations throughout the
German states’ Furthermore, the bombing of the German cities
had resulted in museum-’casualties. The result was great activity
in that area of reseach as well.?2 The ‘Limesforschunghas come to
mean not only reseach on the Roman military border between the
Rhine and the Danube, but reseach on the entire Roman part of
Germany. Thoseresponsible are the museums and the archaedogical
heritage management of the various statestogether wi th the RGmisch-
Germanische Kommissiom Frankfurt. The reseach at theseinstitutions
is kept up to date through various ‘Berichté and ‘Jahrbuchér The last
twenty years have seenanincreasng interestin thecivili an sedements
aswell asin the mili tary i nstall ations.® From the end of the 196G large-

4) Ruger 1987a: 13-19.

5) Riger 1987a: 20-22.

6) Riiger 1987a: 22-24; Shnurbein 1979: 23.

7) Filtzinger 1986a: 20-21; Hissen1992: 36; Rugr 1987a: 24-25.

8) Decker & Selzer 1990: 38; Filzinger 1986a: 20.Rliger 1987a: 24.

9) Filtzinger 1986a: 21-22; Hermann 1989: 36-37; Hgsen1992: 36-37; Rigr 1987a: 25-26.
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scde excavations have taken placein the area of the Roman city Ara
Flaviae presentday Ro 4weill, the brst Roman Civitason the right bank
of the Rhine.° Likewise numerous vici and villae rusticaehave been
excavated.'* In 1985, H. $honberger desaibed the state of reseach
on the mili tary i nstallations along the limesfrom the North Seato the
River Inn.*2 Furthermore, the 198G and ‘90s saw the publication of
handbooks from ead province with the latestreseach on the Roman
part of Germany.?

In the 198G, another imp ortant Pnd was made. At Kalkri esg north
of Osnabriick remains were found of a ba4ebeld believed to be the
place of the Varus disaste in ad 9, where three Roman legions and
auxili arieswere annihil ated in anambush led by the Cheruscanprince,
Armi nius. Thisrenewed areseach interestin thetime of the Augu stan
campaigns. Only afew yearsearli er adiscovery wasmade in Bayern of
a double legionary camp at Marktbreit near the Main, situated much
further east than hitherto expected.'* In 1993,excavations started at
an Augu stan site at Waldgirm esin Hessen At brst it was believed to
be another Roman camp, but extensive excavations showed that it was
in fact a civili an structure; the only Roman ‘town’ east of the Rhine
dated the time of Augu stus discovered so far.?® Just two years ago,
remains of a Roman camp were discovered, namely at Hedemiinden
in Niedersachsenon the eastsid e of theriver junction, wherethe Rivers
Fuldaand Werrarun into the Wese.1

In 2000,the four Bundeslandeof Bayern, Baden-Wur 4emberg, Hessen
and Rheinland-Pfalz began a coordinated e ort to obtain a placefor
the Obergermanisch-Ratische Limas UNESCO's world heritage list,
with whi ch they succeealed in 2005,asthis part of the Roman frontier
wasjoined with Hadrian’s Wall, aworld h eritage site since 1987, under
the name Frontiers of the Roman EmpifeAnother project has beento
make the stretch of frontier eadly accessble to the public. That has
led to the ‘Verein Deutsche Limesstrdlzmd the publication ‘Der Limes

10) Plnck 1986: 521-534. Aa Flaviae I-IV, Forschungen und Berichte zur Vor-Friihg escichte
in Baden-Wir 4emberg Band 6.1-11: 1975, 13: 1982, 18: 1986 & 28: 1988.

11) e.g. Burmeister 1998; ®itz 1999; Heiligm ann-Batsch 1997; Gaubatz-Sa 4er 1994.

12) Shonberger 1985.

13) Horn 1987: Nordrh ein-Westfalen; Clppers 1990: Rieinland-Pfalz; Baatz & Herrmann
1989: Hessen Filtzinger et al.1986: Bxden-Wiir 4emberg; Czysz et al.1995: Byern.

14) Pitsch 1995.

15) Becker 2003; Horn 2005: 115; hnurbein et al. 1995.

16) Horn 2005: 115; Kihborn 2000: 27-33.

17) Banzer & Schallmayer 2005: 7-8; UNESCO lbmepage: h 4p://wh c.unescaorg/en/list/.
Chedked September 25" 2006.
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— Die Deutsche LimesstralRe vom Rhein bis zur DofaAimore popul ar
meaaure of the interest of the public in the Romans may perhaps be
seenin the fact that in their 2007 series the German toy company,
Playmobil now hasa Rémersdection.®

The Netherlands

n the caseof the archaedogy of the Netherlands, it is not possble
I to sort out provincial Roman archaedogy as a disdpli ne in itself.
When Roman remainsare mentioned it isasan integrated part of either
prehistoric or clasgcal archaedogy. The reseach and registration
of archaedogica monuments began in the early 16" century. The
remains were placead in a historica and general geographical context.
Spectaaular sites lik ethe Roman fort ‘Bri 4enburg at the river mouth of
the Rhine on the other hand were separately d esaibed and depicted
(Fig. 3)2 In 1660, Johannes Picardt
(1600 — 1670) pblished one of the
prst overvi ews of the Dutch antiquity
in the book ‘Antiquiteten’. In 1734 the
government interfered for the bprst
time in the presevation of historical
monuments. A few years before the
Dutch coastd defences were being
destroyed as the wood was a 4acked
by the exotic shipworm ‘teredd. In
the northern province of Drenthe, it
was suggested that stones from the
Fig. 3 The Romanfort — +hnebedder(Stone Age graves) could be used to resaie the defences
Bri 4enburg’ from copper-

plate by Abraham Ortelius - This resulted in the brst Dutch act concerning the preseavation of

in 1581. A er de Weerd : . .
'1n986: 284,33 f o archaedogical monuments.?* However, not until 1818 did the Sate

initiate an institution with the purp ose of documenting, registering
and inventarizi ng the archaedogical monuments of the entir e country.
This was ‘Het R'ksmuseum van OudhedéRMO) in Leiden. It was led
by C.J.C. Reuvenfl793 — 1835), wb at the same time was appointed
professa of national archaedogy at the University at Leiden, the
Prst non-classcal in the world. This was the beginning of modern
archaedogy. Reuvens work led to the publication in 1845a er his

18) Phnck 2004: 163-8; Bbold et al 2000.

19) hdp://www.pl aymobil.d e. Checked on December the 5" 2006.
20) van Es 1988: 209.

21) Willems 1997: 4.
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death, of an archaedogica atlas, the brst of its kind. Atlaseswere
herea er published on a regular bass by the RMO.?2 This institution
practically had a monopoly of excavations, which lasted a century. At
the end of the 19" century and beginning of the 20" century, various
sodeties were formed on both a national and regional level. Two
exampl es are ‘De Nederlandse Oudheidkundige Boridunded in 1899,
which dedt with legislative ma 4ers and the archaedogical heritage,
and ‘De Vereeniging voor TerpenonderZop®ai ose prim ary concern was
the examination of the mounds of the provinces of Groningen and
Friedand.?® The la4er sodety was to play a major role in the Dutch
Roman provincial reseach. In 1905, the Director of the RMO, J.H.
Holwerda (1873 — 1951),ntroduced examination of postholes from
Haltern in Germany to the Netherlands. In 1913 Albert Egges van Gien
(1884 — 1973) ws employed at the RMO (Fig. 4). Thesetwo scholars
did not seethingsthe same way. WhereasHolw erda chosea classcal
point of view based on historica sources van Gi en operated from
an objective collection of material. This led to the foundation of the
‘Biologisch-Archaeologisch Institug@BAl) atthe University of Groningen
by van Gi enin 1922. $ontheexcavationsof the BAl showed superior
excavation techniquesincludi ng van Gi en’sinvention of the quadrant
method. Due to the rivalry, relations between the two institutions
were very poor. #1941 was a turning point in the history of Roman
provincial reseach in the Netherlands. Until then, provincial Roman
archaedogy was characterized by haphazard excavations consisting
of trial trencheswith no thought for stratigraphy or periodisation. The
result wasthe hypothetical reconstuction of plansof sitesthat no one
had tried to put into some sort of system or context.?® Thisall changed,
whenvan Gi en started the excavations in the centre of the vill age of
Valkenburg Z.H. For the brst time a Roman castellumwas examined
thoroughly and almost compl etely excavated. This created a renewed
interest in other Roman sites lik e the castellain Utrecht and Bunnik-
Vechten.®

22) van Es 1988: 209-210.

23) Willems 1997: 5.

24) Bmongers 1976: 10; an Es 1972: 18; Wilems 1997: 5.
25) De Laet1969: 28.

26) van Gi en 1953: Rilagen I-IX; De Laet 1969: 29-31.
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of December 2006
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Post-war Research

n the years a er the war, several important archaedogical
I institutionssaw thelight. In 1947 the State Servi cefor Ar chaedogical
Investigations, ‘De R'ksdienst voor het Oudheidkundig Bodemondetzoek
(ROB) wasfounded. Thisinstitution, which wasto be a central Dutch
stateinstitute, wasfounded ontheinitiativeof van Gi en.?’ Theprim ary
tasks of ROB were excavation and documentation of the archaedogical
heritage of the Netherlands. As BAI had became renowned for its
ecdogica approach, van Gi en dedded there might be a use for an
institution with a more literary and phil osophica aspect The result
of thesethoughts was the ‘Instituut voor Pre- en Protohistori€IPP) at
the University of Amsterdam, which was founded in 19512 In the
followi ng decades, large-scde excavationswere madee.g. in N 'megen
and Cu 'k aswell asalong the limes?® In 1972, W.A. van Es published
the brst edition of De Romeinen in Nederlandhe secord and last of
whi ch camein 1981%° Asdir ectors of ROB, heand hissuccessa Will em
J.H. Willems became one of the key factors behind the Roman period
projectsin theregions of the southern part of the Netherlands.?! One of
theseinvolves Valkenburg Z.H. Ap art from the castelluma large area
south of the town hasbeenexcavated recently. Am ong other things, a
part of the limesroad was reveded for the prst time. The excavations
led to the foundation of a trust, Stichting Onderzoek Romeinse Bewoning
Valkenburg(Foundation for the Investigation of the Roman Se 4ement
at Valkenburg) providi ng Pnancial and organisational support.® In
1997, nore remains of the limesroad was discovered at Vleuten-De
Meern near Utrecht. Thesediscoveries created a renewed interestin
the Roman limesarea® In the last couple of years, there have been
masgv e investigations along the limes In N 'megen, both Augu stan
and late roman fortibcations have been examined. Theseexcavations
becane posdble a er intense urban development.®* This interest in
the Roman background in the Netherlands led to the opening of a
permanent exhibition in the Museonin Den Haag in the fall 1999. In

27) van Es 1972: 25-26.

28) Glasbeagen 1961: 2-3.

29) Bechert 1995: 13-14; Wikms 1997: 9-10.
30) van Es 1981.

31) Hessng 1999: 149.

32) Willems 1993: 7.

33) Hessng 1999: 149-151.

34) Haalebos& Will ems 1999: 247-262.
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thisevent aloca Dutch newspaper, Groot Voorschoten stated that the
Romansin the Netherlands were about to became ‘in’.%®

I nternational Research

part from the national meaares taken with respect to the

examination of the limesand the Roman provinces another step
wastaken whenthe brst Congressof Roman Frontier Studieswasheld
in Newcaste. It took placein 1949at the University of Durham led
by Eric Birley. The purp ose of the congressesis to give scholars the
opportunity to meetacrossthe borders and to enlighten the progress
of the study of the frontiers of the Roman Empire by presening the
latest reseach.® The congresshasbeen held every two or threeyears
in various parts of the frontier area, the 20" just held in Léon in Spain
in September 200637 At the lasttwo congressesin Pécs 2003and Léon
2006, a plan developing from the archaedogy department at the
University of Copenhagen to integrate studies of Roman inf3uences
on the northern Barbaricumwith the traditional limesstudi es hasbeen
put into e ectby anumber of lectures®®

35) Groot Voorschoten, 2 December 1999, 5.

36) Birley 1952: v-vii.

37) Webste: h 4p://www.20 fronteraromana.unileon.es. Chedked December 5" 2006.
38) Graneforthcoming.

18



The d adesVariana and the end of t he Germania campaigns

The Clades Variana ad 9 and the end of the Germania
campaigns

he Roman conquest of Germaniawasabruptly put to a halt, when

large scde rebdli on broke out in Pannoniain ad 6. At this point,
Tiberiu s was just about to crush the last remaining unconquered part
of Germaniathe Marcomannic kingdom of Maroboduu s. Tiberiu s had
to sedle quickly and turn his a4ention towards the Balkans, where it
would stay for the next threeyears.®® Meanwhil e, as Tiberiu swasbusy
guenching rebds, The Romans slowly tried to transform occupied

Germanianto aprovincewithMaroboduus
serving Romeasafriendly ki ng. However,
asis well known everything turned from
bad to worse. When Tiberius had Pnally
succealed in caming the hot spirits of
Pannonignewsarriv ed of thefatal di saste
that had taken placein the densewoods
and foggy marshlands of Germania® P.
Quinctiliu sVarus, the Roman legate of the
Rhine army along with his three legions
and auxili arieshad fallen into an ambush
led by the Cheruscan prince, Arminius.
Varus had been heading for winter
guarters, when Arminius had betrayed
him and led the Romanarmy into di cult

Fig. 4 Known Military and
civilian sites from the Au-
gustan/Tiberian Germania
campaigns 12 BC ad 16.

terrain, where Germanic warriors were
waiting to strik e. Few surviv ed the a 4ack that lasted several days.
The Augu stan campaigns in Germaniaand the defeat of Varus as well
asthe followi ng campaigns are well a4ested in the literary works of
both contemporary and later authors.** The archaedogical record also
provid esus with an extensiv e source material to this period providi ng
a knowl edge that has increasal rapidly duri ng the last couple of
decades

39) \elleius Paterculu s Historia Romana2.108-110.
40) \elleius Paterculu s Historia Roman&2.117.1; @ssusDio 5 e« ... 556 A8.1.
41) Most prominent are Velleius Paterculu s, Cassus Dio and Taditus
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The background Fig. 6 - Haltern.
Roman structures. Aer

rom the campaigns of Tiberiu sin ad 4and up to thedisaste in ad 9, Schnurbein 2002: 534g. 7.
we learn that most of Germaniaup to the Elbe hasbeenconquered. rig 7 ® Haitern.

Predsdy wh at that means and wh at the exact situation in Germania tg?;oggéézcggnpg" o Kanl-

prior to the ambush in ad 9 wasis di cult to know. In the literary

sourceswe seedi erencesin the degree of Roman occupation, which

add to the uncertainty. Velleius Paterculus writes that a er Tiberius

campaigns only the Marcomannic kingdom is yet to be conquered.*

Casgus Dio on the other hand statesthat the Romans were only in

control of certain areashere and there and not of a continuous stretch

of land.*® For long now, evid enceof the Augu stan advanceshave been

unearthed eastof the Rhine (Fig. 5). The prominent site at Haltern on

the Lipp e River was discovered more than a hundred years ago with

excavations still i n progress (Fig. 6). Excavations began in 1899 with

discoveriesproving imp ortant for the history of the Augu stan age.*

Military presence

num ber of fortibcationswerefound along with evid enceof longer
A occupation,namely amainstreetanked bylargeand smallRoman
buri al sites. The interior setup and number of 0 cer’sbuildi ngsin the
main camp suggestthat it had some sort of administrative function as
well asbeing the winter quartersof alegion (Fig. 7)* Besde Haltern, a
number of mili tary sites have beendiscovered, mainly along theLipp e
and in Hessenand M ainfranken. The latestdiscovery at Hedeminden

42) \Elleius Paterculu s Historia Roman&2.108.1.
43) CassusDio 5 ee...P5BA8.1.

44) Kihlborn 1995: 82-6; Kiihborn 2005: 119-22.
45) Eck 2004: 69 Kuhborn 1987: 431-8; 1995: 20-2.
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issituated asfar eastas Niedersacsen just eastof the junction where
the rivers Werra and Fulda became the Wesa. This site was a supply

station. The Augu stan sites are not all contemporary as afew belong
to the campaigns of Drusus and Tiberiusfrom 12 — 7 BC?*

From the peaceagreement with Maroboduus in ad 6 to the defeat of
Varusin ad 9 li 4eis wri 4en of what happensin Germania However,

asanintroduction to the disaste, both Vell eius Paterculu sand Cassus
Dio give a quick overview of the situation. Paterculus desaibes the
behaviour of the legate, Quinctiliu s Varus, who cameto Germaniaa er
governing the province of Syria. As a poor man he had cometo arich
country and rich he had le the country poor. In Germania he was
trying to install administration and law the Roman way, rather thanto

useforce?’ Cassus Dio tells us that in the meantime in the areasthat
they ocaupi ed, the Romansstayed in winter camps, and buil t citiesand

that the nativesadju sted to the Roman way of life, to usemark etplaces
and to live in peacelll coexistence”® |.e. both authors tell us that the
provincialisation of Germaniavaswell under way under the leadership

of Varus, legate since ad 7. Until recenty, these desaiptions were
thought of as overstated and the authors were believed perhaps to

havetried to make the development of Germaniaasa province appear

more advanced than was the case* Today, the ideathat the Romans
had made as much progressas desaibed seans lessdubious.

Civil presence

n the early 1990s, a new site was discovered at Lahnau-Waldgirm es
I in Hessen Excavations from 1993and onwards reveaded wh at was
at brst believed to be one more Augu stan mili tary camp, but further
investigation pointed towards another possbility.®® The site was
surrounded by the usual Augu stan wall-and-di tch setup, i.e. adouble
ditch and a wood-and-earth wall, but other factors di ered from the
mili tary layout (Fig. 8). The central buildi ng had a stone foundation,
whi ch isthe earli estof its kind thisfar N orth. Furthermore, the layout
wasrather that of aforum, than that of a principia. The remainder of the
buildi ngs found insid e the wall s also resembled civi ¢ structures more
than those of an Augu stan mili tary camp. From the central buildi ng

46) Grote 2006espedally 54-5 for the function; Horn 2005: 115; Kithborn 2000: 27-33.
47) \elleius Paterculu s Historia Roman&.117.

48) CassusDio 5 ee.. P5BA8.1-2.

49) E.g. Hermann 1991: 611: Getz & Welwei 199%: 47n. 34; 53n. 52.

50) Bedker 2002: 461n. 1 & 2; Becker et al.1999: 1-19.
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were found more than 150fragments of a gilt
bronze equestrian statue, most likely of the
Emperor Augu stus himsdf. The statue was
probably placead in the inner courtyard on a
sandstone basefrom the areaaround Metz in
Lorraine. Anotherdi erencefrom themili tary
sites was the amount of local Germanic
po 4ery, whi ch constituted about 20 %. This
po 4ery only appeared mixed with Roman
Pnds indicating a close contact between the
Romansand theloca popul ation. An absence
of a mili tary pr esenceis also indicated by the
very few Pndsof Roman militaria, abnd group Fig. 8 The Augustan site of
that is plenty represented otherwi seat Roman sites in Germania* Lahnau-Waldgirmesh er
Becker 2003: 32@g. 1.
Baseal on theserecentbnds it looks lik e the Romanswere indeed busy
‘provincialising’ occupied Germaniaat the time of the Varus disaste.
Whether this was the casein other parts of the territory we will not
know until more sitesare discovered.

The clades Variana

arus wasapparently acting asif he wasgoverning a more or less
Vpeacehl province rather than operating in enemy territory. In
the summer of ad 9, he had been ‘lured’ as far into Germaniaas the
Wese. Vexill ations of the army w ere carryi ng out minor assgnments
such asthe protection of locals from bands of robbers or asescats of
suppli es Meanwhil e the Cheruscannobleman, Armi niuswasplo 4ing
against the Romans. He and his father, Segimer were frequent guests
of Varus, who was staying in the land of the Cherusci Armi nius had
saved as an o ce in the Roman army, whi ch had acquired him
Roman citizenship wi th equestrian rank. Probably he had particip ated
in the preparations against Maroboduus. Arminius now organized
an ambush on the Roman army, asit moved out for wi nter quarters.
This plan was allegedly k nown to Segestes uncle and father-in-law
to Armi nius. Segesteswas pro-Roman and the fact that Armi nius had
marri ed his daughter against his will w ould only have added to the
enmity towards Armi nius. The sourcestell usthat he warned Varuson
several occasons and suggested that Varus should impri son himséf,

51) Becker 2002: 461-5; Bcker et al.1999: 1-19; Bdker & Rasbad 2000: 38-40; Hrn 2005: 115;
Schnurbein 2004: 42-43.
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Armi nius and Segimer to prevent the coming assailt on the Roman
army. Varus, however, believing that peacewould not be broken did
apparently not listen to Segestes The army now moved towards the
Rhine along aroute desgned by Armi nius, aroad leading the Romans
into certain death. The Romanswere led into an areaof thick forestand
swamps, which meantthat it wasdi cult evento make way. Addi ng
to this, the weather seasonshowed itself from the worst side with
rain and storms knocking down trees Suddenly, a4ackers jumped
the marching columns from all sides creating great confusion and
destruction amongst the Roman soldi ers, who were hindered by their
heavy armsin therainstormsand the denseand slipp ery undergrowth.
Although they managed to form some sort of stand in the foll owing
skirmi shesit did them li 4e good. On the fourth day everything was
lostand Varusand hiso cerscommi 4ed suicide.>?

The badebeld

Il Roman postsand campsin the areawere lost, but one. At Aliso
A the primipilaris, L. Caedicius had taken command and he was
able to fend o the a4ackers until it was possble for the beseged to
escge to safety.5?
The lastfew centurieshad led to extensive discussons concerning the
location of the Varus-ba 4le. In 1831,the construction of a huge statue
of Armi nius, the ‘Hermannsdenkmalivas initiated near the town of
Detmold, a placebelieved to be the site of the ba 4e. The construction
of the statue, a symbol of German liberation from France was not
condud ed until aimost half a century | ater.>* In 1885, Th. Mommsen
suggested the area of Kalkri ese as a possble site based on Roman
coin bnds.>®* Nothing condusive had yet been discovered when the
Englisho cer J.A.S. Clunn started investigating in 1987 wsing a metal
detector and Mommsenasa ‘guid €. Clunn found a hoard consisting
of pre-Tiberian Roman denarii in the Kalkrieser-Niewedder Senlkad
the following year he found three Roman lead sling shots indicating
Roman mili tary pr esence Thesebnds initiated extensive excavations
from 1989and onwards.>® The areaof interest wassix kil ometreslong

52) CassusDio 5 e« ... P5BA8-22; Fir: 2.30.29-39; ¥l eius Paterculu s Historia Romana2.118-
9.

53) Cassus Dio 5 ... b56£22.2; Fon.: Strat. 4.7.8; Velleius Paterculus Historia Romana
2.120.4.

54) Tadtus Annales2.88.2; E.g. Hirnecker 1999: 28-30; Time 1999: 721-734.

55) Mommsen 1885.

56) Harnecker 1999: 31-9; ghliiter 1999: 13-50; Wibers-Rost 2003a: 123-5.
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and about one kilometre at the narrowest point stretching E-W (Fig. 9).
This ‘bo 4ened’ was Ranked by the Kalkrieser Bergn the south side
and the Grol3es Mooon the north side. The excavationsin theareahave
reveaed morethan 5.000 Phrman bnds, of which about 1.300are coins.

Fig. 9 - Kalkrieser-
Niewedder Senkea: The
Oberesch. Aer Schliter
1999: 17, map 1.

Fig. 10 ®Kalkriese. The
Oberesch and the wall struc-

Espedally one area, the Obereschprovid ed 4.000Pnds includi ng 300 tures. A er Wilbers-Rost

coins.>” The bnds were scadered on what had once beenthe surface.
Mostly, they were small bPnds such as iron nails and fragments of
di erent sorts of Roman militaria. It became clear that a part of the
Pnds had beencovered by a wall structurethat had fallen upon them.
A er closer examination of the bnds and surroundings of the wall,
it could be seenthat the wall did not belong to a closed structure. It

was c. 400 m bng and running zigzag in an E-W direction (Fig. 10).

The construction showed that it had been built in a fairly short time
with what was at hand close by. The wall w as also suppli ed with a
drainage ditch, whi ch indicatesthat the wall w as supp osed to remain
intact for sometime. It wasalso suppli ed with several passajes. Snce
most Roman bnds were located on what appeared to be the outside
of the wall, a Germanic origin seemed the most plausible. The bnd
compl ex indicated that this wasthe sceneof a ba 4e between Romans
and Germanic tribes®® The bnd circumstancesunder the wall showed
a padern di erent from the rest of the excavated area, as plunder
had been prevented by the fallen wall. Here, the showpi ece of the
excavation, a face mask from a Roman equestrian helmet was found.
The mask had been stripp ed of its silver sheet, a fact that is hard to
explain, however. The excavator, S. Wilbers-Rost suggests that the
silver had beentorn of during plundering and the iron mask then le

behind for unknown reasons If this wasthe case the wall mu st have
tumbled down during the plundering. The skeletal remains of one

57) hllter 1999: 34-37, mp 3-4. Thisisclearly illu strated on the mapsthough they show the
statein 1999; Wibers-Rost 2002 138.
58) Wilbers-Rost 2003: 124-5; 2008: 31-2.
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half and one whole mule were found. The excavations reveded the
bonesof both humansand animals, but only at thissite theboneswere
in situ. The remaining half of the mule still h ad its harness the other a
bell and bridl e. Thesg along with other larger Pnds, such asa pickaxe
and other tools and weagpons would have been removed duri ng the
plunder.®® This leads us back to the enigma of the silv er sheet If it had
beentaken during plunder, it should be expected that the other items
would have beenremoved as well. | think a posgble solution is that
thismask had already beenstripp ed and at the time of a 4ack was kept
asaspare part for later useand that it wascarri ed by one of the mules
whi ch possbly belonged to a blacksmith.®°

C. von Carnap-Bornheim suggested that the bPnd under the wall w as
the remains of a Germanic saaibcial setup in line with the war booty
saaibcesfrom, for instance Thorsberg, and that the wall had fallen
somewhat later, but before the arrival of Germanicus. This could
explain the half mule, as the other half had then been saaibced at
another place® Wil bers-Rost rejectsthis theory concerning the mules,
asthe skeletons would not have beenin this condition had they been
subjected to wild animals prior to the covering of the wall.® Carnap-
Bornheim’stheory could still beappli cableto thesceneof theba 4ebeld,
though, but there isno way to tell.

The remaining skeletal remains constituted
another important bnd group. Five pits of
up to 2x2x1 m were discovered. In the pits,
bonesand bone fragments from both humans
and animals had beengathered (Fig. 11). Two
of the pits were packed with bones while
the remaining three had considerably fewer
bones. In two of the pits, fragments of skull s

Fig. 11 Kalkriese. Bone
pits. Photo: Museum und
Park Kalkriese, Varus-
schlacht im Osnabriicker
Land GmbH.

had beendeposited insid e each other asbowl s.
For all pits the facts were the same. A few Roman items scaered
among the bones indicated that they belonged to the ba4ebeld, as
they would h ave come from the surface. The bonesnever constituted a
wholebody, and zoologica and anthropologica analy sesshowed that
the bones had been exposed for some years prior to the deposition.
Red spots on some bones suggested close contact to metal objectsfor

59) Wilbers-Rost 2003: 132-7; 2008: 35-6.
60) To this also Carnap-bornheim 1999a: 499.
61) Carnap-bornheim 199%: 500-3.

62) Wilbers-Rost 2003 133.
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some time. There were also bite marks from small animals. No bones
could be said condusively to have come from women. Furthermore,
the bones did not representa ‘normal’ population, but, as Wil bers-
Rost puts it, what isto be expected from a mili tary context. Theanimal
remains deriv ed almost entirely from mul e.%® Thesepits seem to have
aparallel in theliterature, as Tadtus desaibeshow, up on arriv al to the
badebeld in ad 15, Germanicus ordered the scadered bones coll ected
and buried.®

The largest single bnd group is the coins. Most of them had been
buried in hoards. An examination of the coins provided F. Berger
wi th the following condusions: None were younger the 1 ad, but the
countermark VAR on some of the coins provid ed a terminus post quem
of ad 7, when Varus became governor. No coins could be dated to
a post-Varian period, and the coins resanble those of Haltern with
an end date of ad 9. Furthermore, the proportion of coins of predous
metals compared to other metals was more than 1:1. Gmparisonsto
other Augu stan sites showed at best a ratio of 1.7, for Haltern even
1:23. With this huge amount of valuables Berger seesno reasonto
believe this site to be anything other than the bnal ba4ebeld of the
Varu s-disasta.%®

Not everyone agrees with him, though. The ancient historians P.
Kehne and R. Wolters each have argued against the concdusions put
forward by Berger. Basing their arguments on a re-evaluation of the
numi smaticevid enceand theliterary sourcesthey reach thecondusion
that Kalkri eseis most lik ely not the site of the Varu s-disaste, but more
lik ely anincident occurri ng in ad 15. Kehne listsa number of possble
incidences He arguesthat the end date of the coins is rather ad 16,as
he reads some of the countermarks di erently than Berger. Therefore
he believes the badebeld to belong to the Germanicus campaigns
from ad 14-16. Futhermore, he bndsit plausibleto identify the Roman
fort of Aliso with Haltern. Tadtus tells us that Aliso was re-occupied
by Germanicus and Berger him sdf placed Kalkri esein the so-called
Haltern-horiz on, redkoning with a simil ar end-date.®® One indication
brought forward that Haltern was in use a er the clades Varianas
found in a massgrave with the bones of 24 malesages 18to 60. The
remains were found southw estof the porta praetorian a po 4ery oven.

63) Wilbers-Rost 1999: 62, 81-7; 20@8 137-8; 200B: 34-5. Recently threeadditional pits have
beendiscovered. S. Wilbers-Rost, Kalkri ese Personal commu nication.

64) Taditus Annalesl1.62.

65) Berger 1996: Berger 1999: 271-6; Brger 2000: 12-8.

66) Taditus Annales2..1-3; kehne 2000: 61-74.
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The oven had then been blled with refuse from the surr oundings.®’
Kehne hasalsoacaused the sdentibc sta occupied with the Kalkri ese
excavations of ‘sdling out’ to the advantage of marketing, saaibcing

their scholarly integrity. This Kalkriese-Kartellas he calls them, also
probted economicaly by their exploitation of the Varus-disaste

theory. He even mentions uno cial photocopies of Roman gra ti

from everyday utensils mentioning the legio |l and legio V Alaudag
whi ch apparently have been kept asde by the Kartell, since the bnds
could pr ove them wr ong.%®

Wolters agrees with Kehne concerning the Aliso-problem and puts
forward a seriesof numi smatic consid erations.®® For both scholars, the
Kalkri esebPnd is most likely connected to an incident in ad 15, where
the legate of the lower Rhine army, A. Severus Caedna bnds himsdf

and his men in trouble.”” The argum ents of Kehne and Wolters are all

analy sed and rejected by F. Berger and U. Werz.”* One archaedogical

regponseto thisdispute canbereadinanarticlefrom 2003by S. Wilbers-

Rost. She statesthat it is brst and foremost a numismatic discusson

and that from an archaedogical point of view it is much more lik ely

that Kalkri eseis the site of the Varus-disasta.’? This is the condusion

of A. Rost as well. He compares the archaedogical and literary

sourcesand plausibly explains how the Romans might have thought

the Germanic wall to be part of a Roman camp, thereby placdng the
ba 4debeld inside the camp. That explains why the camps mentioned

by Tadtus and Cassus Dio are not there.”” H.G. Horn however, is not

sosure. He believesthat there are serious argum ents for the Caedna-

theory.” In his article, Von Drusus bis VarusS. $hnurbein eloquently

avoids taking sides, but he does point out the annoying fact that so
far no archaedogical remains from Germanicus campaigns have been
found anywh ere.”

67) Kehne 2000: 67; Kiihborn 1995: 93-6, 98-101.

68) Kehne 2003: 94-103.

69) Wolters 2000: 82-5, 103-10.

70) Sebelow.

71) Berger & Werz 2000: 253-8.

72) Wilbers-Rost 2003 138.

73) CassusDio 5 ... P5BL1.1; Adtus Annales1.61.2; Rst 2003: 26-9.
74) Horn 2005: 113-4.

75) Shnurbein 2004: 40-41.
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The a ermath

er the defeat of Varus, an army w as immediately sent to the
A Rhine under Tiberiu s. During the next coupl e of years he toured
theright sid e of the Rhine without much trouble. With him assecord-
in-command he had Germanicus. In ad 13, he went back to Rome.
The following year he succealed Augu stus as Emperor.”® That le
Germanicus as supreme commander of the upper and lower Rhine
armies led regectively by C. Silius and A. Severus Caedna, all in
all an army of eight legions with auxili aries. During the next three
years Germanicus campaigned in Germaniawith varying success In
ad 15, he encountered the ba 4ebeld, wh ere Varus and hisarmy w ere
defeated. Survivors, who accanpanied him, could point out where
everything had happened. Germanicus had the ro 4ing bones of the
fallen gathered and buried, and a tumulus raised.”” So far the only
explanation of the bone pits from Kalkri ese mentioned above is that
they could be identibed as parts of thisburial. A er a minor skirmi sh
with Armi nius, Germanicus dedd ed to go back to the winter quarters.
A erleading the army to the River Ems, Germanicus himsdf led half
the army back by way of the ocean whil e Caedna were to lead the
lower Rhine army by way of the pontes longi The long bridg es were
roads of planks leading through the immenseswamps and bog areas
Duri ng thisretreat Caedna’sarmy w asa 4acked by Armi nius. In order
to make astand, Caednaformed aba4eline along anarrow stretch of
land betweenthe hill s and the bogs. That night he dreamt that Varus
came out of the bog to drag him d own. The next day Armi niustaunted
the Romans comparing them to Varus and his legions. However due
to the cunning of Caedna, the Romans carried the day in the end.”™
This desaiption of Caedna’s retreating problems and espedally the
geographica seding of hill s, stretch of land and bog, which somewh at
resanblesthe geographica sedings in the Kalkrieser-Niewedder Senke
hasled Kehne and Wolters to suggestthat the remains come from this
ba 4e rather than the defeat of Varus.
But there are other suggestions as to where the pontes longicould
have been. In 1995, P. Ré¢per came across a wooden object, which
he immediately id entibed as a weapon, believing it to be of an early
medieval date. Great was the surpri se, when he redized that it came

76) CassusDio 5 e ... B5B.£25.2-3; Satonius Tiberius18-20; Bdtus Annales1.3..5-6; \élleius
Paterculu s Historia Roman&.121-3.

77) Taditus Annales1.49-51, 1.55-62.

78) Tadtus Annales1.63-8.
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from an excavation in Grof3es Moarlt wasan excavation
of a plank road, Bohlenweg XXV between Damme
and Hu nteburg approximately 10 km northeast of the
Kalkrieser-Niewedder Senkghe road was believed to be
from the Pre-Roman Iron Age. Atotal of 11 weaponswere
found, of whi ch sevenwere clubsand the remaining four
shaped as one-edged swords (Fig. 11). The road had a
destruction layer fromwhi chtheweaponscame. Thislayer
had an end date basad on C* and dendrochronological
analy sesof ad 15. On some of the wooden weaponsthere

were cut marks from usein bade. In fact, in his accaunt

Fig. 12 Wooden weapons of Germanicus’ last campaign, Tadtus mentions that wooden weapons

from the Bohlenweg with

reconstructions. Aer Pieper were used by the Germanic warriors and that only the front line had

1999: 79pg. 8.

spears with iron spearheads. An exampl e of a spear without iron head
wasindeed also part of the Pnds from the Bohlenweg XXVt is 250cm
long, of which the last 50cm constitute the point.”

In ad 16, Germanicus dedded to move the army by 3eetto the Ems to
avoid long marches While the 3eet was being prepared, he learned
that the fort, probably Aliso, on the Lipp e was beseged, but coming
to their relief the adackers withdrew. He then seared the road from
Aliso to the Rhine and raised an alter set up by Drusus, which had
beendestroyed by the a 4ackers. The tumulus recenty setup for Varus’
legions had beendestroyed aswell, but hele thatalone.® Then, a er
returning and leading the Reet to the Ems, Germanicus Pnally m et
Armi niusin the ba 4e on the plain of Idistavisoby the Wesa. Armi nius
was defeated, but got away. A er another successtil engagement,
Germanicus returned. He had arriv ed at the Ems by Reetand returned
now the same way with most of the army. U nfortunately the Reetwas
surpri sed by a storm, whi ch inBicted enormous casualties Learning
of thisacddent the Germanic tribesgrew bold again, but Germanicus
imm ediately sentthe legate of the upper Rhine army, C. Silius against
the Cha4, himsdf invading the Marsi, quickly crushingtheir newfound
spirit. Shortly herea er Tiberius caled Germanicus back to Rome,
although Germanicus had been eager to continue campaigning. This
ended Roman mili tary engagement in Germania Accordi ng to Tadtus,
thereasonwasthat Tiberiu swasenviousand did not want Germanicus
to become too powerful by re-estadishing order in Germanigt

79) Tadtus Annales2.14.2-3; Peper 1999: 509-24.
80) Tadtus Annales2.5-7.
81) Tadtus Annales2.8-26.
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Considering that Germanicus had Armi nius on the run, the reasonto
end the conquest must have been political and not mili tary.8?

Conclusion

s is clear from the above, there are still pl enty of questions that
A remain unanswered, and perhapsquestionsthat havenot yetbeen
asked. Therecentarchaedogical di scoverieshaveclearly d emonstrated
that the answer to the question of a Roman presenceeast of the
Rhine in the brst decade ad is much more nuanced than previously
believed. The discoveries also provid e a reason for a cautious view
of the certain elements of the early narratives. It isobviousthat Varus
is made responsible by some of the authors.® Espedally the fact that
he ignored Segestes warnings was seenas an obvious sign of Varus’
incompetence What the sourcesdo not discussis Segestes possble
motives. He was obviously an adversary to Armi nius, but that may
easly be becausethey represented two fractions of the Cherusci The
fact is that he only reunited with the Romans, at atime when he was
beseged by Armi nius’ forces and needed help. Thiswasin ad 15, six
yearsa er the ambush. Now he wanted to be friends with the Romans
like in the good old days, and now he told them, what no one could
verify, that he had warned Varus before the disaste, and that Varus
ignored him. Thi s situation is desaibed by Tadtus as a surrender to
and pardon by the Romans® And it is no mystery that Germanicus
could benekt by acting leniently towards Segestes Apparently,
Segestes story also b 4ed well wi th what wasto betheo cial version
of the incident. | think modern scholars should be careful to accept the
stories of Varus’ incompetenceas a governor and commander. It was
his third g overnorship a er Africa and Syria and although Germania
must have appeared frightfully barbaric compared to the other two
provinces he had had two years to get used to it by the time of his
death. Following the standard education and line of position suitable
for apersonof hisstatus, hewould haveserved inalLegion atdi erent
levels several timesduring his career. Certainly, it did help Varusthat
he was closeto the imperial family. A s supreme commander in Syria,
he was responsible for suppr essng a serious revolt in Judeain 4 BC®
Therefore, the picture of Varus, apart from what we get from those

82) Wolters 2006: 84.

83) Thisisalsodiscussed in Timpe 1970: 117-40.
84) Taditus Annales1.59.1.

85) Wblters 2006: 81-2.
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authors desaibing the clades Variands one of a skill ed, competent and

experienced governor.

| believethattheoverall pi ctureavail abletoday alsomakesit possbleto

suggest an alternativ e explanation to the unbnished double legionary

camp at Marktbreit, another recentbPnd. This camp was situated at a
bend of the Main, 140 km east of Mogontiacum(Mainz). Apart from

the circumvallation, only the central buildi ngs, some work facilities
and afew head-buildi ngsfor barracks were buil t, before the work w as
stopped andthesitele alone. Thefew objectsfound showed apresence
of both legionariiand Germanic auxiliarii. 8 From the beginning, the
construction aswell asthe abandonment hasbeenconnected wi th the
Marcomannic campaign of Tiberius in ad 6, which had to be given
up because of the Pannonian revolt.®” However, considering that the
next three years were spent tryi ng to civili se Germania it would h ave
made more senseto keep the camp. | believethe Marktbreit camp was
a pieceof the processof civili sing Germaniaintended to function asa
wi nter camp, such asthosementioned above, desaibed by CassusDio.

Therefore, it should belong to the later phaseand wasonly abandoned

a er theclades Variana

What has exited some people lately is obviously the question of the
site in the Kalkrieser-Niewedder Senke€his is not new, of course In

1906, Mommsentalk ed about dieSchlacht um die Varus-Schladigcause
every loca historian seemed to be able to locate the badebeld in his
own backyard.® Several scholars have pointed out the di culties of
the literary sourcesconcerning the geography of the site. R. Wiegels
demonstrated that on one hand the desaiptions of Cassus Dio and

Tadtus bt the Kalkri esesceng i.e. all the elements are present such

as mountains or hills with gorges and ravines, dense forest and

swampland and bogs. On the other hand, the desaiptions are of a
general character in line with a literary tradition, which can be seen

for instance, in the worksof Pomponius Mela. Bascaly M eladesaibes
Germaniaasaterri ble and unfriendly | and full of the above mentioned

features And in fact lots of other placesbt the desaiption aswell as
Kalkri ese® Kehne and Wolters have found that the Caedna incid ent
seems more probable. But we learn that Germanicus led the army

back to the Ems to send back the legions with the 3eet Then part of

86) Pietsch 1995.

87) Petsch 1995: 478-9; &hnurbein 2000: 35-6.

88) Wiegels 1999: 63. 6.

89) Pomponius Mela De Chorographi®.29; Horn 2005: 111; Wegels 1999: 649-52.
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the cavalry w as sent along the coast, whil e Caedna was to take his
army along the pontes longf° If Tadtus isto be read lik e this, Caedna
would haveto go eastin order to readh Kalkri ese As he was heading

for the Rhine, | bnd that highly u nlikely. The high amount of gold

and silver coins and the bone pits also speak against the Caedna
theory. It should be remembered that Caedna won the ba4e, a fact
that makes quite adi erence l.e. the Romans had the opportunity to

get their things together and to dispose of their d ead. Espedally the
bone pits are weighty evid ence although one ‘but’ might be u 4ered.

Germanicus men gathered the bonesand buil t atumulus. If the text is
to be taken literally one should expectone large pit, above which the
tomb would be created. But the possgbility remains that the men made
small pits, and then one large tomb wasraised in honour of them all.

The excavations have shown that the pits had beendug, wh ere the sail

wasso er.? Sofar, | believe that the most plausible theory concerning

the Kalkrieser-Niewedder Senigsstill the Varus-theory.

Another questions is, what Varus was doing with an army of that size
in that area. That aswell asother agpectshasalready beentaken under

thorough consid eration by D. Timp ein hisArminius-Studienfrom 197092
Accading to Cassus Dio, Varus waslured all the way to the Cherusci
by the Wesea.**Healsotellsusthat Varus did not concentrate histroops
aswould be normal in enemy territory.* App arently Di o believesthat
Varus should have thought himsef to actually be in enemy territory,

something he had no reasonto do. That the territory of the Cherusci
should be unsafe perhaps indicatesthat the Romans did not have as
much control over the areaeastof the Wesa.* However, up to thetime
of theambush, Armi niusand theCherusciverethought to beloyal alli es
of Rome. Timpe points out that the only reasonvalid for Varusto bring

an army that size, had to be mili tary. And assuch the threat had to be
external. Armi nius must have asked Varusto ded wi th certain seaurity

ma 4ers concerning the neighbouri ng tribesof the Cheruscisuch asthe
Langobardior the Semnone® Prior to the rebdli on, Arminius rouses
some Germanic tribes ‘livi ng far away’.®” Who they are is imp ossble
to know. Only the Cherusciare mentioned duri ng the ba 4e. From the

90) Taditus Annalesl1.63.3.

91) Wilbers-Rost 2001: 84-5.

92) Timpe 1970.

93) CassusDio 5 ... P5BAS8.5.
94) CassusDio 5 e+ ... P5BA9.1.
95) To thisalso Timpe 1970: 99-100.
96) Timpe 1970: 101-2.

97) CassusDio 5 ... P5BA9.3.
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later campaigns, however, it is possble to

identify at least some of those tribes that

followed them in the upri sing, namely the

Angrivarii, Bructeri, Cha4, Marsi, Tubantes
and Usipetes® Perhaps Armi nius had used

Varus and the Roman army to frighten the

neighbours, thereby coercing them to join

forceswith him. The only tribe mentioned

in connection with the Romans is that of

the Chaucj who provid e Germanicus with

auxili aries®Inthe spring of ad 15, Caedna

raised unspedbed auxili aries in Germania
duri ng an a 4ack on the Cha4i.1®

From the literary sources we have no

evid ence that the Romans hired extra-

provincial help, which is not to say that

they did not. Speaulations have beenmade

Fig. 13 The Hoby grave.
Photo: National Museum/
Lennart Larsen.

egpedally concerning the bPnd of an almost compl ete Roman banquet
setin a grave from Hoby on theisland of Lolland in easteen Denmark
(Fig. 13)1°1 It is a set of the Pnest italic cra smanship available from
the time of Augu stus. The setcontains two silv er cups decarated wi th
motifs from the Iliad, much resembling the Boscoarede cups.l20On the
bo 4om of the silv er cups the name Silius is found, which is the name
of the legate of the upper Rhine army from ad 14-21. Was the Hoby
chie ain active on the Roman sid e duri ng the campaigns from ad 14-
167 And did h erecavethe setfrom C. Siliusfor his help? The fact that
the setis almost compl ete indicatesthat it was passal on directly to
the chie ain. A grave from Bendstrup on Djursland contained wh at
appears to be missng at Hoby, a bronze krater. There were also two
Roman Pbulaeof a sort that are found in loca copies in the Hoby
grave.l®® Posgbly thesetwo graveswere related.'® This question will

be examined later. Another imp ortant bnd contained object simil ar to
the Hoby cups only on a much larger scde, namely the Hild esheim
Pnd. In a trench dug by Prussan soldiers in 1868,a basket with 70

98) Taditus Annales1.51.2, 2.8.4; Wigels 1999: 647.

99) Tadtus Annales1.60.2.

100) Taditus Annales1.56.1.

101) Friis bhansen1923; Lund Hansen 1987: 403. 8e also below.
102) Sefani 2006: 181.

103) Hedeager & Kri stiansen1981: 94-6, 103-8.

104) Hedeager & Kri stiansen1981: 133-4.

33



The north-western limesfromthe I tot he 3 century ad

piecesof Roman silverware was discovered. As the contents could
be identibed as Augu stan, the hoard was naturally connected to the
Varus disastea. Suggestions have beenboth that they had belonged to
a Roman o cer, perhapseven Varus, and had beenburied, when the
Romans were a4acked, or that some Germanihad buried their |oot.
Some scholars believe that some of the objectsbelong to a later period,
why the hoard cannot be connected with the Augu stan campaigns.
However, this is not the prevailing opinion.’® One suggestion that
to my knowl edge has not been u 4ered is that the hoard belonged to
a treaaury, whi ch was used in diplomatic a airs with the Germanic
chie ains.

105) Gregarek 1997: 94-5; Jagrgnsenet al (eds.) 2003: 383-5.
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The Batavian Revolt ad 69-70

er thedeath of Nero in ad 68,the Roman Empirewasonceagain
A thrown into civil w ar. The turmoil that followed in the wake of
his death brought four new emperors in only two years time. In ad
70,asthe forcesof Vegpasan had ended the short rul e of Vitelliu s, the
civil w ar was over, but the Empire was by no meansat peace At this
point the new Emperor was le with several upri sings all over the
Roman world. O ne of thesewasthe Batavian Revolt.
Therevolt isdesaibed almostin its entir ety by Tadtus, who isour only
useful literary source to the incident.'® Furthermore, it is supported
by numerous archaedogica remains. At the death of Vespasian in ad
79, the Batavian revolt would seem to have beenonly a small part of
thetimesand troublesthat brought Vespasian to power. ad 70 would
rather bethe start of anew and more sober rul e of the Romans. And for
the western part of the Empir e this wastruly the beginning of the Pax
RomanaHowever, thiswasnot the prevailing image a er the death of
Vitelliu s on the 20" of Decamber ad 69.

The background

he Batavihad once been a part of the Cha4, but had been driv en
To a er some domestic dispute some time in the 1 century BC.
They seded in the area between the rivers Rhine and Waal in what
the Romans came to know as the Insula Batavorumor Island of the
Batavi Certain indications suggestthat this migration happened with
the knowl edge and consent, if not even instigation of Julius Caesa.’
The Bataviheld an extraordi nary p osition within the Roman Empire,
as they were exempted of taxes and only had to provide mili tary
asgstance The Batavi were renowned for their bghting abilities for
instance, that they were capable of crossng riverson horsebad in full
pghting formation.*®®
Tadtustellsusthattheleader of therevolt, Julius Civili sand hisbrother
Julius Paulu s were of royal descentand by far the most prominent of
the Batavian people. During Nero’s last year, the legate on the lower
Rhine, Fonteius Capito falsdy acaused both of planning an uprising,
probably in connection with a revolt in spring ad 68 of C. Julius

106) Tadtus Historiae4.12-37, 54-79; V.14-26.
107) Roymans 2004.
108) Taditus Historiae4.12.2-3.
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Vindex, the legate of Gallia Lugdunensis Paulu s was exeauted, whil e
Civili s was sentto Nero in Rome in shackles Meanwhil e, Nero was
dead and hissuccessa, Galba set Civili sfree. A er the death of Galba,
he wasonceagain acaused by the Rhine armi es but waseventually | et
go by Vitelliu s out of fear of aggravating his Batavian cohorts.® Thus,
asolid enmity towardsthe Romanswashbuilt up in Civili s. Apart from
this the Batavi were increadngly being treated worse by the Roman
enlistmento cers.!*®

The revolt

when Vitelliu s caled the Batavian auxili aries from the Rhine
So Rome and Civili s was asked by Vespasan's friend, Primus
Antonius, to hinder thesetroop movements, he took the opportunity
to initiate a revolt under cover of supporting Vesgpasan.'*' Being
cunning beyond the average barbarian, as Tadtus puts it, Civilis
seaningly remained loyal to the Romans. Asthe levieson the Batavian
youths were increasng, he had li 4le trouble ge4ing the support of
the leading men of the Batavian sodety. The conspiracy was joined
by the Canninefatesand the Frisii, who under the command of one
Brinno of the Canninefatediad a 4acked and burned some of the forts
near the mouth of the Rhine. Other forts were incinerated by the
Romansthemsedvesasthey could not hold them. P.G. van Soesbegen
believed that the coalition at this point had already beenjoined by the
Marsaciand possbly also the Chaucj although this is not spedbcally
mentioned by Tadtus.''? When Civili s organized the brst combined
adadk, his position became clear to the Vitellian Romans. The result
of the ba 4e wasthat the Tungrian auxili aries defected to Civili s and
that the Rhine Reet, which was largely manned by Batavian sailors,
fell into his hands.**®* A er this victory, Civili s and his codition were
hail ed asliberatorsand herecdaved o ersof asgstancefrom Germanic
tribes!* Soon the Romans had beendriv en out of the Insula Batavorum
e ectively the Dutch part of the frontier.
A er the expul sion of the Romans from his homeland, Civili s set his
mind on the legionary fortress Castra VetergXanten). He had recenty
beenreinforced by the eight Batavian cohorts that Vitelliu s origi nally

109) Taditus Historiael.59.1; IV.13.1; levick 1999: 108.
110) Taditus Historiae4.14.1-2.

111) Taditus Historiae4. 13.2-14.1.

112) van Soeshagen 1971: 240-2.

113) Tadtus Historiae4.13.2-16.3.

114) Tadtus Historiae4.17.1; levick 1999: 108-9.
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had called to Rome, but who had returned on Civili s command. He
wasalso joined by the Germanic tribesof the Tencteriand Bructeriand
possbly other Germanic tribes though at this point that is a ma4er
of interpreting the text of Tadtus, and perforce by the Cugerniin
whose area Castra Veteravas situated. It seems that throughout the
revolt Civili s had close connections to the leader of the Bructeri, the
prophetessVeleda.''® Castra Veteraa double fortressoccupied by two
Vitellian legions, proved to be a more than di cult obstade, which
kept Civili sbusy for sometime. The Romanswere ableto withstand a
siege, and atthesametimeareliefarmy camped near GeldubgKrefeld-
Gellep). In the following period it came to several skirmi shesin the
area, even as far as inside the Roman camp, but no dedsive results
were made. Meanwhil e Civili s had Germanic tribesa 4ack the land of
the Ubii i.e. the areaaround Koln and the land of the Treveriaround
Trier as well as the lands of the Menapii and Morini near the coast
Thesea 4acksinvolved at leastthe Cha4i, the Usipi and the Ma 4iaci, but
probably other tribesaswell, as, ‘At Civilem immensis auctibus universa
Germania extollebat‘all Germania increased the power of Civilis by huge
reinforcementstt®

Now, when news came of Vitelliu s’ death, Civili s reveded his true
purp ose. Within the Roman ranks, The Treveran nobleman Julius
Clasdgcus, prefect of a Treveran alaalong with his countryman Julius
Tutor, prefect of the Rhine bank and the Lingonian Julius Sabinus
dedded to break with the Romans to create a Gallic Empire. They
werefollowed by some Ubiansand Tungrians. An alliancewasformed
with Civili s’ codition, and soonthey also had the sworn loyalty of the
Roman Legions, who had supported Vitelliu s and therefore thought
they had nothing coming from Vespasan except trouble. Also the
town, Colonia Claudia Ara AgrippinensiéKéln) dedded for the Gallic
Empir e, perhaps mostly out of necessty. Now, at lastthe Castra Vetera
fell. Soon all Roman mili tary basesalong the Rhine were destroyed
and burned except the legionary fortressesof Mogontiacum(Mainz)
and Vindonissa(Windisch). The only tribesle for Civili sin the area
were those of the Sunuci, Tungri, Baetasiiand Nervii, who followed
shortly a er.!'” At this point Civilis and his Gallic allies were in
control of the entire Rhine frontier, the mili tary di stricts of the upper

115) Taditus Historiae 4.21.2, 26.3; Bngtson 1979: 136; Chilker & Townend 1985: 42; an
Soesbagen 1971: 242-4.

116) Tadtus Historiae 4.21-31; levick 1999: 108-9; an Soeshagen 1971: 243-4. Quote from
Tadtus Historiae4.28.1.

117) Tadtus Historiae4.54-66; levick 1999: 109-10; an Soesbeagen 1971: 244-6.
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and lower Rhine and most of the province of
Gallia Belgica(Fig. 14). Bu the alliance was
made up of partieswith separate agendas, and
preparation for Roman retaliation apparently
was not one of them. The prst indication that
Fortuna had grown tired of the alliance came,
when Sabinus and his Lingoni were defeated
by the SequaniThe secord indication came at a
meeting in Durocortorum(Reim ), the capital of
the Remj wherethe Galli ctribeswere gathered
to disausswh ether they should join the bght for
freedom or remain in peacewith the Romans,
Julius Valentinus of the Treverispeaking for the
alliance The tribes had already learned that
Roman armieswere approaching and dedd ed
in favour of the Romans.**® And what did the
leaders of the alliance to enforce their newly
won power? Tadtus desaibesit asfollows:

Fig. 14 The Batavian revolt.

...not even the leaders consulted together, but Civilis ranged the paliflfi&?e§£§é§? ii_t‘\élz lf;‘:r:‘gi:’r”ed
wilds of Belgium in his eorts to capture Claudius Labébor to drive him 7 1 > jnsula Batavorur?] 3:

out of the country, while Classicus spent most of his time in indolent éage,m Batavodurum/Het
. . e Kgps Plateau. 4: Vetera. 5:
enjoying his supreme power as if it were already secured; even Tutor m@%@dgg_ 6: Novaesium.

haste to occupy with troops the Upper Rhine and the passes of the Alpg. CCAA. 8: Bonna. 9:

. . . Durocortorum. 10: Colonia
Taatus Historiae4.70.1 | /- rreverorum. 11:

Rigodulum. 12. Mogontia-

The Roman armi eson their w ay to the North wereimpr essve, and due ;‘égésr:g\gﬂ%?i?;g%ap
to theineptitud e of the Alli anceto think strategically, the restoration of *-

peaceand order did not takelong. Vespasan'smanin Rome, C. Licinius

Mu cianus sentfrom Italy the 2, 8", 11", 13" and 21 legion under the

leadership of Q. Petilliu s Ceredis. From Hispaniacame the 15t and 6"

and from Britannia the 14" legion. From Raetiacame the procurator of

Noricum, Sextiliu s Felix wi th some cohorts and an elite cavalry u nit,

an alasingularium, led by Julius Briganticus, Civili s nephew.'® Li 4le

by li 4e the rebd forces were defeated, or they defected, as did the

Vitellian legions that had sworn allegiance to the Gallic Empire. At

Rigodulumnear Augusta Treverorum(Trier), the capital of the Treveri

Ceredis defeated the Treveran army | ed by Valentinus. Here Civili s,

118) Taditus Historiae4.67, 68.5-69; &vick 1999: 110-1; an Soesbeagen 1971: 250.
119) A Batavian, who wasaformer riv al and traitor. See Tacdtus Historiae4.18.4, 56.3, 66.
120) Tadtus Historiae4.68.1, 70.2.
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Clasdcus and Tutor a4dacked the camp of Ceredis, but although they
had the upper hand, the ba 4e ended with Roman victory. Herea er
some counter adacks were initiated, but they only led to minor
unimp ortant victories In Colonia Claudia Ara Agrippinensjshe citizens
liberated the city of Civilis' men and delivered his wife and sister
and Classcus' daughter to the Romans. Civili s now tried to make a
stand at Castra Veterabut a er two days bPghting he was forced to
retreat. The following events bPnally forced Civili s even to abandon
hisown homeland and to crossthe Rhine. At this point he dedded to
surrender. He demanded to meetwith Ceredis, and doing so standing
on ead side of a broken bridg e across the otherwi se unknown riv er
Nabalig the extant part of Tadtus' Hi storiesends...right in the middl e
of Civili s’ speec.??!

The a ermath

n the end, what could h ave beena grave danger to the safety of the
I Roman Empire wasseded relatively eadly by the Roman army. A s
the main source for the revolt is so abruptly ending we do not know
theterms of the peaceagreement between Civili sand Ceredis. Tadtus
mentions that Civili s later stated that he and the Germanic tribes
could have crushed the Roman legions had he not dissuaded them, a
statement Tadtus Pnds plausible. Ceredlis had seaetly initiated peace
negotiations with the Bataviand had sent a messaje to Veleda and
the Bructerithat all they would g et out of prolonging this bght would
be trouble with the Romans.*?2 Most likely Civili s and Ceredlis came
to an understanding, where the Batavikept their privil egesand were
treated with respect, but accepted that they were now a formal part
of the Roman Empire organized in the Civitas Batavorunt? To ensure
this treaty a legion was stationed in N '‘megen next to the Civitas
capital, Oppidum BatavodurumFurthermore, the destroyed auxili ary
forts were rebuilt and new were erected. The Batavian units were
reorganized and sent to other parts of the Empire, whil e the Rhine
areawasoccupied by auxili ariesof di erent nationalities Theseunits
were from now on commanded by Romano cers.#

121) Tadtus Historiae4.70.3, V.14-26; kvick 1999: 111-2; an Soesbagen 1971: 250-5.

122) Tacitus Historiaes.24.

123) Tadtus Germania29.1.

124) Levick 1999: 112-3, 160-1;cB6nberger 1985: 359; Spul 2000: 205-6; Wilems 1986: 402-
3.
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The archaeological record

he accaunt of Tadtus provid esdetail s of an important incident in
Tthe history of Rome that could not have beentold so explicitly by
thearchaedogica record. Thissaidw ecould comefar onarchaedogical
data alone.

The forts

he most prominent Roman feature in the lower Rhine areais the
Tchain of Roman forts along the river. The initiation of the chain of
forts can be dated to around ad 501?° Those of the forts that predate
the Flavian period all have destruction layers that are dated to the
time around the year of the revolt.'? One exampl e is Valkenburg Z.H.,
which was possbly one of the forts that were destroyed duri ng the
raid of the Canninefatesind Frisii at the beginning of the revolt. At this
fort, which covers eight periods, dating from ad 40to the 2" half of
the 4™ century, a massve incendiary layer wasfound between periods
3 and 4. Material found in the layer included Neronian terra sigillata
relating the destruction to the post Neronian troublesin the area’?’
The layout of the fort as well as the garrison changed considerably
from the 3 to the 4" period. There is a strong possbili ty that a Galli c
cohort occupied the fort prior to the revolt.!2 A er the rebuildi ng, a
single tile stamp indicatesthat the fort was now garrisoned by the
cohors Il Tracunt?®

The men

ormally the archaedogists are hard put to identify spedbc
N individu alsfrom spedbpc early hi storica periods and events. Few
Pndshavegivensu cientevid ence However, from thetimeoftherevolt
a bnd from N 'megen brings us close to a known individu al. Of the
Roman defenceof the Insula Batavorumradtus tell s us the foll owi ng:

The Roman ensigns and standards with all the soldiers were concentrated in
the upper part of the island under the leadership of Aquilius, a centurion of
theprst rank...

Tadtus Historiae4.15.3.

125) Bogaers & Ruger 1974: 12; $honberger 1985 346-7, 438-48.

126) van Es 1981: 37; &honberger 1985: 357-8.

127) E.g.\an Gi en 1955: 121; Gdsbagen 1972: 15, 41-5; d Weerd 1977: 256. Br more li 4.
SeeHessng 1995: 100-1.

128) Grane 2002: 66-9; tblder 1980: 11.

129) Bogaers 1974: 452-5; téld er 1980: 38; Spul 2000: 378.
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This rest of Roman forceswere soon to be annihil ated by
Civili s and probably Aquiliu s with them. Finds from the
mili tary i nstall ation on Het KopsPlateau in N 'megen have
shownthatthissite wasin useat leastto atimeshortly pri or
to the Batavian revolt. In a cellar wi thin the fort a bronze
discwasfound, probably a so-called phaleraThe back had
a pin for the fastening of the disc. The front was covered
with silv er sheetand had the foll owi ng inscrip tion carved
in thesilv er (Fig. 15):C-AQVILLI / PROCVLI/ d-LEG-VIII/
AVG i.e.: ‘(the belonging) of Caius Aquillus Proculus, centurio
VFJ%'] Ilfscg'pm;gecr‘:g?/'fel_ra in legio VIII Augusta. The legio VIII Augustg originally stationed in
LI/PROCVLIIdEEGVIN/ Moesia had beenbrought to Italy by Mu cianus and then to the North
AVG. Photo: Museum Het
Valkhof, N'megen. under Ceredis’ command. Aquiliu s, aformer centurion of this legion,
had risento the rank of primipilaris i.e. former 1% centurion of the 1%
cohort, and assuch had beendesgnated for some leading position in
the area Being the most experienced he led the Roman defence®*°

The bades

ne of the most imp ortant episodesof the revolt wasthe bghting
Oaround Castra VetergXanten). A er the Roman surrender, this
double legionary fortresswas completely destroyed. As the Roman
stronghold nearest to the Batavian homeland, this was necessay. 3!
A er the revolt, only one legion was to be garrisoned there. A new
fortress was built closer to the Rhine and the old site abandoned,
whi ch hasled to the discovery of several elementssuch asthe wall and
gates aswell assome of the main buildi ngs lik e the principia, praetoria
valetudinariumand sta o cers buildi ngs.**?
The Roman camp at the vill age of Gelduba(Krefeld-Gellep), also saw
heavy bghting, aswe know from Tadtus:

...thus the burden now fell on the legionaries, and they, having lost their
standards, were already being cut down inside the palisade...
Tadtus Historiae4.33.2.

Excavations in the area have reveded a number of beld camps as
well asremains of the Vicusof Gelduba The remains consist mainly of
ditchesthat canbe divid ed in threephases The 2" phaserelatesto the

130) Enckevort & Zee1999: 67-8; kvick 1999: 44, 81, 110.
131) wvan Es 1981: 39; Wilems 1986: 401.
132) Gechter 1987b: 620-5.
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bade mentioned by Tadtus.
From the ditches four camps
can be identibed. They show
that the vicus had already
been destroyed, when the
relief army arrived. The most
prominent feature, though,
iIs a large number of horse
cadavers found in the ditches
of the camps (Fig. 16). Basd
on theseand the orientation of
thecampscompared to Tadtus’
accaunt it has been posdble

to suggest how the ba4e was
evolving. The layout of the 3¢ phasecompared to the 2¥ shows that
alterations were made. When the Romans had arriv ed at Geldubahey
recaved suppli estransported on theriver. In fact such atransport had
beenthe reasonfor one of the skirmi shesthat had taken place!**A er
the ba e the harbour was no longer needed, as Civili s had absdute
control of theriver. Therefore the camp had beenwithdrawn from the
river bank. The largest concentration of horse cadavers was near one
of the gates This particular gate had beencancdled in the new | ayout.
Perhaps the Romans had learned that this had beena weak spot. Few
mili tary objects were found. One was a helmet of the Weisenau-type
that had been altered. The cheek plates and neck guard had been
removed and along the edge leather was a 4ached, which had held
feathers and the rest had been covered with fur. This indicatesthat
it had probably not beenused by a Roman.’3* At Het Kops Plateau in
N 'megen a parallel has beenfound (Fig. 17). The bnd context of this
helmet, though predating the Batavian revolt with about b y years, is
related to auxili ary troops, who were probably of Batavian origi n.**

The Germanic allies

Thecall for Germanicalli esfrom the Eastsid e of the Rhine by Civili s
and the Batavi initiated the brst large scde encounter between
Romans and Germanic tribes since the Augu stan/Tiberian conquest

133) Tadtus Historiae4.27.1.
134) Pirling 1986: 244-6; Bichmann 1999: 100-12
135) van Enckevort & Zee 1999: 41-3.
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Fig. 16 Gelduba. Horse
cadavers in the camp ditch.
A er Reichmann 1999: 107,

Pg. 5.

Fig. 17 ModPed Roman
helmets. A (): N "'megen.
B (3): Gelduba. Aer En-
ckevort & Zee 1999: 41 &
Reichmann 1999: 10&qg. 6.
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of Germania® In the last b y years there had beentrouble here and
there, naturally, but never on this scde. From north to south Civili s
involved the tribes of the Frisii, Chaucj Bructeri, Tencterj Cha4, Usipi
and Ma 4aci (Fig. 14). Apart from these he recaved reinforcements
from ‘universa Germania®’ It seans a fair estimate that every tribe
along the Rhine was activated, but other than that it is hard to guess
wh o exactly ‘universa Germaniavas. Basal on Tadtus’ desaiptions of
theclosestSuebiantribes i.e. the LangobardiSemnoneand Hermunduri
it is not likely that they were involved.®® We know li 4e of what
happened to the Germanic tribesa er the restoration of peace One
of the tribes that we hear of in the following period is the Bructeri,
whose leader, Veleda had been paramount to the organisation of the
Germanic tribes. Tadtustells usthat Cereadlis, at the time of the initial
negotiations with Civili s, alsoadvi sesVeledato make peaceor feel the
vengeanceof Rome.'*® App arently the Bructeri did not behave to the
Romans satisfaction. A few y ears later an army w as sent against them
led by C. Rutiliu s Galli cus, the legate of the lower Rhine army from ad
76-9. \kledawascaptured and installed asatempl e-cleane in Ardeain
Latium.** Accordi ng to Tadtus the Bructeri were ailmost annihil ated at
some point by other Germanictribes 60.000 were to have died, though
thisnumber is believed to be an exaggeration.'*!

South of the river Main, physica control was extended on the east
sid e of the Rhine wi th the rebuildi ng of the few forts that were alr eady
there and wi th the addi tion of anumber of other forts. Thisaction will
have had thee ectof chedking the Germanictribesin the area among
these at least the Ma 4aci, as can be deduced by the rebuilt fort of
Aquae Madiacorum(Wiesbaden). The mentioning in Tadtus' account of
Agri cola of a cohort of Usipi that had been shipp ed to Britannia shows
that this tribe was also subjected Roman rule now.'*? The third of the
southernmost mentioned Germanic tribeswere the Cha4. They were
adacked in ad 83by Domitian, who might have extended the Roman
territory on the eastside, the Agri Decumateseven further.'** Some
scholars have suggested that Domitian’s actions against the Chadi in

136) Tacitus Germani&7.4-5.

137) Tadtus Historiae4.28.1; \an Soesbagen 1971: 243.

138) Tacitus Germani&89-41.

139) Tacitus Historiae 324.1.

140) Satius Silvael1.4.89-90; Bngtson 1979: 68, 136-7; Brmann 1991: Anh.1.10, 416-7, 586-7;
Levick 1999: 160.

141) Tacitus Germania3.1; Levick 1999: 160.

142) Tadtus Agricola28.1;Levick 1999: 160-1; &hdnberger 1985: 360-2, 450-6.

143) Bengtson 1979: 196-9; kvick 1999: 162; &hdnberger 1985: 369-71, 461-70.
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ad 83-85 n fact fulblled a processbegun by his father in ad 70, and
therefore did not assuch representa further extension of the Empire.
1441n this casethe purp osewould betwofold. The campaign gave him
opportunity to wage awar, by whi ch he could gr ant himsdf atriumph
and thetitle of ‘Germanicus’ That this triumph w asbeli 4ed by many
of those survivi ng him is not given credit by H. Bengtson, who sees
thisasslander of a much dislik ed and deceasel tyrant.'** The result of
the campaign wasthat Domitian elevated the two mili tary zonesof the
Upp er and Lower Rhine Armi esto the provincesof Germania Superior
and Germania Inferiof*® The northern tribesof the Frisii and Chauciare
not heard of again in Flavian times As they were with Civili s at the
end, perhaps an agreement wasreaded at that time.*#

144) Kortim 1998: 50; $hallm ayer 2000: 67.

145) E.g. Bdtus Agricola39.1; Gissus Dio 5 e« ... b6Z8.5; Bngtson 1979: 198.
146) Sfhallmayer 2000: 67; Suthern 1997: 85.

147) E.g.Tacitus Historiaes.19.1.
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The Marcomannic wars of Marcus Aurelius ad 166 — 175
and 177 — 180

n the middl e of the 2" century ad, the northern borders were once
I again put under serious presare. Although this crisis mostly
involved the Danube provincesof Pannoniaand Daciarather than the
Rhine area, theimpact had an enormouse ecton both the Roman and
Germanic world and the relations between them a erwards. Major
focus wason the Suebic tribesof the Marcomanniand Quadi, who lived
north of the above mentioned provinces Confrontations with these
and other Germanictribescoming to theseregionsare what wereto be
known asthe Marcomannic wars from ad 166to 175and 177to 180. h
the Middl e Danube region the archaedogica remains tell us of unrest
inthe secord half of the 2" century ad on both sid esof the Danube, but
there is also evid ence of cooperation between Romans and Germanic
peoplesfrom the beginning of the 2" century ad. Unrestcanbetraced
down to Italy and both eastvards and westwards of the Middl e
Danuberegion. However, not all tracesof violencecanbe a 4ributed to
thesewars. Through correlation with the literary sourcesit is possble
with reasonalde safety to combine certain Pnds with certain events.
Theimage created by thesesourcesisone of a profound unrestwithin
Rome’snorthern neighboursfrom the North Seato the Black Seain the
reign of Marcus Aur eliu s.
The Marcomannic wars a4racted by far the most adention from
Marcus Aurelius and his sta consuming almost two third s of the
Emperor’s reign. Both archaedogica and literary sources reved a
close relationship between the two sidesfor centuries going badk to
the age of Augu stus.

The background - Roman-M arcomannic/Quadic relations

The archaeological record

n Bohmen, Méahren and south-western Slovakia north of the middl e
I Danube the Pnd compl exes show how sedement concentrations
moved through time (Fig. 18). h the early y ears of the 1% century ad
the majority of Pnds are located in the northern part of Bbhmen.'* An
imp ortant part of the Pndswere Roman imp orts of Augu stanand early
Tiberian date. Atthistimethereareonly afew Pndsinthe moreeastely

148) Bohme 1975: 184-5.
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areasof Mahren and south-western Slovakia, which are separated by
the Lesse Carp athian Mountains.**In thefoll owi ng Tiberianto Flavian
periods, the Pnds in Bohmen deaeasal markedly. This dedine in
imp orts wasaccanpanied by a sudd en inf3ux of Roman imp orts north
of Carnuntum (Bad Deutsch-Al tenburg) in south Mahren and south-
western Slovakia. Based on the imports, the Roman interests seaned
to shi easwardsto the areathat wasto form the baseof the trading
route to the Baltic area'®® As an exampl e, the distribution of Roman
bronzetrullae or cooking pansin the early y ears clearly illu stratesthis
shi . The proportion between Augu stan and post-Augu stan cooking
pansin Bohmen was 6,5:1, while the proportion in the regions north
of Carnuntumwas1:4, ie. almost the opposite.*** In Mahren and south-
western Slovakia, coin Pnds show the same proportion betweensmall
change and large valued coins assouth of the Danube. Thisindicatesa
knowl edgeand useof coinsin amonetary system such asthe Roman.!52
Theseobsevations have lead scholars to correlate the archaedogical

Fig. 18 Bohmen and
Méahren. Find concentrations
ref3ecting a movement from
Bdhmen to Mahren.

A (-): Bla, B ®: B1lb.

A er Béhme 1975: 185, 187,
bgs. 11-2.

Fig. 19 Roman ‘stations’ in
Mahren and south-western
Slovakia. A er Pi4s 1989:
57,bg. 3.

material with the literary sources Few areasin
Barbaricum have been of interest to the Roman
literatesfor solong providi ng uswith observations
concerning the relations to and conditions of the
kingdom of the Marcomanniand Quad..

In Mahren and south-westan Slovakia in the
sedement areas of the two tribes a number of
sites situated up to 50 km north of the Danube
have revealed some interesting simil arities (Fig.
19). The most striki ng of thesewasthe presenceof

149) Ejral 1995: 225-7.

150) Bohme 1975: 184-8; Pis 1989: 54-6; &ral 1995: 231-3.
151) jral 1995: 231.

152) Pids 1989: 57-8.
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Roman stamped bricks. Someof thesites
consisted of an almost square arealined
with a stone wall or palisade. Inside the
wall scould befound aseriesof masonry
buildi ngs includi ng one with a heating
system and apsidal rooms, i.e. a Roman
bath. The stamps showed that the
Roman army had suppli ed most of the
buildi ng material, although there was
nothing military about the buildi ngs
whatsoever. Another similarity was
that the complexes were always close
neighboursto Germanic sedements. At
several sitesthearchaedogical evid ence
hasshown the presenceof cra smenin
thevicinity. Thanks partly to the stamps

Fig. 20 Stupava.
A: Granarium. A er
He %ovéa 1986: 393. 2.

thesesitescanbedated from theearly 2™
to the late 4" century ad with concentrations in the 2" and 4" centuri es
regpectively. The best preseved of thesesites was found at Supava
c. 15 km northeast of Carnuntum (Fig. 20). Atotal of nine compl exes
have been conbrmed and a simil ar number are suspected due to the
Pnds of stamped tiles® Practically every one of thesecompl exeswere
placed near roads or rivers only a days travel from the next compl ex
or from the limesand o en on a hilltop; Stupava, for instance, was
wi thin visual range of both the legionary fortressesat VindobongWien)
and Carnuntum.®® In his thorough examination of the ‘Archaologische
Zeugnisse zur Geschichte der Markomannenktiege 1975, H.W. Bohme
brings further the comment by A. M6 csy that such structuresif found
south of the Danube would easly have been taken for small villae
rusticae®® Mdcsy also brought forward the ideathat thesesites could
be the seatsof Germanic chie ains. That was dismissal by Béhme for
several reasons He stated that if that wasthe case thenthe uniformity
of the siteswould d emonstrate that there had beenno development or
change from the 2" to the 4" century ad. Another argum ent against
this idea is the lack of evid ence for the production of bner cra s,
which would be expected at a chie ain’s resdence Also, it would
mean that Trajan should have initiated a development programme

153) Bohme 1975: 190-7; k¢ kova 1986; Kolnik 1986: 411-34; Pis 1987: 223-33.
154) He %ova 1986: 392; Kinik 1986: 425.
155) Bohme 1975: 192; Masy 1974: 91.
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for thisarea. Bbhme would r ather seetheseplacesas stations, where,
for instance cadle and grain was stored prior to export to Pannonia
Possbly they could be road stations.'® This view was supported by
T. Kolnik in 1986. He took the absenceof Germanic po 4ery related
to the earli est phaseof the Supava station from around 100 ad asan
indication that thesestations were not meant for the Germanic rul ers.
A function related to the trade along the ‘amber route’ seemed to him

much more lik ely. For this, Kolnik also found support in the recenty
discovered granarium at Supava, measuring 11 by 13 m (Fig. 20,
A).*" To condud e, Kolnik presentad bve points, which to him were
undisputable at the time. 1. The construction of the stations occurr ed
under Roman auspices but sometimesin closecollaboration with the
loca population. 2. Civilian comforts outranked fortibcations. 3. The
function was rarely constant. Trade- and production stations could

be used assta headquarters and the other way around. In times of
peacethe sites were predominantly civili an. 4. The relationship wi th
the surrounding Germanic sedements varied from station to station
and in time. 5. Arguments for an interpr etation that the stations were
built for Germanic chie ains were so far not adequate.'s8

In 1987, L.F. Pés saw threeexplanationsfor thesefeatures They could

be o cial trading stations. Several are situated on the ‘amber-route’
along the River M arch. Another possbili ty wasthat they were buil t for
the Roman centurions appointed to overseelocal meetings accading
to the peacetreaty in ad 180. Fnally, the Romans could have built
the sites for the Germanic nobili ty.**° In 1989, Pi4s only advocated the
last of these possbili ties however.'® |t is interesting that Pi 4s has no
reference to Bohme's article at all, egpedally as Bohme had argued
against the very explanation that Pi 4s favours.

In 1991 towever, a er the discovery of the exceptionally ri ch princely

grave at Musov, Bohmerevised hisview on thesesites. At thistimeone
of thesecivili an Roman structures was believed to be located on the
Burgstall hill, and the proximity to the royal tomb wasan indication to
Bohme that it might be a Roman-built Germanic chie ain’s resdence
a er all. This was supported by bnds from recent excavations at
Oberleiserberg in Austria, another of the Roman structures, which
indicated that it had been a chie ain’s resdence from the fourth

156) Bohne 1975: 194-5.
157) Kolnik 1986: 427-8.
158) Kolnik 1986: 430-1.
159) Pids 1987: 235.
160) Pids 1989: 56.
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century ad.'®!

However, Burgstall was not one of the Roman ‘stations’, it was a
Roman Fortibcation. The caseof Oberleiserberg shows that the idea
of a loca chie ain’s seatis not impossble, but that could have been
a 4" century r euse of an old er Roman buildi ng, which had been used
di erently in the 2" century.

In 1994-5, Kolnik showed himsdf to swing towards a favour of the
Germanic chie ain’s reddence theory.?%? This change was not so
much caused by new information, as by an acceptance that an anti-
German(ic) a4ditude had blinded scholars in the former Republic of
Czechoslovakia.'®® As an exampl e he examined the compl ex at Cifer-
Pécinthe River Waag vall ey. Thissite isexceptional among other things
for two huge pit housesof 9x6and 11x14 mthat had beenroofed with
tegulaet®* A Roman gold ri ng from a 3¢ century context, a silv er bbula
from the 4" century and a onion knob Pbulashowed connectionsto the
higher sodal strata, but the main period of useof thiscomplex wasthe
4" century ad.® For this theory, Kolnik found support in a sentence
from Ammi anus Marcdlinus (c. 330-400 d), who reports how the
Emperor Julianthe Apostatea er theba 4le of Argentoratein ad 357 had
his men surge the Alamannic lands, the former Agri Decumateswhere
they burned the housesthat were constructed in the ‘ritu Romang, i.e.
the Roman way.*® But this comparison is problematic, asthe houses
of the Alamanni might have been old Roman housesthat had been
reused.®’

What is certain, however, is that these sites are evid ence that close
and peacelll contact and interaction, whatever the form, must have
existed between Romans and natives up through the 2" century and
0n.168

The literary record

elations between the Romans and the Suebic tribes of the
RMarcomanniand Quadigo all the way back to the formation of the
principate. Their Prst encounter probably happened duri ng Caesa’s
Gallic campaigns, where the Marcomanniare mentioned among the

161) Bohne 1991: 299; Fesinger & Kri nzinger 1997: 283-4; &ipp ner 2004: 313-20.
162) Kolnik 1995; 1997.

163) Kolnik 1995: 359-60.

164) Kolnik 1995: 361.

165) Kolnik 1995: 361; 1997: 419-20; B3 1987: 229-31.

166) Ammianus Marcelinus17.1.7.

167) Hermann 1992: 445,

168) Bohne 1975: 196; Pils 1987: 236
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Suehictribes!® Later the Marcomannic prince Maroboduu s, a protégé
of Augu stusaccadingto Srabo, grew up in Rome.!’°There he had been
educated and had recaved Roman citizenship and equestrian rank.
Upon returning from Roman service, he forged a kingdom with his
tribe, the Marcomanniruli ng over neighbouring Suebian tribesaswell,
but alarming the Romansat the sametime. In ad 6, Tiberiu s wasabout
to embark on the conquest of this Marcomannic kingdom, the only
part of Germaniale unconquered accading to Velleius Paterculus.
When arevolt broke out in Pannonig atreaty had to be made in haste
with Maroboduus. This arrangement must have been so much to
Maroboduu s’ advantagethatit kept him from joining Armi niusagainst
the Romans. Eventually M aroboduus was overthrown by Catualda
and was seded by Tiberius in Ravenna, where he lived for 18 years.
Catualdasoonsu ered thesamefate, and hetoo wasse4ed on Roman
sail at Forum lulii (Fréjus). This indicatesthat whatever agreements
existed between the Romans and Maroboduus must in some form
have continued under Catualda. The following power vacuum w as
used by the Romans, who seded the followers of both Maroboduus
and Catualda in an area in Mahren between the Rivers March and
Cusus probably the River Waag, and gave them a new ki ng, Vannius
of the Quadi. His rule lasted for 30 years constituting what some
have labeled the brst red Roman client state in the north.’* This is
supp orted by Tadtus, who saysabout the Marcomannic royalty: ‘sed vis
et potentia regibus ex auctoritate Romana: raro armis nostris, saepius pecunia
luvantur, nec minus valenf ‘but the power and strength of the kings comes
through Roman iRuence: rarely by our arms, moreem they are supported
by money, which is no lessezxtive’*’”> When Vannius was driv en from
power by his nephews Vangio and Sido in ad 50, he too could sede
within the Empire, in his casein Pannonia Again, the closeconnection
to the Roman Empire was kept intact.!”® Possbly the nephews had
been in Rome as hostages, when they were young.'”* In the critical
yeas a er Nero's death, Sido and Italicus, presumably Vangio’s
successa, partly suppli ed Vespasan with troops, whil e protecting the
Roman borders, as Vespasan had withdrawn the legions stationed

169) CGaesa De Bello Gallicd..51.2

170) Srabo %o fe...3A.3.

171) Tadtus Annales 2.63, 12.29; ¥leius Paterculus Historia Romana2.108-10; Awstin &
Rankov 1995: 24-5, 121-2; Getz & Welwei 199%: 126,n. 74; Suthern 2001: 188-90; \Mters
1990: 40-1.

172) Taditus Germaniad2.2. All translations are by the author.

173) Tadtus Annales12.29-30.

174) Hermann 1991: 530.
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on the Danube.'” The brst dipl omatic crisis that we know of between
the Romans and the Marcomanniarose, when Domitian was refused
help against Dadan tribes A following punitive campaign only |ed
to Roman defeat!’® Li 4e is wri 4en mentioning thesetribes by name
in the following period, but that the dependenceon Rome continued
issupported by the Tadtus-quote above wri 4en in the reign of Trajan
in the start of the 2" century ad. In the beginning of the 14Gs ad, this
relationship is further conbrmed by a coin issue by Antoninus Pius
with the print, REX QUadlS DATUS, indicating that he had installed
a Quadian king.'”” Even Marcus Aur eliu s was asked to approve of a
Quadian king just when the trouble had started.’®

Thebrst years of Marcus Aurelius’ reign

he Marcomannic wars dominated Marcus Aur elius’ 19 year long

Treign from ad 161to 180,but he had to dea wi th wars on various

fronts from the beginning. He himsdf wasnot directly involved in all

thesewars, however. Alr eady in ad 162trouble brewed in both ends

of the Empire (Fig. 21).

In the East, the Parthian king Vologaeseslll replaced a pro-Roman
Mo o e o2 king in Armenia In the a4empt to re-estabish Roman control of
:I”u;heA feé?%gm:fg? E_)A:Ulrgé’Armenia, the governor of Cappadociavas defeated. The co-Emperor
Pg. 3. Lucius Veruswent to the Eastto ded wi th the Parthians, whil e Marcus
Aur elius stayed in Rome. Not until ad
166 were things under control to Roman
satisfaction.*”
In the West, war threatenal in Britannia
and on the Continent, Rome’s long term
enemies the Cha4d broke into Germania
Superiorand Raetia brst in ad 162 and
then again in ad 1708 Theseintrusions
we only know of from a few sentences
in the Historia Augustaand they are not
easly m apped by thearchaedogical data.
Some signs of destruction or unrest can

175) Tadtus Historiae3.5.1, 3.21.2.

176) CassusDio 5 e« ... P6Z7.1.

177) RICIII: 8, 110no0. 620, pl. V, 107.

178) SHAMarcus Antoninus14.3.

179) CassusDio 5 e« ... B7A£2-3; SHAMarcus Antoninus8.6, 9-14, 9.1, 12.7; By 2001: 121-
6, 128-32, 140-5.

180) SHAMarcus Antoninus8.7; SHADiIdius Julianus1.6-9.
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be dated more generally to the 160s to 180s ad. Espedally the Roman
castellafor instance at Butzbach or Echzell, in the northern tip of the
Agri Decumateshow signsthat could r elate to the raid s of the Cha4i.!8!
A coin hoard from Stockstadt with anend coin from ad 167/8 hasbeen
connected to the secord raid in ad 1702 Presumably the Cha4 should
even have readied as far south as the province of Raetig but there
IS no obvious archaedogica support of this, and it is very lik ely an
exaggeration or misunderstanding.8?

A few years later, sometime between ad 172 and 174, the other
troublesame tribe in the West, the Chaucicrossead the borders of the
Empire. As the adack was repelled by the governor of the province
of Gallia Belgica Didiu s Julianus, with locally r aised auxili aries, the
Chauciareassumed to have comeby seg asthey had done previously. '8
According to H. Schénberger only the destruction of certain Roman
vill as in this province could p ossbly be related to this incidence!®®
At the castellumat Valkenburg Z.H., however, the excavators saw a
posgble relation to the raid of the Chauciin the incendiary layer
betweenperiod 5 and 6 to be dated in the middl e of the 170s ad.*®¢ This
iIsbased on tegulastampsfrom period 6, which constituted achange in
buildi ng materialsfrom earth-and-w ood and wa 4e-and-daub to stone
concerning the vallum and principia i.e. a substantial strengthening
of the fort. The tiles had the stamp SVBDIDIOIVLCOS i.e. Sub Didio
luliano Consulare Accarding to the Historia Augusta Didiu s Julianus
wasawarded the consulship for his merits in Belgica'®” This probably
took placein ad 175and a er a stay in Dalmatia he was back in the
north as governor of Germania Inferioraround ad 1808 App arently
some buildi ng activi ty wasinitiated duri ng hisleadership asindicated
by the stamps. Similar stamps are found in N 'megen and Krefeld-
Gellep.*® It isdi cult to correlate archaedogical data with historical
events, afact that should alw ays be stresseal.*®® Consid ering that each
contuberniumin a castellumhad a breplace there would be plenty of
posgbilitiesto cause an incendiary layer even without the meddli ng

181) Baatz 198%: 246; 1988: 264; $hénberger 1985: 401-3.

182) Kellner 1963: 119-22.

183) fhonberger 1985: 403.

184) SHA Didius Julianus 1.7; honberger 1985: 403-4. Brlier adacks: Tadtus Annales
11.18.1.

185) ce Maeyer 1937: 287-8; hdnberger 1985: 404.

186) van Gi en 1955: 126; Gdsbagen 1972: 13.

187) SHADidius Julianusl.8.

188) Eck 1985: 185. Birky believesthat he wasappointed already in ad 177, Birley 2001: 199.
189) CIL XIIl 12515,8; CIL XIIl 12521, 39.

190) E.g. 8honberger 1985: 404.

52



The Marcomannic war s of Mar cus Aur eliu s

of barbarian brigands. At the sametime, the buildi ng activity could be
caused not by a need to rebuild a er destruction, but by a belief that
the frontier needed strengthening now that the borders were under
control again.®® But other forts in this area also undergo a change
from earth-and-wood to stone in these years. The castellumat Fectio
(Vechten) was rebuilt in the secord half of the 2" century ad.? At
Nigrum Pullum (Zwammerdam), the castellumwas rebuilt in stone
around ad 1751 Thecapital of theBataviat Ulpia Noviomagus Batavorum
(N "'megen) built a city wall in the third qu arter of the 2" century ad.
This must have been a reacton to an immediate threat, perhaps the
adack of the Chaucj asthe town was devastated shortly a er.!** Based
on this information, one could construct a scenaio, in which some
of the forts at the limeshad been involved, but that would be purely
hypothetical. The idea that N 'megen should have been a ected by
thisa4ack is rejected by W. Eck wi th referenceto the Historia Augusta
that the province involved wasnot Germania Inferiorbut Gallia Belgica
and that the adack was repelled by localy r aised troops.’®> However,
as the desaiption of the life of the Emperor Didiu s Julianus is our
only literary referenceto the a 4ack of the Chaucj a question must be
asked. Can we assume that only Gallia Belgicavasa ected, or is only
this province mentioned becausethat is where the subject of the text,
Didiu s Julianus, was governor? Were incid ents related to the a 4ack of
the Chauciin Germania Inferiosimply not relevant to the point? If we
look at the text, there is nothing to indicatethat other provincescould
not have been a ected as well. ‘inde Belgicam sancta ac diu rexit. ibi
Chauchis,...,erumpentibus restitit tumultuariis auxiliis provincialiuhh.e.,
‘then he governed Belgica just and for a long time. There, with hastily raised
auxiliaries from the province, he resisted the Chauci,..., as they burstlfiorth
isclear that nothing in thetext speaks against the hypothedss proposed
above. On the other hand the archaedogica data can provid e us with
indications only and not with any absdute evid ence

In Gallia Belgicaa number of other siteshave beenrelated to the raid of
the Chauci(Fig. 22). Tresitesare situated near the North Seajust south
of the River Scheld e. They have beenidentibed asmili tary i nstall ations
partly based on the presenceof defensve stru cturessuch aswalls and
ditches. At Aardenburg, a stone circumv allation hasbeendated to the

191) TothisalsoHessng 1995: 91.

192) van Tent 1994: 212.

193) Haalebos1977: 64-5, 288-90; essng 1995: 90-1.
194) van Enckevort & Th 'ssen2003: 85.

195) Eck 2004: 535-6n. 69
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prst half of the 170s ad.'®® The Roman site at
Maldegem just six km south of Aardenburg
provided ambiguous material concerning
a military or civilian use but a double
ditch led the excavator to incline to the brst
suggestion. The site was dated to the period
from 170to 275 ad.'’ A third fortibcation was
found at Oudenburg, roughly 30 km w est of
Mald egem. The date of thisis more uncertain,
as the major part of the bnds, includi ng the
stone vallum, is from the 39 century ad.*®® It
has been suggested that these fortibcations
were built as a regponse to the raids of the
Chaucj thus laying the bass for the so-called

litus Saxonicumin the late Roman period, i.e.
the defenceagainst Saxon coastd raid s.1%°

The Marcomannic wars

The o ensive of the Germanic tribad 166-171

ccordi ng to the Historia Augustathe war against the Parthianshad
A not beenconclud ed, when war broke out at the Danube frontier,
although it had beenpostponed by dipl omacy.2®° But Marcus Aur eliu s
was prepared, as he had raised two new legions in Italy, whi ch were
to take part in the coming conflicts, and a new mili tary di strict was
formed for the defenceof Italy, the Praetentura Italiae et AlpiumNorth
of the middl e Danubein the lands of the Marcomanniand Quadiseveral
Germanic tribes had apparently gathered due to presare from the
northeastof other tribes the superiores barbamentioned in the Historia
Augusta Thesepresaured tribeswereinterested in recavinglandinsid e
the Empire.?®* The presaure of the superiores barbais, accading to K.
God bwski, reRected in movements of the Przeworsk- and Wi elbark-
culturesin the 2" century a d.?2 The migr ation of the Wielbark- culture
towards the south-east he connected closdy with the desaiption
of the migration of the Goths in the Geticaby Jordanes from the 6"

196) van Es 1981: 112-4.

197) Thoen 1988: 29.

198) Thoen 1978: 128-44.

199) Brulet 1991: 155-69; ldssng 1995: 98; Tloen & Vermeulen 1988: 3-4.
200) SHAMarcus Antoninus12.13.

201) SHAMarcus Antoninus14.1; Birky 2001: 157; Bohne 1975: 169.
202) God bwski 1984.
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Fig. 22 The raid of the
Chauci inad 172.

1: Oudenburg, 2: Maldegem,
3: Aardenburg, 4: Valken-
burg Z.H., 5: Zwammer-
dam, 6: Vechten, 7: Ulpia
Noviomagus Batavorum, 8:
N '‘megen (military site), 9:
Krefeld-Gellep.
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century ad.?®® Such a combination of tribal movements seenin literary
and archaedogica sourcesshould be looked upon with the utmost
care, asegedally the work of Jordanesis extremely du bious. In fact,
A. Saby Chri stensenhasdemonstrated how thistale wasbased largely

on a bgment of Cassodorus’ imagination.?®* The Przeworsk-culture
God bwski believesis the Germanic tribe of the Lugii. This tribe is not
mentioned among thosea 4acking the Romansto God Bw ski’ssurpri se,
possbly because of a diminished signibcance®® More generally,

God bwski has seen the presenceof the Przeworsk-culture in the
upper Theild areaasreliecting the presenceof Vandals near the Roman
borders, mentioned in the literary sources?® Bohme too mentioned
the Przeworsk-culture, but he also emphasized the north-west, where
he saw the presenceof Roman ring-pommel swords and coatsof mail

in gravesin the lower Elbe areaand southern Jutland as evid ence of
participation in the Marcomannic wars on the Germanic side. Assuch,
the presaure on the borderland tribes came from all p ossble sid es?’
Although it is a strong posgbility, as the Langobardiare believed to
comefrom thisarea, the context of thering-pommel swordshasshown
that some of the graves must be earli er than the Marcomannic wars.?%®
Whatever the reasonfor thesemigrations, it seems that not all tribes
felt compelled to wander o from their homelands. Thus, the earlier
so prominent Cherusciliving in the Wese area, are not mentioned at
all. 2 And the Semnonesretustissimi nobilissimique Sueborythe old est
and noblest of the Suebiaccading to themseves?'®also stayed wh ere
they were, asfar as we know, although probably livi ng between the
middl e Elbe and the Oder they must have experienced heavy tra c
on all sides by the many wandering peoples. At least we have no
reasonto believe otherwi se, asthe Quaditried to migrate north to the
Semnoneat the end of the war.?*!

In ad 166/7, some of the barbarians lost their patience and 6.000
Langobardiand Obii crossead the border into Pannonia Here they were
met by a determined Roman army, whi ch quickly convinced them
that they had made a mistake in crossng the Danube. A delegation

203) God bwski 1984: 339-40.

204) Sy Christensen2002.

205) God bwski 1984: 327-8.

206) God bwski 1984: 340.

207) Bohme 1975: 212-5.

208) Bborski 1994: 90-1; Kaczanow ski 1994a: 140-1.

209) Bohne apparently made a mistake includi ng the Cherusciin the list of enemies Béhme
1975: 215-6.

210) Tacitus Germania39.1.

211) GassusDio 5 ... B7A£20.2.
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consisting of representaiv esfrom ead of tentribesled by Ballomariu s,
king of the Marcomannj was sent to the governor of Pannonia lalliu s
Basaus to sue for peace*? However, before Marcus Aur elius could

plan any countermeasuresan epid emic had broken out. Thearmy h ad

brought back a plague from the east This deceaseravished the empir e
for yearsto come and dedmated both the general population and the
army.23|n ad 168, Marcus Aur eliu sand Lucius Verus were heading for

Pannonig where the Marcomanniand Victuali had started trouble again

demanding land, if they were not to take it themseves The coming

of the Emperors, however, caused the tribesto sedetheir di erences
and apologize for disturbing the peace and the Quadi, who had lost
their king during this, asked the Emperor to accept their new king,
as he used to. Asthings had camed down, Verus wanted to return to

Rome, since part of their army h ad perished to the plague, but on the
way he died of a stroke forcing Marcus Aur eliu sto bring him back to

Rome for burial.?* Dueto the lossof manpower to the plague, Marcus
Aur eliu s had to useuntraditional methodsto replenish hisarmies He
enlisted slaves, gladiators, brigands and perhaps most notably ‘emit
Germanorum auxilia contra Germaripse hired Germanic auxili aries
againstthe Germanicenemy.?*In theHistoria Augustatheauthor clearly

illu strates what the Emperor was up against, as he lists all barbarian
peoplesfrom the ‘bordersof lllyria’ to Gallia, i.e. in all pr acticality from

the Black Seato the Agri DecumatesThe enemieswere the Marcomann
Varistae Hermunduri, Quadi, Suevj SarmataelLacringes Burei, Viktuali,
SosibesSicobotesRoxolanj BastarnagHalani, Peuciniand Costoboci'®
To thosewe can add the Chadi, Chauciand Cotini.?*” In ad 170, Marcus
Aur elius went north again to launch a counter o ensve. Meanwhil e
there was heavy bghting in Daciaand Moesia SuperiorThe o ensve
started poorly, asalarge Romanforcewasdefeated, probably followed

by an invason by acombined forceof Marcomanniand Quadireacding
all the way to Italy and Aquileiabefore they were defeated and pushed

back acrossthe Danube. At the sametime, the tribe of the Costobogian
eastan tribe invaded the Balkans almost reaching Athens. This was
alsothetime of the 2" invasion of the Cha4i.?®

212) GassusDio 5 e« ... P7A8. 5.

213) CIL Ill 5567, Gissus Dio 5 e ... b78A4.3; SHAMarcus Antoninus13.6, 17.2, 28.4; SHA
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Fig. 23 - Pannonia, Nori- A greatnumber of archaedogical remains from the Danube provinces

cum and Raetia. Coin hoards . .
(+) and traces of destruction t€Stify to the trouble in theseyears. Theseare mostly hoard Pnds and

(+). A er Bohme 1975: 175

bg. 7.

‘destruction layers of military and civili an structures such as forts,

towns and vill as, but also evid enceof new or temporary constructions

Fig. 24 ®Roman advancessuch as marching camps or permanent forts is found (Fig. 23-4)2°

fromad 172 — 9.
A er Bohme 1975: 19Bg.
15.

In Noricum, several towns such as luvavum (Salzburg) and Aelium
Cetium (&. Polten) have shown tracesof destruction.?® In Raetia in
the surroundings of a mountain pass leading to Bohmen, still the
home of part of the Marcomannj tracesof destruction were found, for
instance, in Sraubing and Castra RegingRegenshburg). The incursions
in this areaprobably caused the construction of acity wall at Augusta
Vindelicum (Aug sburg). At Eining, where the Agri Decumatedrontier
meetsthe Danube, a vexillatio of the newly r aised legio Ill concors Italica
had atemporary camp. Sofar noe ectsof the Marcomannicwars have
been found further west??! Although the Pnds cannot be dated to a
spedbc year, thereisli 4e doubt that they are related to the barbarian
invasons, as the Romans were now to bring the war into Germania
One of the new constructions wasthe short-liv ed legionary fortressfor
the new legio Il pia Italicaat Lo 4cain Sloveniain the southern part of
the province of Noricum. Initiated a er the invason of the Marcomanni
and Quadito prevent such acalamity again, it wasgiven up only afew
yeas later, asthe northern border had beenre-estali shed.???

The following year the Romans had the situation under control and
various tribes approached Marcus Aurelius at his headquarters in
Carnuntumto sue for peace Thesenegotiations and peaceconditions

Birley 2001: 163-9, 250-1; Bohe1975: 162-6; &ymi 41997: 142-3.
219) Bohne 1975: 168-82; @bler 1980: 641-5;6hdnberger 1985: 404-7.
220) Sherrer 1994: 447-52.

221) Bohne 1975: 172-3; FEicher 1994: 350-1.

222) Bohne 1975: 169-70.
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are thoroughly desaibed by Cassus Dio and equally thoroughly
examined by M. Stahl.?® In Dacia negotiations were handled by the
governor. The arrangements agreed to by the Romans depended
much on the position of the tribes to the Romans and to the other
tribes Some were used against other tribesrecaving payment for it.
Some were sedled within the Empire. The Quadi were granted peace
separately in order to isolate them from the Marcomanniand lazyges
asthesethreetribeswere the main adversaries Part of the agreement
wasthat they should not allow entranceto people from the other two
tribesinto their territory.2

The Roman ocensivead 172-175

inally in the seventh year of the war it was
Fpay-back time for the Emperor.??® The Romans
crossal the Danube into Marcomannicterritory. This
is depicted asthe brst sceneon the commemorative
column of the Marcomannic wars in the Piazza
Colonna in Rome, which probably only depicts the
prst war from ad 172to 175, as no co-regents are
present??® The primary target was the Marcomanni
By theend of the campaign they had beensubjugated
and severe peaceconditions had been imposed on
them. One of these was the demand that a stretch

of land along the Danube remained without Germanic sedements,
something that is ref3ected in the bnd situation of terra sigillatain the
area?”” The Roman approach was systematicaly to place marching
camps at, or even on top of native sedements as can been seen for
instance, at Bernhardstal in Austria and at MuSov ‘Na Piskach’,
Mod iice and posdgbly Charvatska Nova Ves in Mahren.??® Also the
Roman stations north of the Danube mentioned above were most
lik ely used by the Romans duri ng the wars.??° The location of Roman
mili tary sitesnorth of the Danube clearly showsthat the ‘amber-route’
along the River M arch wasthe major appr oach road of one or more of
the Roman campaigns (Fig. 25). The largest concentration of remains

223) QGassusDio 5 e«... B7AA1-2; $ahl 1989.

224) Birley 2001: 169-71; &hl 1989: 295-8, 302.

225) QassusDio 5 e ... B72.£-10, 71.13-6; Biey 2001: 171-8, 183; Bohm1975: 197-206:t8hl
1989: 310-5.

226) Swikker 1941: 257.

227) Suppner 1994: 290-1.

228) Suppner 1994: 287; §ral 20020: 91-2.

229) Kolnik 1986: 428-31.
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Fig. 25 Roman military
structures at the frontier and
north of the Danube.

1: Vindobona, 2: Carnun-
tum, 3: Brigetio, 4: Aquin-
cum, 5: Iza, 6: Radviahad
Dunajom-Virt, 7: MuZzla, 8:
Chotin, 9: Engelhartssten,
10: Suchohrad, 11: Kolln-
brunn, 12: Bernhardstal, 13:
Postorna, 14: Charvatska
Nova Ves, 15: fbice, 16:
Iva () 17: MuSov-Burgstall,
18: Musov “Na Piskach”,
19: Modiice. A er Tejral
2002b: 88pg. 9.
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of Roman mili tary structures was situated
around MuSov. The most prominent site
was MuSov-Burgstall (Fig. 26). This hilltop
only 1,5 km northeast of the MuSov grave
was surrounded at least on three sides by
a wood-and-earth wall wi th an earth bank
on the inside. On the north side there wasa
single V-shaped ditch, which was doubled
on the westand south sides Di erent types
of buildi ngs have been identibed inside

the fort, among these a bath, barracks and
possbly working facilities An incendiary
layer indicatestwo phases as the wall has
been repaired and enforced with sun-dried
bricks. Alater discovery on the north-easten
slope at Neurissenappea to be a part of the
fortibcation. The small bnds from the site
were all related to the Roman mili tary of the
secord half of the 2" century ad, although
coins and terra sigillata bnds narrow this
down to the 170Cs. One group of coinsisfrom
ad 170to 173, while coins found above the

Fig. 26~ MuSov Burgstall.
A er Tejral 2002b: 76g. 3.

Fig. 27 +Roman military
structures in the vicinity
of MuSov. 1: Burgstall,

2: Neurissen, 3: MuSov
“Na Piskach”, 4: lvd)5:

incendiary layer are dated to ad 175-6. Tte latest coins are from ad
179230 Although the Pnds have not yet beenfully examined, it seems
reasonabe to relate the brst phaseto the campaigns in ad 172-5and
the secord phaseto the secord war in ad 177-80. Qher fortibcations
were found in the vicinity of MuSov (Fig. 27). 500 mnorth-west of
Burgstall, there wasatwo km long ditch going in a SW-NE ori entation.

Remains of march camps, 6. i . . )
Two km long wall-and-ditch The ditch was 4,4 m wide and 1,98 m deep and had an opening in the

with titulum. A er Tejral
2002b: 74pg. 1.

middl e with atitulum on the north-western sid e indicating the outsid e
of the fortibcation. The north end was blocked by a temporary camp
by the town of Iva( whil e the south end almost reached the Thaya
River. A few km south of Burgstall at MuSov ‘N a Piskach’ wasfound a
group of four temporary camps. Air ph otography indicatesthat there
are several other structuresof a simil ar nature in the surroundings of
MusSov. At Piibice, eight km north of Burgstall, three marching camps
have beenidentibed, of which the largestwas 28 ha. The northernmost
situated Roman mili tary installation was found 20 km further north

230) Komoréczy & Tejral 2005: 1-2; §ral 20020: 78-83.
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at Mod iice. Thesecamps clearly show the strategic imp ortance of the
Roman appr oach road into Barbaricumalong the ‘amber-route’ and this
iIsalsosupp orted by the numerous bnds of Roman mili tary equipm ent
from this period in thisarea

The huge concentration of Roman camps around MuSov and the
overwh elmi ng amounts of Roman small bnds includi ng luxury i tems
strongly indicate that this place was both a strategic-mili tary and

commercial-political centre of the region during the wars in the 170
ad.?! Perhaps MuSov was even intended to be the centre of a new

province, asmentioned in the Historia Augusta®*

A er the defeat of the Marcomannj the Quadi once more created

problems, probably whil e Marcus Aur eliu s wasbusy wi th the lazyges
The Quadiwere violating their agreement and had even deposed their

pro-Roman king, Furtius, and chosen one Ariogaesus without even
asking. This quite aggravated Marcus Aur elius. He put a bounty on

Ari ogaeaus head, 1.000 gld pi ecesif alive, 500 f dead, and then he
invaded the Quadi. Once he had dedt with them, he returned to the
unbPnished businesswith the lazyges The Quadi had more or lessthe
same peace conditions imposed on them, as the Marcomanni Once
Ari ogaesus was caught, he was sent in exile to Alexandria, the poor

man!

A number of marching camps on the north side of the Danube have
been connected to campaigns against the Quadi (Fig. 25). They are
situated in south-western Slovakia and form threegroups. The largest
contained Pvecampssituated in I1zajustopposite thelegionary fortress
at Brigetio. Here the Romans built a permanent wood-and-earth fort.

Based on the bnds, espedally coins, it is believed that the fort was
built at the end of the brst war in ad 175. A destruction layer is dated

to ad 179 during the secord war.?® A coin placesthe marching camps
in the Marcomannic wars, but it is impossble to say, whether they

were used in the beginning or the end of a campaign. At Radva U
nad Dunajom-Virt a li 4e further east two overlapping camps were
found. They would have beenrespectively 20 and 50 ha large, which

meansthe larger one could have housed roughly 15.000 men, which

Isapproximately equivalent to two legions and auxili aries The camps
were dated to the Marcomannic wars based on six soldier’s graves
near by, whi ch includ ed coinsfrom the 160s ad. Further east two more

231) Komordéczy & Tejral 2005: 3; Ejral 2002b: 83-90.
232) SHAMarcus Antoninus24.5; Birky 2001: 183, 253-4;dral 2002b: 90.
233) Hussen& Rajtar 1994; 218.
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Fig. 28 The honorary
inscription of M. Valerius
Maximianus from Zana in
Algeria. A er Bohme 1975:
203,bg. 17.

The Mar comannic war s of Mar cus Aureliu s

campswere discovered at Muzl a. The dating is somewh at inseaure, as
no datable material was found, but one of the ditchesapparently cut
through a pit-house, where some Antonine po 4ery w asfound. Giving
the circumstancesthe camps most lik ely belong to thesewars aswell.

However, the dates of thesecamps cannot placethem with certainty
in the prst or secord war, only that they were used duri ng the 170s
ad_234

In ad 175,news came from the eastthat Avidiu s Cassus, the governor
of Syria, had proclaimed himsdf Emperor, as Marcus Aur elius was
believed dead. At thistime the Emperor wasstill bghting the lazyges
Although Casdus was kill ed even before the campaign against the
lazygeshad ended, Marcus Aur eliu s wasforced to go eastto seaire his
position, why he had to sedle with the lazygesnstead of annihil ating
them, asheseaningly i ntended. Accordi ng to the Historia Augustg this
also prevented Marcus Aur eliu s from creating the two new provinces
of Marcomanniaand Sarmatia?*® That conclud ed the brst Marcomannic
war. Probably thefort at 1Zaand otherswere built at the withdrawal to
enforcethe peaceconditions, egpedally the sedement ban.

The second Waxd 177-180

nad 177,trouble had started again in the Danuberegion, but Marcus
I Aur eliusand Commodus, who wasnow co-emperor did not arriv e
until latein 178. Thefoll owi ng year the Germanic tribeswere defeated
again and peaceconditions were renegotiated. Thistime the lands of

theMarcomanniand Quadiwereead occupi ed by aRomanforce
of 20.000 nen, who could enjoy civili sed Roman facili tiessuch
asthe baths, whil st harassng the natives The Quadia 4empted
to emigr ate to the Semnonesut were stopped by the Romans.
That the Romans spent the winter ad 179/180 n Barbaricumis
adestad by an inscription carved into a rock wall near Tren3n
(Laugariciqg in Slovakia (Fig. 25). The inscrip tion was made by
855 milites legionisfrom legio Il adiutrix camped at Laugariciq
under the command of the legion’s legate, Marcus Valerius
Maximi anus, to the victory of the Emperors. Thisis conbrmed
by a memorial stonefrom Zanain Alg eriacommemorating the
same Maximianus stating that he commanded a vexill ation

234) Ryjtar 1997: 474-7.

235) CIL 1l 13439; Gasdus Dio 5 - ... PZ1£16-7, 71.23.1, 71.27.2, 71.33.8HA Marcus
Antoninus 24.5, 27.10 Bigy 2001: 183, 189.dadiscusson of theintent to createnew pr ovinces
seeBirley 2001: 253-4.
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that spent the winter at Laugaricio(Fig. 28). Quite possbly some of the
temporary camps and the secord phaseof Burgstall m entioned above
also belong to this ocaupation. A er the death of Marcus Aurelius in
ad 180, @mmodus conclud ed the secord M arcomannic war. Part of
the peaceagreements includ ed the withdrawal of the Roman troops
from the lands of the Marcomanniand Quadi. Furthermore, public
assanblies were to be restricted to one each month supervised by a
centurion.z¢

The MuSov grave

The grave and its content

ne of the most imp ortant recentbnds related to the
Otime of Marcus Aurelius is the princely grave at
MuSov in Mahren. The grave was discovered duri ng road
work in October 1988 n what had beenan old gravel pit.
The grave had beensituated justo the easten riverbank
of the River Thaya and wh at is today the MuSover Lake
(Fig. 29). The grave wasfound just 1,5 kmsouth southw est
of the Roman fort at the Burgstall hill. Th e excavations
reveded a chamber grave, of which approximately three
quarters were presaved, as the work on the road had
demolished the lastquarter. The excavated areameasured
5,75by 2,5-3,1 msuggesting a size of 6 by 4 m. The 3oor

of the chamber wasfound 1,4 m below the presentgravel pit surface.
A remaining proble of the pit showed that the origi nal surface would
probably have been an additional 1,8 m above, pladng the chamber
Roor 3,2 m below surface. Soon it became clear that the excavators
were not the prst to violate the grave. Right in the centre, clear traces
of grave robbers werefound. They had dug a moreor lesssquare sha
all the way to the bo 4om of the chamber, thereby disturbing most of
the grave.?’

Thegravecontained anenormousamount of grave goodsof impr essve
richness(Fig. 30-1). Treexcavatorsidentibed eight Pnd group s, of whi ch
the six were found 15 cm above the last two at Roor level. Sca4ered
among the groups were both human and animal bones. Most of the
goods showed tracesof deliberate violenceassumed to have deriv ed

236) CIL Il 13439; Gissus Dio 5 e« ... P7AA8-21, 71.33.3, 72.2-3.2; SHAarcus Antoninus
27.5, 9-10; SHACommodug.4-5, 3.5; Birty 2001: 205-10; Bohra 1975: 206-11.
237) Reska 2002: 3-7, 56-7;dral 1992: 424-6.
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Fig. 29 Musov. The location
of the grave. Aer PeSka
2002: 5pg. 2.



Fig. 30 Musov. Grave
goods. Aer PeSka 2002: 17-
8, bgs. 7a-b.
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Fig. 31 MusSov. Grave
goods. A er PeSka 2002: 19-
29,bgs. 7c-d.
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from the robbers. The vertical sidesof thesha might well correspond
to the assumed wooden casng of the chamber, whi ch indicatesthat
the chamber had not yet collapsed. Otherwi sethe robbers would have
had to remove c. 40 n? of earth and stones The sca4ering of the bones
and their patina show that the bodies had decomposed. Thesefacts
indicatethat the robbery took placewithin arelatively shorttimea er
the burial, a er the decay of the 3esh, but before the collapse of the
wooden casng.

The many grave goods represent a variety of traditions unlik e any
other known grave. The metal objectswere made of gold, silv er, bronze
and iron and furthermore there were items of glass po 4ery, stone,
ivory, bone and textile. Their origin was Roman, Germanic and even
Celtic. Some elements, for instance, the Roman metal vessds and the
grave chamber ref3ect the composition of Germanic princely graves
of the so-called Lubsow type from the brst one and a half centuries
ad.z8 Other elements unrelated to this type of grave, however, point
towardsweapon gravesand the later Hal3lebenLeuna horiz on, which
also o en contain elements known from the Lubsow-graves. A third
part linksto the Roman provincessuch asthe silv er platesand spoons
as well as most of the po 4ery. An almost compl ete iron bre dog with
iron tools and cooking pots suggestsa Roman inspired burial, as do
other Roman artefactslik e an oil | amp, cosmetics utensils and remains
of furniture. The excavators found remains of at least187 nmore or less
fragmented goods. Certain typ esof thesegoods were more prominent
than others. Of the remains of cooking, eating and dri nking vessés
and containers there were nine of bronze, four of silver, 15 of glass
nine piecesof Roman and two of Germanic po 4ery and two drinking
horns. Of the more persona items, there were several magnibcent
belts. One belt b 4ng was of a Roman type, a pteryx.

The amount of weaponry was enormous compared to any other
Germanic graves. 24 di erentitemscould beidentibed. Of thesethere
was a one-edged sword, three magnibcent shields with silver edge
P 4dings, seven spearheads, 12arrowh eadsand a Roman lorica squamata
or scde mail of iron. Also related to a military role of the deceasel
are 17 spurs, threeand a half pairs of thesewith silver inlay and gilt
decarations.?®® This is not the placeto bring a full examination and
analysis of the grave bnds, but a short desaip tion and résumé of the

238) Egeers 1950; or a debnition seeGebiihr 1998.
239) ReSka 2002: 8-21, 56-7.
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condusions should pr oducethe necessay i nformation.

The examination of the grave itself and its construction wasdi cult
dueto thelater di sturbanceand the partial destruction of the site at the
discovery in 1988. Tte construction consisted of a wooden chamber
under a stone layer probably topped by a barrow. Three individu als
sean to have been inhumed here. The immediate anthropological
examinations showed traces of two males aged 40-60, but further
chemical analy sesof the bone material reveded a female presenceas
well.?% As the bones had been scadered wh en the grave was robbed,
the position of the goods in relation to the bodies of the deceasel
was di cult to reconstuct. Comparisons to other graves showed
simil aritiesto both Germanicand provincial Roman buri als. Curiously,
the only other comparable chamber graveswith double inhumations
are found in Denmark e.g. at Doll erupgard. 24

The large amounts of weagponry provide equally ambiguous
indications. Thesevenspearheadsgenerally r epresentGermanictypes,
but are mostly found within the Roman sphere as well, and most of
the spearheads are heavily corroded making an exact identibcation
iImp osdble. For two of the types there are even parallels from the
Roman fort at Burgstall. Only a leaf shaped head with silver inlay
can be positively id entibed as Germanic. It has been suggested that
the ornaments could be runic le 4ers equipp ed with decorative half-
moons. If so, that would p oint towards a northern Germanic contact,
asthat is where the runic alph abet was developed.?? The remains of
12 arrowh eads indicate that this weapon was of importance to the
deceasel. The origin, however, is as di cult to determine as that
of the spearheads. The types of arrowheads appear both in Roman
and Germanic contexts, but the Roman use of archers in the cohortes
sagidariorum could indicate a southern inBuence To E. Droberjar
and J. ReSka the high number suggestsa position of the deceasel as
a commander of such a cohort of archers.?®® The silver plated or gilt
bronze shield edge b 4ings reveded that the three shields were oval
of the Zieling type E and even of three di erent variants depending
on the engraved decaration. Although this type is found all over
Barbaricuma few are found insid e the Roman borders, most likely as
remains from Roman auxili aries. Therefore, Droberjar and PeSka do

240) Mazura 2002: 497-8; Boukal 2002: 495-6.

241) ReSka 2003: 23-56, 68-71gbb. 37: Besde Dollerupgard also Agershgl and Narr e Broby
from the Early Roman Iron Age, Arslev and Sanderumgard from the Late Roman Iron Age.
242) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 103-11; t®klund 2003: 173-4.

243) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 111-5.
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not exclud e the shields asa link to the Roman army.2* All i n all, the
weaponry chronologically belongsin the secord half of the 2" century
ad. It also shows that the deceasel not only belonged to the highest
level of the sodety, but alsocarri ed the rank of amili tary commander.?*
Theremains of aone-edged sword appear to be of atype mostly found
in the Przeworsk-culture in the later part of the Early Roman Iron
Age.?*® Related to a sword is a baldri ¢ plate with no obvious parallels
belonging to a Roman-type baldri c. J. llkjeer, t seans, would pr efer
to assocgate the plate with atwo-edged (Roman?) sword, although he
admits it could be related to the one-edged sword actually found in
the grave.?*’

Only the lorica squamatas certainly of Roman origin. The iron scdes
have a size of only 6 x 7 mm and were probably silver plated. The
quality of the armour indicatesto E. Kinzl the theoretical posgbili ty
thatalsotheshieldscould h ave had Roman featuressuch asthebosses
Furthermore, he would expect an origi nal presenceof a helmet in the
grave. Parall elsto this coatof mail arefound in several pri ncely tombs
in the Roman provinces for instanceat Vize and Stara Zagora in the
Roman province of Thracia®*®

The majority of the spurs were of typesfound in a wid e area east of
the Elbe. These are the relatively simpl e knob and combined knob-
and-chair spurs. The magnibcently ornamented chair spurs with
silv er inlay, however, are only found in the north, apart from afew in
the vicinity of MuSov and just south of the Danube. Some are located
around the western Baltic Sea, but the main concentration is found
at the lower Elbe, Shleswig-H olstein and Jutland. Stylistically, the
Pnest pair of the chair spurs must be seenin connection with the two
magnibcent belts, which have simil ar ornamental features, and with
certain Pbulaefound in the region.?#

The pendants, belts and accessoies follow the same pa4ern as most
other groupsof Germanicobjectsthereareparall elsalm osteverywh ere.
Certain areassean to dominate, however; the loca regions north of
the Danube, from where some of the bronze belt b 4ings come, the
Przeworsk-culture betweenthe rivers Oder and Vistla and Pnally the
Elbe-region, espedally the lower Elbe represented by the graves of

244) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 118-24.
245) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 125.
246) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 99-103.
247) llkjeer 2002: 307-10.

248) Kinzl 2002a; 127-36.

249) Tejral 2002a; 141-88.
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Hagenau, Kérchow, Marwedel and Hamfelde. A link to the Roman
world is recagnised by the pteryx from a Roman military belt. The
two magnibcent belts are also posgbly links to the Roman mili tary
sphere. Thetwo circular gold pendants, on the other hand provid e an
archaedogica connection to the presenceof a woman in the grave.
Although thistype is found all over Barbaricum the only parallels in
masgve gold are from Jutland and Funen possbly wi th one exception
from Wielbark in Poland. C. von Carnap-Bornheim datesthis group
of itemsto the end of period B2 i.e. in the middl e of the 2" century ad.
As the magnibcent belts show no tracesof use, he believesthey were
buried only shortly a er production, why the grave must pre-date the
various Roman installations in the region.?*° This is not the condusion
reached by J. ReSka and J. Tejral, wh o would r ather placethe belts in
thetransition B2/Cl ie. a er the middl e of the 2" century. !

The tableware in the grave was mostly Roman. Of the silverware
remained only four handlesfrom cupsand threebowl s or plates. One
bowl had been bent double deliberately. The handles had been torn
0 deliberately aswell. The cup had been produced under Augu stus
at the latest, whil e the bowl s resenbled types from the 15t and 2"
century ad. Inscrip tions on the bowl show that the usewassecordary.
Two small p elta shaped feet probably belonged to two di erent silver
trullae (cooking pans) or trullei (ladles). The last of the silver items
Is a set of spoons, a ligula and a cochlear Thesetoo had inscrip tions.
The presenceof such a setis highly u nusual and reveds knowl edge
of Roman dining. S. Kinzl condud es that the silverware could not
have beentrade, but must be either booty or gi s. The fact that Roman
silver cups in Barbaricumare alw ays of an Augu stan date shows that
they must have been part of dipl omatic contacts in the early y ears of
the 1t century ad. The restof the silv erw are rather points towards the
later H alRleben-Leuna group than to the earli er Liibsow group.2?

The bronze vessds were all large and were either used for serving
such as the situlae or for cooking. One of the serving vessds was
equipp ed with four a4achesin the form of busts of men with long
beards and Suebic knots in the hair (Fig. 32). K.R. Krierer believesit
should beconnected to some peacenegotiations, perhapsthoseending
the Marcomannic wars in ad 180. Another posdgbility might be that it
wasagi toanew king. Hyp othetically, that could be the king of the

250) CGarnap-Bornheim 2002: 193-4, 245-7.
251) ReSka & Tejral 2002: 504-5.
252) Kinzl 2002d: 329-49; Kinzl 2002: 351-6.
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Quadiinstated by Antoninus Pius sometime between ad
140and 144 asdocumented by the REX QUADI DATUS
coin.?*However, | think it would be safeto assume that
all kings were sanctoned by the Romans, not just the
few we know about. The 14 glassvessds were of types
unknown in Barbaricum There were four low bowl s, of
which two had handles and two one-handled circular
bo des. They were tableware for serving and probably
drinking. Eight four-edged Rasks had most likely been
containers for unguents for personal care. At leastone
of the bowl s, a mosaic bowl, w as dated to the middl e of
the 2" century ad. Due to the political situation in the
2" century ad and the quality of the glassvessds, A.-B.
Follm ann-Schulz bnds it di cult to connect them with
trade, but identibesthem aso cial gi s.%* The po 4ery
consisted of two Germanic bowls of loca origin and
nine Roman vessds. Among thesethere were two setsof
three plates of which one setwastermed ‘Soldatentellér
The tradition of depositing sets of po4ery is seenin
Fig. 32 Mugov. Roman the provincial Roman grave rituals in both the Danube
bronze vessel with4aches  and Rhine provinces An origin in the province of Pannoniais most
shaped as bearded heads with . .
the hair tied in a Suebic knotPr obable, though some of thetypesarefound in the western provinces
?75&%?51&?0«;?. 2002b: 3swell. The po 4ery i s generally d ated to the prst half of the 2 century
ad. A comparisonwith the po 4ery from Burgstall showsthat the la 4er
belonged to the 170s ad. Furthermore, the po 4ery from Burgstall i s of
a mili tary nature, whil ethe po 4ery from the grave is of both acivili an
and a mili tary character.?®
The bre dogs and iron tools (e.g. grill, foldable tripod and pair of
tongs) are probably the most antique goods in the grave. They are
of outstanding quality and have their closestparallels in late La-Téne
Celtic gravesdated to the 1%t century BC. M. Feugére suggeststhat the
antiques might have been collected from an older grave of a Suebic
Hero.%¢
A number of itemso enfound in the richer provincial Roman graves
aredi erentkindsof furniture. In MuSov thereareremains of afoldi ng
table, mountings for a caket or beauty box and possbly for atop for

253) Krierer 2002: 367-83; Kiazl & Kii nzl 2002a: 357-66.

254) Follm ann-Schultz 2002: 387-400.

255) Droberjar 2002: 411-8to Roman provincial gravessee417,n 60-2.
256) Feugére 2002: 421-49.
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the folding table. A pieceof ivory may belong to a stool or bed. Of
the smaller objects there was a double-mouthed oil lamp and some
cosmetic utensils. The old estof theseare from the secord half of the 1
century BC, whil e the youngestare from the middl e of the 2" century
ad_257

Interpretations

o give an overall i nterpr etation of the grave is not an easy task. A
Tnum ber of uncertainties must be considered such asthe diverse
production datesand the disturbance of the grave, which most lik ely
was the cause of the deliberate destruction of several of the goods.

At thistime it is also likely that a number of artefacts were removed

from the grave. That could i nclud e jewellery such asarm and Pnger

rings or Pbulaeas well as parts of the silverware and weaponry etc.

etc. The only solid gold objectsle inthe grave were the two circular
pendants. The examination of the di erent bPnd groups has provid ed

di erent thoughts on the political and chronological position of the
graveand the deceasel. J. RSka and J. Tejral seeMusSov asa Germanic
political and cultural centre. This centre had wid e-ranging contactsas
seenby the wid espread areasof origi n of most of the goods. The close
contact to and inspir ation from the Roman world i s emphasized and

PeSka and Tejral seesthis in closerelation to the surrounding Roman
features, not leastthe Roman fort at Burgstall. The Roman and Celtic
antiguesmay be explained asdynastic heirl oomsthat for some reason

were buried at thistime. A possgbility that cannot be dismissed isthat

the demolished silverware had been deposited as such in the grave

solely for its metal value. M. M czy Wka suggestsa ritual, where the

silv er vessés had beencut up deliberately and deposited assymbolic

heirl ooms.?*® But apart from the connection to the Roman world the

grave also shows strong connections to Germanic burial traditions

both in the form of the grave itself and other parts of the grave
goods. This leads PeSka and Tejral to the following condusion: ‘Von

der Zusammenstellung des Inventars, vor allem von den représentativen
Wa enbeigaben, lal3t sich ablesen, dal3 im Grab nicht nur ein Mitglied der
vornehmsten germanischen Nobilitat beigesetzt wurde, sondern auch der
erste Krieger des Stammes, der in sein Handen sowohl die erbliche Wiirde des
Stammeskonigs als auch die Macht des Heerfuhrers oder Oberbefehlshabers

257) Kinzl 20020: 461-4; Kinzl 200Z: 467-9; Kinzl 200Z: 471-4.
258) M-czy ($ka 2005: 461.
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vereinigt hade’?*® Therefore, the deceasel wasmost lik ely a pro-Roman
Suebic king buri ed sometime duri ng the 170s, i.e. during the wars and
probably under Roman auspices In a Germanic context, PeSka and
Tejral believe that this grave shows how an intensive contact with the
Romans now more and more leads to a position of the chie ain or
king asa leader of histribe on one hand and a Roman confederate on
the other hand. Furthermore, it isseenhow the contactto an advanced
culture and a certain political constdlation leads the Germanic elite
to identify with a superior partner. Naturally, there have also been
referencesto historical persons such as Furtius, king of the Quadi,
who was deposed by the anti-Roman Ari ogaeaus, or Ballomarius, the
Marcomannic king, who led the Germanic delegacy duri ng the prst
peacenegotiations in ad 1672%°

The condusions readhed by PeSka and Tejral do not stand alone. A
support for this theory is found in the statement of J. Bouzek, who
seesthe Roman antiques asthe dynastic heritage of the ruler, a ruler
on friendly terms with the Romans, perhaps the last one prior to the
wars.?®! Several have suggested that the Roman and Celtic antiques
might be old w ar booty that had been presaved and for some reason
ended in the MuSov-grave. Interestingly, Tadtus actually m entions
Marcomannic booty in his desaiption of the fall of Maroboduus and
the usurp ation of the throne by Catualda around ad 19-20. Gitualda
stormed Maroboduus’ royal seat and the neighbouring fort. ‘veteres
illic Sueborum praedae ...repértiThere the Suebians’ old stores of booty...
were discovered@? As the Marcomanniwere one of the Germanic tribes
that had invaded Gallia and thereby in the end had led to Caesa’s
Gallicwars, it isnot at all u nthinkable that the Celtic bre dogsand iron
tools were brought back, as Caesa ki cked the Marcomannibacdk across
the Rhine along with the other Germanic tribes?®

In 1991, H.W. Bbhme suggested that the deceasel belonged to the
nobility of the Langobardbased on the origi n of the spurs with silver
inlay. He believed the Langobardihad seded in Mahren already a
generation or so prior to the actsof war initiated predsey by thistribe
in ad 166. That they should have arrived from the lower Elbe at that
time seamed unlik ely to Béhme.?%*

259) ReSka & Tejral 2002: 512.
260) ReSka & Tejral 2002: 501-13.
261) Bouzek 2000: 55-7.

262) Tadtus Annales2.62.3.

263) CGaesa De Bello Gallicd..51.2
264) Bohme 1991: 297-9.
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Tejral hasan interesting alternativ eto the Langobardi an element. ‘Wohl

dur en hier die moglichen erhohten Forderungen Roms, suebische Krieger
als irregulare Hilfstruppen zu stellen, die besonders in Zusammenhang mit
den dakischen Kriegen anwuchsen, eine gewisse Rolle spielen, wobei auch
die verwandten Kriegsgefolgsclea von entfernten Gebieten miteinbezogen
und unter Mithilfe der einheimischen Herrscher in die romischen Dienste
angeworben werden konnt&f. Although Tejral does not see this
connection in the MusSov grave itself, he connects this theory with
Germanicgravesin Pannonidrom B2startingaround ad 100. Weaponry

and horseharnessesare characteristic for thesegraves, for instance, in
Inota and Vinar-Cseralja, where a silver ornamented horse harness
regpectvely silver ornamented chair spursand ashield boss, Zieling F
6show parallelsto the Elberegion.?®* Thissupp orts Bohme'ssuggestion

that at leastsome Langobardihad already arriv ed generations earli er.
Tejral seesthe riseof aloca workshop, where elements from the Elbe
region, i.e. the ornamented chair spursare united wi th other elements
exempli bPed in the magnibcent belts from the MuSov grave and silv er
Pbulaefrom a grave in nearby Mikul ov.?” Interestingly, this particular
grave, dated to the middl e of the 2" century ad in the late B2 period,
contained two arrowheads of bone. Arrowheads of this particular
material are otherwi senot seenfurther south than the Baltic coast?¢®

Some disagreement is found in the conclusion of the examination of

the belts and accessoies by C. von Carnap-Bornheim. H e statesthat

the grave should be dated to the period before the war based on that
material.?®® In 2000, Grrnap-Bornheim proposed a scenaio built on
seven thesesin which the king at MuSov is an enemy rather than a
confederate of the Romans. 1. In the areaaround MuSov a Germanic
power centre was located prior to the Marcomannic wars. 2. This
power centre wasthe target of a Roman advance The purp ose of the
Roman temporary and permanent mili tary structuresaround MusSov

was to conquer and gain control of this centre. Posgbly this was to

be the core of a new province. 3. The deceasel wasa kind of person,

who could create e cient political and mili tary structures which
were the bass for the long-lasting conficts with the Romans. 4. The
decease controlled massve natural resaurces and the workshops

to processthem. That meansthat he had extensive control over the

265) Tgjral 2002a: 157.

266) Ralagyi 1982: 26, pb. 3.1-3, 16; §ral 2002a: 156-8; Zeling 1989: 183-4.
267) Tejral 2002a: 158.

268) Droberjar & PeSka 1994: 275-6.

269) CGarnap-Bornheim 2002: 245-7.
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Germanic trade. 5. The richly d ecarated spurs as well asthe number
of spurs deposited in the grave show the importance of horsesand
probably consequently cavalry. These spurs are important markers
of military rank. 6. The three silver decorated shields representthe
oldestuseof such itemsto show rank. 7. The richly d ecorated mili tary
belts can also be interpreted as signs of rank. So, Carnap-Bornheim
seesthe Roman presencein the area as the result of a Roman strik e
at the main political and cultural Suebic adversary, the successa of
the MuSov king, i.e. the grave predatesthe Marcomannic wars. The
wid e political reach of the king as expressal in the many Germanic
goodsorigi nating in Bohmen, the Elbe areaand the Przeworsk-culture
isseenasabuild-up | eading to the actsof war in ad 166. Bytargeting
thisareafrom the start, the Romans would be able both to crippl e the
main opposition and to take over the strategic position, perhaps with
the intent to found an administrative centre for the future occupation
of the Suebic regions. In such a scenaio, the Roman belt b 4ing could
have beenlost, as Roman soldi ers looted the royal grave.?’”® Espedally
in Carnap-Bornheim’s third p oint, there is a suggestion that the
adacks on the Roman borders were planned in unison among the
Germanic tribes That would m ean that the Romans were tricked by
Ballomariu sin particular. But the Romansdealt with the varioustribes
individu ally asfar aswe know from the literary sources That counts
against the theory of Carnap-Bornheim. But what would the goal of
such an enterpri se be. Was it to gain land inside the Empire like the
request made in ad 168? Ths is the time, when the Marcomannitook
over the lead, or perhaps when they showed their true colours. It is
di cult fully to grasp the importance of the superiores barbariThey
more or lessvanish oncethe bghting starts. From then on the prim ary
adversariesare the Marcomannj Quadiand lazyges This might be seen
asasupp ortive argument for Carnap-Bornheim’stheory. The ideaof a
build-up of alliesagainst Rome is, to my belief, the weak point of the
theory, wh ereasthe rest of the theory includi ng the regponse of the
Roman forcesis perfectly pl ausible. Carnap-Bornheim’stheory is also
refected in his examination of the belt parts from MuSov as stated
above.?’* Curiously, PeSka and Tejral never addr esshis theory, asthey
make their condusions concerning the MuSov-grave, although that
theory is even formul ated as a regponse to Tejral’s (and presumably

270) CGarnap-Bornheim 2000: 59-65.
271) Carnap-Bornheim 2002: 246-7.
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now Peska’s) theory. ‘Doch fordert diese [Tejrals] These fast zwandxiau
— quasi als logische Konsequenz — eine Antithese héfalike fact that
thesetwo scholars date this material sodi erently perhaps allows for
a small peek into the problem that is the chronology of Barbaricumin
thetransition from the Early to the Late Roman Iron Ageo enreferred
to asB2/C1. However, one could w onder why C arnap-Bornheim w as
asked to examinethis material at all, wh enthereissuch areluctanceto
usehisreaults, egpedally ashiscondusionistheonly really i nteresting
alternative to the ‘o cial’ version presenteal in the publication. What
they do bring forward is a quote from Carnap-Bornheim’s article,
wh ere heacaurately nail sthe position of the MuSov-ki ng by comparing
to the position of Ballomariu s. Carnap-Bornheim mentions the duality
of both kings as major political players in the dipl omatic game with
the Romans aswell asother Germanic tribes. Accordingly ‘wiurde sich
so in fast idealer Weise einerseits die besondere Bedeutung des Konigs von
Musov fur Rom. Anderseits aber auch seiner hervorragende Rolle innerhalb
der germanischen Gesellschaiderspiegelr¥”® Unfortunately this quote
wasnever printed in the article, but luckily that puzzle wassolved by
M. M <czy Bka, in her review of the MuSov-pu blication.?’4 This quote
underli nesthe position of the MuSov-ki ng also as Tejral and PeSka see
him.

However, the overall view of such a person in light of the historical
sources and | am not yet pondering whether we are deading with
a certain historical individu al, should be more than simply anti- or
pro-Roman, asone might get the impr esson of from the two theories
mentioned above. With referenceto this, it is interesting that in the
examinations of aimost all gr oups of materials there sean to be links
to the Roman military. Is that caused alone by the proximity both
geographically and intellectually to the Roman Empire? For some
items lik e the lorica squamatat is only a natural inference but such
a link would seen out of place if we were looking at silver shield
edge b 4ings and magnibcent belts, for instance, from the southern
Scandinavian war booty saaibces Clearly these objects are seenas
markers of mili tary rank in the Germanic sodety, a rank that would
have beentransferred if the decease were to be assocated with the
Roman army. H owever, a commander on the Roman side, wearing
Germanic equipm ent signifying his rank, would not be commanding

272) Carnap-Bornheim 2000: 59.
273) ReSka & Tejral 2002: 512.
274) M-czy ($ka 2005: 462.

74



The Marcomannic war s of Mar cus Aur eliu s

a Roman unit, but an allied force, or perhaps what is 0 en referred
to as an irregular auxiliary unit. For the Roman units they used
Roman o cers.?”® This status of a Roman military commander is
always strangely hovering above the publication, even in Carnap-
Bornheim’s examination of the magnibcent belts, where he statesthat
if aRomaninfBuenceisto beseen it ismostlik ely li nked to the mili tary
sphere.?’®

One particular problem wi th this grave isthe number of the deceasel.
Several of the authors do mention the fact that there is more than one
person in the grave, but they rarely dea with the fact that there are
remains of three individu als. Carnap-Bornheim, for instance argues
through the archaedogica material for afemale in the grave.?’” PeSka,
on the other hand, though he mentions a woman, concentrateson the
duality of the grave goods in relation to the two males, e.g. two bre
dogs, two belts, two ke desan so on, but also two gold pendants, the
same that Carnap-Bornheim usesto argue for a female presence®’®
The presenceof two men and a woman leads PeSka and Tejral to
identify the grave as a family gr ave as known from M editerranean
and provincial Roman environments. The bPnd circumstancesdo not
support an alternative view that the goods of an older grave on the
site have been included in a new grave. However, an older grave
could have beencompl etely eradicated by the construction of the new
chamber grave. We have no way of knowing why there is a sudden
appearance of objects from the 1%t century BC in a grave almost 200
yearslater. It isnot imp ossblethat the presenceof the Roman forcesin
the areahad an inBuenceon how the grave ritual was carri ed out and
how the grave was equipp ed.?”®

From the various theories we see that the MuSov-king represented
mul tipl e dualitiesboth internally and externally i n the sodety, i.e. he
wasthe king andthe mili tary commander and he wasarespected equal
with regpectto Rome (normally r epresented by the nearest provincial
governor) andwith regpectto hisfellow Germanic peers. Let usscaatch
that surface a li 4e! The brst point is obvious based on the amounts
and nature of the grave goods. But they appear to representanother
duality asformul ated by PeSka signifying two males It is naturally a
major di  culty to recognize the status of the threeindividu als, asthe

275) W\ebster 1998: 146-9.

276) Carnap-Bornheim 2002: 245. My talics.
277) Carnap-Bornheim 2002: 191-5.

278) ReSka 2002: 22-4.

279) ReSka & Tejral 2002: 510.
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gravewasthoroughly di sturbed. Letusaccept thefemaleasone of high
status based on the circular gold pendants and the cosmetic utensils.
That leaves us two malesthat are either of equal status or not. In the
last case everything belongs to one man, the king. In the brst case
there should be two setsof goods, something that is indeed rel3ected
in the bnd. Then do thesetwo men representdi erent functions in
the sodety, but on the same status level? ‘Reges ex nobilitate, duces ex
virtute sumunt.’ ‘Kings they select from the nobility, commanders by their
bravery, we are told by Tadtus.?° This is what is referred to, when
scholars seethe two united in the MuSov-material. Only one group
of material allows us to formul ate a hypothess. The Roman po 4ery
found also representsdual depositions, namely the two setsof three
plates. The fact is that one set comes from a mili tary seding, the so-
caled ‘Sold atenteller’, whil e the other setis used indi erently. Isthis
a coincidence or did they mark two entities, a mili tary and a civili an,
and therefore not two functions united in one individu al?

If three individu als belong to the grave and if nothing indicates
multipl e burials, then we must be deading with three individu als
that have died at the same time. Apart from coincidence there are
two major factors that come to mind, which would bring about the
death of threeindividu als at the same time, violenceand decease We
have both for the duration of the Marcomannic wars. We know that
the Roman army w as dedmated by the plague, asit went north in ad
168. s there any reasonwhy this deceaseshould not have crosseal the
Danube, whenthe Roman provinceswerea ected for the next decade?
Considering the richnessof the grave, the number of deceasel in the
grave would not, to my belief, in3ict upon the bass of the ideasand
theories presented above and below, even if, accading to thesg the
grave might be interpr eted asbelonging to one male.

Letusturn to the suggestion that the deceasel functioned asa Roman
commander. To throw some light on thisand some of the other aspects,
it could be helpful to look at what the substance of any dipl omatic
contactsbetweenthe deceasel and the Romans could h ave been. This
Is a perspective that has beenfully ig nored in the publication. To the
Romans, we can presume, the Marcomannic and Quadic kingdoms
are seenas ‘client states or something to that e ect?! The purp ose
of supporting thesestateswould be that they should pr event hostile

280) Tacitus Germania7.1.
281) Sethechapter on Roman dipl omacy.
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tribesfrom readching the Roman provincesand perhapsto some extent
that they could supply troops under spedal circumstances That
this relationship could be perceved di erently by the two parts is
illu strated by the refusd of the Suebito supply troops for Domitian’s
Dadan campaign, something for whi ch he tried to punish them. Such
a relationship had lasted for aimost 150 years at the time of death
of the MuSov-king. The primary contact would be with the nearest
provincial governor, in thiscaseprobably Pannonia Superioasref3ected
by the peacetalk sbetweenthe governor of this province, lalliu s Basaus
and Ballomarius, the Marcomannic king in ad 167. As mentioned, a
great ded of the grave goods could i n some way indicate a relation
to the Roman army, most of thesein a more general fashion and the
arrowheads more spedbcaly. The large number of arrowheads led
Droberjar and PeSkato suggestthat the king had beenthe commander
of a cohors saglariorum, something PeSka and Tejral had already
proposed in the early 1990s.282 But such units of archers were aregular
part of the Roman auxilia.?®®* There would be no need for the Romansto
enrol the king and his men in the auxilia, asthey needed them outside
the borders of the Empire. Of coursethis doesnot mean that archers
were not important to the king such as Droberjar and PeSka suggest
Another conseguence of the suggestion is that the king supp osedly
should have been the commander of mere 500 men or perhaps 800
if a miliaria unit. If we consder him the supreme commander of the
Suebihe would h ave commanded thousands of men. We cannot know
the size of such an army, but we are told that the Marcomanniand
Quadi each delivered around 13.000 nen for the auxilia accading to
the peaceagreement in ad 1802 The deliv ery of men for the Roman
auxilia was a part of most of the peace treates made during the
wars.?® That should be a fair indication that the Suebiwere able to
raisea consderable army. Hyp othetically, he could h ave served asan
auxili ary commander in the Roman army asa youth. Possbly he was
even raised in Rome, aswe know other Germanic princeshad been.?
In all fairness Tejral also speaks of irregular auxili aries used by the
Romans during the Dadan wars in the beginning of the 2¢ Century

282) Droberjar & PeSka 2002: 115nd n. 96.

283) Spaul 2000.

284) CGassusDio 5 ee ... P724.3.

285) $ahl 1989: 302-6.

286) For instancethe cheruscanprince, Italicus, who wasinstated asking in ad 47. SeTadtus
Annales11.16.1.
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ad.?®” | think it will be closer to the mark to proposethat rather than
symbolizi ng that the king wasa commander of such an auxili ary unit,
the many arrowh eads and spurs symbolized the king’s abili ty to send
a detachment of archers and cavalry... or mounted archers, perhaps?
However, was he a friend or foe to the Romans? The two theories
ead favour a side. Consid ering the status of the king and the tribesin
relation to the Roman Empir e, the deceasel must have beenan ally to
the Romansat some point, although that did not necessaily m ake him
afriend. If we follow the theory of Carnap-Bornheim he would have
beenanally all the whil e he wasscheming againstthe Romanswith his
own alliesin the hinterland. This brings usto another problem, which
iIsthat of the nature of contactsasrepresentad by foreign objectsin the
grave. The grave goods of Roman and Celtic origi n are all consid ered
to be either booty or dipl omatic gi s. Most of theseitems are simply
of too high a quality for the examining scholars to regard them
merely asaresult of pe 4y trade. The grave goods of Germanic origin,
wh ether from the lower Elbe areaor the Przeworsk-culture, are always
considered to show intra-Germanic contacts, but neverbooty. This
seans odd for several reasons We know of masgve intra-Germanic
conf3icts as represental, for instance, by the South Scandinavian war
booty saaibces?® If we assume that this king is kept in position, at
leastpartly by Roman funding, hewould be oblig ed to keep achedk on
hisnorthern neighbours. Admi 4edly thiscould be done with the same
means as those used by the Romans, but it is equally thinkable that
a certain meaaure of force was needed. Unfortunately, this leaves us
rather relativi stically wi th all or no posdbilitiesfor the reconstruction
of a reasonalle scenaio concerning the MuSov-grave. However, that
should not prevent me from a4empting to clarify, what we are deding
with.

1. Satus. The sheer amount of grave goods showsthat we are dealing
with the absdute top. The amount of mili tary rank markers such as
spurs, shields, belts and scde mail indicatesa supreme commander.
In this grave, the function of commander and king is seento have
merged into one. This person commanded regect from all foreign
counterparts, something that is ref3ected in the contacts.

2. Contacts. Awid enumber of objectsshow contactsmainly to thelower
Elbe area the Przeworsk-culture, Bohmen/Mahren and the Roman

287) Tejral 2002a: 157.
288) Jargnsenet al.2003.
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Empire, primarily the province of Pannonia Are all these contacts of
a benign nature? The setup of the burial rel3ects strong links to the
Roman provincesthrough the iron tools, bronze vessés and furniture,
but also by way of the cosmetic utensils and unguent containers. Was
the woman of Pannonian birth and wasshe perhapsevenadescerdant
of Elbe-Germanic immigr ants arrivi ng in the Empire during the reign
of Trajan? The history of the nature of relations between this area
and the Roman Emperor is that of a political friendship on an equal
bass, where one can presume the Emperor wasprimus inter paresprst
among equals.

3. Military capabilities. The number of spursand arrowh eads are seen
as signs that archers and cavalry, or perhaps mounted archers, were
important parts of the king’s army. But the amount of spearheads
is equally impr esgve. Srangely there are no javelinheads. Is that
signibcant? A relation to the Roman army i s seenin the rank markers
and the arrowheads. This should r ather signify the king’s ability to
dispatch units, than that he himsdf led such a unit.

Lastly, | will r efer the a4ention to the comparison made by Carnap-
Bornheim betweenthe MuSov-ki ng and Ballomariu s. The MuSov-ki ng
was a man of an age between 40 and 60. He was buried in a region
connected to the Marcomanniand not the Quadi, who are believed
to have lived east of the lesse Carpathians. He died in the 160s or
170s ad. In ad 167, Bllomariu s waschosento speak for the Germanic
tribes at the negotiations with lalliu s Basaus, governor of Pannonia
Superiot As a Marcomannic king they would d oubtlesdy have met
before, perhaps even at several occasons. For him to carry su cient
weight among his equals, we can assume that he was also of an age
that commanded respect, perhaps between 40 and 60. A er these
negotiations we hear nothing of him again. But already the next year
histribe, the Marcomanniaswell asother tribescaused trouble, trouble
they regre 4ed assoon, asthey learned that the Emperorswereon their
way. ‘nam plerique reges et cum populis suis se retraxerunt et tumultus
autores interemerunt ‘for most of the kings withdrew with their people
and disposed of those responsible for the insurréétids it plausible to
believe that Ballomariu s, the most powerful of the Germanic leaders,
wh o enjoyed the respect of the Roman governor, could not control his
people and honour the agreement made the year before? Had young
and audadous Marcomannic aristocrats regarded him as an overly

289) SHAMarcus Antoninus14.2.
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cautiousold fool a er the peacenegotiationsand ignored him? Or had
hein fact died and beenburi ed by then...in MuSov? And washe placed
in his grave along with a number of gi srecaved from the leaders of
thoseother tribes which had appr oached him to requestthat he would
lead the peacenegotiations on their behalf with the Roman governor,
hisold acquaintance? Obviously thisisjustfasdnating guessvork, but
the piecesof this particular puzzl e actually d o bt.
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From G allienus to Probus - Three decades of turmoil and
recovery

t the death of Severus Alexander, the last of the Severan dynasty,
A in ad 235,the Roman Empirewasthrown into 50 years of turm ol
marked by internal as well as external unrest. This period is 0 en
categorized asthe 3 century crisis of the Roman Empire.?*°*When the
prstlargescdeinvason of Germanictribestook placein ad 233, &verus
Al exander wascampaigning against the Persians.?®! In the 220s ad, the
relatively peacetll Parthian Empire had succumbed to the Persians,
who were much more aggressve towards Rome and therefore served
asaconstant stressfactor throughout the 39 century ad. The Germanic
raid is believed to be a result of a weakened frontier due to troop
movements in connection with Severus Alexander’s Persia campaign.
Theborders were once more seaired and restored by his replacement,
Maximinus Thrax.?®2 He was the brst of the soldier Emperors, who
wereelected by their o cersor soldi ersand mostly slain the same way
at timeswithin months of their elections. Furthermore, this happened
continuously at several locations in the Empire creating pretenders
and usurpers in abundance, as well as breakaway ‘Empir es lik e the
‘Galli ¢’ and the Palmyr an.
A greatdi culty concerning the understanding of this period is the
condition of the literary sources Unlik e the earlier Empir e or the 4"
century ad there are no great and trustworthy contemporary history
wri ters.2® The larger part of the sourcesderiv esfrom the 4" century or
later, Zonarasis even as late asthe 12" century. M any of thesesour ces
appear to have used the same origi nal, but lost text desgnated the
Kaisergeschichf&* The relevant part of the Scriptores Historia Augustis
even believed mostly to be fraud, with an occasonal truth.?*s The text
seams to have been dedgned partly to blame the Emperor Galli enus
(ad 253-68)for all mi seriesthat occurred to the Roman Empire in the
last half of the 3 century ad.?®® The purp ose of this approach wasto

290) Srobel 1993; Witschel 2004: 252and n. 12.

291) As the names Alamanni and Franci are not seairely ad4ested until the end of the 3¢
century ad, | will r efrain from using other termsthan 'Germanic’ if possble. This ma 4er will
be addr essel below.

292) Herodian 6.7.2-10, 6.8.3-4, 7.2.1-9eRter 1999: 533-8; honberger 1985: 414-20.

293) Sieh ase.g. Tadtus, Cassus Dio and Ammi anus Marcelli nus.

294) Drinkw ater 1987: 46; Mitson 1999: 210-1.

295) F. Lhruh believesthe SHA is compl etely usdess See Unruh & Gr alfs 1992: 21. Aginst
thise.g. Kerler 1970: 247-8nd Dri nkw ater 1987: 60-70.

296) Unruh 1993: 243-5.
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presenta be 4er view of his successas Claudiu s Il Gothicus, who was
claimed by Constantine the Greatto be a relation, and Aur elian, who
re-united the Empire. The coll ection of the so-called Panegyrici Latiniis
another kind of source, although a certain panegyric style is also seen
in someof theliv esof the Historia Augusta Thesetexts, wri 4enaspraise
to spedbc Emperorsfor spedbcoccasons,areo enequally biased, as
the purp ose of the text is to show the relevant Emperor in the best
light possgble, also if that meansbeli 4ing prior Emperors, Gallienus
in particular.?®” Analy sesof the texts, all wi th di erent objectives, are
made e.g. by J.F. Drinkwater, G. Kerler, P. Suthern, F. Unruh & B.
Gralfs and A. Watson.?*® The foll owi ng historical outline will be given
wi th theseanaly sesin mind.

The Empire in peril

debnite low point of this period wasthe year of ad 260. \alerian,
A Emperor sincead 253alongwithhisson, Galli enus,andresponsible
for the eastan part of the Empire, campaigned against the Persian
king Shapur | su ering the dubious honour of being the only Roman
Emperor to be captured by his enemy.?*® The exact order of events for
the reign of Valerian (aswell asfor the entire period of interestin this
chapter) has been di cult to pin-point, but it is clear that Galli enus
had to dea with several Germanic raids. This is a 4ested both by the
literary sourcesand coin issues on which Galli enus is given the titles
GermanicusGermanicusviaximus and Restitutor Galliarum, Restorer of
the Galli c provinces®*®Thisisnot reRected in thearchaedogical recad
for the two Germaniesand Raetia, which shows no dedsive evid ence
of unrest that can be linked dir ectly to raids in the mid 250s.2* An
inscription from Vindonissa(Windisch) testibesto a refortibcation at
thesite of theold | egionary fortressunder Galli enus.**2At the site of the
later Castrum Rauraceng@ug st), an auxili ary camp wasbuilt in the ad
260s, whi ch probably accaonmodated cavalry from the Danube army. 33
The capture of hisfather wasmost lik ely the cataly st of the subsequent

297) Unruh 1993: 246-7.

298) Drinkwater 1987: 45-91; kerler 1970; $uthern 2001 (Dsaussions are found in the notes);
Unruh & Gr alfs 1992: 21-4; Wruh 1993; Watson 1999: 209-12.

299) Zosimos 1.30.2, 1.36.2;&ithern 2001: 78-80.

300) RIC V.1: 68-72.

301) AureliusVictor 33.1; Europios9.8; Zosim os 1.30; Drinkw ater 1987: 21-2, 167;@&dnberger
1985: 422-3; 8uthern 2001: 78-9.

302) CIL XIII 5203; Drack & Fellm ann 1988: 75and n. 87; Kénig 1981: 198n0. 33.

303) Shwarz 1996: 63-4. Bssbly they are related to Galli enus campaign against Postumus.
Seebelow.
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eventsin Galli enus’ annus horribilis Apart from already ongoing raids,
Gallienus had to ded with several usurpers. In the Danube region he
had le his son and Caesa, Valerian Il in the care of one Ingenuus.
At some point the son died and Ingenuus was suspected of mischief.
With the capture of Valerian in the East Ingenuus proclaimed him sdf
Emperor.2® Galli enus, who had beenbusy kicking Germanic warri ors
back across the Rhine, hastenal eastwards leaving his other son
Saloninus, whom he had proclaimed Caesa a er the death of Valerian
II, in the care of Silvanus, who was possbly one of the praetorian
prefects The charge of evicting the barbarian raiders was given to a
commander of consular rank by the name of Postumus. His position is
not conbPrmed. Possbly hewasthe governor of either GermaniaSuperior
or Inferior. The Historia Augustacalls him ‘transrhenani limites duxi.e.
commander of the borders across the Rhine, which would mean a
command of the Superior Dutch scholars have argued that he was of
Batavian origi n, a theory that, although not uninteresting, has failed
to materializ e elsewh ere.®*® The upri sing of Ingenuus wasfollowed by
another in Carnuntum (Bad Deutsch-Al tenburg) by Regalianus. Once
Galli enus had defeated him, there was more trouble in the west His
a dention wasrequir ed by Germanic raid sthat had penetrated asfar as
Tarraco(Tarragona) on the north-easte'n coastof Spain and Mil an and
Ravennain northern Italy; some were even supp osed to have reached
Africa. At the same time, a er a dispute with Silvanus reaulting in
the prefects and Saloninus’ death, Postumus sezed power creating
a ‘Gallic Empire’ including the two Germanies Gallia, Britannia
and for some time Raetiaand Spain that lasted for fourteen years.
Gallienus, however, had no time to respond as he had to save Italy
from devastation.*®® Basal on the literary sources Drinkw ater states
that the a4ack on Tarracodevastated the town so much that it never
recovered and that the country w as haunted for well over a decade.**’
ThisisalsorelRected in the work of A. Watson, who saysthat thetown
was sadked.*® Interestingly, the archaedogical record failsto produce
material that would support such a statement. On the contrary there

304) kisnot quite clear wh ether Ingenuus rebdled beforeor a er the capture of Valerian. See
Drinkw ater 1987: 23, 88; &uthern 2001: 79 &n. 100.

305) de Boone 1954, 36and following him van Es 1981: 48; Wilems 1986: 409.

306) Aurelius Victor 33.3; Europius 9.7, 9.8.2; Oosius 7.22.6-8; SHATyranni triginta 3.9. For
disaussons of datesand the order of events seeDrinkw ater 1987: 20-1, 88-91, 100-3ck 2004:
561; Kanig 1981: 20-66, 189-224;08thern 2001: 79-80, 309-1®,. 99-100. B Postumu s also Eck
1985: 222-4.

307) Drinkw ater 1987: 88-9.

308) Watson 1999: 34.
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are very few signs of destruction at this time. Some
repairs on the town wall could derive from this a4ack
and at the coast outside Tarracoat Altafulla a rich vill a
had beencompl etely d estroyed. In fact, Tarracowastaken
by the Visigoths in ad 476and surviv ed to be sadked by
the Arabsin ad 7243 Excavations in Arelate (Arl es) have
shown two clear destruction layers dated to ad 260and
more generally to the third qu arter of the 3¢ century
ad_310

Agrim r el3ection of theseraids wasfound outsid e the fort
at Gelduba(Krefeld-Gellep). Here 124bodies were found

buried haphazardly, pr esumably wh ere they had been
slain, sometimesin groupsof two or three Alarger group
wasfound in what had beena Mithraeum (Fig. 33). Rather
than emptying the sanctuary, it was blled with earth.
The deceasel were both soldiers, identibed by the nails
from their boots, and civili ans, some still w earing rings
or necklaces To the soldiers belonged a chain and lock
used to chain prisoners. A date of ad 259 was basead on
four silv er coins from a small pur sefound in the hand of
awoman. This date also coincideswith a number of coin
hoards found in Germania Inferior The bodies rel3ected
a Roman defeat®'! 113bodieswere soldiers and 11 were

civili an.**?In addition there were 23 horses Based on the
Pnds and position of the bodies west of the castdlum, R. Fahr and
C. Reichmann have presental the following hypothess: In the late
summer of ad 2593 a vexill ation of a centuriaand a turma, all in all
about 117 men, from the fort was sent out to regpond to a reported
raid at a vill a. For this they brought shackles for prisoners. Finding
nothing they returned bringing the household of the vill ato provid e
them wi th the safety of the fort. Ge 4ing close, they found their natural
entry point, the north gate, blocked by raid ers. Therefore, they tried to
crossa meadow to readh the westgate instead. Herethe Romanswere
surrounded and annihil ated. Probably the remaining garri son could

309) Rchardson 1996: 250-1; tepper 2002: 36-7.

310) Droste 2003: 114-6.

311) Fahr & Reichmann 2004: 5-7; Richmann 1999: 98-100.

312) Threechildr en under 10 years of age, one youth, two young, two middl e aged and one
old woman and two old men. Possbly civili an men in the 'mili tary’ age have beenidentibed
assoldi ers.

313) Thereconstruction of Fahr and Reichmann isalsobased on theassumption that Postumus
siezed power in ad 259: Fahr & Reichmann 2004: 16.
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Mithraeum with bodies.
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not assst because they were beseged; an a4empted resaue would
have meant a total slaughter of the garrison. No evid ence has been
discovered, which a4eststhat the fort was taken.?** Only some time
a er (betweentwo weeksand two months) could they bury their d ead.
A buildi ng inscrip tion from the vicinity of Krefeld-G ellep mentioning
Postumu s and coin issuesby him wi th HerculesDeusonienss, a deity
belonging to the lower Rhine areawith a sanctuary also near Kr efeld-
Gellep are indications to Fahr and Reichmann that Postumus may
have been personaly i nvolved in a resaie of the garri son.3®

In the East, a superior magistrate, Macrinus proclaimed his two sons,
Macrinusand Quietus, Emperors. Later thetwo Macrini were defeated
by Aur eolus, the commander of Gallienus new cavalry Peld army,
asthey marched on Rome. Quietus was elimi nated by Odenathus, a
Palmyr an nobilis, who estaldished a de facto vassd state in the East
with the reluctant consent of Gallienus, as he could d o li 4e about it
anyw ay.*®* At the end of the year, Galli enus had lost his father, histwo
sonsand control of roughly two third s of his Empire.

Stabilisation

er the invasons in ad 260, there seem to have been no more
A trouble for Gallienus on the westen front; in fact this was
constituted by the ‘Gallic Empire’. At one time, he adempted to re-
conquer thewestfrom Postumu s, but without any lu ck. Inthenorth only
the Gothiwerestill i nvading. In ad 268, Galli enus’ cavalry commander,
Aur eolus found him sdf worthy of a promotion and revolted against
Galli enus. Responding quickly to thisthreat, Gallienus laid a siege on
Mil an, where Aureolus was located. However, before an end could
come to it, Gallienus was murd ered. He surviv ed for b eenyears as
Emperor; an impr essve accampli shment in thesedays.?Y’
In the meantime, Postumu s had consdlid ated his position in the ‘Galli ¢
Empire’, or rather a Roman Empire ruled from Gallia, which was in
fact Germania Inferiorbut the desaip tion ‘Galli@ in this period iso en
geographically understood, why it included all land to the Rhine.?!8
Although he had been proclaimed Emperor, he never a4empted to
reach Rome and depose Galli enus. His main concern in fact seems to

314) Fahr & Reichmann 2004: 8-15.
315) Fahr & Reichmann 2004: 16-8.
316) Suthern 2001: 89, 100.

317) Suthern 2001: 102-8.

318) Eck 1985: 223; Drmkw ater 1987: 15.
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havebeento stabiliz ethefrontier, positioning himsef in Colonia Claudia
Ara Agrippinensis(Kdln).2*® Thereby he spent his reign following the
ordersof Gallienusa er all.3%°

A number of fortibcations have been connected to his rule. At
Qualburg a small mili tary installation was expanded to hold the
numerus UrsariensiumlIt was destroyed in the raids of ad 275/6, but
rebuilt immediately by Probus.®?! The important roads, such as the
one going west from CCAA to Boulogne was fortibed in this period
in the form of burgi and circumv allations of road stations and towns,
for instance at Liberchies Morlanwelz and Hu chelhoven. Whether
theseconstructions were initiated at the time of Galli enus or Postumu s
or perhaps not until Aur elian or Probus is not possble to state more
predsey. The Historia Augustaclaim sthat Postumu sbuil t fortiPcations
in solo barbaricdut no such constructions areto befound, if we should
understand this as the eastside of the Rhine.??? A er some years, in
which Postumus apparently succeeded in keeping the barbarians
under control, probably in ad 269, e was challenged by a usurper,
Ladianus in Mogontiacum (Mainz). When Postumus had defeated
him and subsequently denied the troops the opportunity to sak the
town, he wasmurd ered. The followi ng Emperors, Mariu s, Victorinus,
Tetricus | and 1l could not measure up to the standard of Postumus
and in ad 274 Tetricus | lostthe ‘Galli c Empire’ to Aur elian. A er being
paraded in Aur elian’'striumph, h ewasgivenano cial postin Lucania
in Italy, whil e his son became a Roman senatar.®%

Exactly wh en Galli enus a 4empted to win back the western provinces
Is naturally di sputed, but there is a consensis among scholars that it
happened in ad 26532 Although he successtilly i nvaded Gallia and
cornered Postumus, Gallienus fell ill from a wound and was forced
to withdraw, not to adempt again.®® Degpite the apparent failur e
Galli enus might have accampli shed to regain the province of Raetia
duri ngthiscampaign.®?¢Coin bndsfrom South Germany indi cateashi

319) Drinkw ater 1987: 26-7, 89.

320) Aurelius Victor 33.8,Europius 9.9; Drinkw ater 1987: 90.

321) Gechter 1987a: 347-8; Willems 1986: 432. Thk date is debated by Dri nkwater 1987: 219-
20.

322) Brulet 1995: 106-11; Dnkw ater 1987: 218-20; Mrtens 1980: 424-47; Then & Vermeulen
1998: 4-6; Wilems 1986: 432-3

323) Drinkw ater 1987: 34-44, 89-91;dithern 2001:; 118-20.

324) SHAGallieni Duo7.1; Drinkwater 1987: 105-6, 172; Kidig 1981: 102-11; &uthern 2001:
100; Watson 1999: 35-6. Br a date of ad 261seeKerler 1970: 178. Aso for a date before ad 265
seeSrobel 1999: 27-8.

325) SHAGallieni Duo4.4-6; SHATyranni triginta 3.5, 11.3.

326) fhallmayer 1995: 10.
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at thistime.®?’ That he needed to win back Raetiawasnot known until
the bnd of the Augsburg vi ctory altar, asthat province was believed
alw aysto have been part of the Central Empir e of Galli enus.3%®

The Augsburg victory altar

n 1992,a construction company in Augshburg wascommissoned to
build an underground garage. During the diggi ng they came across
a couple of huge rectangular cut blocks of Jura limestone, which
they quickly covered again. Luckily, someone with a senseof history
reported this to the Stadtarch&ologief the Roman Museum before the
blocks were engulfed in concrete. On one of the blocks there was a
large inscrip tion dedicated to the godd essof victory commemorating
a Roman victory over a Germanic tribe (Fig. 34). The other block
formed the baseof this victory monument. It is believed to have been
found more or lessin situ, which was 350 m east of the provincial
capital of Raetig Augusta Vindelicum (Augsburg). It was found lyi ng
with the inscrip tion downwards at the bo 4om of a former arm of the
River Lech.®?® Wooden balks and postsfound close by are evid ence of
a Roman river pier. They were C** and dendrochronologically d ated
to the 39 century ad.*** On one side Mars, the God of War poses whil e
Victoria triumph s over a vanquished Barbarian on the other. On the
front there wasthe followi ng inscrip tion:
IN H( onorem) D(omus) D(ivi nae)
DEAE SANCTAE VICTORIAE
OB BARBAROS GENTIS SEMNONVM
SIVE IOVTHVNGORVM DIE
VIII ET VII KAL( endarum) MAIAR(um) CAESOS
FVGATOSQVE A MILITIBUS PROV(INCIAE)
RAETIAE SED ET GERMANICIANIS
ITEMQVE POPVLARIBVS EXCVSSIS
MVLTIS MILIBVS ITALORVM CAPTIVOR(um)
COMPOS VOTORVM SVORVM
[[M(ARCUS) SIPLICINIVS GENIALIS V(ir) P( erfectissmus) A(gens)
V(iceg P(raesdis)]]
[[CVM EODEM EXERCITV]]
LIBENS MERITO POSVIT

DEDICATA Il IDVS SPTEMB(r es) IMP(eratore) D(omino) N(ostro)
[[POSTVMO AV]]G(u sto) ET [[HONORATIANO CO( n)S(ulibus)]]

327) Reuter 1997: 67.

328) Drinkwater 1987: 18,pg. 1.1.
329) Bakker 1993: 371.

330) Bakker 1996: 7.
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In honour of the divine household,

to the holy goddess Victoria.

Due to barbarians of the Semnonian People

or rather the Iuthungian, who on day

8 and 7 before the Kalendae of May"¢28" of April) were massacred

and driven out by soldiers from the province of

Raetia, but also from the Germaniciani

and also by countrymen, whereby they liberated

many thousands of captured Itali

Bound by his oaths

[[Marcus Simplicinius Genialis, equestrian acting on behalf of the

Governof]

[[with the same arnfy

has readily and deservedly eredtde altar)

Inaugurated on the'8day before the Idus of Septemiddf") in our Lord
and Emperor

[[Postumug] Augustus’ and[[Honoratianus’ consulalg(ad 260)

The stone had been used for an inscrip tion for the Emperor Severus 9- 34 The Augsburg Vic-

tory Altar. Photo: RGmisches

Al exander, but had been smoothed and given this new inscription. Museum, Augsburg.

Lines 11, 12and 15 had beenerased, although
they were still | egible. 3!

From thisinscrip tion welearn that the luthungi,
upon returning from a raid to Italy with a
great number of prisoners, were defeated by a
Roman army led by one Marcus Simplicinius
Genialis. The interesting construction ‘gentis
Semnonum sive louthungoruntells us that the
Semnoneand luthungi are the same or that one
is part of the other. Until the discovery of the
Augsburg victory altar the latest mentioning
of the Semnonesvas in connection with the
Marcomannic wars.®? The luthungi on the
other hand did not appear until they raided the
Roman Empirein ad 270and were thrown out
by the Emperor Aur elian.®*3¥Thename, luthungi,
Is believed to mean ‘youths’ or ‘descerdants’,
or an emancpated ‘Jungmannschd as H.

331) Linesin[[]]
332) GassusDio 5 e« ... B7AL0.
333) Dexippos Z ™ (E $IZ&
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Castritius has put it.>** An inscaiption from Koéln with the text:
[mat]RIBVS SVEBIS EVTHVNGABUS.’ to the Mother Goddesses
of the Suebi, the Matres Suebae here with the addition ‘Euthunges$
could now be related to this group aswell.**From the literary sources
we learn that the Iuthungi, in peacenegotiations with the Romans in
ad 270, desaibed themsdvesas no mixed troops and no weaklings,
but luthungi alone, renowned for their cavalry skill 5.3 The Roman
army consisted of elements from Raetia both soldiers and a civili an
mili tia. A third p art was the Germaniciani L. Bakker believes that
these were troops from the province of Germania Superio¥’ This is
debned more predsdy by T. Sickler, who refers to a contemporary
inscription from Pannonia mentioning vexill ations of leglionum) /
[G]ermanicigr(um)]/[ €]t Bri 4aniciar(arum) /[ culmauxili(i)s/[e]arum.®3
The troops mentioned in the Pannonian inscription were legionary
and not auxili ary soldiers. That makes a simil ar assumption for the
Germanicianiin Raetiaprobable.®*® Another suggestion is presented by
T. Kissd. The Germanicianimight be part of a spedal unit stationed at
Lyon originally raised by Septimius Severus. This unit consisted of
vexill ations from all four legions stationed in Germania Superioand
Inferior. Lik e other simil ar units, this was used asa resave that could
be employed quickly, wh en needed.?° The inscription contributes
greatly to the understanding of the position of Raetiain the domestic
a airs of the Empire. The fact that Postumus as Augu stus is one of
the eponymous consuls shows that M. Simpli cinius Genialis asacting
governor of Raetiahad chosen his side over that of Gallienus. That it
was not a lasting position is seenby the eradication of the governor,
hisarmy and the consuls from the inscription. Asthe Gallic Emperors
were not subjected to an o cial damnatio memoriag this indicates
that it happened only a short whil e a er the inaugur ation, probably
when Raetiawas won back by Galli enus. As Postumu s had not been
proclaimed Emperor already in April, this ba4e was fought under
Galli enus. Otherwi se, Postumus would m ost likely have had a more
prominent position in the text.? That this policy was used reversey
aswell is seenon the inscrip tion on the north gate of CCAA. The city

334) Qastritius 1998: 356.

335) CIL XIIl 8225; @astritius 1998: 355-6.

336) Dexippos Z ™ (E $rZ&4.

337) Bakker 1993: 377; 2005: 97.

338) CIL Il 3228

339) Sickler 1995: 239.

340) Kissd 1995: 102, 105-7.

341) Bakker 1993: 377-84; Bkker 1996: 11-2; ghallm ayer 1995: 25-6; $robel 1999: 15.
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name had been extended with Valeriana Gallienianasomething that

probably happened wh en the two Emperors were in town in ad 257.
This addition had beenerased by Postumu s.34?

The loss of the Agri Decumates

he most obvious long term e ect
Tof thesetroubles on the provinces
of Germania Superior and Raetia was
the loss of the Agri D ecumates with a
return to the Rhine and the Danube as
frontiers of the Empire (Fig. 35). The
evid enceof theseeventsisconstituted by
archaedogical, numismatic, epigraphic
and literary material. The correlation
of this material had became the bass
of straightforward interpretations
in the last century. Duri ng the last
15-20 yars scholars have criticaly
revised the interpr etations of the initial
examinations of this material readcing
striki ngly di erent condusions.?#

The traditional view of the ‘Limesfall was that it was a reault of a
large scde Alamannic raid in ad 260 on the Agri Decumates which
swept away the Romans and pushed back the borders to the Rhine
and Danube. The Roman soldiers held out to the end, but any
civili ans not already on the run stayed under Germanic rule. The
ongoing Germanic presare caused the Romans to give up the Agri
Decumate$* Thissupp osition wasbaseal largely onthe hugework ‘ Der
obergermanisch-raetische Limes des Roemerreaditesl by E. Fabricius,
F. He dner and O. von Sarwey from 1898to 1937aswell asthe literary
sources who are notoriously slandering the supp osedly r esponsible
Emperor, Gallienus. An example is a panegyric from ad 297 to the
Emperor Constantius Clorus, claiming that the province of Raetia

Fig. 35 Agri Decumates.
Detail of map 1. 29: Nie-
derbieber, 44: Butzbach, 47:
Echzell, 60: Miltenberg-Ost,
71: Strasbourg, 85: Pflinz.
Legend see map 1.

was lost under the rule of Gallienus:'...Sub principe Gallieno...amissa
Raetia, Noricum Panonniaque vastatag@Jnder Gallienus...Raetia was lost

and Noricum and Pannonia devastated desaip tion of the provinces

342) Eck 2004: 554-6.

343) For exampl esof earli er theoriesseee.g. Unruh 1992; Srobel 1999. For a updated reseach
history seeTheune 2004: 25-48.

344) Nuber 1990: 54-6 &n. 12-26.
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the Laterculus Veronensirom the 7" century based on sourcesfrom
the brst half of the 4" century tells us that Roman territory acrossthe
Rhine from Mogontiacum(Mainz) up to a distance of 80 Galli c leugae
(c. 178 km) ‘...sub Gallieno imperatore a barbaris occupatae 'sunas
occupied by the Barbarians under the Emperor Galli€huan imp ortant
supp ort for this picture wasthe castellumat Niederbieber in Rheinland-
Pfalz. This fort was the brst on the right bank of the Rhine in the
north-western corner of the Agri DecumatesThe remains showed that
the fort had su ered a violent end. In a room next to the aedesthe
skeleton of what must have been a signifer was found. Next to him
were the remains of a beld-standard wi th a name plate of the cohors
VIl Raetorumequitataand a silv er signumdiscwith ayoung man. Three
coin hoards were found in the ruins of the destroyed fort, in which
the youngest coin was dated to ad 259/603%*¢ Coin hoards were used
asevid encefor Germanic invasons. By plo 4ing all hoards with same
end-coins the invason routes were believed to be indicated. For this
reasonincendiary layers in Raetiawere o en placed in ad 259/60,for
instance at Campodunum(Kempten), Augusta Vindelicum(Aug sburg)
and Aventicum (Avenches).>*” The problematic interpr etation of coin
hoards was not only related to the Agri Decumates Coin hoards all
over Gallia with end-coins from this period were taken to indicate
Germanicraid s.**®Today, all ki ndsof resevationsare made concerning
the coin hoards. Considerations have to be made whether a hoard is
buried out of fear (metus causgor for general safekeeping (custodiae
causa. Furthermore, some ealier coins may have been kept asde
due to the general devaluation, which meansthey could have been
underground for years at the time any possble unrest prevented the
owner from claiming the hoard.®* But even with these resavations
in mind the coin hoards from Gallia can still be viewed as rel3ecting
larger Germanic incursions. That is the opinion of both B. Hanemann
and E. Kiinzl.*° Kinzl draws parallels to other periods and areas of
unrest, which leads him to a condusion: ‘Das Munzenddatum eines
Schatzes als terminus ante quem eines Ereignisses zu werten, ist methodisch
legitim: Die vielen Minzhorte in den germanischen und gallischen Provinzen

345) E.gPanegyrici Latini8 (5)10, 1-4; laterculu s Veronensis. 14; Hermann 1991: 645-6; $obel
1999: 12.

346) Shallmayer 1995c: 51-4; Nuber 1990: 61, 64-6.

347) Kos 1995: 132-3; Niber 1990: 58-9.

348) Kuhnen 1992: 39-41; Olamura 1984: 152-6; 1996: 32.

349) Okamura 1996: 31-2

350) Hanemann 2005: 104; Kiazl 2001: 217-8.
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zwischen 250 und 280 n. Chr. sind sicher tberwiegend mit den germanischen
Invasionen dieser Jahre zu verbinden, da sich Invasionsgebiet und Hortgebiet
decken; ebenso lassen sich an der Donau die Spuren des Alamanneneinfalls
von 233 n. Chr. an den SchluBmunzen etlicher Hortfunde erketifiéiinz|
continues with a warning that coin hoards from Raetiaand Britannia
do not follow this pa4ern, but for the Gallic and Germanic provinces
hoard s of silver ware supp ort the theory.

In 1995, H.-J. Kllner is still p artly dr awing on the old hyp otheses®*?
Thisview isalso presented without any elaboration of detailsin recent
historical reseach, for instance, in the work on Aur elian by A. Watson
from 199933 n the otherwi sethorough work on the Roman Empirein
the 39 century ad from 2001, P. Suthern equally fails to presentthe
later development in archaedogica and numismatic reseach on the
fall of the Agri Decumatesasshe basesher statementon H. Schonberger,
who isin fact questioning at leastparts of the old theories®**In 1994,a
revised view istaken by C.R. Whi 4aker, wh o datesthe evacuation of
the Agri Decumatego the end of the reign of Aurelian in ad 2753%

In Schonberger’s imp ortant overview of the limesfrom the North Sea
to the River Inn from 1985, te reviews the ‘Limesfall stating that this
part of Roman history needsfurther investgation. Although excusing
himsdf from this task he condud eswith an assumption that Roman
control mu st have beenintact until ad 259/603%

In 1990, H.U. Nuber thoroughly investigated the di erent aspects
of the end of the Obergermanisch-Raetische Limesting the di erent
typesof sourcesand the problems they bring with them.**” The latest
epigr aphic tracesof Roman administration are two milestonesfrom
Ladenburg and Heidelberg from the joint reign of Valerian and
Gallienus in ad 254/53%8 The coins constitute adi  cult material. They
are dominated by coins struck under Severus Alexander (ad 222-35).
This could easly | ead to wrong condusions. For instance the fort at
Echzell reveaded 27 coinswith anend coin from Al exander Severus, but
later excavations brought an inscrip tion to light mentioning his mother
Julia Mamaea The stone had beenused secordarily i n awall.*°*When

351) Kinzl 2001: 217-8.

352) Kellner 1995: 345-6.

353) Watson 1999: 33-4.

354) fhonberger 1985: 423; Buthern 2001: 98.
355) Whi4aker 1994: 157, 167.

356) fhonberger 1985 414-24.

357) Nuber 1990.

358) CIL XIII 9103, CIL X111 9111; Nuber 1990: 57.
359) Nuber 1990: 58-9.
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later coins appear there isa deaeaseuntil Philippu s Arabs (ad 244-9),

a erwhichthey almostdisagppear. Thishasbeenexplained di erently.

One reasoncould bethe deaeasein the number of soldi ers presentat

the frontier. As parts of units were transferred to other parts of the
Empir e never to return, thiswould also meanfewer peopleto recave

pay. This is supported by the reduction of spaceused, for instance, in
various fort baths. They had, in fact, beenincreasal in the beginning

of the century only to be reduced asthe spacewasno longer needed.

The fact that a female presencecan be detected through the bnds also
supports that space was available inside the walls of the castella&®

The cornerstone of the earli er theories, the end coin of ad 259/60from
Niederbieber can only tell us that no later coins readhed this fort, as

the general scacity of later coins has shown that a lack of thesedoes

not necessaily m ean an earlier end date of a given site. Here, Nuber
refersto L. Okamura, who has suggested that the a 4ackers were not

the Germanj but supporters of Postumus and that the man on the
signumdisc was in fact Galli enus’ son Saloninus.*®* This impli es that

the Agri Decumatesecane a demarcation line between Postumu s and

Galli enus. ‘Der Krieg zwischen Gallienus und Postumus unter Mitwirkung

der Germanen dessen chronologische Abfolge im einzelnen unklar ist, zieht
sich Uber Jahre, jedenfalls Gber 265 n. Chr. hinaus. In dieser Zeitspanne und
unter diesen Umstanden beginnt sich das Ende des obergermanisch-raetischen
Limes abzuzeichnen. Niederbieber war demnach nicht das letzte, sondern
maoglicherweise eines der ersten Kastelle, das am Limes nicht wieder aufgebaut
wurde 362 In 1998, Nuber more or lessrecgitul ates his thoughts from

1990, as he seesPostumus as the one responsible for a withdrawal

of troops from the frontier forts in the period from ad 260to 265. He

also points out that evid enceof a Germanic presenceis found both in

mili tary and civili an contexts.3%3

In 1992, new theories were put in play with the exhibition of the

Wir 4enbergisches LandesmuseatiLimesmuseum Aalewith the title:
Gesturmt — Geraumt — Vergess&hThe point of view wasthat Pnancial
stagnationand anecdogica dedinedueto anexcessv eabuseof natural
resaurcesplayed a considerable role in the abandonment of the Agri
Decumates® The massve need for wood had led to a deforestaton,

360) Nuber 1990: 61-3

361) Nuber 1990: 64-66; Okmura 1990: 49-51.
362) Nuber 1990: 67.

363) Nuber 1998: 370-9.

364) Kuhnen 1992.

365) Kuhnen 199%: 32-4.
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which was followed by erosion. As a consequence R3oods destroyed
the arable land. The archaedogical evid ence for both mili tary and
Civi ¢ structures points rather towards a voluntary abandonment than
aviolentend. If such anend isseen asisthe casein Niederbieber and
Pfinz, it might aswell have had to do with internal Roman struggl es.
Instead of one single incident, it is more likely that the evacuation
happened over timeintheperiod from ad 233to ad 2603¢*Thereduction
of the fort baths is seenasa sign that wood for bPre wasrunning low. 3¢’
The views presenteal in the exhibition were further elaborated on by
H.-P. Kuhnenin 1997. Here, he includ ed recentreseach by the ancient
historian F. Unruh, wh o concduded that the literary and epigraphic
sourcescould not support abreakdown in ad 259/60,0only that it could
have happened betweentheyearsad 254and ad 26838 The work of the
numi smatist, P. Kos from 1995showed that the numi smatic evid ence
for the province of Raetiacould not support any destruction horizon
prior to ad 2723° Kuhnen, however, doesnot mention expli citly that
Kos practically only examined evid encefrom south of the Danube, as
hispoint wasto show thatthe provinceof Raetiawasnot lostduri ng the
reign of Galli enus. The Raetian part of the Agri Decumatesonstituted
only asmall part of the province. The new information derived from
the Augsburg victory altar that Raetiawas loyal to Postumus in the
beginning of the ad 26Gs conbrmed Kuhnen in the belief that the
limeswas superf3uous, as Postumus was basing his defence partially
on Germanic mercenaies3” This explained why there is no evid ence
that the frontier forts were maintained or strengthened. Lik ewi se, he
was conbrmed by recent excavations in the area in the theory that
evid enceof destruction in forts could easly be related to the internal
Roman problems, whil e destruction in civili an sedements should not
alw ays be seenasthe result of marauding Alamanni, consid ering that
adjacentwooden structureswere standing closdy enough to facili tate
the spreading of an acddental bre.?*

Not entirely of the same opinion is K. Kortim, who investigated
coin bnds from the Agri DecumatesHe statesthat the analy sesof the
coins show a break at the beginning of the joint reign of Valerian and

366) Kuhnen 199%: 33, 35-6.

367) Luik 1992: 68-70.

368) Kuhnen 1997: 430; Wruh 1993: 252.
369) Kos 1995: 143-4; Kulnen 1997: 430.
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371) Kuhnen 1997:
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Gallienus and at the rise of Postumu s.22‘Zwar ist mit Unterschieden im
Einzelfall zu rechnen, doch reichen sie meiner Ansicht nach nicht aus, um
von einem allgemeinen, lang andauernde3@sungsprozess zu Reden, der
im Limesfall endet. Vielmehr scheint es so zu sein, dal erst in den 50er Jahren
die Truppen abgezogen und die Zivilbevilkerung das Land verlassgff hat
According to Kortim the material lends no credenceto the statement

by Nu ber that Niederbieber wasthe brst rather than the lastfort to be
destroyed or evacuated.** Obviously thesedata cannot verify wh ether
Germanic adacks were the reasonor if perhaps it was a result of a
voluntary wi thdrawal lik e that of Dada, but if Kortim should p oint
towards events at this time, which could have a ected the areathat
could betheriseto power of Valerian in ad 253. 10 supp ort his claim

to the principate he moved with an army from Raetiaand the west,
with which he fought later both at the Danube and the lower Rhine.
Theseactions would have removed consid erable forcesfrom the Agri
Decumates$”™ This argument | believe is enforced by the inscription
from the Aug sburg altar. Thetext impli esthat all avail ableforcesin the
province had beenused by Marcus Simplicinius Genialisin thisba 4e.
That would have includ ed border troops aswell. That the popul ation

felt unseaured, as the removal of forces from the limes of the Agri
Decumatesveakened the frontier, is evid enced by the construction of
the town wall of Mogontiacumin the winter of ad 252/337®

In 1999, K. $robel examined the ‘Limesfall through the latest years

of reseach. He followed the line that the Agri Decumatessu ered a

di erentiated downfall over the secord third of the century and that
there were several signs that there was Roman activity in the area
also a er ad 2607 He had limi ted faith in the analy sesof Kortim,

as he found the approach too rigid. *”® He also highligh ts the faulty
focus on Gallienus in the literary sourcesasthe reasonfor all mi sery.
The comment cited above from the Laterculus Veronensighat the Agri
Decumatesvas occupied by Barbarians under Gallienus is placed by
Strobel in the same anti-Galli enic tradition that dominates most of the

4" century sources®®With the knowl edge deriv ed from the Aug sburg

372) Kortiim 1996: 38-44; 1998: 45-9, 58-60.

373) Kortiim 1996: 43.
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altar inscrip tion he interpr eted the much cited panegyri c mentioning
the lossof Raetiaas referri ng to a lossof the province not to Germanic
raiders, but to Postumu s.*®However, thecontinuation in thetext isthat
the provincesof Noricumand Pannoniawere devastated, linking Raetia
with those provinces Had the panegyri st meant a lossto Postumus,
why then did he only mention Raetiaand not the Germanic, Gallic,
Hispanic and British provinces? Rostumus was also a Roman, and
certainly one of the good guys in the Historia Augusta®®! Therefore, |
believe that this reference does not refer to Postumus, as that would
merely be a change in the balance between rival Emperors and not
considered a loss to the Empire. Srobel has argued that neither
Gallienus nor Postumus had any interest in sealring the frontier,
but that they may have had a few seaire positions. Most of the Agri
Decumatedecame a sort of no mans land. Therefore, the Germanic
tribeshad nothing to do with the development, but were possbly even
encouraged by either sideto raid the other’sarea ‘Von einem Untergang
wesentlicher Teile des raetischen und des obergermanischen Heeres im Sturm
der Alamannen respektive Germanen von 259/60 n. Chr. sollte man jedenfalls
nicht langer sprechen. Das dauerlesEnde der direkten romischen Herrscha
zwischen Rhein, oberer Donau und Limeslinie war die Folge von Usurpation
und Burgerkrieg38?

In 1999, T. Fscher delivered a contribution to the discusson in an
article on certain hoard bnds. He underlined the importance of
understanding that he, as most contemporary scholars, does not see
the ‘Limesfall asa single event, but a processevolvi ng over the secord
third of the century. Fischer followed Schonberger and Nu ber in the
beliefthat the Agri Decumateglid not fall apart pieceby piece although
the garri sonsstationed along the border, aswell astheir quarterswere
reduced. A controlled perim eter would only make sense if it was not
compromised by occasonal gaps. Herethefocusof a 4ention isthe date
ad 259/60,for whi ch Niederbieber isthe only support.®® A profound
scepticism is apparent concerning the theories presentad by Okamura
and Kuhnen. Fischer pointed out that Okamura’s ideathat civil w ar
rather than Germanic raid s should bethe prim ary reasonfor thefallis
supp orted by no archaedogica facts what soever. The one indication
baseal on thebeliefthat atower at Niederbieber had beenundermined,

380) Panegyrici Latini8 (5)10, 1-2; 8obel 1999: 15-6.
381) SHATyranni triginta 3.6-9.
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undermining asiegetool not mastered by the Germaniand thereforean
indication of intra Roman disputes, had to be rejected by D. Baatz, who
demonstrated thatthe ‘undermining’ wasaresult of later quarryi ng for

buildi ng material. Fischer felt obligated to emphasize that Okamur a’s
ideadid not gain in authority simply by being repeated all the time.#*
Alack of asalid empiri cal bassisalsothe reasonfor Fischer’s disbdief

in Kuhnen’s theory that the fall was caused by a general economic

and ecdogica 30 year crisis followed by civil w ar. Fischer wondered

how this phenomenon only a ected the Agri Decumatesand not the
neighbouring and considerably older Roman regions south of the
Danube and west of the Rhine.®® Interestingly, already in 1983 W.
Groenman-van Waateringe pointed towards the problem of over-
production and exploitation of the land due to increasal demands

from a growi ng popul ation in the 39 century ad. Her conclusions were
based on an examination of pollen analy sesfrom the lower Rhine area

and Britain.*® Fischer’'s own analysis hasled him to condud e that the
hoards of material showed a concentration particularly i n the eastan

part of Raetiaindicating Germanic raiders en route to Italy.®®” ‘Im
Lichte dieser Ergebnisse scheint es mir geraten, bei allen Theorien zum sog.
Limesfall nach wie vor von erheblicher au3erer Gefahrdung durch Germanen
(Franken, Alamannen, Juthungen) im 3. Jh. N. Chr. auszug&ffemhe
archaedogica remains of these hoards do not support the theories

of civil w ar or economic and ecdogica breakdown. Furthermore,

this study should be taken as one contribution to the reseach of the
events of the secord third of the century and as an encouragement

to the examination and correlation of other groups of material, ‘damit

sich nicht in den Fragen den “Limesfall” weiterhin die Gefahr besteht, dal3
sich die von konkreten Daten losgelosten und mehr oder wenigegetu
Theorien schneller und dominierender darstellen, als die solide Sammlung
und Bearbeitung der einschlagigen archéologischen Quéfien

In this period, the archaedogica record testibPesto a reduction of a
number of frontier forts. This is believed to be the result of massve
troop movements as mentioned earlier. These reductions are seen

in a number of small numerusforts and the even smaller so-caled
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Kleinkastelleand are related to the abandonment of watchtowers and

limesgates Accordi ng to M. Reuter thiskind of evid enceis limi ted and

cannotbetakenasageneral developmentfor theentirelimesof the Agri

Decumateslt does however, show that the frontier was not deseted

all at once, as some of the fortlets, like Butzbach-Degerfeld w ent out

of use decadesbefore the end, whil e some remained fully functional,

for instance, Rotelsee As bndsfrom the last decadesbefore the lossof

Agri Decumatesre missng from the watchtowers, Reuter believesthat

the control of the limeswas henceforth carried out by patrols instead

of a static watch.**° An examination of this phenomenon in Germania
Superiorby M. Jae and M. Scholz has shown that it was practised

prim arily i n the north, whil e only Mil tenberg-Ost was reduced along

the eastan stretch. At this fort alone is evid ence found of a violent

destruction prior to the remodelling. In the northern part, where the
largest concentration of reduced fortlets is found, at least bve limes
gateshad beenclosed.®

Also the civili an sedements, both the vici outside the castellaand

the vici in the country side, witnessed a reduction in this area This
is adested by B. Seidl in an examination of the We 4erau in the 3¢

century includi ng part of the Taunus limesand the area of the Civitas
Taunensium Although the Civitas capital of Nida (Heddernheim)

outside Frankfurt shows a continuation into the 270 ad, there are
indications from inscrip tions from Mogontiacumthat members of the
upper sodal layers may have withdrawn from the town earlier. For

instance, the arch of Dativiu s, a decurioof the Civitas Taunensium was
dedicated to Jupiter Conservator.®*? In four castdla, coins are found

from the period ad 260 — 268/275. 8idl therefore has placed an end

of a Roman presencein the We Zerau in the middl e of the 270s ad.

‘Ein “Limesfall” von 260 n. Chr. ist weder aus dem arch&ologischen,
aus dem numismatischen Befund abzuleitgnThis statement conRicts
greatly with that of Kortim, although both scholars use the coin

circulation as a bass. Furthermore, the civil w ar coins of Postumus
and Galli enus from ad 260 — 268are more or lessdivid ed around ad

262 so that the brst is represented mainly on coins up to that year

and the la4er on those from that year onwards.*** At leastin the ad

280s thisareashowstracesof Germanic seders. To this context belong

390) Reuter 1996: 76, 79-82.

391) &e& Scholz 2002: 418-9.
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a great number of Roman coins includi ng counterfeit copies These
coins have been connected with remaining Romans or a Roman
mili tia, but the Germanic context speaks against it. To Seidl this could
be an indication that a Germanic commu nity wasalready there before
the end of Roman admi nistration. They may have served in the army;,
or tilled the land. As the Roman population was exchanged with
Germanic sedlers, Roman cra smanship would sink into oblivi on
leading to the use of Germanic buildi ng forms instead of Roman.*
The withdrawal of the Romansis related by Steidl to the withdrawal
from Daciaunder Aur elian. They were possbly re-seded west of the
Rhine in an areathat wasknown from the late 3¢ century asthe Decem

Pagl This is supposed to be a Latinised version of
the Agri Decumateswhich is believed to derive from
Celtic meaning ‘Ten Cantons3%

Another example of Germanic seders comes from
a villa at Wurmli ngen close to the main road from
the Danube to Argentorate (Srasbourg). In the 3¢
century ad, it consisted of afarmhouse, an outhouse
and a bathhouse It appears that the farmhouse
burned to the ground some time between ad 220
and 240. Although this time span overlaps the
Germanic raids of ad 233, there are no indications
that violence had been involved. The buildi ng was

Fig. 36 Wurmlingen.
Roman bath building with
Germanic post holes. A&r
Reuter 2003: 687g. 32.

never rebuilt. Instead the resdents moved into the
outhouse, which wasalso converted into asaap metal workshop. The
bathhousewasmodibed asacold w ater basin wasremoved indicating
a reduction. Although appearing to be a time of general dedine, the
presenceof bne tableware indicatesthat this was perhaps not entirely
the case The youngestdatable Roman material isfrom ad 255. Slortly
herea ertheregdentsle ,leaving largeamounts of scrap metal on the
Boor only to be found by the excavator M. Reuter in 1994. t appears
that the tile roof of the outhouse caved in shortly a er the departure,
hidi ng the metal from the Germanic sedlers moving into the buildi ngs
around the time of Postumu s’ accesson in ad 260 (Fig. 36). @ins from
the ‘Gallic Empire’ found in this context indicate that the Germanic
seders may have been placed near the important road by Postumus.
The bathhouse was remodelled as a storeroom and a pit house was

395) Seidl 1996: 28-30; 200& 121-6; $ribrny 1989: 425-37.
396) Hind 1984: 189-92; ®idl 2000a: 120: 2000: 79.
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buil t into the ruins of the farmh ouse. The dwelli ngs of the newcomers
were situated outsid e the Roman vill a.3%’

In 2004, C. Tleune examined the area later known as Alamannia i.e.

the former Agri Decumatesinvolvi ng castellacivili an sedements and
burials from the 3¢ to the 7" century ad. She reached the condusion

that close relations to the Roman provinces continued, egedally

near the Rhine. In the secord third of the 39 century ad there was a
general dedine concerning all ma4ers of civili an and mili tary a airs.

The military administration disappeared a er ad 260, but Roman
hegemony probably continued in the yearsto come. Furthermore, she
states 'dald vom 3. bis 7. Jahrhundert ein romischer/romanisch@&uRiauf

die Bevolkerungsentwiklung in der Alamannia zu konstatieren ist und nicht
mit einem volligen Abbruch um 260 n. Chr. gerechnet werden kann. Eine
Siedlungskontinuitat konnte fur einige Regionen in Rheinndhe beschrieben
werden’3%

An overview of the theories

s it is demonstrated here, there are several theoriesfor the loss
A of the Agri Decumatesand more opinions and suggestions. These
aredi erently placed on the two axes who were mostly responsible,
and when did it take place? Although most scholars expressopinions
about thesetwo questions, only few consider thedi erencebetweena
mili tary and civili an presence One imp ortant aspectof thisiswhether
the frontier line could be maintained if some links in the chain were
given up. Particularly Schonberger and Fischer addr essthis, as they
both expresstheir doubts that such a situation was tenable. But the
presentstateof reseach doesnot allow for aclear answer. Furthermore,
atemporary set-back did not necessaily | ead toano cial wi thdrawal.
But who were in a position to order an o cial wi thdrawal? Basically,
threereasonsfor the lossare presented; Germanic raids, civil w ar and
an economic/ecdogical dedine.

Whenscholarsbegan critically to review this period other reasonsthan
the raids were sought as explanations. Okamur a’s ideas concerning
Niederbieber followed by Kuhnen’'s shi ed focus towards civil w ar
and general dedine at the expenseof the raids hasled to a belief that
civilw ar wasthe main, if not sole reasonasexpressal, for instance, by
Strobel, wh o statesabout Germanic involvement: 'Die Germanen haben

397) Reuter 2003: 15-6, 102-9.
398) Theune 2004: 381-9.
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bei dieser Entwicklung, wie man wohl mit aller Deutlichkeit sagen kann,
letztlich keine entscheidende Rolle gesffflThis movement is opposed

by Fischer, who, a er reviewing the di erent theories in a slightly
sarcasic tone, encourages to a return to the archaedogica facts,

whi ch in his casepoint towards Germanic raids and not civil w ar. The
tendency is quite acaurately d esaibed by G. Fingerlin in the catalogue

to the brst part of the exhibitions ‘Imperium Romanurhin Baden-

Wir 4emberg in 2005. Wenn aber heute vor allem die innenrémischen
Auseinandersetzungen zwischen dem Gallischen Sonderreich unter dem
,Gegenkaiser® Postumus und dem rechtmafigen Herrscher Gallienus fir die
Preisgabe des Limes und damit des Dekumatlandes verantwortlich gemacht
werden, kommt der germanische Anteil an diesem Vorgang vielleicht doch zu
kurz.’4%0

The followi ng table presentsthe various opinions elaborated on above.

Argum ents for datesand/or
causesfor the lossof Agri
Deaumates

Frontier control must have
remained intact

Frontier control remained intact
/Civil w ar/Germanic raid s

post ante
quem quem

Scholar

H. Schonberger 1985 ad 260

H.U. Nu ber 1990/1998 | a 260 | al 265

H.-P. Kuhnen Economic and ecdogical dedine/

1992/1997 ad 233 | al 266 | i ar

K. Kortiim 1998 ad 255 | ad 260 | COIncirculation/ad 253,a
turning point

K. Strobel 1999 ad 233 a 2606 | Civilw ar

T Fischer 1999 d 260 Frontier control mu st have

remained intact /Germanic raids
Primarily civil w ar, secordarily
B. Seidl 1996/2000 a 260 ad 275 economic crisisand Germanic
raids. Coin circulation

What is absdutely certain is that the sourcesare too inadequate for
usto get aclear picture. The literary sourcesare of li 4e help, but the
archaedogical sourcesareexpanding and may in time provid euswith
su cient material. Obviously, this doesnot mean that any scenaios
can not be deduced.

The garrisonswere reduced and this fact apparently i nstigated raids.
Espedally i n the northern part of Germania Superidiorts were reduced
or given up. The hoard evid ence presentad by Fischer hasshown that
the most likely route of the raiders was through Raetiainto Italy. If
we assuume that the mili tary organisation was intact, the reductions

399) Srobel 1999: 28.
400) Fngerlin 2005: 453.
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could i ndicate that this part of the border was not considered a high
threat area as opposed to the Raetian stretch. But the Agri Decumates
would also have beena ected by the dispute between Galli enus and
Postumus. One indication of this is the fact that coins from southern
Germany shi around ad 264from coins minted by Postumu sto coins
minted by Galli enus.®®* From this we can assume that the re-conquest
of Raetia which is evid ent from the Augsburg vi ctory inscrip tion, did
take placein the middl e of the ad 26Gs. A simil ar pa 4ern is seenin the
We Zerau by Steidl, wh o also saw a connection to the re-conquest of
Raetiain the middl e of the 260 ad.**> From this point on the areais
divid ed betweenthe two Emperors. According to some scholars this
would evid ently ead to an abandonment of the frontier forts, asboth
Emperors needed to searre their mutual front. And this might also
have beene ectuated by inviting Germanic alliesto sedle within the
frontier; the evid encefrom Wurmli ngenindicatesthat. But we have no
knowl edge of adacks until ad 268,sothe frontier may well have been
functioning still, although Germanic seders may have constituted a
part of this defence Thisstand o may have continued until Aur elian
won back the western part of the Empire. Thiswould beasengbletime
to rearrange the frontier defences We know Aur elian withdrew from
Dacia It may already have happened de factas stated by the literary
sources*® A simil ar scenaio is not impr obable for the Agri Decumates
If thisline of thought isto befollowed, it could | ead to this postul ation:
Had the Empire not been subjected to the Germanic raids, civil w ar
should not have led to the loss of land. The Empire had surviv ed
usurp ers before and did so again. However, had there not been civil
war spli 4ng the Agri Decumateswould the area have surviv ed as a
formal part of the Empire? If we look at Daciaonceagain, we seea part
of the Empire that wasnot a ected dir ectly by the civil w ar, yet it was
lost. Naturally, it may have been a ected indirectly by the removal
of troops to the beld army. Obviously, the two parts are not dir ectly
comparable, so | would not postulate that Dacia fell, therefore the
Agri Decumatesvould alsofall, but the possgbili ty remains. We should
not assume that the Agri Decumatesseized to be consdered Roman
territory, just because a mili tary and admi nistrative organisation had
beenwithdrawn.*®* Thisis also suggested by Nu ber.“What about the

401) Reuter 1997: 67.

402) Seidl 2000a: 118.
403) ebelow.

404) Whidaker 1994: 167-9.
405) Nuber 1990: 67.

102



From Galli enus to Probus

ecdogica factor? Fischer asked if this phenomenon should not have
beendetectaldein theolder parts of the provinces Another question is,
if this eco-determi nism still stands as more and more evid enceshows
thatGermanweresededintheareasoona er,if not before. Would they
not have adapted? If the remaining popul ation of the Agri Decumates
had beentransferred to the le side of the Rhine that area could not
have su ered the same. The indications presentad by Steidl that the
nobilesof the Civitas Taunensiumhad already r etreated to Mogontiacum
could be interpreted asfear of living in a frontier zone that could be
raided any time. However, arisk of alow yield of produce, di culties
in obtaining su cient suppli es of bre wood and occasonal 3ooding
of pelds for those with water boundaries combined with the fear of
raids might have led to the condusion for some of the population
that it wasno longer worth the whil e to stay in the Agri DecumatesA
simil ar life on the westsid e of the Rhine, but without the fear of raids,
may have been preferable. Another question, which | will r efrain from
answering, isthe role of the Agri Decumatesoncerning army suppli es
Were crops no longer needed in the same amount a er the decreasein
loca forcesand did that also make a withdrawal possble?

The scenaio just presentad above can of course only be taken as an
unsubstantiated hypotheds. What li 4e evid ence we have should,
however, conbrm that both civil w ar and Germanic raids played a
part in the lossof the Agri Decumatesit is possble that economic and
ecdogica dedine played a part as well, but in my belief this would
only have been of minor imp ortance, not to the ordinary life in the
Agri Decumatesbut to the vacation of the area. It wasa stateof a airs
that would have an impact only because of the two other factors.
Depopulation for whatever reasons had ocaurred in the Roman
Empir e before, for instance asa result of the plague in the 160sto ‘80s
ad mentioned earlier. To become any wiser on this ma4er, we have
to wait for clarifying new discoveries and further reseach. As both
Fischer in 1999and Fingerlin in 2005 pinted out, this ma 4er should
be obseaved, no lesstoday than sixteen years ago, in the same way
that H.U. Nu ber did: ‘ Die Erhellung jener Zeitabschde, die noch unter
romischem Verwaltungsanspruch und danach unter romisch&ussnahme
zur endgultigen Neuaufsiedlung Alamanniens gefuhrt haben, bietet noch
ein weites Betatigungsfeld und ist eine Zukwaufgabe der arch&ologisch/
historischen Landesforschuief

406) Fngerlin 2005: 453 &n. 4; Fischer 1999: 22; Nuber 1990: 68.
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Recovery

allienus was succealed by Claudiu s Il (ad 268-70), who had to

ded with new Germanic invasons in northern lItaly, as well as
the Gothifurther east Thesecampaigns earned him the title Gothicus
Duri ng his reign Spain turned away from the ‘Galli c Empir¢€’, as did
a part of Gallia NarbonensisThis is a4ested by inscrip tions naming
Claudiu s as ruler, for instance from Saguntum (Murvi edro), Barcino
(Barcdona) and Gratianopolis(Grenoble). But as Claudiu s Gothicus
had to concentrate on the di erent Germanic invasions, he never got
to the usurp ers in the west*%’
A eryetanother short-lived Emperor, Quintillu s, brother of Claudiu s,
Aur elian came to power (ad 270-5). Much like his predecessas he
had to ded with Germanic invasions right a er his accesson both on
the Danube front and in Italy. Duri ng his reign both East and West
was bnally r e-united with the Empir e.*®® Aur elian fought a number of
wars against northern tribes of both Germanic and Sarmatian origi n,
whi ch are a dested by the literary sources However, li 4e agreementis
found betweenthe texts making it di cult to determine where these
wars took placeand wh o were involved. Dexipp os mentions luthungi
and Vandals, whil e Zosimos talks about Alamanni and Scythians.*®
The Historia Augusta however, lists the Suebiand Sarmatians, as well
as the Marcomannj whom we know are part of the Suebi*!® Scholars
have debated on this subject concerning the number of wars and
whether these tribal names are overlapping.*! In fact, the sources
may refer to the exact same tribes i.e. luthungi = Alamanni = Suebi
and Vandals = Sythians = Sarmatians, but Southern warns against
such a straightforward comparison.*'? The Historia Augustaalso tells
us that Aurelian resaued the Vindelici i.e. the inhabitants of the area
around Augusta Vindelicum(Augsburg) (wr ongly placed in Gallia),
from a siege by the Barbarians.*'® Destruction layers in Castra Regina
(Regenshburg) wi th apost quendate of ad 272by Aur elianic coins might
have had something to do with theseBarbarian raid s.*** An imp ortant
act by Aur elian wasthe withdrawal from Dacig something Galli enus

407) hscriptions mentioning Claudiu s II: CIL XII 2228, 1l 4505; Beudo Aur eliu s Victor 34.2;
Kénig 1981: 205-9, 189-224;d8thern 2001: 108-10.

408) Zosimos 1.48.1-49.2; &uthern 2001: 115-20.

409) Dexippos Z ™ (E $rZ&7; Zosimos 1.48.1-49.2.

410) SHADivus Aurelianus18.2-6.

411) Suthern 2001: 111-4 &n 40.

412) Suthern 2001: 113. 8ealsobelow in discusson of the Germanic tribes.

413) SHADivus Aurelianus35.4, 41.8.

414) Kellner 1995: 350.
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had been acaused of as well.**® There are di erent views asto when
it happened, but it seans that life went on as usual at leastuntil ad
272. As asubstitute he created two new D adan provincessouth of the
Danube.**® One of the most visible remains from the Aur elianic period,
and evid ence of the threat that the Germanic invasons posed on the
Roman people, isthe circumv allation of Rome, the Aur elian wall. The
wall w as bnished by the Emperor Probus (ad 276-82), ionicaly at a
time, when the raiders were no longer able to get past the Alp s and
into Italy.**” Aur elian’s murd er in the fall of ad 275 was followed by
new raids, asit had became usual, when Emperors were kill ed.*8

A erapowervacuum of unknown length, aman of no obviousmili tary
gualities named Tadtus was chosento follow Aur elian; accading to
the literary sourcessoldi ers of the army w ere not entirely happy wi th
the murd er of their supreme commander, why no generals wanted to
adract their wr ath by succealing him.#!° The Historia Augustapasses
on an imaginary speed from the senate in which the election of a
new Emperor is asked for. The reasonis not only that the army needs
a commander, but there is also a pressng mader, ‘...nam limitem
Transrhenanum Germani rupisse dicuntur, occupasse urbes validas, nobiles,
divites et potente$s ‘...because Germanic tribes are said to have broken
through the borders on the other side of the Rhine, where they have taken
strong, famous, rich and powerful citié® This sentenceis believed to
meansimply the Romanborder, astheborder along the Agri Decumates
supp osedly had not been in use for 15-20 years in ad 275 But as
I have shown above the Stand der Forschungs now somewhat more
complex. In this light, the quote from the life of Tadtus could i n fact
indicate that the Agri Decumatesdebnitely constituted a part of the
Roman Empirein ad 275,albeit no longer asan admi nistrative unit.*??
Tadtus never got to the Rhine; he spent his six months in the purpl e
Pghting Goths at the Danube.*??

In the summer of ad 276, Pobus was proclaimed Augu stus.*** The
actions and wars of Probus are predictably obsaure.*” The di erent

415) Europius 9.8.2, 9.15; SHADIvus Aurelianus39.3-9; $uthern 2001: 120-1.
416) Suthern 2001: 120-1.

417) SHADivus Aurelianus21.9; Zosimos 1.49.2; @arelli 1975: 23-32.

418) Aurelius Victor 37.3; SHAProbus13.1; Kerler 1970: 241.

419) Suthern 2001: 126-7.

420) SHATacitus3.3-4.

421) Hermann 1992: 501.

422) Seabove. This posshbility isalso mentioned by Stribrny 1989: 435.

423) Duthern 2001: 126-7.

424) Suthern 2001: 32&. 66.

425) Suthern 2001: 128-32. & an examination of the sourcesto the reign of Probus seealso
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literary sources are not easly correlated, as they o en mention
di erent events. What can be agreed on is that Probus cleaned the
Gallic and Germanic provincesof Germanic raid ers.*?® At leastsome
were thosereaulting from the death of Aur elian in the fall. A ccording
to Zosimos he went to the Rhine to help the citiesof Germaniai.e. the
Roman province(s).*?’ Asthe Historia Augustaconveysthat he restored
60 towns in Gallia, Southern believesthat Zosimos mistook Gallia for
Germaniadue to poor geographica knowl edge.*?®

Probus also recovered, not some or most, but
all booty taken by the Germanic raiders.*?®
Obviously, this was an exaggeration, and
a positive proof of this is seen for instance,
in the dredger Pnds, of which those from
Hagenbadh and Neupotz are the most
imp ortant (Fig. 37)#° The dredger Pnds are
Germanic booty that ended in the Rhine,
whentheraiderstried to cross Posgbly they
were disturbed by Roman river controls. The
bPnd spots were situated approximately in
the middl e between the legionary bases of
Argentorate (Srasbourg) and Mogontiacum
(Mainz). The composition of the bnds makes

it probable that they belonged together, but the booty had been split
up to facili tate the river crossng. In the bnd from Neupotz, a Probus
coin dates the booty to the severe raids of the mid 270s ad.*** The
Neupotz bPnd with its more than 700 kg is the largest by far of any
hoard bnds (Fig. 38). The majority consisted of iron tools and wagon
parts possbly from the transport cart (70,48 %)and bronze cooking
vessds and tableware (27,88 %). Tle otherwi se consid erable amount
of silver of 10 kg made out only 1,41 %22 The provenanceof the bnd
was determined by an examination of the occurrence of certain of
the items as well as an inscrip tion, in which the leder / was found.

Kerler 1970: 237-59; rmann 1992: 501-3.

426) Aurelius Victor 37.3; Europius 9.17.1; Heronymu s Chronica223; SHA Probus13.5-14.7;
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427) Zosimos1.67.1.

428) SHAProbus13.6; $uthern 2001: 129, 329. 68.

429) SHAProbus13.8.

430) Bernhard et al.1990; Kinzl 1993: $adler 2006.

431) Hanemann 2005: 104-5; Kiazl & Kii nzl 1993: 494-501.
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Fig. 37 The origin of the
hoardbPnds of Neupotz and
Hagenbach. Aer Bernhard
& Petrovszky 2006: 204g.
268.
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Fig. 38 Apartofthe Neu- This indicated an origi n in Gallia Belgica**® The Hagenbach bnd ‘only’

potzbnd. A er Berhard &
Petrovszky 2006: 20®g.
267.

amounted to 109 kg. The most spectaaular part of the booty was 129
votives of silver sheet, half of thesebundled together. The rest of the
Pnd consisted of iron tools, weapons, wagon parts, bronze vessds,
cut up silver vessds and silver jewellery.*** The inscriptions on the
silv er votives for instance ‘Andossus Obbelexklius’, ’Andossus, son of
Obbelixxus, made it clear that they origi nated in the province of Gallia
Aquitania on the French sid e of the Pyrenees**® As no absdute dates
could be linked to the bnd, a possble connection to the invasion that
reached Tarracowasseen but alsoto raidsa er the death of Aur elian.*
The later examination of the Neupotz Pnd showed that several vessds
and tools were very simil ar and one item even identical. It istherefore
very lik ely that the two bPnds belonged to the same loot.**” Thesebnds
show that the raiders wanted raw metal. The items that ended in the
river reflect whatever metal could be looted from the Gallic vill as
and sanctuaries. An interesting element of the Hagenbacd Pnd is the
presenceof Germanic spoils. They includ eashield boss possbly some
remains of swords and a disc bPbula The bbulais mainly found in the

433) Kinzl & Kii nzl 1993: 483-4.
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midd| e Elbe areaand on the Danish islands, but is also found inside
the Empire, for instanceat Zugmantel and in a grave from Tirl emont/
Thienenin Belgium. ¥ Did the raid ers perhaps come acrossthe home
of a Germanic warri or, wh o had seded inside the Empire?

Although Galliawasheavily a ected by theraids, the raids of the 27Cs
ad also had an imp act on the limesof Germania Inferiof*®

It was more or lessthe consensaus earli er that the entire Dutch part of
the limeswas destroyed around ad 270 That this was not the case
has beenreveaded by 4" century bPnds from a number of the mili tary
sites. Basead on this a re-occupation of some castellafrom the time of
Constantine the Great (ad 305-337) was seen*! The conception of
compl ete destruction was partly based on the lack of coins minted
between ad 274and ad 305. An examination by A. Krop and J.P.A.
van der Vin aimed to show that a break in the coin seriesfrom the last
of the Gallic Emperors to Constantine the Great was a phenomenon
that the entire West had in common. They examined histograms of
the coin circulation from sdected Roman sitesin the Netherlands and
compared them wi th histograms from both British and more southern
continental sites. This has shown strong indications of continuity in
the lastthree decades of the 3¢ century and the brst decade of the 4"
century ad.*? This is also a 4ested for other parts of the Empire asfar
away as Greeceand Portugal.**®* Krop and van der Vin argued that
for theinvadersto go through the Dutch River areato getto theriches
of Galliawould have been a detour. They used the Roman highw ays
from Koéln and Mainz into the centre, something that is supp orted by
the many coin hoards in thoseareasin the timesof trouble. Therefore,
thereisno reasonfor ageneral breakdown, nor doesthearchaedogical
record support a violent end.*** As an exampl e of a use of coins to
determi ne the time of abandonment, Krop and van der Vin referred
to among other I.D. Tymann, who basead the abandonment of Fectig
the castellumat Vechten on an end coin from the reign of Tetricus in
ad 2735 Thiswasin fact a pour choice, as Vechten is one of only two
out of a dozen castdla on the stretch of the Rhine from the Waal to
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the North Sea, the other being Nigrum Pullum (Zwammerd am), whi ch
actually pr oduced an incendiary layer indicating a violent end to the
fort.**¢ For the most of the remaining forts, the archaedogical recad
runs dry of datable material around the middl e of the 3¢ century ad,
but at least eight sites have reveded 4" century r emains.*’ Another
problem literally r osefor the dwellers of the Dutch riv er area namely
the sea Due to the so-called Dunkirk Il transgresson, the sealevel
increasal in the 3¢ century ad with the consequencethat wid e areas
were 3ooded by sdt water making living conditions intolerable.
Although progressng slowly through the century the result wasthat
by ad 275 krge areashad beendepopul ated. Only alongthe OudeR'n
and on the coastd sand ridg esare sedementsfound in this period, for
instance, the Dutch regions of Zedand and westen Friedand were
practically d evoid of popul ation.**®Thetwo neighbouri ng forts at Matilo
(Leiden) and Albaniana(Alph en aan de R'n) may have been vacated
in the middl e of the century asa result of this.**® Asasupport for their
theory, Krop and van der Vin refer to the only contemporary li terary
sourcefor the area, the Panegyricus Latinuswho praised the Emperor
Constantiusin ad 297 n Trier.**° The main theme is the re-conquest of
Britain and the defeatof yet another usurp er. Part of the preparations,
whi ch includ ed a victory over invading Germanic tribes, took placein
the Dutch river areadebned by the Rivers Schelde and the two arms
of the Rhine, i.e. the Oude R'n and the Waal. The panegyri st givesan
elaborate desaiption of a land that is more water than sail, and even
wherethereissail it is, asif thereis water beneath, i.e. acontemporary
desaiption of the region.** The military action, however, is hardly
mentioned, as the next secton is more concerned with the fact that
the perpetrators, the Chamaviand Frisii are beenseded as laeti (serfs)
inside the Empire.*2 To Krop and van der Vin this shows that li 4e
strength wasneeded to clear the Dutch limesareafor invaders. But the
situation might well havebeendi erent 20 yearsearlierin ad 275/6. As
for now the evid encedoesnot allow usto dedde either for or against
continuous occupation. Certainly, it does not support the statement
by J. Kunow that: ‘Am starksten betraf der Frankeneinfall des Jahres 276

446) Haaebos1977: 291; Kop & vander Vin 2003: 55; an Tent 1994: 212-5.
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den heute niederlandischen Anteil der Germdnia
Inferior. Aus dem noérdlichen Frontabschhist kein
unbeschadigtes Lager bekannt. Der niedergermanische
Limes wurde in diesem Bereich als Festungslinie| nie

wieder errichtet*>3* It istrue, however, that we have
li 4e knowledge of the nature of the forts that
were in usein the 4" century. Theforts at Katw 'k-
De Bri 4enburg and Valkenburg Z.H. appea to
have been used as grain storage facilities that
would have had to do with the grain route from
Britannia, which was of great importance into the
5" century ad.*** All w e redly h ave from Katw 'k-
De Bri Z4enburg is a lithography from 1581, as the

location of the fort is now situated in the North
Sea, but the depicted site is clearly a late Roman
fort with semicircular protrudi ng towers with the
layout of the foundations of double stone granaria
(Fig. 39)#°At Valkenburg Z.H. foundationsofthree
wooden granariawere found, as well as repair of
the wooden piling under the stone principi a (Fig.
40)¢

Not only smaller siteslik ethe vici and castellavere
a ected by the raids, thus the end was near for
larger towns lik e Colonia Ulpia TraiangXanten) in
Germania Inferioand Colonia Paterna Munatia Felix
Apollinaris Augusta Emerita RauricalAugst), or

shorter, Augusta Raurican Germania SuperiorThe

two coloniesshared mu ch thesamefate. They wereprobably both given
agarri son; in Augusta Rauricadefensvewall and ditch inthenorthern
part of town known as Kastden provid ed the citizens with a refuge
from raiders. A Probus-antoninianus(ad 276-82)from the foundations
place this refuge in the time of this Emperor’s consdlid ation of the
Rhine. The discovery of militaria in both towns, aswell assome human
skeletal remains has been seenas indications of both the presenceof
the garrison and as signs of struggle within the town perim eter.*’
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Fig. 39 ~ The late Roman
castellum of Bréenburg.
A er Hessing 1995: 98.

Fig. 40 £The late Roman
phase of the castellum of
Valkenburg Z.H. 1-3: Foun-
dations for granaria. Aer
Glasbergen 1972: 14Bg. 50
& Groenman-van Waaterin-
ge & van Beek 1988: 36g.
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In both casesthe devastation of the town was followed a er some
whil e by the construction of a late Roman fortress in one caseby the
river known as Castrum Rauracens@aiseraugst) and in the other, a
circumv all ation of the nine central insulae the Tricensimag®®

The Historia Augustatell s usthat, a er chasing the survivi ng invaders
back across the River Nedkar, Probus built fortibcations serving as
bridg eheadsontheeastbank of the Rhineacrossfrom the Romantowns.
All necesstieswere provid ed for the frontier troopsand an aureuswas
award ed for each Germanic head, if to betrusted, apolicy that probably
aimed at and in any casesuccealed in harassng the Germanic tribes
so much that nine chie ains (reguli) came forward ‘atque ad pedes Probi
iacerent, ‘and threw themselves at Probus’ feetsue for peace®® This
peaceagreement apparently includ ed the usual elements such asthe
deliv ery of men for the auxilia, hostages, naturalia in the form of cadle,
sheep and grain, and the return of booty. Punishment was in store
for those who cheated. Furthermore, it was prohibited to carry arms.
When in need the tribeswere to alarm the Romans, who would come
to their aid. This, the author states would be hard to uphold until the
entire Germaniawas conquered. How mu ch faith can we have in this
text whereit isnot supp orted by other references? The examination by
G. Kerler of foreign politicsin the Historia Augustaleads him to state
concerning this particular part that ‘Im Bereich der Aul3enpolitik bewegt
sich der HA-verfasser, soweit es die Fakten betauf dem durch Quellen
gesicherten Boden, d.h. auf3enpolitische Ereignisse werden nicht erfunden
oder aus einem anderen Zeitabschinansponiert®® A simil ar conclusion
isreached by J. Hermann.*¢*Obviously, that did not exclud ethenormal
use of rhetorical tricks, like the bddling with numbers and sizes of
armi esamong other things.*®2 The all eged fort constructions have le

no trace At Mainz, for instance the permanent bridg ehead on the
right bank of the Rhine, Castellum Madiacorum(Kastd) was destroyed
during the raids and not rebuilt until Constantine the Great*®
Naturally, it is very plausible that Probus would seaire the crossng
of the Rhine by estalishing bridg eheads, but these may have been
of a lesspermanent nature than a stone fort. The campaign probably
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lasted to the end of ad 278, when Probus went to the Danube region.*¢*
Continuous invasions possbly created two usurpers on the Rhine
in the absenceof the Emperor. They were defeated by Probus using
Germanic mercenaries*®® Probably the Emperor went eastonce more.
Accading to the Historia Augustahe went to lllyria by way of Raetia
which he cleaned up aswell, bghting o Burgundi and Vandals. This
took placein ad 281 and is a4ested by an inscrip tion honouring the
Emperor asthe restorer of the provincesand the public buildi ngs.*
One of thesebuildi ngs might have been the castellumVemania(lsny-
Be 4mauer) on the road from Brigantium (Bregenz) at the bo 4om of
Lake Constanceto Campodunum(Kempten) by the River lll er, which
wasto be a part of the late Roman Danube-lll er-Rhine limes*’* “p ™«
“ e " %ae 0 5 Uthl. T Qe ... " e %o e « E Y Thus, he ended the wars
at the Rhiné*®® The same year he cdebrated a Triumph i n Rome over
among othersthe Germanic tribes*®In ad 282, Pobus wasin Sirmium
(Sremska Mitrovica) preparing a campaign against the Persians.
There, along lasting tradition was honoured, as he was murd ered by
his men.4°

Alamanni and Franci

ntheend of the 3 century ad, weseetheriseof thewestern Germanic
I tribal federations of the Alamanniand Franci Thisisnot the placefor
a detail ed study of the Alamanniand Franciand their origin or rise, as
that would be, and hasbeenfor many ascholar, a projectentirely on its
own. A few comments do sean to bein order, though. Two issueshave
concerned scholarsthrough time; what dothenamesmeanand wh atis
their ethnic origi n. The Alamannihave beensubjected to the major part
of reseach within several disdplines. An overview of past opinions
is given by G. Entgensin his dissetation published in 20014t Other
recent works are, for instance the large exhibition, Die Alamannen
from 1997 by the Archaologisches Landesmuseum Baden-Wiitberg
the publication edited by D. Geuenich, Die Franken und die Alamannen
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bis zur ,Schlacht bei Zilpich“or that of C. Theune on Alamanniafrom
2004 and most recenty the secord part of the exhibition, Imperium
Romanumwith the subtitle, Romer, Christen, Alamannen — Die Spatantike
am Oberrheitrt’? A strictly phil ological tool is the compil ation by the
Kommission fur Alamannische Altertumskunaé all li terary sourcesto
the Alamanni,the Quellen zur Geschichte der Alamanniarsevenvolum es
published 1976-87. Tke Franci have been examined on a somewh at
smaller scde, for instance by P. Périn and L.C. Fe erin 1987and 1997,

E. Bmesin 1988,by Reiss-Museum Mannheinn the exhibition, Die
Frankenfrom 1996and by E. Taayke et al in 2003?73

The appearance and meaning of the names

he prst time the Alamanniseemed to have beenmentioned wasby
TCassius Dio, who desaibed acampaign by the Emperor Caracdla
against the Alamanni in ad 213%* That this was the case has been
rejected, for instance by M. Springer in 1984,asan examination of the
relevant sourcesshowed him that later alterations had been made to
the text.*” Instead, the brst conbrmed referenceto the Alamanni was
made by the Gallic panegyricusMarmertinus, who held a speed in
Trier in the honour of the Emperor M aximi anus on the 21 of April
ad 289%® The word Alamanniaoccurred on coins dated to ad 310-13
for the prst time and the victory title Alamannicuswas used for the
Prst time by Constantine Il in ad 331#"7 Springer elaborates greatly
on the development of the use of this name. It is not until the middl e
of the 4" century ad that the Alamanni have an impact on the literary
sources Until then the people east of the Rhine are still seen as
Germani However, with the appearance of the Alamannithe name of
the Germaniis pushed away. In the Historia Augustaa referenceto a
victory of the usurp er, Proculusin ad 280over the Alamannicontinues
‘qui tunc adhuc Germani dicebantur,’'who were still at that time called
Germani..’#’® As the Alamanni desgnate people in the south-western
part of Germaniaa new name risesfor thoselivi ng to the north of the
Alamanni, namely the Franci According to Springer Germanidesgnate
those, who are not Alamanni, whereby Germaniin time is substituted
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by Franci*® This name underw ent a simil ar transformation, as can be
seenin a statement by the church father, Hieronymus (ad 345-414),
who desaibed an exorcism of a Frankish guard: ‘inter Saxones ...
Alamanos gens ejus...apud historicos Germania, nunc Francia vocatur...
‘His ‘gens’ between the Saxones and the Alamanni was called Germania
by the historians, but now Francia.?° Springer statesthat the prst to
mention the Franciis, in fact, the same Marmertinus in a speed from
the 215 of July ad 291 also in honour of the Emperor M aximi anus.*8!
The name of the Franciappears on coins more or lessat the sametime
asthat of the Alamanni, whil e Julian the Ap ostate (ad 360-3) was the
Prst emperor that we know of that wasgiven thetitle Francicus*®? T.D.
Barnesadvocatesa brst appearanceof the Franciin the reign of Probus
(ad 276 — 282) wih referenceto events mentioned by Zosimosthat are
backed by a panegyric from ad 29748

There are di erent suggestions to the meaning of the name of the
Alamanni. According to a supp osedly Roman sourceit should meana
mob of mixed men, which hasbeeninterpr eted asawar band consisting
of Germanic warriorsof di erent origi ns.*®* Other suggestions are that
it is connected to the Suebiand means ‘pure’ or ‘complete men or
simply ‘ all' m en. That the name itself is of Germanic origi n has been
generally agreed upon.*® Springer, however, goes somewh at further.
To the Romans the Germanic war bands caled Alamanni belonged
in Alamanniag the name the Romans gave the former Agri Decumates
but no such placewould exist in the minds of the Alamanni, asit was
only the war-going men of their regectve tribes that were called
Alamanni. Springer hasfound support in the statement of the Swabian
Walafrid Strabo (T ad 849),abbot of Reichenau, who stated that the
Schwabenwere called Al emannen by those who spoke Latin.* It goes
without saying that the Romans saw the Alamanni asthe reddents of
Alamannia It is my belief that if we accet that Alamanniis simply a
Germanic name for ‘war band’, then there is no reasonthat this name
should m ean anything in particular until the same war bands came
to ocaupy a known conbned geographica area, which the Romans,
although they had abandoned it o cially, still considered a part of the
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Roman Empire. Perhaps this particular desgnation was a Germanic
desaiption of all raiding partiesthat had crossal the borders in the
past decades but it may not have ma4ered to the Romans until some
of the raiding partiesno longer returned to their homes, but dedded
to stay in the former, and now partly vacated, Roman territory. Thus,
the Alamannito the Romans became those Germaniwho seded in the
former Agri Decumatesfrom the very end of the 39 century ad also
known as Alamannia®*’ Posgbly they were in fact allowed sedement
by the Romans.*® Concerning the name of the Francithere are several
suggestions. The Greek orator, Libanios stated in a speed to the
EmperorsConstantiusll and Constansthatthe Francicall ed themseves

o...Z""a er the Greek word * «...Z" fimeaning ‘armoured’ or
‘armed’, but that may eadly h ave been his own invention.*®® Another
suggestion isthat it should m ean ‘freg.*®

The origin of the Alamanni

hat was a few comments on the names. A completely di erent
Tma4er is the question of their origins. In this part | will focus
on the Alamanni. It is generally believed that the main part of the
newcomers were of some sort of Suebic origin.** The main Suebic
tribe wasthe Semnonesasfar aswe aretold by Tadtus.*?As disaussal
above, the discovery of the Augsburg victory altar added greatly to
our knowl edge of the later history of the Semnoneand their relation
to the luthungi, but even though Ammi anus Marcdli nus desaibesthe
luthungi as part of the Alamanniin ad 357they were still p erceived as
an independent group in the 5" century ad accading to the Chronica
Gallica*®® As the two ‘tribes are mentioned side by side with the
luthungi east of the Alamanni it is reasonalle to exclud e them from
the initial Alamanni. Based on the Augsburger inscription L. Bakker
hasargued that the core of the Alamanniwere Cha4 and Hermunduri,
wh o had beenpushed south and south-westby the Semnonednstead,
to Bakker, an origin of the Iuthungi in the HalR3leben-Leuna region is
more plausible.*** This has beenrejected by T. Sickler. He aguesthat
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W. Schultz, who initially examined H al3leben, had found clear cultural
inBuenceson theburi al customsfrom thesouth-east but theserelRected
contactsrather than immigr ants.**® Furthermore, later work of Schultz
on the gravesfrom Leuna and examinations by G. Mild enberger has
made it clear that there wasse4dement continuity from the 39 to the 5"
century adintheHalllebenLeunaregion. Therefore,thearchaedogical
evid ence speaks against newcomers from the south-west*® Sickler
seesthe theory of Bakker asa direct continuation of a suggestion put
forward by A. Radnéti in 1965. h an a4empt to explain the presence
of Roman metal vessds in the Hal3leben-Leuna graves, he suggested
either a movement of booty from the Agri Decumatesi.e. from south-
west, or a payment by the Romans for servicesrendered.*” Bakker’s
theory, however, is not a continuation of Radnoti’s, as his argum ents
requir e that some of the luthungi returned to their origi nal homesand
therefore Sickler’s counter argum ents are not appli cable to the case
although he does state that the Iuthungi were already presentnorth
of the Danube, quite far south of HalRleben and Leuna.**® H. Schach-
Dorgeshastakenthe Augshburg inscrip tion as proof that the Semnones/
luthungi were part of the Alamannic conquerors. This supp osition she
backs by a referenceto the comment of Ammi anus Marceli nus that
the luthungi were a part of the Alamanni**® However, if we presume
that the idea of the Alamanni in Alamanniadid not appea until a er
the Romans had formally giv en up the Agri Decumategprobably some
time between ad 260and ad 275,then the luthungi were there before
the Alamanni. A reasonthey were not among the brst Alamanni might
bethat they did not occupy former Roman land. It isbelieved that they
were situated outside the old Roman border in the Oberpfalz north
of Castra RegingdRegenshurg), an areathat only later may have been
considered a part of Alamannia>®

The archaedogica evid ence of Germanic newcomers in the areais
extremely scace for the initial b y years or so, i.e. from c. ad 260 —
310/20 (period C2).°t H. Steuer puts it this way: ‘Aus der ersten Phase
der Alamannischen Ethnogenese gibt es nur einen geringen archaologischen
Niederschlag der es kaum erlaubt, die Herkdar Krieger und ihres Anhangs
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naher zu bestimmef® The reasonappears to be that the geographical
indicators, for instance, po 4ery, Pbulaeor buri al customsall p oint in the
general dir ection of the Elbe.>* The only usable bnd group sofar to the
early ph aseis the grave material. An outline of this relatively limi ted
material was given in 1998by H. Schach-Dorgesand again in 2004by
C. Theune.®** The graves were found in very spedbc areas namely
at the lower Main, at the middl e and lower Neckar and north of the
Danube. Theentire southern part of theold Agri Decumatesvasdevoid
of Germanic graves in the initial sedement phase®® The number of
graves listed by the two scholars di ers slightly as Schach-Dorges
includ es Mainfranken, the Vorfeldof the Raetian limes However, this
leadsonly to minusauledi erences®®® The number of burialsislimited
to seven cremations and nine to ten inhumations, which are more or
lessequally divid ed betweenmale and female burials. The maleswere
all adult and were predominantly buried near old Roman sites. The
weaponry deposited in the gravesalso di ers from region to region.
In the Main area, two graves contained axes, whil e near the Danube
two gravescontained threebronze arrowh eads each. One of thesealso
contained a spear, remains of a Roman shield and a pair of spurs.>’
The di erent types of weaponry is seenby Theune as an indication
that the sedlers had di erent origi ns.5°® She conclud ed that the graves
show acloseconnection both to the Romansand the Elbe areaand the
HalRlebenLeuna group, for instance by way of the Obulus custom.
In this initial phasea few individu als or small groups were seded in
Alamanniga most likely by the Romans. The evid ence cannot supp ort
that large immigr ations took placeat thistime. To compare the C3 (4"
century) d ated material counts around 100 graves Thesecontinually
show connections to the Elbe.*® Seuer also seesa close connection
between the equipm ent from the male graves and the late Roman
army. 5% From the amount of bnds from the end of the 3¢ and the 4"
century w e canasaume that the Alamanniasa group did only manifest
wid ely duri ng the 4 century. Furthermore, the mili tary aspect of the
male graves may indicate that some Roman allieswere seded along
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theold bordersto impede new Germanicraids. It is quite possblethat

theseallies recaved this status only a er defeatto the Romans as a
part of a peaceagreement.

The Erlbach — Skovg arde disc Pbula enigma

n interesting exampl e of thesecontactindicatorsisa

femaleinhumation gravefrom Spielberg bei Erlbach,
Stadt Oedingen in Bayern, Kr. Donau-Ries®!! This grave
is situated in the area north of the lower Danube inside
the former Roman border.
In 1910, an inhumation grave on the Spielberg was
disturbed by quarryi ng. The grave goodswere compl etely
recovered, although nothing was saved of the bones. A
majority of the goods were of silv er and gilt silv er, among
theseand most prominently two discPbulaeand two hair
pins (Pg. 41). Trere was also a three-layered bone comb
with semi circular grip and a hand made pot. The silver
objectsall have parallels in the Elbe areaand H al3leben
Leuna.®*? The two disc bPbulaewith blue glassinlay have
very closeparallelsin women’s gravesat Nienburg at the
lower Saaleand Dolinek near Prague, aswell asSkovgard e
on Zedand (bg. 42-3)%'2 Other disc bbulaeare found at
about a dozen other sitesat the middl e and upp er Elbe. A
resanblanceto Roman provincial di scbbulaefrom the prst
half of the 39 century w asnoted by J. Werner.5** The hair
pins and threelayered comb aswell asa silver neck ring
were quite common in the mentioned Germanic regions,
although the neck ringswere o en equipp ed with a pear

shaped eye, as, for instance, the exampl efrom Ni enburg.>* Eig-h4lA *Sspiﬁlbegng_ei Erl-
acn. er scnach-borges
The Erlbach grave hasbeendated to c. ad 300%¢ 1997: 71pyg. 70. ’

Fig. 42 +Skovgarde. Disc

Ethelberg and the Skovgarde model Pbula. A er Ethelberg et al.
2000: 57)g. 48.

Anum ber of simil arities between Skovgarde and Erlbach has led
the excavator of Skovgarde, P. BEhelberg to suggest that close
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relations may have existed between the two places The
disc Pbulaeare so much alik e that Ethelberg believesthey
are produced by the same person. Skovgarde grave 8,
however, belongs to period Clb (ad 210/20-250/60)and
most lik ely the beginning due to the presenceof a certain
type of simpl e crossbonv Pbulae™’ As the disc bPbulafrom
Skovgarde cannot be dated to the secord half of the 3¢
century, thetwo exampl esfrom Erlbach mustbeheirl ooms.
Otherwi se, the Erlbach grave is older than presumed.
Ethelberg has stated that most items from Erlbach have
parallels in Clb graves from Zeaand. Threelayered
combs are found in abundance and so are hair pi ns with
gilt decarations. Although there are no exact matches,
a number of matching details are found on the Zedand
examples. The silver neck ring from Skovgarde Grave
8 is not simil ar, but has a pear shaped eye like the one

Fig. 43 Disdhbulae. Type
Dolinék. Distribution map.

Pairs of discs.

Single disc.

from Nienburg, except that the Skovgarde ring is tortuous.>® Apart
from these simil arities there are also a number of di erences The
Skovgard e materi al contains several bead necklacesand several vessés
includi ng two Roman glass bowls, whereas Erlbach has reveaded a
knife, more pins and a heavy bronze ring buckle. The orientation of
the gravesisalsodi erent. At Skovgarde it is S-N and at Erlbach it is
W-E. Ethelberg has suggested that the Erlbach grave shows a mix of
Zedandicand Al amannictraditions and that Erlbach possbly belongs
to Clb or more likely the transition to C2 in the middl e of the 3¢
century i nstead of theend of C2around ad 3003*° Asasupport for this
hypothess, Ethelberg points towards a number of other simil arities
betweenZedandicand central Germanic graves One of theseparall els
concerns a grave from Dienstedt that belongs to the Hal3leben-Leuna
horizon.®?° A pair of tutulus bPbulag a type that somewh at resanbles
the disc bbula have close parallels in several Danish examples and
mostly a unique pieceg a tripl e tutulus from Skovgarde grave 400. A
spedal characteristic of the Zedandic disc and tutulu s Pbulaecamong
other things is the integration of the rivet head in the decoration,
something that is also found on the Erlbach and Dienstedt Pbulae’*
Asan explanation to thesecircumstancesand in the belief that all here
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mentioned Pbulag except Nienburg, were made on Zealand in the brst
half of the 39 century ad, Ethelberg proposesthat the woman buried
at Erlbach arrived from Zedand, possbly married o to conbrm an
alliancebetween Alamannic and Zedandic famili es’%?

Continental rejection

naninventory of South Germangravebndsfrom theearly Al amannic
I period, H. Schach-Dérges comments Ethelberg’s hypothess.
‘Gegenstandslos ist dartber hinaus die historische Verkntpfung der Funde
von Erlbach im Ries und Skovgarde auf Seel&A&he understands that
Ethelberg wants to place Erlbach in Clb. She points to the fact that
only one disc bPbula has been found north of the HalR3leben-Leuna
region and furthermore that except for the one from Skovgarde they
are always found in pairs.®* Also the use is di erent she claims:
‘Es ist dort schon ein Fremdling, weil es entgegen kontinentalds Sis
brustschmuck getragen wurde, denn der Typ Erlbach ist sonnstimmer als Paar
Uberliefert’>> Furthermore: ‘Er ist vielmehr mit archédologischem Material
in Nordwestbéhmen und Mieldeutschland zu verbinden, denn hier wie dort
sind die beiden Scheilidreln paarig auf den Schultern getragen worden, bei
dem seelandischen Befund das Einzelstiick hingegen als Brustscffnuck
More important are the burial customs to Schach-Dérges On 3¢
century Zedand the dead were buried on the side in a sleeping
position with their heads towards south and this custom is not found
in early Al amannictimesat all. * Skandinavisch-stiddeutsche Beziehungen
sind also nicht alleine aufgrund des archaologischen Materials, sondern
wegen des unterschiedlichen Totenbrauchtums sehr unwahrschéitilich
As support for this statement, she refers to her own article in the
exhibition catalogue ‘Die Alamannen where indeed she presents
several exampl es of connections between the middl e and upp er Elbe
areaand Southwest Germany.>#
More critical remarks are given by J. BBmmann in his review article
on Ethelberg’s Skovgarde publication from 2000%%° Emphaszing
Ethelberg’s considerations concerning relations to the continental
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material, Bemmann demonstrated with several examples how
inadequate reseach and a problematic geographica understanding
combined wi th a dubious methodological approach hasled Ethelberg

to wrong condusions.®*® Concerning the main object of the present
disausson, thedischbula Bemmann referred to thework by S. Thomas
on Germanic disc bPbulae in which it was clear that the middl e Elbe
region and Béhmen are the main distribution areas®® To the statement
that the Skovgarde, Erlbach and Dienstedt bbulaeshould have been
produced on Zedand, due to the production technique, i.e. the
incorporation of therivet heads in the ornamentation, Bemmann notes
that the majority of disc Pbulaein the middl e Elbe region come from
cremations, why such a technique is not recognizable. According to
Bemmann: ‘...deuten alle Indizien daratin, dal3 die Fibel aus Grab 8 von
Skovgarde aus Mieldeutschland stammt und der seelandischen Traddtsi
entsprechend eine Brustperlerkehielt’s3?

Deconstructing the arguments

hach-Dorges and Bemmann both rather anxiously reject
Sthelberg’s adempt to push some of the continental gravesto an
ealier date. This they do with quite di erent results, as Bemmann
applies much heavier arguments, than Schach-Dorges Of course it
should be remembered that they ded with two di erent versions of
Ethelberg’s theory, although he conbrms his prelimi nary thoughts in
the Pnal publication. If we analyse the objections presentel, we see
that Schach-Dorgesonly presentstwo red counter argum ents. One is
that the disctype Pbulawas used in pairs on the shoulders in all but
the Skovgard e exampl e. The other isthat Zeaandic buri al customsare
not seenin the Alamannic region. The brst counter argum ent presents
some problems, because if we look at the bnd circumstancesof the
Erlbach bnd it appears that a er the grave had been discovered due
to the stone quarryi ng it was seento that everything from the grave
was salvaged, except for the bones of the deceasel, but ‘Uber die Lage
der Beigaben ist nichts bekannt.as Werner put it.>** In the Nienburg
grave the two discswere found ‘auf der Brust der Toten!>3* Of course
it is debatable whether something ison the should ers or on the breast,
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but when Schach-Doérges refers to ‘hier wie dorti.e. in Erlbach asin
the HalR3leben-Leuna area, she is constructing evid ence hersdf.>* Her
other argument about burial customs is not entirely obvious either.
The orientation of the Erlbach grave isnot S-N ason Zeaand, but nor
isit N-Sasin Hal3lebenand Leuna. Alsoin Nienburg isthe orientation
N-S. At Erlbach it is W-E. At Dienstedt, another grave mentioned by
Ethelberg, the Orientation is E-W. A W-E orientation does however,
exist in the Hal3leben-Leuna area, for instance at Emersleben and
Trebitz.5%¢ To this should be noted a relevant comment by C. Theune
in her work on Alamanniathat individu als or small groups of seders
are much more liable to adapt loca burial customs, whereas larger
migr ating groups tend to usetheir own and well known customs.’
If the Erlbach woman was the Zedandic part of an exogamous
connection, she would not have been buried in a Zedandic fashion,
but in the fashion of her Al amannic husband and her new home.

The dating of the disc bPbula and grave is also ignored, except that
Schach-Dorges erroneously believes that Ethelberg dates Erlbach to
C1b. Indeed he may Pnd such a date more appeding, but in the end
he actually admits that an early C2 date is more realistic due to the
location of Erlbach inside old Roman terri tory. >3

Bemmann deliv ers several damaging blowsto Ethelberg’s theory, and
quiterightly hepointsoutthat Ethelberg goesto far, wh enhea 4emptsto
placethe geneds of the HalR3leben-Leuna dynasty on Zeaand.*>*°*Along
thesamelines, it isimp ossble not to smil eat Ethelberg’scomment that
theinventory of thetwo gravesautomatically | eadsto thethought that
the two women must have known eadc other.>* However, there are
some elements that Bemmann does not thoroughly address if at all.
Lik e Schach-Dorg es, Bemmann avoid stouching the unpleasantma 4er
of the chronology. Aseagerly astheformer, he defendsthe late C2 date
of the continental graves, but he doesnot dispute Ethelberg’s dating
of the Skovgarde complex. Ethelberg believed that the Skovgarde,
Erlbach and Dienstedt bPbulaewere cra ed by the same individu al or
workshop. That too wasrejected by Bemmann, but hisonly argum ent
wasthat cremations may have distorted other exampl esof Pbulaewith
integrated riv ets. However, if welook at S. Thomas work on Germanic

535) hach-Dérges1998: 641.

536) ReSka 2002: 27; érner 1960: 164.

537) Theune 2004: 196.

538) Ehelberg 1991: 577.

539) Bommann 2002: 721; Ehelberg et al.2000: 143.
540) Ehelberg 1991: 573.
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disc Pbulae this argument does not weigh heavily. Typ e A, which is
disc bbulaewith a Rat layer of sheet metal, holds 119 examples, of
whi ch 68 could be arranged in seriesand variations. 51,7%came from
cremations. The sheet metal layer waseither soldered or riv eted. The
condition of the Pbulaewvasmostly bad. 17 were well pr esaved, 26 were
badly pr esaved and on 68the sheet metal had not been presaved at
all. Asit is unlikely that they were not ornamented and as none had
rivet marks, Thomas believed all 68 to have been soldered. Series |
of type A containing the riveted versions held 24 examples Variant
| b, the Dolinek group, which had a cross arrangement of bpve blue
glassbeads, only contained the three pairs mentioned above, Erlbach,
Nienburg and Dolinek.>*! In these bgures | bnd li 4e support for
Bemmann’s argum ent that cremations may have conceded that more
Pbulae than we are aware of, could have been made with integrated
riv ets.

As keen as Schach-Dorges and Bemmann are to reject Ethelberg’'s
theory, assurely arethey avoiding the rea enigma, namely that adisc
Pbulathat isalmostidentical to thoseof the Dolinek group isfoundin a
grave that presumably pr e-datesthe other gravesby two generations.
To that neither have any explanations, let alone comments. Their
solution that the Skovgard e exampl e must have come from the middl e
Elbe region simply ig noresthe chronological problem.

The Skovgarde digula enigma

sama 4er of fact, thisisabirilli ant exampl e of afundamental issue
A that we asarchaedogistsare far too reluctant to addr ess namely
that some bnds simply d o not bt in, where they are supp osed to. An
obviousreasoncould bethat we haveno red solution, and that it may
sean tedious to repeat this fact. | shall not presume to presentany
solutions here, merely a4empt to elaborate. | am aware that this may
appear a small digr esson from the presentdisausson, but it seam to
meaproper end to the Skovgard e discPbulaenigma. Onethe one hand,
we have three pairs of discsfrom the continental Germanic area, two
from themiddl e Elbe region and onefrom new Al amannicterri tory ju st
north of the Danube, but presumably wi th roots in the afore mentioned
area. On the other hand, we have one single discfrom Zedand (Fig.
42). The single disc is unique chronologicaly, geographically and
concening the use In fact, perhaps the most striking di erence is

541) Thomas 1967: 18-23.
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that the glass beads in the single disc are
white, whereasall other are blue’* It was
carri ed on the chestand connected to a bead
necklace as was customary on Zedand.>*
The pairs were presumably used as clothes
pins on the shoulders. The impli cation of
this, as stated by both Schach-Dérges and
Bemmann, is that the single one had been
removed from its normal surroundings and
wasno longer used ‘correctly’. The pairsare
all presumed to have been used id entically,
why their bearers must all have the same

origi n. Furthermore, they hold the majority;
therefore, they present the ‘correct use For this setup to stand, it

Fig. 44 Disdrbulae. Dis-
tribution map. A er Thomas

would have been preferable that the majority pre-dated, or at least 1967:173.

had a simil ar date as the minority. That is not the casehere, so it is
ignored. Furthermore, it should be remembered that the statistical
material of the setup consists of only three pairs, of which one pair
hold s no information of placement on the body. This doesnot in itself
presenta problem, because asa pair it is automatically pl aced in the
same grid asthe other pairs. In order to generate an overall pi cture, we
have to lock the material into grids, and the problem arises when we
no longer remove the grid from time to time. Furthermore, the weak
statistical material is backed by a reference from Bemmann to both
Thomasand Schach-Dérges who showed that the midd| e Elbe region
was the main distribution area for disc Pbulag although Denmark is
not entirely invisible on the general map by Thomas (Fig. 44)>* He
did not, however, mention that the distribution areafor the Germanic
swastik a shaped discbbulais Denmark, eventhough he ought to have
noticed that a distribution map for thisobjectis presentin thework he
was reviewi ng.>* That the Erlbach pair is considered to belong to the
main group overrul esthe fact that it was not found in the Elbe area,
but actually almost asfar away from the main area of distribution as
Skovgarde. This meansthat in redity we have four di scsfrom the ‘area
of origin’ and threediscsfrom outside.

Inafemalegravefrom Berching-Poll antenaglassbead neckl acefastened

542) Bhelberg et al.2000: 57 pg. 48.

543) ®ee.g. Himli nggje grave 1949-2. Lind Hansenet al.1995: 152-8, 167.
544) Bommann 2002: 719; Thmas 1967: 172, larte 1.

545) Ehelberg et al.2000: 55pg. 47; Thomas 1967: 42-53, 182, #te 6.
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by a Pbulain eadh end wasfound (Pg. 45),a combination that
is not uncommon.>* This grave complex equally had links
to the middl e Elbe region, as demonstrated in the following
casestudy. Could the development of the use of thesediscs
go from one discin a necklaceto two discsin a necklaceto
two discswithout a necklace? Rerhaps one of thesewomen
had simply chosento wear her pair of bbulaein a di erent
fashion than the other women. These questons may seem
banal, but even though we will never get an answer to most
of them, we can never a ord to ignore thesequestions, and
they will only appear, if weremove our grid occasonally. To

sum up, | d o not think Ethelberg’stheory canbe dismisseal as
Fig. 45 Berching-Pollanten.
Bead necklace withbulae.

A erFischer 1988: 101.  the chronological issue is far too imp ortant to ignore.

eadly asisdone. Although anumber of errors have been pointed out,

Germanic foederati or auxiliarii ?

n Pollanten, Sadt Berching, Kr. Neumarkt in der Oberpfalz, in the
I areanorth of the lower Danube outsid e the former Roman border
a grave site was discovered in the early 1980s.>*” The site was unique
among the multipl e grave sitesin Southwest Germany, asit contained
both cremations and inhumations. The four inhumations, of which
there were two male and two female, constituted the founders of
an Alamannic or luthungian sedlement in the secord half of the 3¢
century ad. A man and a woman with notable grave goods and two
servants were buried here. In grave 4, the man had been placed on
his back in a wooden chamber of 150 x 250cm (Fig. 46 A). Most of the
grave goods belonged to a mili tary sphere (Pg. 46 B). Wih him he had
three arrowh eads, a spearhead, a knife and a repaired Roman shield
boss, all of bronze. He also had a set of bronze spurs and around the
waist he had worn a mili tary belt with oblong diamond shaped silv er
P 4ings. His clotheshad beenadorned by a bronze bbula®® Espedally
thethreearrowheadslink the grave to atradition found in the middl e
Elbe area, for instance, in grave 1917-2from Leuna.’*® The weaponry
of the grave alsolinksthe deceasel to the Roman mili tary, asit greatly
resanblesthe equipm ent of the army, although in this casethey had

546) Fscher 1988: 100-1; &hach-Dorges 1997: 100. Gher examples Shach-Dorges 1997: 92,
bgs. 74 & 7%-b. This feature is also not uncommon in the Skovgard e cemetery. Ethelberg et
al. 2000: 98.

547) Fscher 1983.

548) Ficher 1988: 20-2, 98-100; Téune 2004: 177.

549) Shach-Dérges1997: 91, 93-4;@wultz 1953: 11-6.
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been made for the burial and could not
have been used for bghting.5*°

This leads us to the eternal question:
Friend or foe? Clealy the prst
desaiptions of Alamanni, Iuthungi
and Franci present them as defeated
enemies®! However, we also know
from the literary sources that in the
time of civil w ar in the ad 260s, both
sides used Germanic mercenaies The
Historia Augusta mentions at several

places that Postumus used Germanic
auxili aries against Galli enus.®*? It is also a 4ested that Galli enus used
a Germanic tribe to keep others from reading the Rhine.**® Some of
thisinformation may have beenrejected asfantasy dueto the dubious
nature of the Historia Augusta but it would be no great surpri se, asit
pbts perfectly wi th long lasting Roman practice.®**As mentioned above,
several scholars seea connection between the seders of the late 3¢
century ad and the Romans.***The grave goods of the Pollanten warri or
link him to a military sphere, and the repaired Roman umbocould be
an indication that it was the Roman army. Al so the Hal3leben-Leuna
horizon hasbeenconnected to the Romansasfoederati. The brstto do
sothoroughly w asA. Radndéti in an examination of oval bronze plates
of which anumber had beenfound outsid ethe Roman Empir e, namely
in Sachsenand Thiri ngen, theregions, where Haldlebenand Leuna are
situated.***Hesuggested thatthe Pnebronzeand glassvessdsaswell as
the gold coinsfound in thesegraveshad beenpart of subsidi escoming
from Kol n. Through this city, one of the seatsof the ‘Galli c Emperors’,

the oval plates were funnelled from the workshops in Gallia Belgica

to the Germanic elite at the midd| e Elbe. One argum ent wasthat this
type of plate hasnot beenfound in-between®*” Thistheory w as picked
up by J. Werner in 1973%8He particularly studied the Pndsof aurei. At
that time, 16coins from nine gravesproduced bve pre-civil w ar coins,

550) Ficher 1988: 98.

551) The Augshburg vi ctory altar and the early p anegyri csasdesibed earlier.
552) SHAGallieni duo7.1;Tyranni Triginti 6.2.

553) Zosimos 1.30.3.

554) Barnes1994: 12.

555) Seuer 1998: 276, 283: Téune 2004: 194-5.

556) Radnoti 1965.

557) Radnéti 1965: 243-4.

558) Werner 1973.
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whil e nine came from the ‘Gallic Empire’ and two from Gallienus’
reign. Half of the aurei had been put in the mouth of the deceasel,
but thisonly occurred in the richestof the graves. Combined wi th the
ocaurr ence of certain Roman bronze vessdés, the large percentage of
‘Galli ¢’ coins wasseenasan indication of mili tary political contacts. A
conversion of the weight of other gold objectsinto aureiwould giv e an
ideaof the amount of aureithat were recdaved. For grave 8,the richest
of the Hal3leben graves, it would amount to c. 60aurel **°* No aurei of
the ‘Gallic Empire’ have appeared in Southwest Germany or South
Scandinavia. The youngest aureusfrom the Haldleben-Leuna area is
from the reign of Tetricus, the last of the ‘Gallic Emperors’. That is
another indication that the Hal3leben-Leuna horizon is linked to the
‘Gallic Empire’. Although Radnéti and Werner respectively favoured
the luthungi and the Thuringi, they both believed that these Germanic
warlords could not be Alamanni, asthey appeared to have been hired
to bght the Alamanni>® However, as demonstrated above, there are
numerouslinksbetweentheearly Al amannicgravesand the Hal3leben
Leuna horizon. Therefore, it appearsthat thisall d ominating group of
graves from the last third of the 3¢ century has been identibed both
as Franciand Alamanni. Fortunately this enigma need not trouble us
for long. Following the disausson on the origin of the name of the
Alamanni that reached the condusion that no such group as an ethic
entity existed until the end of the 39 century, we can only condude
that, if we accept this theory, such a problem did not exist during the
civil w ar. Werner has explained that the superiority of ‘Galli ¢’ versus
Roman aureiand the lack of any post-‘Galli ¢’ coins in the Hal3leben
Leuna graves meant that these Germanic foederatwent home, asthey
were dismissead by the Emperor Aur elian, when he had gained control
over the separatists in ad 274>%* One scenaio could be that a few of
thesewarriors had been asked to sede at certain placesin the Agri
DecumatesTheseseders would not have beenthe rich warlords, but
small gr oupsof minionsorindividu als, who preferred new adventures
rather than to return to their old homes For the early gr aves are not
very ri ch, lacking both gold and predous Roman vesséds. Thiswasone
of Werner’'sargum ents against a connection betweenthe Alamanniand
the Hal3leben-Leuna horizon, but in the given scenaio | believe that

559) Werner 1973: 7-12, 15-6.
560) Radnéti 1965: 243n. 296; Werner 1973: 6-7.
561) Werner 1973: 27.
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this doesnot constitute a contradiction.®¢?

In 1989, Werner followed up on histheory in an article on two Roman
cloak Pbulag one of gilt silver from Leuna grave 1917-2and one of gilt
bronze from Leuna grave 1926-5% They were forerunners of the so-
caled onion knob type, which wasused asasign of rank in the Roman
army in the 4" century ad, and as such the bbulaeindicated that the
two deceasel had held a rank equivalent to a Roman o cer. Close
parallels between grave goods from the middl e Elbe region and the
surroundingsof thecapital of Germanidnferiorequally backed Werner’s
theory.% The silv er Pbulafrom Leuna 1917-2also had parallelsin two
gravesfrom Aquincum (Budapest) and Brigetio (Szdny) in Pannonia A
niello ornamented, gilt silver sta in the Brigetio grave indicated that
the decease apart from being a Roman magistrateor o cer had held
some sort of priesthood. The deceasel from Aquincum was a Roman
0 cer, asshown by hissignsof rank, the Pbulaand hiscingulummilitare,
or o cer’sbelt, but he had also been buried with a ba 4e axe, which
indicated that he had a Germanic origin. These parallels convinced
Werner that the decease in Leuna had been buried with a Roman
0 cer'scloak, which hecould haverecaved to identify hisrank in the
ingentia auxilia Germanorurff®

Although Werner’s theory has been generally accepted, for instance,
by R. Lase, J.F. Drinkw ater and H. Steuer to mention a few, there are
also sceptics®®® M. Erdrich has brieQy touched this question in his
dissetation, ‘Rom und die BarbarénHe found that the coin evid ence
could not quite supp ort thestatementthatthe Hal3leben-Leunahorizon
had closer tiesto Postumu sthan Galli enus. Referringto R. Lasa’swork
from 1982 on Roman and Byzantine coin bnds from East Germany,
Erdrichfounditdi cultto believe, with atotal of sevenaureiminted by
Gallienusand eight by Postumu sfound in theinhumation graves, that
the Germanic warlords had beenpaid o with coins presenting arival
Emperor.5%” ‘Aus diesen Uberlegungen heraus erscheint eine Gleichsetzung
der in den miéeldeutschen Skedgrabern bestdeten germanischen Eliten
und ihrer Gefolgschaen mit den historisch Uberlieferten “ingentia auxilia
Germanorum” kaum vereinba¥® According to Erdrich, those sources

562) Werner 1973: 7.

563) Werner 1989.

564) Werner 1989: 121-4.

565) Werner 1989: 130-2

566) Drinkwater 1987: 225; lase 1982: 28; Suer 1998.
567) Erdrich 2001: 133-4.

568) Erdrich 2001: 134.
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mentioning Frankish auxili aries much more lik ely referred to groups
of raiding Francithat, a er defeatto Postumus, were given the choice
to die or join. Postumus was, furthermore, counting on a traditional
defence of the Provinces much more than Gallienus, who used his
Peld army to track down the raid ers on their way home.*®° ‘Vor diesem
Hintergrund erscheint eine Anwerbung germanischer Hilfskontingente wie
die immer wieder bemuhten Thiringer abwegigErdrich has brought
forward a valid argument concerning both the coin material and the
possble identibcation of the ingentia auxilia Germanorunas raiders.
However, he has misread the tables of Lasa somewhat, as he has
used a list of the total Pnds of aurei®’* That same list showsthat in the
years of the ‘Gallic Empire’, there are a total of eight central Roman
aureiand 14 ‘Galli ¢, but when we look at grave bPnds, the numbers, as
presented by Werner, are two central Roman aureiand nine ‘Galli ¢’.>"2
I.e. of the aureimentioned by Erdri ch bve of the seven Galli enus-coins
and two of the Postumus-coins are stray bPnds.>” Sill, the statistical
material is dimi nutive. Coin bPnds should be treated with the utmost
care. If only to add to the compl exity, one could m ention a hoard bnd
from Holzthaleben, approximately 50 km northwest of Hal3leben.
It originally consisted of more than 200 antoniniani, of which 147
could be determined. Four coins were minted by Postumus, whil e
the remaining 143 coins were from the central Empir e, ranging from
Valerian (ad 253-60)to Quintillus, the short-lived and insignibcant
Emperor of the year ad 2705 Naturally this hoard might as easly
be booty assubsidi es. In his short disausson of this problem, Erdrich
concentrates on coins alone, and that was also the main interest of
Werner’s article from 1973, but Erdrich completely disregards both
the argum ents of Radnoéti concerning Roman high valuesilv er, bronze
and glass vesséds, and Werner’s article from 1989 n his rejection of
this theory. To this, one could also add the work by S. Dudk from
1992on Roman cra smenin Thiringen, in which anumber of Roman
inBuences within most parts of sodety on the middl e Elbe region
in the last third of the 39 century ad are shown. Of these perhaps
the most intrigui ng is the evid ence that Roman po 4ery was in fact

569) Erdrich 2001: 134.
570) Erdrich 2001: 134.
571) lase 1982: 456-7.
572) lase 1982: 451.
573) Lase 1982: 427-30.
574) Lase 1982: 286-7.
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produced in Haarhausenusing Roman massproduction techniques®™
Erdrich Pnishes by stating that any dipl omatic a 4empts to inf3uence
the Thuringi to a4ack the central Empir e remain untouched by this
theory.5"® However, what Erdrich Pnds contradicting, i.e. foederatand
vanquished enemies that are forced to help, is not concordant with
other information that we have. For instance some years ago the brst
appearanceon the world stage by the luthungi wasbelieved to bein a
fragment by Dexipp os, an Athenian nobilisand historian, born around
ad 210and probably survivi ng the reign of Aurelian (T ad 275). His
works are only known in fragments, but one of the largest from his
* Z ™ E’s drEwars with the tribesat the Danube, concerns a conRict
between the Emperor Aur elian and the luthungi in ad 27057 The
fragment deals with peacenegotiationsa er a Roman victory. At four
placesin thetext, an earli er treaty betweenthe Romansand the luthungi
IS mentioned. This earlier treaty allegedly i nvolved that the luthungi
refrained from a4acking the Romans and that they would join the
Romansin ba 4e against other enemiesin a — ™ « « @8 foederati To
sed thisfriendship they were paid in gold and silv er.>”® Therefore, this
was not the brst meeting betweenthe Romans and the luthungi. This
was also conbrmed by the bnd of the Augsburg vi ctory altar, which
took the luthungi ten years back in time to ad 260. Did they bght in
between? We have no ideal However, giventhe pragmatic appr oach of
the Romansthey would turn a defeated enemy into something useful.
For this, there are several examples®”® A plausible reault of the peace
negotiations following luthungian defeat could be what has been
desaibed by Dexipp os.

Since Lasa’s ‘Fundmuinzen, new coins have appeared in the middl e
Elbe region, for instance, in one of the most spectaalar Roman Iron
Age gravesat Gommern.*® This grave, which wasdiscovered in 1990,
contained large amounts of grave goods surpassng all other graves
from this region. The most prominent were a number of gold objects
includi ng a kolben neck ring, a spiral Pnger ring, two Pbulaeand an
aureusfrom the reign of Trajan. Moreover there were silv er weaponry
and utensils normally only found in bronze, such asaladle and sieve

575) Dugk 1992:epedally 133-47.

576) Erdrich 2001: 134.

577) Dexippos Z ™ (E $rZ& Brandt 1999: 169-76.

578) Dexippos Z ™ (E #rZ&1, 5, 7, 12— ™ ¢« pafticularly: fr. 6.7.

579) E.g. during the Marcomannic wars. See, for instance, Sahl 1989. Also negotiations by the
Emperor Probus: SHA Probus14.

580) E.g. Bdker et al.1996; 2006; &l er & Roeder 2001: 108-214.
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and a Hemmoor bucket, as well as numerous other Roman vessds
of bronze and glass The aureushad been placed in the mouth, whil e
Pve denarii had been kept presumably in a purse at the waist.®8! This
evid encedoesnot a ectthetheory of Werner, though.

The question of Germanic foederatand the ingentia auxilia Germanorum
duri ng the civil w ar from ad 260to 274 s not a simpl e one, as can be
seenabove. There are aspects of Roman Germanic mili tary relations
that we will always have di culty comprehending, but the reseach
by Werner in particular has shown close connections between the
middl e Elbe region and the ‘Gallic Empir e’ that for now can only be
interpr eted asthat of allies Erdrich has pointed out some problems,
but did not solvethem him sdf. In thisma 4er morefocusshould be put
on the Roman a4itude towards enemies and allies Other questions
risefrom thisissue. If weaccept such adevelopment and riseof weath
in the middl e Elbe region on thesegrounds, what impli cations will i t
have on other areasat di erent times? One of the key gravesis Leuna
1917-2. A gave from Hagerup on Funen contains grave goods mostly
resembling thoseof Leuna 1917-2 ncludi ng aring with aRomangemma
and a Roman silv er bowl of the type that Werner saw a parallel to in
a grave at Bonn, but the Hagerup grave is dated to Cilb, whil e Leuna
1917-2 s from C2. Thesetwo graves have been seenas an indication
of inter-Germanic contacts.>® Once again, however, lik ethe discusson
above concerning the discbbulag we have an earli er date in the North.
Another exampl e of a grave that is touched by Werner’s conclusions
is grave a from the Varpelev cemetery on Zeadand. This grave, dated
to C2, is highly simil ar to the gravesin the middl e Elbe region, with
several objectsof gold i ncludi ng asnake’s head neck ring and an aureus
only thiswasminted by Probusand not one of the ‘Galli c Emperor’s.>®
Can thisbe seenasan indication of mili tary political contactsbetween
Zedand and the Roman Empire? Theseare issuesthat will be given
closer aZention later.

581) Bedker 2006: 224-8.
582) Albrechtsen 1968: 123; Jgrgnsenet al.2003: 400; ®rgaard 2003: 119; Viérner 1989: 123.
583) Ehgelhardt 1877: 350-9; Jgensenet al.2003: 396.

131



Soaur ces to Roman - Scandinavian contacts

132



Roman dipl omacy

Part 2: Sources to Roman — Scandinavian Contacts

Roman diplomacy and the use of foreign military
resources

hat the Romans had dipl omatic contacts with peoples outside
Tthe Empire is well known and a4ested in the literary sources At
the beginning of the Principate, the prim ary strategy concerning the
northern regions wasone of mili tary advancement, at brstthe conquest
of Germaniabetweenthe rivers Rhine and Elbe. In ad 9,the Cheruscan
prince Arminius put a halt to such plans following his defeat of
Varus and histhreelegions. From thereon, the strategy shi ed to one
prim arily of dipl omacy. Why d efeatthe Germanictribesat high cost, if
they could be controlled by treaties? This strategy, of course, had been
used by the Romans in the Republican period as well. For instance,
Ariovistus, whom Caesa defeated at the beginning of the Galli c war,
had been acknowl edged as rex atque amicysi.e., king and friend of
the Roman Senateand people, during Caesa’s consulship of 59 BC3®*
The system of client kings consisted of providi ng pro-Roman tribal
leaders with the meansto hold on to power, or to start with, to create
pro-Roman chie ains. One of the most obvious examples from the
early Pri ncipate wasthe kingdom of the Marcomanni From the rul e of
Maroboduus, raised in Rome under Augu stus, thiskingdom had close
links to the Empire. As desaibed above, he came to an agreement
with Tiberius, although the Roman armies had been at his doorstep,
an agreement, which was upheld even though Maroboduus was
driv en out, soon followed by his successae, Catualda. The next king,
the Quadian Vannius, was installed dir ectly by the Romans, thereby
stabili sing an allianceon the Danubian frontier, whi ch would | astuntil
Domitian wasdenied help against the Dadans, probably in ad 89%°In
thecritical yearsa er Nero'sdeath in ad 68,the Marcomannic/Quadic
kingdom partly suppli ed Vespasian with troops, whil e protecting the
Danube, as Vegpasian had wi thdrawn the legions stationed there.>8
The purp oseof the client king wasmanifold. A n imm edi ate advantage
to the Romanswould bethatno mili tary resaurcesweretied down by a
conquest A strong argum ent for participating in such an arrangement
would be the threatof Roman mili tary involvement, an argum ent the

584) Gaesa De Bello Gallicd..35.2.
585) CassusDio 5 ... b6ZH.1.
586) Tadtus Historiae3.5.1, 3.21.2.
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Roman commander Ceredis used wh en he negotiated peacewith the
Bructeriatthe end of the Batavian revolt in ad 705’ The Romanswould
obtain a friendly neighbour, wh o would pr otect the Roman border

and sometimes hinder other tribes from a4acking the Empire. They
might also provid e resaurcesin the form of auxili ariesor grain. The
king on the other hand would r ecave Roman supp ort, for instance, in
Pnancial or agricultural form. Tribeswould seek support or protection
against others.

Theseprovisions given by the Romans, o en referred to as subsidi es

or gi s, were not necessaily always givento ‘client’ kings, whom one
could d esaibe asthe strongesttyp e of Roman dipl omatic contacts, but
could also prove useful on an ad hodass.*®® Another way of creating
barbarian auxili aries was through peacetreaties. One such example
comesfrom the Marcomannicwars. In ad 174, MarcusAur eliu sreached

a peaceagreement with the lazygegSarmatians, with the outcome that
they suppli ed 8.000 horsemen, of which 5.500 were sent to Britannia.
When Commodus ended the war in ad 180,the Quadi had to deliv er
13.000 nen and the Marcomannia li 4e less as auxili ary troops.®®°

Li de is known of how thesemen were used. Practically no auxili ary
units were named a er Germanic tribes livi ng outsid e the Empire.>®
Tadtus mentions such a unit. In the ‘Agricold, he desaibes how a
‘cohors Usiporum per Germania conscripta et in Britanniam transrhissa
l.e., ‘a Usipan cohort raised iGermania(one presumes, among the
Usipi, who lived near the Rhine in the area between the rivers Sieg

and Lahn) and sent toBritannia.” They deseated and captured three
Liburnian galleys. This they did a er ‘occiso centurione ac militibus,
qui ad tradendam disciplinam immixti manipulis exemplum et rectores
habebantur..’ i.e., slaying the centurion and those legionary soldiers, who
had been mixed with the maniple to serve as models and instructors to teach
discipline..”®** The word cohorsn this context must be the desgnation
simply of aunit, rather than the usual tactical, six-centuriaunit. Tadtus
also usesmanipulusfor this purp ose a desgnation for two centuriae
used in the Republican army. It seans theseUsipi had gone to some

sort of training camp as recuits, where they could | earn the basics

of being a miles auxiliarius forming a unit led by one centurion with

587) Tacitus Historiae 5.24.

588) Tacitus Germania42.2; Awstin & Rankov 1995: 147-149; Baund 1989: 17-20; M 4ern 1999:
118, 121, 179-181;dnithern 2001: 192-195; \bters 1990: 35-7; 1991: 116-121.

589) GassusDio 5 e« ... P7I£16.2, 72.2.3.

590) ames2005: 274; Saul 2000: 10-16.

591) Tacitus Agricola28.1. D the location of the tribe in Germania Tacitus Germania32.
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legionary soldiers as instructors. Possbly they would have been
dispatched from this camp to di erent units as reinforcements. That
individu alsserved is a 4ested by the epigr aphic evid ence mentioning,
for instance, a horseman of the Cha4 from the ala | Pannonicorunor
one of the Frisii from the ala Hispanorum Aurelian&? Theseand other
exampl esare listed by R. Wolters, who also mentions inscrip tions with
the name ‘GERMANVS'. Such a person could come from anywh ere
within Roman or non-Roman Germanig*

Another form of diplomatic contact occurred with the arrival of
embasges from di erent tribes asking for the friendship of the
Roman Emperor and people. Probably the best known reference to
this is the Res Gestaef Augu stus, listing a great number of peoples
from the Cimbri to the Indians, who sought friendship.%** But not
all crossfrontier interactions had to go all the way to the Emperor.
Yearly subsidi eswould be handled by the nearestbnancial pr ocurator,
and kings and loca chie ains could estalish relationships with the
provincial governors. From information gained by the work of Flaviu s
Arri anusduri ng histimeasgovernor of Cappadociaetweenad 131and
137, t appearsthat such a position demanded a thorough knowl edge
of cities mili tary i nstallations and armi esof the province aswell asof
neighbouri ng tribesand their a ditud estoward sthe Empir e. Thissource
however isthe only one providi ng detail s of a governor’s knowl edge
of his province. Probably envoys from the various tribes that had
dedings with the province would pay a visit when a new governor
had arriv ed, in order to conbrm treaties and other arrangements. In
the early pri ncipate, at least it seemsthe governor wasfreeto venture
on military expeditions, if he thought it necessay, for instance in
Britannia or Germania®®

Roman diplomatic relations in the long run would have been the
Emperor’s responsibility. He would r ecave tribal embasdes On the
other hand, the day-to-day admi nistration of such ma4erswould have
been le to the loca authorities Most likely this would have been
routine ma4ers handled by the o cesof the governor and Pnancial
procurator. But li 4e information about the practical maders has
surviv ed until today. The contactwith individu al smaller chie ainsor
bands of warri ors would h ave beenthe concern of the governor.

592) CIL 111 4228; CIL VI 4342.

593) Wblters 1991: 114-115.

594) Augustus Res Gestag6, 31.

595) Arrian Periplous Tacitus Agricola 14; Annales11.18-20, 13.53, 14.29; Atin & Rankov
1995: 142-147; M 4ern 1999: 10-11; Milar 1982: 7-10, 15-16;&ithern 2001: 194-195.
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“Romischer Import”

oman objectsfound outsid e the Roman Empire have beentaken
Ru nder consid eration by several scholars duri ng 20" century. | will
here give a brief outline of the general works that in principl e cover
all of non-Roman Europe, the British isles excepted, followed by a
desaiption of two regionally founded works that are imp ortant each
in their own way. The brst by U. Lund Hansenis the most thorough
examination of Roman vessds in Scandinavia, and is therefore crucial
to the presentproject. The other is by M. Erdri ch on the northwestern
parts of Germania and that is important not so much because of the
region examined, but because of his methodological approach, which
is fundamentally di erent from that of Lund Hansen and other
prehistorical archaedogists.

General investigations

he pioneer in this beld, H.-J. Eggers, presentad a fundamental

work, wh en he published ‘Der romische Import im Freien Germanien
in 1951%°% This was an examination primarily of Roman glass and
bronzevessdsfound in Barbaricumbut alsoterra sigillatg statue 4esand
militaria were taken under consideration.>*” All i n all, Eggers charted
250 di erent typesof vessds (Pg. 47)3°® The purp ose of the work w as
twofold; to shed light on the history of the Roman — Germanic trade
and to create a key to the absdute chronology.>*® Eggers identibed a
zone of pedy border trade consisting of all ki nds of objects such as
po 4ery, espedally terra sigillata Pbulaesand small tools. This zone was
about 100 km wide. Outside this zone was the long distance trade,
which included valuable trade objects like bronze, silver and glass
vessds.®?Concerning Scandinavia, Eggers conclud ed that the prim ary
route wasby seafrom Fectio(Vechten) and that Denmark had beenan
imp ortant centre of distribution both with regard to the Scandinavian
Peninsula and the Baltic coast of Germany and Poland.®* As a basic
Q&eﬁAifESSng’%E? instrument for his chronology, he chose a number of graves which
Pls. 1-16. could be considered closed Pnds, as Leitfunde They should include
at leastthree datable objects whether it was Pbulage po 4ery or other

596) Egeers 1951.

597) Egeers 1951: Owerviews: Maps 60-4.
598) Egeers 1951: Ps. 1-16.

599) Egeers 1951: 11.

600) Egeers 1951: 67-70.

601) Egeers 1951: 68.
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Germanic or Roman objects Theseobjectsdebned the divi sion of the
chronologica phases The result wasa new chronology, which is still
the bass of the Iron Age chronology of Europe outside the former
Roman Empire.®°2 The development of this chronology was a project
on its own, although Eggers used it in hiswork on the Roman imp ort.
The chronology was published in 1955°%

In 1983,the Roman bronze and glassvessds from the Early Roman
Iron Age that had appeared since Eggers’ publication were examined
and published by J. Kunow in ‘Der Romische Import in der Germania
Libera bis zu den Markomannenkrieg& Like Eggers, Kunow prst
and foremost saw the Roman imports as trade, although he brielRy
mentions other possbilities®® According to Kunow, this trade was
basead in the production sites. The trade was presumably done by
Roman traders travelling through Barbaricumf® Kunow also looked

at Eggers chronology, as it had became clear that Roman vessds
could not be a 4ributed aseasly to individu al periods as Eggers had
believed, but overlapped.®®” He showed that certain types could be
manufactured over several periods, although they might only appear

in Barbaricumin one period. ‘Es gilt eben nicht, wie Eggers noch annahm
dal3 der rémische Import die germanischen Gegenstdnde datiert, sondern
im Gegenteil: in der Regel, zumindest relativ-chronologisch, datieren die
einheimischen Gegenstande den romischen Import der Germanidibera!
In 1990,anew investigation of the Roman bronze vessés in Barbaricum
wasconducted by S. Berke, thistime along with an examination of the
terra sigillata®® Berke’'s main aim wasto bPnd out, whether thesebnd
groups could pr ovid e an insight in the chronology of trade, and how

an absdute dating by way of loca Germanic objectscould contribute.
Furthermore, he wanted to solve questions about trade routes,
recavers and handlers of the Roman items.5*° This material allowed
Berke to create his own chronology for the bronzes, which contained
four phasesfrom 100 BCto ad 300! His condusion concerning the
bronzeswasthattheir circulation period could h ardly ever beb 4edinto
Eggers’ time periods. That Kunow had already redised this in 1983,

602) Eggers 1951: 70-1.

603) Eggers 1955.

604) Kunow 1983.

605) Kunow 1983: 41.

606) Kunow 1983: 47-50, 65-8.
607) Kunow 1983: 15-7.

608) Kunow 1983: 28-9.

609) Berke 1990.

610) Berke 1990: 2.

611) Berke 1990: 10-29.
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is not mentioned. Furthermore, he found out that the bronzes could

not help the chronology, astoo li 4e evid encewasavailable inside the
Roman provincesto identify production timesand cir culation periods.
Therefore, it wasnot possbleto dedd e whether thecirculation periods

had beenlong or short.?2 The terra sigillatasituation wasa compl etely

di erent mader, asa predsechronology had beenestalished for this

Pnd group. Therefore, Berke believed that the presenceof terra sigillata

in a Germanic context could facili tate a more predse dating.5'® Berke

also noted that some Roman vessds may have entered Barbaricumby

way of booty, gi s and so on, but that the majority must have been
trade objects®

In the same and followi ng years, R. Wolters, an ancient historian, gave

his version of ‘Der Waren- und Dienstleistungsaustausdietween the
Roman Empire and Barbaricum®®® Wolters aim w as to challenge the
reaults acquired by the archaedogica reseach with the historical
sources®® At brst, he desaibed the di erent archaedogica Pnd
groups including coins and their part in the overall picture®’
Curiously, Denmark was seento have a bPnd concentration of terra
sigillata, something that is perhaps a slight overstatement.’® It was

also noticed that Denmark had a spedal position both in B2 and in

the C1b.%*° Then followed a desaiption of the political situation. 62°

The literary sourcestestify to a variety of trade related encounters
between Romans and the people of Barbaricum from the time of
Caesa and onwards. This includ ed both Germanic traders inside the
Empire and Roman traders in Barbaricumf?® As an introduction to

the part on exchange, Wolters stated the following: ‘Die sogenannten
unsichtbaren Einfuhren und Ausfuhren, der grenztberschreitende Transfer
von Dienstleistungen, steht zumeist in einem engen Zusammenhang mit
den politischen Verbindungen Zwischen Rom und einzelnen germanischen
Stammen. Diese personlichen und staatlichen Leistungen bilden einen
wichtigen Baustein zur Betrachtung des Handelsaustausches, da sie
mi 4elbar den Gulteraustausch bdRifiten’®?2 Here, he emphasised the

612) Berke 1990: 27-8.
613) Berke 1990: 80.
614) Berke 1990: 90.
615) Wolters 1990; 1991.
616) Wolters 1990: 18-9.
617) Wolters 1990: 20-31.
618) Wblters 1990: 22. 8ealso below.
619) Wolters 1990: 25.
620) Wolters 1990: 31-44.
621) Wolters 1991: 79-88.
622) Wolters 1991: 106.
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imp ortance of political connections, something that had only been
examined very superpcially i n the previously mentioned works. Quite
some space was also used by Wolters on the questions of Germaniin
Roman mili tary serviceand the payment by the Romans of subsidi es,
aswell asgi s. Theseaspectsare welcomed noveltiesin this overall
disausson.’2 Thisinvestigation of the evid enceshowed Woltersthat a
pe 4y border trade wasvisible in all sources Furthermore, it could be
seenthat the areaswith the closestpolitica relations coincided with
areasthat had recdaved the largestamounts of Roman goods. ‘So ist es
gewil3 kein Zufall, wenn die romischen Importe tberall dort besonders dicht
vorkommen, wo auch die politischen Verbindungen besonders intensive und
bestandig wareff?* The close concentration of Roman objects in the
regions between the Baltic Sea and the Danube provinces along the
Vistla River could be connected to the amber trade, which appeared to
have been handled via internal Germanic trade relations.’? The wid e
use of Germanic mercenaiesin the Roman army from the end of the
Republic could to Wolters be the reasonfor the many Roman coins,
aswell asfor a great ded of the valuable vessés. The subsidi es, also
regponsible for a great infBux of Roman coinage, could wid ely have
beenused to purchaseother Romans objects®?® Li 4le credit was given
by Wolters to the presenceof Roman long distancetraders, gi s and
Germanic booty.®?’

Ulla Lund Hansenvs. Michael Erdrich

n 1987 the‘Romischer Importim Nordéhy U. Lund Hansenappeared.
I 628 The purp ose of this work was to identify the mechanisms of
goods exchange from the Roman Empire to Scandinavia in order
to enhance the knowl edge of contacts and dependendes Her bass
was an updated inventory of Roman 'imports’ from Scandinavia.
Lund Hansens debnition of the word ‘imp ort’ simply covered objects
that had another origin, than the region of their discovery.®?® The
prim ary focus wason vessds of silv er, bronze, glassand terra sigillata
However, other bnd groups of Roman origi n were brielRy desaibed.5°

623) Wblters 1991: 107-124.

624) Wblters 1995: 116.

625) Wblters 1991: 126.

626) Wblters 1991: 127. Ao already Lund Hansen 1987: 245.
627) Wblters 1991: 131.

628) Lund Hansen1987.

629) Lund Hansen1987: 13.

630) Lund Hansen1987: 224-32.
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The chronological framework to be used in thiswork had beenstarted
by Lund Hansenalready at an earli er date, as she found the existing
chronologies for Roman Iron Age Scandinavia inadequate.®®® This
chronology was based on graves that were considered closed bPnds
and that contained clearly d ebned loca po 4ery or metal jewellery, of
whi ch there should be at leasttwo di erent types i.e. a chronology
based on loca material alone.®* In this framework, the Roman vessés
were placed.®®® The reaults showed that the Roman vessds in general
had a short circulation period. That was indicated by the parallel
dating of most vessés in Scandinavia, the continental Barbaricumand
the Roman provinces®* Naturally, an imp ortant aspect of the Roman
‘imp orts’ is the questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’. Ku now’s theory that
Roman tradesmen travelled through Germania Lund Hansen found
di cultto unite with Germanicdistribution centressuch asZeadand or
thosein the southern parts of Barbaricum Instead she gave other forms
of contact much more credit. Thesecould be of a diplomatic nature
such as gi s or tribute guided by the politica conditions. Certainly,
it was clear from the grave bnds that the sdected objects were not
ordi nary goods meant for anyone. An exchange of goods was more
lik ely to have beencontrolled by the Germanic elite. The investigation
of the Scandinavian material furthermore reveaed that Denmark held
a key position in the distribution of goods during the entire period,
in which peaks were seenin B2and C1b. In the Late Roman Iron Age
the key position washeld by eastZeaand in particular, wherean elite
centre probably administered a direct link from the Rhine area®*® A
great part of the work concentrated on over-regional contacts.5%

M. Erdri ch’s dissetation, ‘Rom und die Barbarénpublished in 2001
was based on material gathered for the Copus der rémischen Funde
im mi4eleuropéischen Barbaricufnom the non-Roman part of the
Netherlands and the Bundeslandeof Niedersacthsen and Schleswig-
Holstein (Pg. 48)%7 Erdrich’s goal was to observe the development
over time of the relations between the Roman Empire and the area
of investigation. The tool was a rebPned chronology based prim arily
on relief ornamented terra sigillataand bronze vesséds with maker’s

631) Lund Hansen1976.

632) Lund Hansen1976: 116; Lmd Hansen1987: 125.

633) Lund Hansen1987: 29-125.

634) Lund Hansenl987: 36, 161-3.

635) Lund Hansen1987: 173, 216-24, 242-6.

636) Lund Hansen1987: Clapter 8: Warenaustausch |, 192-215 &chapter 9: Warenaustausch
I, 216-38.
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marks. Along with recentanaly sesof Roman
coins from this area, theseobjectsimpr oved
the knowl edge of the absdute chronology
in the area of investigation.®®® Erdrich’s
chronology enabled him to divid e the
period from the late Republic to the end of
the ‘Gallic Empire’into six phases of which
the pbrst four fall before the middl e of the
2 century ad.’® The method to create this
chronology is the core of the disagreement

between Lund Hansen and Erdrich. His

approach is mentioned on page 1: ‘Die hier angegebenen Datierung%fgr'k‘i‘:g gféirir;h;drich
Romischer Funde entsprechen der =zeitlichen Stellung vergleichbarer
Funde innerhalb der Grenzen des Romischen Reiches. Der Zeitpunkt der
Niederlegung eines romischen Objektes aul3erhalb der Reichsgrenzen kann
anderen Gesetzmalfigkeiten unterliegen und ist somit fur die Erorterung der
Fragen nach der Herstellungszeit und der Umlaufzeit eines Erzeugnisses
innerhalb des Reiches nur bedingt verwendtfar

Thecondusion wasthat mili tary and political agendasrul ed the inf3ux

of Roman objectsin the regions of investigation. This happened over

six phases in which pe 4y trade wasnever an imp ortant factor.4

The discussion

he appr oach of Erdrich hasled to anumber of problemsaccading
Tto Lund Hansen Thesewill be discussal here. Erdrich began by
critically r eviewing the earli er works includi ng that of Lund Hansen,
to whi ch Erdrich had anumber of critical remarks.%*2As Lund Hansen
was given the chanceto retaliate in a review of Rom und die Barbaren
in Préahistorische Zeitschri we have the opportunity to follow the
exchange of opinions betweenthe two scholars.®* | shall here present
afew of theiswues

Erdrich on Lund Hansen

Erdri ch bemoaned the fact that Lund Hansen did not include
Roman militaria in her examination, be it bog or grave bnds. The

638) Erdrich 2001: 2.

639) Erdrich 2001: 71-2.
640) Erdrich 2001: 1.

641) Erdrich 2001: 139-43.
642) Erdrich 2001: 10-14.
643) Lund Hansen2003&.
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explanation that this material was under current investigation at that

time apparently had no impacton Erdrich.®*In this light, the fact that
Erdrich himsdf omi 4ed the desaiption of the remains of 472 relief
ornamented terra sigillatavessédsfrom the Dutch provinceof Friedand,
because they formed the bass of a dissatation by T.B. Volkers, who
wasto publish them within the CRFB programme, seems to me a bit
inconsistent.54

The chronology of Lund Hansen was seenby Erdri ch to be based on

a combination of local Pbulaeand Roman bronzes. The dating of the

two Pnd groupswere not separated, why Lu nd Hansendenied hersdf

the possgbility of independent datings of the Pnd groups. Regarding

the history of the bronzes, it was clear to Erdrich that Lund Hansen

only valued the date of deposition. ‘Ihre Ergebnisse zur Datierung

der Niederlegung der romischen Funde uberzeugen! Sie stellen jedoch
keinen Betrag zur Klarung der wichtigen Frage nach dem Zeitraum ihres
Eindringens in den germanischen Raum dét Obviously, Erdri ch saw

this asa great error. A related objection was stated by O. Harck in a
review. Harck seemsto have understood that Lund Hansensupp orted

her chronology on Roman imp orts, why h e questioned, wh ether Lund
Hansen's chronology could at all be used on loca material.®*” Erdrich’s
comments on Lund Hansen's chronology show that he did not grasp

the essenceof the method. However, Erdrich was not alone, which
indicatesthat Lund Hansenperhapsought to have used more spaceto

‘chisd in stone’, wh at she may have though sef-evid ent, sothat it was
absdutely clear to the readers. To this misunderstanding by Erdri ch,

Lund Hansencould only stressthat foreign material will neverform

any part of the bads of prehistorical chronologies ‘Was M. Erdrich
augenscheinlich nicht bemerkt hat ist, dafl3 die Chronologie, die...verwendet
wird, sich auf eine grof3e chronologische Arbeit aus dem Jahr 1977 stitzt,
die mit Kombinationen von Keramik und Fibeln in der Matrix arbeitet.
Die Matrix in der Arbeit von 1987 driickt aus, in welchen chronologischen
Phasen sich die in Skandinavien importierten romischen Bronzen und Glaser
beonden’®® The secord lament brought by Erdrich over the lack of
interestin datesof entry of Roman vessés into Barbaricum is equally
dismissed by Lund Hansen She argued that the evid ence is far too
indedsive; asit is not posgble to date sedement Pnds, which might

644) Erdrich 2001: 11; Lund Hansen 1987: 16; 2003: 239.
645) Erdrich 2001: 50.

646) Erdrich 2001: 11.

647) Harck 1988: 334.

648) Lund Hansen2003: 239.
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otherwi se have hinted at the circulation period, nearly as predsdy
as grave bnds, such an endeavour would be futile.®*® One could also
add that Lund Hansen actually did d evote an entire chapter to this
problem.%=°

Erdrich’s next objection was also related to the issue of circulation
periods. Lund Hansen saw a contemporary use of Roman vessds
both inside and outside the Empire. This was evid ence for a short
chronology for the objects along chronology wasnot consid ered at all,
although uniformity was seenin the bnd material, egpedally for the
Late Roman period. To this question Erdrich believed that the Roman
coins could have contributed greatly, had Lund Hansen looked at
them. %! Presumably, Erdri ch believed that Lund Hansenshould h ave
analy sed the coins hersdf, asthe literature he referred to was either
deding with Sweden or published eight yearsa er Rémischer Import
incidentally also by Lund Hansen®? Lund Hanserns regponse to this
critique much resembled those to Erdrich’s other objections, as she
explained how the coin bnds of Scandinavia are relatively few, and
therefore not particularly w ell suited for supporting chronological
statements. Interestingly, R. Lasa spedbcaly comments on Lund
Hansens examination of coins in positive terms.%*®* Concerning the
question of a short or long chronology, she stated that this issue had
not beendisaussel sincethe 195G, wheretheideaof long chronologies
wasgiven up.®*

Concerning the blter function of Zeaand and a direct contact to the
Rhine in the late Roman period, Erdrich surpri singly accepted Lund
Hansens argum ents although he pointed out, brstly that there had
beensome critiqu e of thisissue elsewh ere and secordly that unknown
political interestscould h ave created the ‘leap’ of Roman objectsfrom
the Empire to Zedand.®* The critique came from Harck, who asked
the question, how the picture would have looked, if parts of the north
or middl e German material had been included. ‘Stinde Danemark
hier ebenfalls im Méelpunkt des Geschehens, wie es in der vorliegenden
Abhandlung zu sein scheinf?® As Harck is asking a question that has
nothing to do with the purp oseof Lund Hansens dissatation, which

649) Lund Hansen2003: 239.

650) Lund Hansen1987: 152-64.

651) Erdrich 2001: 12-3.
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doesnot presume to be a model for all Barbaricum it mostly appears,
unfortunately, asa bi 4er rhetorica question with the inherent answer
‘NO’, asked by someone, who for some personal reasondislik esthe
idea that Denmark could have held any leading position in Roman
Iron Age Barbaricum

Lund Hansenon Erdrich

learly, the disagreement between Erdrich and Lund Hansen is
Cconcentrated on the method and chronology. This becomeseven
more apparent, when Lund Hanseris review i s examined.
We have already been made aware of Lund Hansens position from
her repliesto Erdrich’s critique, and | shall not go into every d etail
again, but limi t the disaussion to crucial comments on the method and
afew exampl esof the results thereof. Erdrich’s method is more or less
desaibed by himi nonesentenceintheintrodu ctiontothearchaedogical
material. ‘Erstes ziel der typologischen und chronologischen Bearbeitung der
aul3erhalb der Grenzen der Imperiums angetree romische Funde ist die
Klarung der Frage, wann der Fundstlick zu den Germanen gelangte. Dabei
muf3 von der Produktions- und Umlaufzeit eines entsprechenden Gegenstands
innerhalb der Reichsgrenzen ausgegangen werden; seine Deponierung im

germanischen Milieu unterliegt mdglicherweise vollig anderen Gesetzen,
die von dem Zeitpunkt des »Grenzibeds« unabhéngig sind. An dieser
Stelle sei nur an die mit viel Energie und Einsatz geflihrte Diskussion um
die kurze oder lange Umlaufzeit erinn&t The periodisation and the
placement of Pndsin the di erent periods is naturally a result of this
belief. However, atthe sametime Erdri ch stated thatthe Roman bronze
vessés could not contribute to a detailed chronology, as maker’s
mark s are only pr esenton material from the 1stand the brst half of the

2" century ad.®®® Alr eady Berke had concdlud ed that bronzes were of

li e usefor the chronology.®*® In Erdrich’s introduction to the bronze
vesses this fact is repeated. ‘Nur in groben Umrissen sind in der Regel
Fragen der Produktions- und Umlaufzeit sowie der Produktionsorte und der
Herstellungstechnik geklait Insgesamt lau der Trend in Unkenntnis der
genauen Datierung der Objekte hin zur vorsichtigen, breiten Datiefung.
Here, Erdrich found cause once more to repeat his dating criteria
mantra: Roman context — good/Germanic context —!%a®ne example

657) Erdrich 2001: 36; Lund Hansen2003: 239.
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given by Lund Hansenconcens Erdrich’s phases3 and 4. They more
or lesscover the period from Tiberiu sto the brst half of the 2" century

ad, with a divi sion around the middl| e of the 1% century ad. In phase
3, no convincing exchange took place whereasbronzesof this phase
dominated in the Germanic B2 graves accading to Erdrich. Graves
containing some of thesetypes of bronze vessds have been dated to

the prst third of the 1% century ad by the presenceof Germanic bbulae
and other loca material, i.e. the prehistorica chronology. The bronzes,

however, placed these graves in a later period, Erdrich’s phase 4.
The loca material, accading to Erdrich, must therefore have been
antiquities®! This is a grand exampl e of the problematica approach,

accadingto Lund Hansen asit clearly d emonstrates Erdri ch’s lack of

regpect for and acknowl edgement of a long and thorough history of

prehistorica chronology.®? Erdrich did pr edsely, wh at Lund Hansen
hasexplained cannot be done; he hasdated Germanic gravessolely on

Roman bronze vessds, compl ete disregardi ng loca material and their

regpective relative chronologies This is interesting particularly wi th

the warnings in mind about the use of Roman bronzes as sour cesfor

arebned chronology.

A secord and lastexampl efrom Lund Hansenconcerns the Hemmoor

buckets. The earli est example from Scandinavia is placed in Clb, i.e.

the prst half of the 39 century ad, and it isto be found in gravesall

through the 39 century ad. To Erdrich, the consequence was that it

must have been produced in the 2" century ad. As late Antonine and

early Severan terra sigillataand denariimore or lessfollowed the same
distribution pa 4ern asthe Hemmoor buckets Erdrich needed areason
why thedistribution of bucketsdid not stop intheend of the 2" century

ad, asthe two other bnd groups. As the buckets are only r epresentad

by a few examplesin the hoard bnds of the 39 century ad, Erdrich

postulated an end date before the 3¢ century ad. This postulation

was accanpanied by, not one, but two warnings on the same page,

incidentally followed by his mantra (the conjuration of Germanic
graves), that the production end of the Hemmoor buckets was even

more di cult to determine than the start. Typologicaly, Erdri ch

believes that those with greater wid th than height are earlier than

thosewith greater height than wid th.%¢3Interestingly, the Scandinavian

661) Erdrich 2001: 90, 96; Lud Hansen2003: 237-8.
662) Lund Hansen2003: 238-9.
663) Erdrich 2001: 45-7.
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