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Abstract. — Due to a general insecurity and the need to protect the population and communications, towards the end

of the 4™ century a large number of Late Roman fortifications were built in the region of the Leskovac basin, mainly towards
the edges. Their distribution was determined by the level of the region’s population density, its resources and by the need to
control the roads. These were predominantly smaller fortifications whose primary role was the protection of the local population,
who lived off the land and bred cattle. However, the largest number of these is in the western part of the basin, in the mountainous
regions of Goljak, Majdan, Radan and Pasjaca, whilst the highest density of fortifications is in the Banjska Reka valley,
around the village of Sijarina. The whole region was known for its mining activity in previous centuries. A particular group

comprises the fortifications around Caric¢in Grad — Justiniana Prima, whose main role was the defence of the access to the city.
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he central part of the Leskovac basin comprises

the South Morava river valley and the valleys

of its tributaries, the Pusta Reka, Jablanica,
Veternica and the Vlasina, and is bordered by moun-
tains which surround the entire area from the western,
southern, eastern and, to a degree, the northern side.
The mountain ranges of Radan and Pasjaca stretch to
the west, Goljak and Kukavica to the south, Bukovik,
Krusevica, Babicka Gora and Selievica to the east
and Dobri¢ to the north, the peaks of which do not
exceed a height of 1,500 m. The basin covers an area
of 2,250 km2.

The region of the Leskovac basin was only Roma-
nised in the 1t century AD. Its settlement followed two
basic routes — the occupation of the river terraces in the
valleys of the South Morava, Veternica, Jablanica and

the Pusta Reka and the settlement of the mountainous
regions surrounding the mining areas. The contact zones
between these regions were less densely populated,
judging by the distribution of the sites in the area of the
basin. The highest intensity of settlement was noted
around the river valleys, with the highest concentra-
tion around the South Morava.! In this area, at the
entrance to the Grdelicka Klisura (Grdelica Gorge) in
Mala Kopasnica, was the largest Roman settlement in
this area, covering approximately 20 ha. The only vicus
with an unknown name was noted on a votive relief
dedicated to Liber from the village of Pusto Silovo.2

I Stamenkovi¢ 2013, 36.
2 Stamenkovic 2013, 54-55, sl. 40.

* The article results from the project: Urbanisation Processes and Development of Mediaeval Society (no. 177021), funded by the Ministry
of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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1. Gornji Gajtan, Sokolov Vis; 2. Miljkovica; 3. Pestis—~Bukoloram; 4. Mali Kamen; 5. Gornji Statovac, Mlinarov Kr§; 6. Bucince; 7. Arbanaska;
8. Rgaje, Grad; 9. Velika Braina, Brainski vis; 10. Gubavce, Gradina; 11. Mrkonje, Mrkonjski Vis; 12. Macedonce, Crkviste; 13. Vrapce, on the
bank of the Tularska Reke; 14. Sijarinska Banja; 15. Sijarina, Gradina I; 16. Sijarina, Gradina II; 17. Svirce; 18. Zbeziste, Kopriva; 19. Zbeziste,
Skobalji¢ Grad; 20. Padez; 21. Gradiste, Gradac; 22. Samarnica, Visoki Mori¢; 23. Dedina Bara; 24. Novo Selo, Leskova Padina; 25. Grdelica, Kale;
26. Svode, confluence of the Luznica and the Vlasina; 27. Zlati¢evo, Prokop—Rimski Grad; 28. Gornji Prisjan; 29. Gornja Lokos$nica, Gradiste;
30. Golema Njiva, Gradiste; 31. Golema Njiva, Lesje; 32. Stupnica, Cukar; 33. Crna Bara, Gradac or Rsa; 34. Grada$nica, Gradac or Gradiste;
35. Bregovina, Kale; 36. Marino Kale; 37. Brajsorski Vis; 38. Lece, Kuline; 39. gtulac, St. Elias; 40. Prekopcelica, Jezero; 41. Sekicol, Gradiste;
42. Svinjarica, Gornje Gradiste; 43. Rujkovac, Kaljaja; 44. confluence of the Zabrdski Potok and the Lapastica; 45. Popovac, Gradiste; 46. Lapotince,
south—east of the village; 47. Gornje Brijanje, Kale; 48. Meda, Gradiste; 49. Meda, Kuliste; 50. Kutles, §iljegarnik; 51. Zlata, Kale; 52. Lipovica,
Kuliste; 53. Priboj, Gradiste; 54. Leskovac, Hisar; 55. Konopnica, Gradac; 56. Konopnica, Latinsko (Cigansko) Groblje or Ciganski Cukar.
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Map 1. The Late Roman fortifications in the Leskovac basin

Kapiia 1. Kacnoantmiuuka ymwepherwa y Jleckosaukoj Komwiaunu

The whole area gravitated towards the distant Naissus,
the closest key city, with most of this area officially
belonging to the territory of Naissus.?

Towards the end of the 4™ century, as a result of
the barbarian invasions and their subsequent settling of
the region of northern Illyricum, significant socio-eco-
nomic turmoil started to occur, which was particularly
reflected in the changing roles of the settlements. Roman
lowland settlements gave way to new fortified settle-
ments on the dominant and well-guarded higher grounds
above the river valleys or in the mountainous regions.

Due to a general insecurity and the need to protect
the population and communications in the area of the
Leskovac basin, a large number of Late Roman fortifi-
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cations were built, mainly on the edges of the basin.
Fortifications were erected on Radan along the river
basins of the Lepastica, Lecka and Gazdarska Reka, on
Goljak in the area around the rivers Tularska and
Banjska Reka, around Cari¢in Grad, in the area around
Rujkovac and Radinovac, and in the valleys of the
Sumanska Reka, Pusta Reka, Jablanica and Veternica.
The slopes of Kukavica, the South Morava river val-
ley, the complex around the Kozaracka Reka, that is
the Rupska Reka, the lower course of the Vlasina, the

3 Petrovi¢ 1976, 89.
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Map 2. The analysis of the spatial distribution of the Late Roman fortifications in the Leskovac basin

Kapiia 2. Anaausa tpociioprol paciiopeg kacHoanimuukux ymspherwa y Jleckosaukoj komwiauru

slopes of Babic¢ka Gora and Krusevica, and the conflu-
ence of the Luznica and the Vlasina, were also fortified.*
Most of these fortifications were built on the higher
grounds that dominate the wider surroundings (Map 1).

Chronological determination of the fortifications,
based on the archaeological and numismatic material,
was possible to a certain degree. Coins from the 4
century were discovered within a large number of for-
tifications such as those in Lece, Rujkovac, on Hisar in
Leskovac, Stupnica, Grdelica and Skobalji¢ Grad near
Vudje. The circulation of coins in the 5™ century was
testified to in Rujkovac, which represents important
proof of its survival during these turbulent times.> The
dating of the fortifications into the 6 century is not
only supported by the coin finds but also by other archa-
eological material, primarily ceramic vessels.® Into this
period were also classified most of the fortifications
located in Sijarina, Mrkonje, on Mali Kamen, in Rujko-
vac, Gornje Brijanje, Gornja Lokosnica, Grada$nica,
Konopnica, Gradiste, on Hisar in Leskovac and Grde-
lica. In a small number of fortifications, mainly those
where archaeological excavations have been carried
out, such as in Lece, Sijarinska Banja, Rujkovac, on
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Hisar in Leskovac, Konopnica and Grdelica, horizons
from the 4™ and 6' centuries have been confirmed.
The anthropogeographic features of the area, the
economic resources in particular, played a significant
role in the settlement of the Leskovac basin. Most of
all, the river valleys stand out, the South Morava in par-
ticular, as well as the Veternica, Jablanica, Pusta Reka
and Toplica, as being suitable for agricultural production
and wheat cultivation. It is worth remembering that
annona represented the foundation of the economy for
urban and rural populations.” On the other hand, the
foot hills on the margins of the Leskovac basin were
suited to cattle breeding. Viticulture was also present as
one of the most important cultures of that time, judging
by the finds of stone winepresses from Vrbovac,® in
the vicinity of Cari¢in Grad and grape seeds at Caricin

4 Stamenkovié¢ 2013, 23, map 6.

5 Tvanisevi¢, Stamenkovic¢ 2010, 59-84.
6 Stamenkovic 2013, 119-122.

7 Morrisson, Sodini, 2002, 196.

8 Stamenkovi¢ 2013, 58-59, sl. 42.
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Grad. It is quite certain that in this area, as indicated by
the numerous remains of different kinds of grain and
fruit at Cari¢in Grad, other agricultural produce was also
grown. In Roman times this territory was distinctive for
its mining, the traces of which were confirmed in the
western and north-western parts of the basin, on Goljak,
Radan, Majdan, Pasjaca, in the wider area of Lece, in
the region around the Banjska Reka, in Ravna Banja and
Marovac, as well as in the eastern and north-eastern
parts of the basin, in the region of Ruplje and on the
slopes of Babi¢ka Gora and Krusevica.’

As evidence of mining, mine shafts, smelting com-
plexes and slag heaps are singled out. Roman mine
shafts were recorded on Rasovaca, which is well-known
for deposits of gold, sulphides of lead, copper and silver,
and semi-precious stones (amethyst, opal and agate).'0
(Fig. 1) They are also testified to in Ravna Banja and
Marovac, where remnants of a smelting complex and a
slag heap have been confirmed. In Roman times, mines
in the far east of the basin were also in use, in the area
of Ruplje, where silver, lead and gold were mined, as
well as in the region of Crna Trava, well known for
iron ore. Not far from here, important material proof of
ore processing was found,!! in the form of an iron ingot
from the Visoki Mori¢ site in Samarnica.!? In addition
to the obvious traces of Roman mining, a significant
contribution to the evidence of this activity are the epi-
graphic monuments found in the area of the Leskovac
basin, given that the most frequently occurring deities
on them are Hercules and Liber who have been attribu-
ted with, among other things, the role of protecting
mines and mining activity.!3

The distribution of the Late Roman fortifications,
as is the case with the Roman settlements, was deter-
mined by the level of the region’s population density,
its resources and the need to control the roadways.
Analysis of the position of the fortifications indicates
a concentration of forts on the higher grounds which
surround the river valleys of the South Morava and its
tributaries. Their highest density is found on the slopes
of Dobra Gora, situated between the valleys of the
Pusta Reka, Jablanica and the South Morava. These
are mainly smaller fortifications whose primary role
was to protect the local population, which was most
certainly engaged in agriculture. However, the largest
number of these forts is located in the western part of
the basin, in the mountainous regions of Goljak,
Majdan, Radan and Pasjaca. The highest density of the
fortifications is in the valley of the Banjska Reka,
around Sijarina.!* (Map 2)
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Fig. 1. Rasovaca — Roman mine shaft

Ca. 1. Pacosaua — Pumcko okHO

The entire area was well known for mining in pre-
vious centuries. The re-establishment of mining activity
during the 6 century should not be excluded as a pos-
sibility. A separate group is comprised of a smaller
cluster of fortifications located around Caricin Grad —
Justiniana Prima, whose predominant role was to guard
the access to the city.!?

Justiniana Prima represents the only city — moAilg
erected in around 535 in the centre of this region, as the
seat of the archbishop (TAAvpldV Gpylepeds) with

9 Stamenkovi¢ 2013, 86-96.

10 pegut 1976, 33.

1T Stamenkovi¢ 2013, 66—67, 86—89.

12 Stamenkovic 2013, 88, sl. 75.

13 Dusani¢ 1999, 130-135; Stamenkovic 2013, 95-98.
14 Stamenkovic¢ 2013, map 5.

15 Kondi¢, Popovi¢ 1977; Bavant, Ivanisevi¢ 2003.
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jurisdiction over provinces of both the Dacias, Moesia I,
Dardania, Praevalitana, Macedonia II and the region of
Bassiana in Pannonia II. In addition, it was anticipated
that the city was to become the seat of the Illyrian pre-
fecture.'® This most likely did not happen since, in a
later novella, only the ecclesiastical jurisdiction over
the diocese of Dacia was confirmed.!” Procopius of
Caesarea, who gave us the most complete data about
our region, also mentions Justiniana Prima as a city —
TOALG.

The lower category of a settlement, according to
this Byzantine chronicler, is ToAtyviov — town. Aquae
— "Axvég moliyviov had this status. Next in rank is
epovpiov — castellum (fortress). Most of the fortifica-
tions in our region belong exactly to this category — a
castellum guarded by ramparts and other defensive
mechanisms. By this term Procopius implies two types
of castella, those with a military garrison (cTpoTIOTMOV
epovpat), and those functioning as refugia — shelters
for the population (épOpatar).!8 In them, the bishop
could have resided, as is the case with Meridio which
had the status of phrourion.!® At the bottom of the scale
was xoptov — village. In describing the construction of
Justiniana Prima, Procopius gives an example of the
transformation of the village of Taurisium, where
Emperor Justinian was born, into a castellum: “Having
hastily encircled this village with a wall of a quadran-
gular shape and placing a tower at each corner, he
made a castellum with four towers (Tetpamvpyiov),
and thus he named it.”2°

The distinction between the meanings of these terms
is important for understanding the relationship between
a fortification and a city. Procopius, in De aedificiis,
outlines the administrative and territorial organisation.
This chronicler grouped most of the restored and newly
built castella according to provinces. On the other
hand, he grouped the castella of two Illyrian provinces,
both Dacias, according to urban centres or regions.
Novella XI, in which it is stated: Aquensis autem epis-
copus habeat praefatam civitatem et omnia eius castella
et territoria et ecclesias,?! also indicates that the city is
at the centre of the territorial organisation. Castella,
village territories and churches, that is church estates,
were governed by the city. This provision, according to
Gilbert Dagron, portrays a society grounded in the mili-
tary, peasantry and the church, with a city at its core.?

The fortifications in the Leskovac basin belong to
the category of castella — phrouria, whose main role
was to protect the local population.?3 The population
in its most part consisted of peasants who, in the event
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of enemy incursions, assumed the role of defenders —
soldiers. From a previous soldier — peasant category,
from the time of Constantine, a new peasant — soldier
category appeared in the 6™ century.2* Procopius himself
states that peasants from around the forts, at the first sign
of approaching enemies, switched to their role of sol-
diers as required. Due to their inexperience, as Proco-
pius says, they were easy prey for their enemies.?

The economic activities of some castella were con-
nected to agriculture, which particularly applies to those
fortifications situated along the plains and valleys.
This is indicated by the names of castella in some areas
which, according to M. Mirkovi¢, bear the names of
former landowners: Tiptave — Timiana, OOpBpiove —
Urbriana, Ko.ooio — Cassia. 20 Likewise, the names of
some fortifications from Procopius’ listing point to the
places connected with mining activities and ore pro-
cessing Epopio — Eraria in the vicinity of Naissus,
Dpeppopio — Frerraria and AdApotog — Dalmatae in
the area of Remesiana, and * Apyévtopeg — Argentares
in the area of Ad Aquas.?’

The castella certainly had a military character, par-
ticularly those situated on roadways, as in the fortifica-
tion in Rujkovac. This fortification, built as far back as
the 4th century BC, also had a significant role in Roman
times judging by the numerous finds of Roman coins
from the 2™ all the way to the 6 century. The fortifi-
cation itself was occupied again in the 9™ century,
indicated by the find of a follis of Leo VI.28

The second fortification at Zlata, based on its size
and imposing dam, represented an important centre.?
It is possible that it was a town — polihnion. This forti-
fication, like the one at Bregovina, could have been

Nov. 11 (14™ April 535).
Nov. 131, 3 (545).
Proc. De aedif. 1V, 1, 6; 1, 33; 2, 13-14; 2, 28.
Proc. De aedif. 1V, 4.
Proc. De aedif. 1V,1.17-217.
Nov. 11 (14™ April 535).
Dagron 1984, 9-10; Ducellier 1985, 123-126.
Decker 2006, 508.
Mac Mullen 1963, 14-22.
Proc. De aedif. 1V,2.11-16.
Mirkovié¢ 1996, 63.
Mirkovic¢ 1996, 63, 68-71.
28 Tvanigevi¢, Stamenkovié¢ 2010, 59-84; Stamenkovi¢ 2013,
90-92, sl. 78.
29 Evans 1883, 157-160; Kanic 1985, 327-330; Milinkovi¢
2007, 193-199.
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Map 3. Late Roman towns: 1) Theoretical delineation according to Thiessen’s polygons;
2) Relation to the Late Roman fortifications based on a 15 km radius of movement

Kapiia 3. Kacrhoaniuuxu ipagosu: 1) Teopeiticko pasipanuuerwe tpema Tucenosom mogeny;
2) OgHoc Hpema KACHOAHTRUUKUM YillephewumMa Ha OCHO8Y pagujyca kpeiiara og 15 km

linked to mining, since evidence of mining is located
on the slopes of Rasovaca. Large amounts of slag at
Glasovik stand out in particular. The castellum at
Bregovina stands out with its basilica with rich archi-
tectural plastic which, up until now, has not been seen
in other fortifications.3? (Fig. 2) Undoubtedly, it is the
work of a wealthy benefactor, who could have acquired
his wealth from ore extraction and processing. There
are numerous examples of castella built by private indi-
viduals. Let us mention the case of the fortification at
Androna in Syria, built between 558 and 559, under the
patronage of Thomas, a rich individual of note.3!

The aforementioned fortifications were situated
along the local roads or in their vicinity. These together
with the other forts, arranged along the river valleys cut
deep into the wide mountain ranges, protected the main
local communications. These valleys are those of the
Jablanica and Tularska Reka, through which the road
connecting the provinces of Inner Dacia and Dardania
passed. The valley of the Pusta Reka represented an
important communication link, not only connecting
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Naissus and Justiniana Prima, but also the central part
of the Leskovac basin with Hammeum, and further to
the north. A section of the local network also passed
through the valley of Vlasina further to the east, towards
Remesiana. The main roadway passed through the
South Morava river valley. (Map 1)

In the region of the Leskovac basin there were also
villages in the river valleys, evident by the rare finds of
Early Byzantine coins in Recica, Turjane, Rafuna
(Crkvena Livada site), Lipovica, Orasac (Padina site)
and Rujkovac (Vaskina Porta). These are coin finds
which can be dated to the period of the reigns of Justin
I and Justinian I. What is particularly indicative are the
finds of a solidus of Justin I in Recica and a tremissis
of Justinian I in Turjane.? The cessation of coin circu-

30 Jeremic¢, Milinkovi¢ 1995, 209-225; Jeremic¢ 2004, 111-137.
31 Decker 2006, 511.
32 Stamenkovi¢ 2013, kat. br. 24, 29, 45, 107, 131, 207.
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lation in the second half of the 6" century in lowland
parts of the basin points to the fact that the population,
by and large, abandoned the valleys and retreated to
hilltop fortifications. This corresponds with the inten-
sified building of structures within the empty areas of
the city and porticos at Caricin Grad.

The incessant incursions of the Kutrigurs, Slavs
and Avars most certainly contributed to the reduction
of the population and degradation of the economy in
the region of central Illyricum. Undoubtedly, along
with the barbarian raids, some other factors influenced
large changes in the Late Roman society, such as a
large scale plague epidemic?? and climate changes, pro-
longed spells of cold in particular.

Marcellinus Comes noted the plague epidemic in
543, which spread across Italy and Illyricum.3* It was
a large scale epidemic which originated in Egypt in 541
and spread throughout the Mediterranean until 544.
Evidence of this epidemic was not only recorded by
chroniclers, but also by numerous epigraphic monu-
ments, especially in Rome.3® The gravestone of Petrus,
son of Thomas the vicar, buried in Naissus, provides
direct testimony to the plague epidemic in the region
of central Illyricum. In the epitaph it is stated that the
sisters and two sons of Thomas the vicar died within a
short time of each other — in uno Mensa simul vita(m)
finirunt.3° It is important to note that in this inscription,
along with the Christian names of Petrus and Thomas,
an Illyrian name of Gentio (variant of Gentius) is also
mentioned.3” The plague most definitely left its mark
on the population of this region. Contributing factors
to its cyclical occurrence in the second half of the cen-
tury were the prolonged spells of cold weather and
subsequent hunger, which additionally reduced the
population.38

The territory of Naissus, which Procopius singles
out as a separate area — VO mOAMV P& [Naiov -
undoubtedly included the northern parts of the Leskovac
basin, and the possibility exists that the jurisdiction of
this city also extended further to the south, especially
along the South Morava valley and to the west, towards
the mining areas. Likewise, the region of Remesiana —
év yopo. Pepeciovicia®? — could have included the
eastern parts of the Leskovac basin, particularly those
linked to mining production. A more precise determi-
nation of the territory of the cities is not possible, since
a large number of fortifications have not been identi-
fied. An idea of the theoretical delineation between
cities is provided by the spatial analysis according to
Thiessen’s polygons. (Map 3.1)
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Which parts of this region were under the jurisdic-
tion of this newly founded metropolis of Justiniana
Prima is not known. The city could have had an impor-
tant administrative role judging by the large number of
lead seals found in recent years. The new reorganisa-
tion was undoubtedly important for the functioning of
the economy and, as will be seen later, could have been
determined by the great distances between the castella
and villages situated in the central part of the Leskovac
basin, and the old urban centres. On the other hand,
this new city, the endowment of the Emperor, required
resources.

One of the significant elements of the economic life
of an ancient society were market days/village fairs
(nundinae), which had a significant role in supplying
both the urban and rural population.*! In urban areas,
periodical market days were held where the townspeople
could buy produce. The residents of nearby villages
sold their goods there and thus obtained much needed
money for rent or taxes, as well as for buying required
goods or services.*? The Theodosian Codex points to the
importance of selling produce by stating that peasants
were freed from paying lustral tax if they sold produce
from their own farms.*? Products bought for farming
were exempt from the same taxes.** These regulations
clearly demonstrate the importance of sustaining agri-
cultural production on both, large and small estates.
The decrees of Emperor Justinian I also stated this view.
In Novella XXXII, addressed to Dominicius, the pra-
etorian prefect of Illyricum, a series of decrees were
passed to guard against the greed of creditors who took
pawned land from peasants who were unable to repay,
due to poor harvests, the loan of crop seeds.*> In cer-
tain areas itinerant traders also had a significant role.*¢

33 Grmek 1998, 787-794.
34 Marcellinus Comes, Chronicle, 107.

35 Stathakopoulos 2006, 102.

36 vuli¢ 1934, 4748, br. 38; PLRE 3, 1320 — Thomas 22.
37 IMS 1V, 92, no. 51.

38 Stathakopoulos 2006, 102—103.

39 Proc. De aedif. TV.4.

40 Proc. De aedif. IV.4.

41 Shaw 1981, 43.

42 Choi 2005, 7-25; Papaconstantinou 2012, 412.

4 Cod. theod. 13.1.3, 10, 12.

4 Cod. theod. 4.13.2-3.

45 Nov. 32-34.

46 Choi 2005, 18.
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Fig. 2. Bregovina — Basilica

Ca. 2. Bpeiosuna — basuauka

At Cari¢in Grad, a large number of artisans, such  could reach the city within a day.>” These parameters
as potters, blacksmiths, goldsmiths, glaziers and others ~ were also valid in the case of the castella in the area of
were testified to, clearly indicating that it was aregion-  the Leskovac basin. The largest number of forts, based
al centre which supplied both the local area and those  on these parameters, gravitated towards Cari¢in Grad
further afield. The very concept of a newly built centre ~ — Justiniana Prima, except for those in the far eastern
with wide streets and porticos points to the fact thatthe  part of the basin, which were orientated towards Reme-
city was planned as an administrative and trade centre.*’  siana. The most favourably positioned were the castella
(Fig.3) An indication of the lively local and regional  in the Morava river valley, which gravitated towards
trade is the presence of camels and mules at Cari¢in ~ Cari¢in Grad — Justiniana Prima, as well as Naissus
Grad,*® which were particularly used in the 6" century ~ and Remesiana. The connection with Remesiana was
for transporting goods.*’ certainly impeded by the wide mountain ranges between

Castella, in the wide area of the Leskovac basin, as  these regions. It should also be mentioned that the
well as in other parts of the central Illyricum, were  castella situated in the south-western part of the basin
mostly built in non-urban areas. Spatial analysis indi-  were closest to Justiniana Secunda.
cates that most of the castella were situated outside a
10 mile — 15 km radius from the city, which represents
a journey that could have been taken to the city and

back w1th1n.a dgy, (Map 3.2) In the ur.banlsed regions 47 Salion 2005, 207224,

of the Empire, in central Italy, the distance between 48 Markovic 2013.

cities was from 11 to 13 km, which enabled strong eco- 49 Morrisson, Sodini 2002, 200.

nomic ties. In Lower Galilee, on the other hand, peasants 50 Choi 2005, 11-12: with quoted literature.
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Fig. 3. Caricin Grad — Porticos of the Upper Town’s eastern street

Ca. 3. Hapuuun ipag — Hoptiux uctwioune yauue Iopwel ipaga

The study of the Late Roman fortifications in rela-
tion to the urban centres is important when considering
their role and significance. In spite of the fact that new
cities were built in this region, the degree of urbanisa-
tion remained relatively low. Barbarian incursions, epi-
demics and climate change resulted in the weakening
of the villages and, subsequently, the castella, which
together led to the decline of the city’s importance and
the disappearance of the administrative system based
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on the polis, which represented the pillar of the admi-
nistrative system of Byzantine power in the area of
central Illyricum. The former importance of this region
is testified to by the prefecture having been situated in
Thessalonica which, as late as 604, consisted of Dacian
and Macedonian offices. The prefect of Illyricum was
soon to disappear, ceding his place to the eparch of
Thessalonica, by which the end of the administration
over Illyricum was confirmed.!

ST Lemerle 1979; 126 § 106; Lemerle 1981, 69-70 and 176.
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BYJAIVH UBAHUIIIEBU'R, Apxeosomku HHCTUTYT, beorpan

COBbA CTAMEHKOBUWTH, Apxeosoriku uHctutyT, Beorpan

KACHOAHTHYKA YTBPBHEA Y JIECKOBAYKOJ KOTJIMHH
U BbUXO0B OJHOC ITPEMA YPBAHHUM HHEHTPHUMA

Kwyune peuu. — JleckoBauka KOTJIMHA, KACHA aHTUKA, popTuduKanuje, npuspena, Llapwuns rpan, Justiniana Prima.

Kpajem 4. Beka, ycaen ynana u HaceJbaBawma BapBapa Ha mon-
pyuje ceBepHor Mimprka, 10s1a3u 10 BEJIMKUX IPYIITBEHO-EKO-
HOMCKMUX I0Tpeca, Koju he ce noceGHO oipa3uTu Ha MPOMEHY
yJiore Hacesba. PUMcka paBHMUapcka Hacesba yCTYIajy MecTo
HOBHM yTBPhEHNM CTaHUINTUMA TOAUTHYTUM Ha JOMUHAHTHIM
1 106po OpameHNM BUCOBUMA M3HAJ PEUHUX JOTMHA WIH YHY-
Tap MJIAHUHCKUX O0JIACTU.

Ycnien omnmTe HECUTYPHOCTH U MTOTpe6e 3aIUTUTE CTaHOB-
HUIITBA Y KOMYHHMKalyja Ha Nofpy4djy JleckoBauke KOTJIMHE,
TIOZIVKE C€ BEJIMKU Op0j KaCHOAHTUYKUX (hopTudHKanuja, Ma-
XOM Ha pyboBuMa kotinHe. QopTrdukanyje cy moaurHyTe Ha
Panany, y3 cnusose Jlenamruue, Jleuke u I'aznapcke pexe, ['o-
JbaKy, ca nozupyyjem oko Tymnapcke u Bamcke peke, oko Llapu-
YUHOT rpaja, objactu oko PyjkoBua u PagunoBna, 3aTim y no-
smnu Illymancke peke, ITycre peke, Jabnanuue u Berepauue.
Ooprudunupanu cy u noopha Kykasune, nomna Jysxae Mo-
paBe, Komriekc oko Ko3apauke, onHocHO Pyricke peke, nomu
Tok Bracune, noopha baduuke rope u Kpymesurie u yuthe JIy-
skHuue y Biacuny. Hajsehu neo oBuX yTBpAa MOOUTHYT je Ha
BHCOBMMa KOj! TOMUHMPAjy HAJ| IIMPOM OKOJITHOM.

X pOHOJIOIIKO OTIpefie/bee YTBphema Ha OCHOBY apXeoJIo-
IIKOT MaTepujajia 1 HyMusMaTuike rpabe omoryheHo je y u3Be-
cHUM ciy4ajeBuma. Ha Besnmkom 6pojy yrBphema HaheH je Ho-
Ball U3 4. Beka, 1 To yHyTap ¢optucdukanuja y Jlewy, Pyjkosuy,
Ha Xucapy y Jleckouy, Ctynuuuy, I'presmim u Crobassuh rpa-
ny ko Byuja. Llupkynanuja HoBIa y 5. BEKy MOCBeOYEeHA je Y
PyjkoBiy, mTO mpencraBiba BaXkaH NOKa3 HEHOT ONCTajamba y
HEMHUPHUM BpeMeHnMa. JlaToBame yTBphema y 6. Bek, mopesn
HOBLIA, YNOTIyYje M APYTM apXeoJOIIKM MaTepuja, a Ipe
cBera KepaMuuKe rocyze. Y To BpeMe olpelesbeH je u Hajaehu
0poj ¢oprudukanuja, koje cy youuupase y Cujapunu, Mpko-
Y, Ha MasoM kameHny, y Pyjkosity, Topmem Bpujamy, ['opmoj
Jloxomnuuy, I'panamuuny, Kononnuy, I'papuinry, na Xucapy
y JleckoBuy u I'prenum. Ha mamem Opojy yTBphemwa, yraas-
HOM Ha OHMMa Ha KOjUMa Cy CIIPOBEIeHa apXeoJIOIIKa UCKOMa-
Bama, MOTBpheHn cy xopusoHTy u3 4. u 6. Beka. Peu je o cop-
tudukanujama y Jleny, Cujapunckoj bawu, Pyjrosuy, Xucapy
y JleckoBuy, Kononuuiy u I'presmnn.

Pacniopen kacHoaHTUYKMX (opTUdUKALIja, Ka0o ITO je
CJlyyaj ca pUMCKUM HaceoOUHama, OUo je YCIIOBIbEH CTETIEHOM
HaceJbeHOCTH 00JIaCTH, peCypcuMa 1 OTPedOM KOHTpOJIE MyT-

HUX paBalia. AHaJM3a Nosoaja yrephemwa ykasyje Ha KOHIIeH-
Tparyjy yTBp/a I10 BUCOBMMA KOjH YOKBUPY]y peuHe fonuHe Jy-
skHe Mopase 1 leHnx nputoka. Hajsehy ryctuny tux yrBpherma
OeJieskuMo yrpaBo Ha moophy LoOpe rope, cMmemreHoM usmehy
nonuna [Tycre peke, Jabnanuue u Jyxxae Mopase. Panu ce mipe-
BaCXOIHO O MawbuM (opTUdUKaLjaMa YMja je IpUMapHa yjora
OuIia 3amTUTa JJOKAIHOT CTAHOBHUIITBA, KOje Ce, CACBUM U3Be-
CHO, 6aBwIIO MosponpuBpenoM. Mnaxk, Hajsehu 6poj Tux yTBpIa
HaJIa3y ce y 3araJHoM JieJTy KOTJIMHE, y INIAHUHCKAM 00J1acThMa
lomaka, Majnana, Panana u Ilacjaye. Hajseha rycruna yTBp-
bema je y nosmunu Bamcke peke, oko Cujapune.

Lena obsact je Ouiia No3HaTa MO pylapery y IPeTXOIHUM
cronehuma. He 61 Tpe6asto ncksbyunTrt MOryhHOCT 1a je TokoM
6. Beka pylapcka aKTUBHOCT O1ita 00HOBJbeHa. [loceOHy rpyma-
LWjy YMHM Mama rpyna yTBphema cMemreHa oko LlapuyanHor
rpaza — Jyctunujane [Ipume, ynja je mpeBacxonHa ysora ouna
onOpaHa npusasa rpamy.

Jycrunujana Ilpuma npencrasiba jequHu rpaj — MoJMC —
HOAUTHYT OKO 535. roMHE y CPENUILITY OBe 00J1aCTH Kao Ceu-
ITe apxuemnuckona. YTephema Ha nonpyyjy JleckoBauke KOTIH-
He MpUIAZajy KaTeropuju Kacreaa — ppypua, Yiju jeé OCHOBHU
Wb OMO 3aINTUTA JIOKAJTHOT CTAHOBHUIIITBA.

Hajsehu neo ytBpna rpaButupao je npema IlapudnHom
rpany — Jyctunujanu Ilpumu, u3yseB OHUX Ha KpajHeM UCTOY-
HOM JIeJTy KOTJIMHE KOju ¢y Oumm okpeHyTH ka Pemecujann. Haj-
00Jbe MO3NIMOHMPAHY Cy OMIIN KacTesn y NOoJIMHU Mopase, Koju
cy rpaButupanu ka Llapimunnom rpany — Jyctunujanu [pumu,
aymu cy To ouu 1 Haucy 1 Pemecujanu. Besa ca Pemecujanom je
Ousia cBaKako oTexxkaHa, Oynyhu na ce usmehy Tux obsactu Ha-
Jla3e MIMPOKU TUIAHWHCKY BeHNu. JlonajMo ia cy KacTesm cMe-
MITEHU y jyro3anasHoM AejTy KOTINHE OWIH Hajoky JycTHHY-
janu CekyHau.

CMmaTpamo [ia je mocMaTpame KACHOAHTUUYKUX YyTBphema y
OIIHOCY Ha IpajiCKa CPEeJIMINTa Ba)KHO 3a Pa3MaTpame HUXOBE
yJiore u 3Hauaja. M mopep mopusama HOBUX I'panoBa, y OBOj
obulacTy je crerieH ypbaHu3anyje octao cabo pa3BujeH. Ynanu
Bapgapa, enugeMuje 1 KIMMaTCKe IPOMEHE OJPasiiIM Cy Ce Ha
cnabibeme cena, a MOTOM M KacTeJa, IITO je CBE 3ajeHO YCJIo-
BUWJIO OTaJiame 3Hauaja rpajja U HECTaHaK YIPaBHOT CUCTEMA 3a-
CHOBAHOT Ha MOJIMCY Ka0 CTy0y YIIpaBHOT CHCTEMa BU3aHTH]jCKe
BJIACTU HA MPOCTOPY LeHTpasHor Mmprka.
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