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Tatjana Koprivica
(History Institute of Montenegro)

SACRAL TOPOGRAPHY OF LATE ANTIQUE
AND EARLY CHRISTIAN DOCLEA (MONTENEGRO):
THE FIRST MODERN PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION

Doclea, the second-largest town in the province of Roman Dalmatia, was construct-
ed within the lowland stretching between the place where the Zeta River flows into the
Moraca River and that where the Siralija Stream flows into the Zeta River (near the pres-
ent-day Podgorica, Montenegro) !.

The status of a municipium was granted to it at the time of Flavian Dynasty (69—96
C. E.), most probably during the rule of Vespasian®. The first great growth of the town is
attributed to the reign of Domitian and Trajan. By administrative division of the Roman
Empire in 297, Doclea was detached from the Province of Dalmatia and became the Prov-
ince of Prevalis and, together with its capital town of Shkodér, its second-largest town by
significance®.

Primary sources mentioned Doclea for the first time in the writings of Ptolemy in the
mid-second century of the Common Era. Pieces of evidence of Doclea’s existence during
the time ranging between the 3rd and the 7th centuries are scarce. It is considered that
the East Goths ravaged the town in 489, and it is out of any doubt that it was struck by
earthquake in 518% Archeological excavations have shown that Doclea was reconstructed
in the time of Emperor Justinian. The town was destroyed by Avars and Slavs in 609°. As
for dating the later existence of the town, while due to rare primary sources, special im-
portance is given to the cruciform church situated in the eastern part of the town. Some
scientists relate it to the 9th century, based on which a conclusion can be derived that
Doclea continued its existence for longer than two centuries after the ravage and devasta-
tion in the early 7th century.

Doclea has been attracting the attention of explorers and travel writers even since the
mid-nineteenth century. European scientific circles were acquainted with Doclea in 1873,
upon the discovery of the Podgoritza Cup®. It was excavated by an unknown antiquity
hunter and sold to the Italian Consul H. E. Perrot, in Shkodér. By further selling, via Paris
and the collection of the Russian colonel Basilewsky, it reached The State Hermitage in
Saint Petersburg.

Archeological excavations started in January 1890. Prince Nikola Petrovi¢ launched
the idea, and he decided also the time to commence the excavations’. Montenegro did not
have an expert in the field, so the Prince entrusted the works to P. A. Rovinsky, a Russian
Slavicist, ethnographer and editor, who was in Montenegro at that time. However, Rovin-
sky was neither educated nor experienced to cope with the task entrusted to him.

Engaging a large number of unskilled workers, who were not instructed properly,
along with using inappropriate tools, resulted in permanently undermined ground stratig-
raphy within the site®. The documents from the State Archive of Montenegro on Doclea
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explorations that were carried out via three campaigns from 1890 to 1892 contain mainly
the financial statements, whereas descriptions, drawings or photographs of the excavated
buildings almost do not exist?. Rovinsky left incomplete and imprecise documentation,
which is largely useless for the contemporary science.

Doclea site explorations led by Rovinsky discovered four temples: The First Temple,
The Second Temple, The Temple of Diana, the Basilica on the Forum, as well as the North-
West Gate, the Triumphal Arch, the residential building and the remains of a temple, ther-
mae with a palestra and a library°.

Significant steps forward in scientific sense were done upon the arrival of foreign ex-
plorers. Having the benevolence of Prince Nikola, Doclea was explored by the represen-
tatives of three famous schools of that time, i.e. British, Italian and Austrian ones. J. Ar-
thur R. Munro and the group of archeologists from Oxford explored Doclea in 1893"!,
The outcomes of Munro’s work are exceptionally important to getting familiar with and
understanding the topography of Doclea — in the eastern part of the town, they discov-
ered medieval churches, i.e. the Basilica A, Basilica B, and cruciform church!2

The Italian explorers Roberto Paribeni and Guido Cora, who were in Montenegro
during 1901, paid their attention to studying the epigraphic inscriptions of Doclea'®.

Piero Sticotti carried out three studies on Doclea: the first one together with Luka
Jeli¢ in 1892; the second one together with Cirilo M. Ivekovi¢ in 1902; the last one in
1907'. The outcomes of his work represent now the most comprehensive monograph on
Doclea, with systematized deductions about explorations done by then'.

All until the mid-twentieth century, there was no exploration of Doclea; however,
devastations took place. During the World War II, i.e. in 1942, upon the order by Pirzio
Biroll, an Ttalian Governor of Montenegro, professor Luigi Crema from Rome was en-
gaged and he came to Montenegro'é. The job of the expert was brought down to the selec-
tion of exhibits from Doclea for the purposes of Italian museums.

Only few years thereafter, in peacetime, Doclea suffered the largest-scale devastation
in the 20th century. During 1947 and 1948, in the postwar revival of Montenegro, some
500 m long stretch of Doclea was occupied by Podgorica — Niksi¢ railway route!”.

After the break of more than half a century, archeological surveys started in Doclea in
1954. They were being carried out in several campaigns and lasted by 1965'. The explora-
tions, which were mainly of revision character, discovered small thermae. During the same
period, two necropolises were being explored outside the town walls, one in the south-east
of the town, along the River Moraca bank, and the other in the north-east of the town,
along the stretches called LoviSta and Vranji¢i". Southeastern necropolis revealed the
tombs dating back to the period between the 1st and the 4th centuries, while the western
necropolis revealed the tombs dating back to the time ranging between the 2nd and the
Sth centuries®.

The new revising explorations were carried out in 1995, 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2005.

Geophysical surveys carried out by experts from The British School of Rome and The
Archaeological Prospection Services of Southampton in 2007 launched the identification
of private houses in Doclea®’. Significant outcomes were induced by the 2009 explora-
tions, discovering the remains of so-called ,Building No. 9 “considered as most probable
central temple of Doclea?.

In 120-year time so far, archeological surveys of Doclea have processed only 10 per-
cent of the entire site area. Based on the explorations concerned, the sacral topography
of the town distinguishes two wholes, with the western one comprising the First Temple,
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the Second Temple, the Basilica on the Forum and the Building No. 9 and the eastern
one comprising the Basilica A, the Basilica B and the cruciform church (Fig. 1).

The First Temple was located east of via triumphalis, at the distance of 20 m from the
Triumphal Arch. The Temple belongs to the group of temples in antis. It is not known to
whom it was dedicated. Since the imperial statue and the temple’s tympanum with carved
medallion showing the figure of the Goddess Roma on it were discovered at that place,
the temple was named after the Goddess — the Temple of the Goddess Roma. According
to Sticotti’s opinion, Ara Caesaris, where the Doclea minister served as sacerdos and of
which inscription has been preserved, was there. Inscribed pedestals (that served most
probably as stands for emperor statues) are abundant there to praise numerous Roman
emperors — from Titus to Valerianus®.

On the same side of the via triumphalis, there is the Second Temple. Tt is a smaller
quadrangular building structure. The eastern side of this Temple’s courtyard borders the
palace?.

The Temple of Diana, separated by several buildings from the via triumphalis, was
entered from the side street since the position of the building is almost west-east. The
building structure is also a temple in antis. Next to it, a part of tympanum was found, with
the figure of the Goddess Diana on the carved medallion on it, so the Temple was named
after that as the Temple of Diana®.

In the central town area, east of the via triumphalis, there used to be the Forum with
Basilica covering the whole western side of it. The entrance to the Basilica, in the south-
west of the Forum, i.e. south of the very Basilica, is a separate room with three sections

Fig. 1. Plan of Late Antique and Early Christian Doclea.
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facing the main street. The Basilica was entered into from the Forum through three en-
trances with the epistyle inscribed with the names of the Flavians, the Frontons and the
Balbinas. Skirting the lengthwise sides of the main room, in the interior of it, there used
to be pilasters associated by arches, whereas in the northern and the southern part of the
room there used to be three transverse arches dividing the three bays of the Basilica®.

Next to the Forum with the Basilica, there used to be the Building No. 9. It is a rect-
angular building structure comprising the atrium enclosed, to the west and south, by the
walls of a series of rooms with porch?. It is not known to whom it was dedicated. Regard-
less the archeological explorations have not been completed, it is assumed that this used
to be the major ancient temple of Doclea. The building structure was developed on the
earlier archeological layer. As for all the foregoing temples, that are located in the west of
the town, there is no precise dating.

In the east of the town, at the distance of some 200 m from the Forum, there are three
churches: the Basilica A, the Basilica B and the cruciform church.

The Basilica A is a three-nave basilica with the apse semicircular in the interior and
polygonal on the exterior. Next to the apse, there are the diaconicon and the prothesis. The
schola cantorum was in front of the apse. Around the apse, the built-in seats with the space
for bishop chair were arranged. The narthex was in front of the Basilica. Larger number of
memorial plates were found in the church and around it. There are remains, most likely, of
the Bishop Palace. It is considered that the Basilica A represents the Episcopal Church of
Doclea. It dates back to the 5th century, and it shows certain reconstructions carried out
during the time of Justinian®.

Doclea used to be the episcopal see in the Province of Prevalis®. It is not known when
the Episcopate was established. Some archeologists assume that the first known Doclea
Bishop Basus was appointed in 325 or 326*. Based on the primary and secondary sources,
it has been found that the Bishop Constantine of Doclea for sure took part in the Coun-
cil of Ephesus in 431 and that the Bishop Evander of Doclea took part in the Council of
Chalcedon in 451. The last known Bishop of Doclea was Nemezian, who, at the beginning
of the 7th century (in 602), replaced the Bishop Pavle.

The second basilica in eastern part, i.e. the Basilica B is situated below the cruciform
church dating back to a later period. It was constructed on the site of the former building
structure, most probably on the desecrated one, which could have been demolished during
the earthquake in 518. The three-nave basilica has the apse semicircular on both the inte-
rior and exterior. Narthex of the Basilica is flanked by the prothesis and the diaconicon.
It dates back to the period ranging between the 4th and the 6th centuries.

The cruciform church has the design of a free cross with somewhat shorter transept®!.
The ancient motifs, which were taken over from the local architecture, have been pre-
served in its porch, whereas the compact composition and designs of the building struc-
ture indicate that it belongs to early medieval architecture®. The church is famous for the
inscription telling about Deaconess Ausonia®. Its dating refers to the long span, i.e. to the
period between 4th and the 9th centuries. It is identified with the Church of St. Mary,
which is mentioned in Chapter 9 of The Chronicle of the Priest of Duklja and which used
to be the coronation church for Doclea Kings*.

Since the appearance of Sticotti’s writings on Doclea in 1913, no other comprehen-
sive monography on Doclea has been developed so far. Significant steps forward made by
science in getting familiar with Doclea have taken place only in certain fields, such as that
of surveying necropolises.
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The study of the Late Antiquity and the Early Christianity has advanced significantly
within the contemporary science. In the light of the all foregoing, an opportunity to rein-
terpret the outcomes of former surveys of Doclea has been opened.

The most comprehensive documentation on Doclea is kept with the Montenegro Cen-
ter for Archeological Surveys, in Podgorica. However, the archeological evidence stored
there comprises mainly findings from the archeological campaigns that have been carried
out for the 50 years so far.

Due to the devastation of the site, studying Doclea gives importance to finding any
single unpublished photograph, drawing and description that have remained within the
documentation. That was the reason for carrying out an examination of documents origi-
nating from the writings of scientists who had dealt with Doclea — such as Rovinsky, Mu-
nro, Sticotti and the institutions that carried out studies in Podgorica, Cetinje, Trieste,
Rome, St. Petersburg and Vienna.

Besides the items that have been recorded and placed in museums and other insti-
tutes in Montenegro, significant part of those movable findings from Doclea — such as
coins, glass objects and sculptures — were stolen or destructed. In order to judge a more
complete image of Doclea, it is required to examine all the findings of Doclea provenance
kept with the European museums and private collections — which is a great difficulty
since those items have been rarely attributed as originating from Doclea. That would be a
very complex task with an uncertain outcome, even in case there is available data thereon.
For example, we found records in Rome concerning bringing some sculptures from Do-
clea during 1942, among which there was a tympanum with the figure of Goddess Diana
on it; however, the sculptures concerned were not found. As we all know, the Podgorica
Cup is in Saint Petersburg; however, that is not the only item that arrived there. In 1879,
Rovinsky sent ten Doclea coins to his friend to forward them to the Slavic Museum or
Geographical Association to be examined there and to keep them for himself thereafter, as
well as one gemstone and a fragment of another gemstone and a small jewel from Doclea
as a gift for his friend’s daughter®.

For a comprehensive understanding of Doclea, it is required to develop the corpus
of the architectural fragments that would encompass both those ones that are in situ and
those ones kept in museums, as well as the ones built-in and used in the neighborhood of
and in the very town of Podgorica. Doclea explorers and numerous travel writers who had
visited Doclea left the pieces of evidence thereon and on a variety of devastation forms,
such as: taking away architectural fragments from the site for the construction of the near-
by church, as well as for the construction of the stairways for the local school or houses
around Doclea or memorial plates and alike®. The architectural fragments were taken
away from Doclea site for reconstructing the St. George Church in Podgorica, as well as
for constructing the bridge across the River Zeta. One piece of evidence has induced a sus-
picion that, upon the order given by Prince Nikola, the stone from Doclea was taken away
for the construction of his Palace on the Kruseva Hill Head in Podgorica®.

Due to very few primary and secondary sources concerning Doclea, it is important to
bring epigraphic materials from Doclea together and assign them their respective precise
dates.

All the foregoing archival material gathering, recognizing the items from Doclea site
but captured in the European museums and collections, as well as filed activities in the
very Town and its neighborhood, represent only a preliminary stage of the overall recon-
struction of Doclea.
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Any further activity is required to approach to the interpretation of architecture
of the Late Antique and Early Medieval Doclea. There should be an attempt to give
a more precise interpretation of the ruins of Doclea complex and to assign them their
respective chronological dates, as well as to elucidate them from the point of view of
their respective functions. The architecture of the Late Antique and the Early Me-
dieval Doclea should be observed in a broader sense and in parallel with the similar
urban cores. For getting a more complete image of Doclea, it is required to open a
discussion on the cults cherished in Doclea, starting from their emergence and origin
through their spread. Particular issue in a further research should be that of funeral
ceremony related issues, as well as issues of piety of women. It is also required to
consider the relationship between the tradition and the innovation — continuity of
traditions and the life in the Town after the shift to the new organization upon receiv-
ing the Christianity. To solve certain of the foregoing issues, of a huge importance is to
consider the fresco paintings, mosaic decorations and movable findings (such as coins,
fragments of ceramic, glass and alike).

The completed explorations have shown that Doclea is one of the most important urban
cores of the Late Antique, i.e. of the Early Christian period within the Balkan Peninsula.

Studying the urban, i.e. the sacral topography of the Town of Doclea and the approach
to the urban cores of the Central Balkan (primarily Cari¢in grad) and other cores of the
early Byzantine Empire that are conceptually opposite to it, such as Thessalonica, Jeru-
salem and the towns located on the west coast of Anatolia (Asia Minor), will definitely
contribute to a clear overview of the methods of dispersing and receiving Christianity
within a broader area, as well as the modes of its visual expression.

Tarpsina Konpusuia
(Uucturyt ucropuu, YepHoropust)

CAKPAJIbHAS TOMOINPA®UA NO3AHEAHTUYHON
N PAHHEXPUCTUAHCKOW AYKNUN (YEPHOTOPUSA):
NMEPBOE COBPEMEHHOE NPEABAPUTEJIbHOE
NCCNIEAOBAHUE

[TpenmeToM TaHHOTO MCCJIEOBAHNS SABJISETCS apXUTEKTYPA MO3THEAHTUIHON U PaH-
HecpenHeBekoBoH Jykmuu. /[ykmans, BTopoi 1o BeJTMuInHe TOpo/l B PUMCKOH TTPOBUHITUN
Jammariust, ObLT IOCTPOEH Ha paBHUHE, IPOCTHPAOIIeiicss oT BriageHust 3eTbl B Mopauy
1o Bragenus [upanu 8 3ery (67113 coppemennoii [Toaropuisl B YepHoropui).

[Tesb paboOTHI — YyCTAHOBUTDH HOBBIE (PAKTHI TOCPEICTBOM IIEPECMOTPA U TIEPEOCMbICIIE-
HUsT MATEPUATIOB UCCJIEIOBAHUIN ITPOIILIBIX JIET 1 APXE0JOrnIecKux packonok 1954—1964,
1999 u 2005 rr., B cpaBHEHNHN € JaHHBIMU MTOCJTEIHUX MCCAETOBAHUI aHATOTHIHON TeMa-
THUKH, JIJIsl TOTO, 4TOOBI COCTaBUTH aJICKBATHOE U JIETATBHOE MIPECTABIEHUE O CAKPATBHON
Tonorpacdun ropo/ia.

Harmm 3aiaun — npeacTaBuTh 4acTu ropoAcKoTo ancaM6Jist JIyKImm, yTOYHUTD UX CO-
OTHOCHUTEJIbHYIO XPOHOJIOTHIO U TIONBITATHCS BBIICHUTD UX (DYHKIIMOHAJIbHOE Ha3HAYCHHE.
ApxuTeKTypa Mo3AHeaHTHYHON JIyKJINU paccMaTpuBaeTcst B 6oJiee IUPOKOM KOHTEKCTE,
B COTIOCTABJIEHUY C AHAJIOTMYHBIMU TOPOJICKUMHU MTOCEJIECHUSAMU. MBI TIOMBITAEMCS BBISIBUTD
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METO/IblL IlepeHeceH s TaKUX apXUTeKTypHbIX cxeM. Ellle ofa U3 3azay uccjeoBanus —
BBISIBJICHUE JIeTajledl apXUTEKTYPHOTO JEKOpa M APYTHX HEOOJBIINX apXUTEKTYPHBIX
3JIEMEHTOB, TIPOUCXOAATINX U3 JIyKInu, iepeMelneHHbIX 1 MCTI0JIb30BAaHHBIX B KaueCTBe
CTPOUTETBHOTO MaTepuaa B 6osee moazHee BpeMst. [I0CKOIbKY KOMITTIEKC TTIOJIBEPTCS Pas-
PYIIEHHIO ¥ ceiiuac HaXOAUTCs B Xy/IIIEM COCTOsIHIH, yeM Ha pyoesxke XIX u XX BB., Koraa
€To TMOoCcelaln MyTeNeCTBeHHUKHN U CIIeIIUAIUCTBI, IPYTOH Hatlel 3amadeil BjigeTcs 1o-
MCK HEOTyOJMKOBAHHBIX 3AMUCEH, MATEPHATOB U (hOTOMOKyMeHTAINY GOJIee PAHHUX HC-
cnenoBannit /lyknmm B apxuBax Tpuecta, Bensr n Puma.

MpumeyaHus

! On its three sides, the natural guards of Doclea town were the basins of the Zeta and Moraca Rivers
and the Siralija Tributary. The sole eastward access to the town from the inland was specially fortified.
The town had irregular geometric shape because the town walls were along the banks’ edges. Due to
that, the deviation from the common positioning of streets to intersect at the right angle had to be ap-
proached to. Bridges were constructed across Moraca and Siralija to link the town with an important Ro-
man road, i.e. with Narona — Shkodér road. The town was supplied with water by means of the aqueduct,
through which the water from the Cijevna River was taken thereto; P. Sticotti, Die Romische Stadt Doclea
in Montenegro, in Schriften der Balkankommission Antiquarische Abteilung VI, Wien 1913 (= P. Sticotti,
Rimski grad Duklja u Crnoj Gori, Podgorica 1999, pp. 13-26).

> M. Tapamanus, I[pna Iopa y do6a Pumckoe [lapcmesa, in Hemopuja Ipne Iope, I, Turorpax 1967,
pp. 194-195.

% J. Kosauesuh, IIpna Iopa y doba Pumcxoz Ilapcmea — OO0 ocuusarwa nposunyuje IIpesaiuc 0o
VII sujexa, in Ucmopuja Ipue lope cit. pp. 241-243.

© Ibid., p. 254.

> J. Kosauesuh, IIpra Iopa cit., pp. 253—254.

6 The Podgoritza cup, in The Heythrop Journal 4 (1963), p. 55; P. C. Finney, The Invisible God. The
Earliest Christians on Art, Oxford University Press 1994, pp. 284-286, fig. 7.4.

7 Prince Nikola was motivated to commence the Doclea site survey by a need to employ several hun-
dred workers during the year in which small Montenegro suffered from a severe economic crisis. Hence,
it was more about public works and less about scientific venture. See: Iac I[prnozopuya 8, nenjema, 18.
debpyap 1890, p. 2.

8 The site was explored by 150—-300 workers on a daily basis. They used primitive and inappropriate
tools, so Rovinsky asked, in March 1891, a blacksmith to be employed in order to forge specialized tools,
wheelbarrows and pulleys that would better serve the purpose; DrZavni arhiv Crne Gore (=DACG), Mini-
starstvo unutrasnjih djela (=MUD), 1891, fasc. 78, dok. 624; [State Archives of Montenegro (=SAM),
Ministry of Home Affairs (=MHA), 1891, File No 78, doc. 624]; P. Rovinski, Otkopavanje stare Dioklije
(prevod A. Lainovié¢), Arhivsko-memoarski fond biblioteke Istorijskog instituta Crne Gore, fasc. 458,
str. 14. [Archive and Memorial Stock of the Library of Historical Institute of Montenegro, File No. 458,
p. 14].

9 Available documents refer to the number of workers engaged in Doclea site excavations; the num-
ber of daily wages and in-kind wages; malversations with regard to payments; the workers around the site
and alike. DACG, MUD, 1892. godina, F 67, dok. 995, str. 1. [SAM, MHA, 1892, File No 67, doc. 995,
p-1].
0 T1. A. Posusckwuii, Packonka opeenetl /luokieu, npousseedenias no yKasanur u na cuem ezo vico-
uecmea wepnozopckozo kst Huxonas (Om 22-z0 smeaps do 11-20 ¢espans 1890. 2), in XKypnan Murnu-
cmepemsa napoonozo npoceewenust, C.-Ilerepoypr 1890, pp. 1-17; 1d., IIpednocenue packonku opesnei
Jluoxneu (Om 16-20 anpens do 8-20 mas 1890 2.; pabouux oneir 13), in XKypnar Munucmepcmsa napoonozo
npocsewenus, C.-IlerepOypr 1890, utonb, pp. 17-22; Id., IIpednoxcenue packonxu opeeneir uoxneu (Om
22.02 do 12. 05. 1891), in JKypnar Munucmepcmea napoonozo npoceewenust, C.- llerepobypr 1891, pp. 15—
34; T1. A. Posuncku, I[pua Iopa y npouwnocmu u cadawwocmu, 1V, in Apacasnu scusom (1851-1907) —
Apxeonoezuja, Hetnmwe-Hosu Can 1994, pp. 348-370.

" DACG, MUD, 1893. godina, F 72 (88), dok. 1255, str. 3 [SAM, MHA, 1893, File No 72, doc. 1255,
p. 3.1; C Ayxmwe, Dac Lpnozopya 34, cybora, 21. asrycr 1893, p. 4; C ykmwe, [ac [pnozopua 39, cybota
25. cerrrembap 1893, pp. 3—4; J. A. R. Munro, W. C. E. Anderson, J. G. Milne, E Haverfield, On the Roman
Town Doclea in Montenegro, Westminster 1896, pp. 1-60.

2 Ibid., pp. 9-10, 23-30.

3 DACG, Ministarstvo inostranih poslova, 1901, F 91, dok. 1432; [SAM, Ministry of International
Affairs, 1901, File. 91, doc. 1432]; DACG, MUD, 1901, F 91, dok. 1402, str. 1; [SAM, MHA, 1901, File.



32 Tatjana Koprivica

91, doc. 1402, p. 1]; Inac pnozopya 45, cybota, 3. Hoembap 1901, p. 3; R. Paribeni, Iscrizioni Romane di
Doclea e di Tusi, in Bullettino della Commissione Archeologica Comunale di Roma 4 (1903), Roma 1904,
pp. 3-8; DACG, MUD, 1901, F 90, dok. 1152, str. 1 [SAM, MHA, 1901, File. 90, doc. 1152, p. 1].

14 P. Sticotti, Ueber die Ergebnisse einer Reise nach Doclea, Juli 1907, in Anzeiger der Kaiserlichen
Akademiae der Wissenschaften, Philosophische-historische Klasse X1V (1908), Wien 1908, pp. 51-55.

15 P. Sticotti, Die Romische Stadt Doclea in Montenegro, Schriften der Balkankommission Antiquarische
Abteilung, V1, Wien 1913.

16 Roma, Archivio Centrale dello Stato, Tutela artistica nel Montenegro (Roma, 22. ottobre 1942.), fasc.
2041, doc. 1827, p 2.

17100 godina Zeljeznice Crne Gore, ed. S. Burzanovié, Podgorica 2009, p. 80.

18 The explorations were carried out by the Archeology Institute of the Serbian Academy of Science
and Art(sl, Institute for Protection of the Cultural Monuments of Montenegro and the Country Museum
Titograd.

19" A. Ilepmanosuh-Kysmanosuh, O. Beniumuposuh-Kwkuh, 1. Cpejosuh, Aumuuxa Jyxmwa. Hekpo-
noxe, lletnmwe 1975, p. 12 et passim.

2 The south-eastern necropolis revealed also one Jewish tomb; cf. Ilepmanosuh-Kysmanosuh,
Besmvuposuh-Kuskuh, Cpejosih, Aumuuka /fyxmwa cit., pp. 43—45.

1 L. Pett, Doclea, Podgorica, Montenegro, Geophysical Survey Report, October 2007, in Nova anticka
Duklja, Podgorica 2010, p. 16.

2 M. Bakovi¢, Arheoloska istrazivanja na lokalitetu Duklja 2009. godina Objekat IX, in Nova anticka
Duklja, Podgorica 2010, pp. 69-75.

2 Tapautanut, I[pra Iopa y doba Pumckoe Ilapcmea cit., pp. 203—204.

2 Ibid., p. 204.

» bid., p. 204.

% Ibid., p. 205.

27 Bakovié, Arheoloska istraZivanja cit., pp. 69-75.

8 Sticotti, Rimski grad Duklja cit., p. 139.

2 The church of the Province of Prevalis was subjected to the Archbishop of Justiniana Prima as of
536, upon the order of the emperor Justinian. Later in 545, Justinian revoked the independence of the Ar-
chiepiscopate with its see in Justiniana Prima and subjected it to the Roman Pope; ¢f. KoBauesuh, I[pra
Iopa y doba Pumckoz Llapcmea cit., pp. 257—263.

3 Monumenta Montenegrina I, Arhiepiskopija Duklja i Prevalitana. Acta metropolitana, ed. V. Nikéevic,
Podgorica 2001, p. 9 et passim; Monumenta Montenegrina 1/2, Duklja i Prevalitan do 400 godine, ed.
V. Nikéevié, Podgorica 2005, pp. 18—36.

3t J. Kosauesuh, Ipna Iopa y doba Pumckoz Ilapcmea-00 docemwasara Crosena do kpaja XII sujexa,
in: Ucropuja Lpue Tope I, Tutorpax 1967, pp. 376-377.

32 B. Kopah, Apxumexmypa panoz cpedrez éexa y Jyxou u 3emu. [pozpam npocmopa u nopexio 06-
auxa, in Usmehy Busanmuje u 3anada. Odabpane cmyouje o apxumexmypu, Beorpax 1987, p. 27.

3 Sticotti, Rimski grad Duklja cit., pp. 144—145, sl. 83.

3 Kosauesuh, I{pra Iopa y doba Pumckoz [lapcmea cit., pp. 376—377.

% Letter by P. A. Rovinsky to Aleksandar Nikolaevic Pipin, dated August 05, 1879, I1. C. Pagycutosuh,
Ilasne Anononosuu Posuncku, ITonropuna 1996, pp. 261-262.

% The protection of Doclea was included as an item on the agenda of the Montenegrin Assembly
session, in 1908, cf. Cmenozpacxe bumewxe o pady Iprozopcke napoone ckynumune casgane y pedoshu
casug 8. nosemopa 1907. 2. (00 I npemxodne do XLVII pedosue cjednuye), Lletume 1909, pp. 835, 972-974.

3 DACG, MUD, 1892. godina, F 66 (82), dok. 423, str. 2. [SAM, MHA, 1892, File No. 66 (82),
doc. 423, p. 2].





