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TWO EARLY BYZANTINE FIBULAE FROM THE PCELINJI
KRS SITE IN LAZNICA NEAR ZAGUBICA

ABSTRACT

The paper deals with early Byzantine fibulae from the Pcelinji krs site, located in the area of
Laznica village, near Zagubica in eastern Serbia. The objects are accidental finds, discovered by
locals on surface terrain and during earthworks. They were subjected to conservation and X-ray flu-
orescence. The first specimen is completely preserved. It is a bow-type fibula with a backward turned
foot and a coil. The other presented fibula, in this case fragmented, is defined in older literature as
the “western Balkan” or the “Dalmatian” type.
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In the south-eastern part of the Brani¢evo dis-
trict, more precisely in the vicinity of Zagubica
in the area of Homolje, several sites that can be
characterised with certain reservations, on the
basis of archaeological research, as late antiqui-
ty or early-Byzantine, have been registered (Fig.
1). Trench excavations in the aforementioned
area were performed at the sites of Zad in Rib-
are and Pcelinji kr§ in Laznica (MunoBanoBuh
n Oununouh 2018: 2-3; [ywmak 1 MusbkoBuh
1992: 103; MunoBanosuh 2016b: 25, 76). Ar-
chaeological field surveys were also performed to
a greater or lesser extent at some sites: Setaée in
Osanica, Pregrada-Podkrs in Zagubica and Potaj
Cuka near Zagubica. Based on collected acciden-
tal finds, visible architectural remains and terrain
configuration, it can be assumed that the above
mentioned sites were inhabited during the 6th
century.' It should be noted that these are high,

1 Such a statement must be taken with certain caution
since the chronological determination is based on acciden-
tal archaeological findings. The possibility of settling at
these sites should not be ruled out, e.g. also in the 4" centu-
ry, MunoBanoBuh n @ununosuh 2018: 6; MunoBanosuh

hardly accessible positions, which are mainly ap-
proachable from only one side. One of these ar-
chaeological sites is the aforementioned Pcelinji
krs. Archaeological excavations at this site were
carried out on two occasions, in 2006 and 2007.
Archaeological findings from prehistory, late an-
tiquity and the early Byzantine period were re-
corded at that time.”

2016a: 137. In the vicinity of Zagubica, there are also in-
dicative sites that, based on toponyms, reports of individ-
ual travel writers and memories of the locals, may indicate
settlement during the late antiquity and early Byzantine
period. So far, they have not been archaeologically ex-
plored, MunoanoBuh n ®wmmnosuh 2018: 5, 15, ci. 2;
Kaunwur 1985: 272.

2 The head of archaeological excavations in 2006 was D.
Mrkobrad (with Project Manager S. Misi¢). Excavations
in 2007 were conducted by D. Jacanovi¢. Additionally,
numerous accidental finds originating from this site have
been collected by the locals for decades. Upon inspection
of these finds it is concluded that this material predom-
inantly belongs to the early Byzantine period. A smaller
number of finds, at least for the time being, suggest settling
also during the late Antiquity period, MunoBanoBuh u
Oumumosuh 2018: 2, van 3, kaT. 6p. 20, 56; Munosanosuh
2016 a: 125-126. Based on a partial insight into the docu-
mentation from archaeological excavations and the exam-
ination of the accidental finds, which, as already empha-
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Fig. 1 Approximate distribution of 4% -6 century archaeological sites in the vicinity of Zagubica: 1. P&elinji kr§ in
Laznica; 2. Pregrada-Podkrs in Zagubica; 3. Potaj Guka near Zagubica; 4. Zad in Ribare; 5. Setaée in Osanica.

The site in question also has the Vlach name
“Kr$ ku albina,” which loosely translated means
bee’s karst, i.e., Pcelinji KrS. At the beginning of
the 20" century, the ethnologist T. Pordevi¢ also
recorded the toponym “Setace” for this place
(Bophesuh 1910: 232),° but it was not preserved by
the locals. When we speak about the site’s position,
we can say that it was wisely selected, at an altitude
of about 580 m.* The massive wreath of the Ho-
molje Mountains stretches towards the north. On
the south side of the elevation, below sharp cliffs,

sised, are mostly determined as being from the time of the
6" century, the P&elinji krs site is defined by the author of
this paper as early Byzantine. More precisely, the fortified
settlement was most probably built during the time of Em-
peror Justinian (527-565), and served the population until
the Avar and Slav attacks at the end of the 6th or the be-
ginning of the 7th century, Munosanosuh 2018; Whether
there was construction activity on the hill above Laznica
during late Antiquity or some other period, we will learn
after the published report from two years of archaeological
excavations, Munosanosuh 2016a: 122, nam. 491.

3 About the history of Pcelinji kr§ research see
Munosanosuh 2018: 7-8.

4 The height is calculated according to the military geo-
graphical map.

flows a stream called “Valja kum umbarju” (Valley
with the vessels). In the western and eastern part
there are slopes. A spacious meadow, on which, ac-
cording to the memories of the local people, there
were walls, stretches northwest, at a slightly lower
altitude from the place where the aforementioned
archaeological excavations were carried out (Fig.
1, 2). Approach is most suitable from this side. On
the terrain the remains of fortifications are visible
(Fig. 3, 4). East of the fortification, there are the
surrounding hills, while on the opposite side, at an
altitude of about 400 m, there is a view towards
Laznica village, through which the Kamenicka
River flows (MunoBanosuh 2018: 8).

A certain number of accidental archaeological
finds, roughly defined as from prehistory, late an-
tiquity and the early Byzantine period, are kept
in the Homolje Heritage Museum in Zagubica, as
well as by the locals of Laznica. On this occasion,
we have selected two fibulae which are currently
the only items from this site that have been sub-
jected to any conservation procedure. They were
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Fig. 3 Pcelinji krs, sketch of fortification base.

subjected to X-ray fluorescence (XRF analysis)~
The first fibula is completely preserved, with a
noteworthy feature being that its part that is bent
backward is slightly deformed. It is a type of ear-
ly-Byzantine bow fibula with a bent backward
foot and a coil. The object is made of high quality
iron, with the dimensions 7.1 x 1.5 x 0.2 cm. The
width of the bow is 1.2 cm, and the width of the
footis 0.9 cm (Fig. 5, Fig. 7/1). It is a strap-shaped
bow and is slightly wider than the trapezoidal foot.
Both of the aforementioned parts of the fibula
have a rectangular cross-section, decorated with
framed incised lines on the upper side, while a
well preserved coil is between them. On the head
of the fibula, around the horizontal axis, a spring,
also made of iron, is formed. The preserved nee-
dle is located outside a deformed tubular catch-

5 Conservation and XRF analysis were performed by M.
Colovi¢ and M. Stojanovié from the National Museum in
Belgrade, in 2016. I am most thankful to my colleagues
for their generous help. The fibulae are located in the Ho-
molje Heritage Museum in Zagubica, Munosanosuh n
Oumumosuh 2018: 21-22.
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plate. According to the testimony of the locals, the
object was found at the foot of the western slope
of the site during earthworks in 2015.

There are three developmental forms of these
fibulae (Uenze 1992: 146-154). A specimen from
Pcelinji kr$ can be classified with great certainty
in the so-called second transitional form in which
the bow gradually increases in relation to the foot.
The ornamentation, also presented, involves an
equal amount of decoration in the foot and bow
of the fibula. It should be emphasised that the first
form is characterised by approximately the same
dimensions of the foot and bow where the foot is
primarily decorated, while in the third the bow
becomes visibly wider. Chronologically, all three
forms can be roughly placed in the 6™-7" century.
It should also be noted that they are simultane-
ous with buckles of Suc¢idava and Salona — Histria
types (Spehar 2010: 58-59). On the other hand,
we also note the recent findings from the ear-
ly-Byzantine site of Gradina on Jelica Mountain,
near Cagak. During archaeological excavations in
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Fig. 4 Pcelinji krs§, remains of the western rampart.

2015, similar samples of functional parts of cloth-
ing were found. The difference which is observed
at first glance relates primarily to the width of the
bow, which is in this case slightly narrower than
the trapezoidal shaped foot (Pagumuh 2017: 103,
Kart. 40, 41). Here is most probably a special group
of transitional forms of early Byzantine bow fibu-
lae with a bent backward foot and a coil. The final
conclusion on this assumption will be provided by
future research and interpretations. Also, it should
be emphasised that during this period, the Romans
wore fibulae in the middle of the chest or on the
shoulder when buttoning their robes (unlike the
Germanic tribes who wore them in pairs). This
kind of clothing was common for both sexes in
the Empire (Mmwmnakosuh 2004: 192, ci. 6). The
transitional form of early Byzantine bow fibulae
with bent backward foot and a coil, according to
previous research, was widespread in the area of
DPerdap. It is interesting to note that all previously
discovered specimens in the aforementioned re-
gion were made of bronze (Spehar 2010: 58-59;

Jankosuh 1981: 173-174, T. XVI/4-5). Some anal-
ogous items have also be found in Gamzigrad (Fe-
lix Romuliana) (JankoBuh 1983: 136, kaT. 6p.194;
Kupuh 2003: 184, kat. 435; Iletkosuh 2010: 199,
cn. 173). Several fibulae of the transitional form
were discovered in Macedonia, at the Budinar-
ci and Gradiste sites (Mikulc¢i¢ 2002: 200, Abb.
95/2; 300-301, Abb. 199/2). In Bulgaria, simi-
lar findings have come from Pernik (JIrobenoBa
1981: 168-169, 0o6p. 107/2, 108). One fibula was
also discovered in the vicinity of Ljubljana in Slo-
venia (Bitenc in: Knific 2001: 58, kat. 169). In
the area of the Branicevo district, findings of this
type were recorded in the Germanic tombs of the
6th century in the Viminacium area (Viminatium)
(Ivanisevi¢, Kazansky et Mastikova 2006, Fig. 9).

The other fibula from Péelinji kr§ belongs to a
type that is known in the older literature as a west-
ern Balkan or Dalmatian type. It is a fragmented
specimen, made of iron, missing a needle, spring
and a bent backward part of the foot. The fibula
was found at the site itself (on the top of the hill)

33



Archaeology and Science 14 (2018)

Milovanovi¢ - Two Early Byzantine Fibulae from...(29-38)

Fig. 5 Bow fibula with backward bent foot and coil.

Fig. 6 Fragmented fibula of the “western Balkan” type.

in 2004 in disposed earth from illegal explorations.
Its preserved dimensions are 5.5 x 0.9 x 0.4 cm,
bow width 0.9 cm, foot width 0.5 cm (Fig. 6, Fig.
7/2). On the head of the object there is a polyhedron
shaped button, coated with brass. On the wide fibu-
la bow, or more precisely on its lateral, front sides,
a damascening technique was noted with inserted
copper wires, diagonally or vertically arranged,
some of which are not preserved. In these places,
the position in which they were originally inserted
is visible. Using the same technique, in the mid-
dle of the bow, a ribbon made of gold and silver
alloy was inlayed, and is partially preserved. The
ribbon was framed by copper wires located on the
sides. On the surface there are three smaller evenly
distributed horizontal incisions. Between the foot
and the bow of the fibula, a larger, preserved double
coil is visible. The foot, with a wavy upper surface,
was originally covered with thin foil (gilding tech-
nique), and it is also made of an alloy of gold and
silver. Over this foil, thin copper wires, evenly dis-
tributed, were transversally attached using a dama-
scening technique. Most of them remain preserved
on the lower, flat part of the foot. The characteris-
tic of this type of functional part of the garment is
primarily reflected in the foot, which is noticeably
longer than the smaller wide bow. In older literature
it was written that these specimens were typical for
the western Balkan region of the early Byzantine
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period and that they ethnically belong to the indig-
enous population. They were most numerous in
Salona and its surroundings, therefore it was con-
sidered that this was their production centre (Vins-
ki 1967: 39-40; PaguueBuh 2009: 413). However,
recent archaeological research has shown that such
specimens are also seen in the central Balkans. In
2009, D. Radicevi¢ was the first to draw attention
to their distribution outside the western part of the
peninsula during the aforementioned epoch. Cer-
tain analogies were even found in the territory of
Bulgaria.® Territorially, the closest specimens were
recorded in the Vise grobalja necropolis (grave 143)
in the Viminacium area during archaeological ex-
cavations. The entire grave is defined as being from
the second third of the 6th century, the horizon C2
(Ivanisevi¢, Kazanski et Mastykova 2006, 122, Pl.
26/7). On the other hand, there are specimens from
the early Byzantine settlements that have some
similarities to the fibula from Pcelinji kr§. These
are fibulae that originate from the Gradac site near
Svrljig (Pagummh 2015: 291) and Gradina on Jelica
Mountain (Pagummh 2017: 105, xat. 6p. 46). The
common features of these findings are transversal
wires on a wavy foot. Analogous specimens have,
on the upper part of the foot, a preserved foil, made
of copper alloy, as opposed to the finding from

6 PammueBuh 2009: 412-416 with the aforementioned
analogies.
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Fig. 7 Fibulae from Pcelinji kr§ after conservation.

Laznica, which is made of gold and silver alloy.
Similarities are also seen in the ornamented bow.
They are dated to the second half of the 6th and
the beginning of the 7th century (Pamumuh 2015:
292 n 295; Pamummh 2017: 105, xart. 6p. 46). In the
area of south-eastern Serbia, fibulae of this type are
also seen in the vicinity of KnjaZevac (JopanoBuh
1993: 65). Analogous items can also be found in
Nebeske stolice in Kopaonik, as well as in the vi-
cinity of KruSevac, and they are dated to the 6th
century (Pamkosuh 2015: 323-324, T. 11/4-5). Sev-
eral specimens also come from the surroundings of
Belgrade (Bojovi¢ 1983: 73-74, kat. br. 325-327,
T. XXXIII). In Macedonia, analogous findings for
these fibulae can be found at the Hisar-Kale site
near Tetovo (Mikul¢i¢ 2002: 470, 388, 3).

Based on the various techniques and materi-
als, the fibula from Pcelinji kr§ in the area of the
village of Laznica, near Zagubica, represents a
special specimen of early Byzantine fibulae. Al-
though the find is fragmented, according to analy-
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ses that have been executed, it can be said that the
specificity of this object is primarily reflected in
the various techniques that were applied during its
manufacture. In addition, XRF analysis has also
revealed different metals. At this point, it is dif-
ficult to say how this fibula reached these areas,
since it was an accidental find. Their appearance
in the territory of the Central Balkans has been in-
terpreted in different ways in science (Paguuesnh
2009: 415-416).

The objects that were discussed in this paper,
as pointed out, were found on the terrain surface
and during earthworks, according to the testimo-
nies of locals from Laznica. It seems that their
archaeological context will remain forever un-
known; therefore, caution is needed when making
any final conclusions. Judging by analogous bow
fibulae with a backward turned foot and a coil
which were discovered at early Byzantine sites
in Serbia and its surroundings, they are general-
ly defined as being from the time of the 6th-7th
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century. A somewhat similar situation exists with
the “western Balkan” type. On the other hand, it
should be noted once again that the remains of
fortifications at Pcelinji kr§ most likely belong
to the time of the great Justinian restoration after
527 AD, while their destruction is related to the
Avar and Slav attacks at the end of the 6th or the
beginning of the 7th century.” In this case, the fib-
ulae presented in this paper can be placed chrono-
logically, with a certain reservations, at the time
between the emergence and the destruction of the
fortification in the village of Laznica.
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REZIME

DVE RANOVIZANTIJSKE FIBULE
SA LOKALITETA PCELINJI KRS U
LAZNICI KOD ZAGUBICE

KLJUCNE RECI: FIBULE, RANOVIZANTIJSKI
PERIOD, PCELINJI KRS, ,XRF“ ANALIZA,
DATOVANJE.

U radu su obradene ranovizantijske fibule
sa lokaliteta Pcelinji krs, koji se nalazi u ataru
sela Laznice kod Zagubice na prostoru istoéne
Srbije. Predmeti predstavljaju slucajne nalaze,
pronadene od strane mestana na povrsini terena i
prilikom zemljanih radova. Na njima je izvrSena
konzervacija i rendgenska fluorescencija. Prvi
primerak je sacuvan u celosti. U pitanju je tip lu¢ne
fibule sa posuvracenom stopom i obmotajem.
Druga predstavljena fibula, u ovom slucaju
fragmentovana, opredeljena je u starijoj literaturi
kao ,,zapadnobalkanski* ili ,,dalmatinski® tip.
Arheoloska iskopavanja na ovom lokalitetu vr§ena
su u dva navrata, 2006. i 2007. godine. Tom pri-
likom su evidentirani arheoloski nalazi iz prais-
torije, kasne antike i rane Vizantije. Vidljivi ostaci
fortifikacija, najverovatnije pripadaju vremenu
velike Justinijanove obnove nakon 527. godine,
dok se samo stradanje vezuje za avarske i sloven-
ske napade krajem 6. ili poCetkom 7. veka. U tom
slucaju, fibule koje su predstavljene u ovom radu
mozemo u hronoloSkom smislu, sa odredenom
dozom rezerve, opredeliti u vreme izmedu nastan-
ka i stradanja utvrdenja u ataru sela Laznice.



