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TRANSMARISCA. STRATIGRAPHY,
CHRONOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY

Sergey Torbatov'

Abstract: Transmarisca was an important military and civilian centre on the Danube border of the Roman
Empire during the Principate as well as in the Late Antiquity. It is localized for certain in the northwestern
part of the present-day town of Tutrakan in Bulgaria. A lot has been written on Transmarisca in the scien-
tific literature and now it is considered by many researchers one of the sites with well elucidated chronology
based on firm stratigraphic evidence. In most of the recent publications the thesis is persistently asserted that
the two partially studied fortress walls in Tutrakan belong to one and the same Late Roman fortification,
the area of which is estimated at 5565 ha. That fortification is claimed to have been built in the period
between 292 and 309/310 AD. It is also argued that no remains of an Early Roman military camp have
been found in Tutrakan so far. However, the latest studies in the area of the so-called South fortress wall
decisively refute these claims. Moreover, upon careful reading of the publications and comparison of what is
written in them with the attached graphic documentation and photos, one does not find any confirmation
of the proposed dating but just on the contrary — the stratigraphic realities drastically contradict it. The aim
of this paper is to present a thorough critical analysis of all the available to date evidence on the stratig-
raphy, chronology and topography of Transmarisca. The result is that the so-called “general periodization”
of Transmarisca, which was announced in 1999 for the first time and is still zealously maintained by some
researchers, turns out to be simply a myth completely inconsistant with the facts.

Keywords: Transmarisca, Roman fortifications, stratigraphy, chronology, topography

The name of Transmarisca is mentioned in a number of written sources from the Roman
period and the Late Antiquity®. Based on the information in them and on some archaeological
and epigraphic finds, this important military and civilian centre on the Danube border of the
Roman Empire is since long localized for certain in the northwestern part of the present-day
town of Tutrakan in Bulgaria® (Fig. 1). The first attempts to trace out the historical development
of Transmarisca through the ages are also based mainly on the available written sources and the
few known epigraphic monuments from the site. The earliest evidence about the presence here
of preserved structures from the Antiquity dates back to the beginning of the 20™ century’.
The information was supplemented with new field findings six decades later®. In the meantime,

! National Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Department of Classical Archaeology,
2 Saborna Street, 1000, Sofia, BG; e-mail: torbatov@abv.bg; ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6037-0570

2 Cl. Prol. Geogr. 111, 10, 11 — ed. Nobbe; Cl. Ptol. Geogr. 111, 10, 5 — ed. Miiller; Tab. Peut. Segm. VIII. 2; Itin.
Ant. Aug. 223, 1 — ed. Cuntz; Not. Dign. Or. XL, 23, 34 — ed. Seeck; Cod. lust. VI, 42, 28 — ed. Krueger; Rav.
Anonym. Cosmogr. IV, 7 (p. 187 ) — ed. Pinder/Parthey; Proc. De aedif. IV, 7, 7-9 — ed. Haury/Wirth; Not. Episc.
1, 446; 2, 514; 4, 464 — ed. Darrouzes.

3 MANNERT 1812, 114.

4 POPA-LISSEANU 1914, 60-64; PATSCH 1928, 1-6; POLASCHEK 1937; MARCULESCU 1938, 102-112;
VELKOV 1973; leopruesa 1977, 54.

> BankoB 1905, 462—463; lIkoprn 1905, 450.

¢ 3mees 1969.
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Fig. 1. Location of Transmarisca
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several more monuments from the Roman period became known’. Archaeological excavations
within the territory of Transmarisca were for the first time carried out in 1970, but they covered
a very limited area and the results were not duly published. Only a brief report about them
appeared in the local press®.

The real archaeological study of the site began only in 1989 and continued until 2022,
but with frequent interruptions of varying duration’. Work was carried out in two particular
sectors, known in the literature as the “North fortress wall” and the “South fortress wall”. The
results of these studies are presented in numerous publications of various nature — annual reports
on archaeological campaigns'’, publications of individual finds or complexes of finds'!, interim
summaries'?, as well as a recently published monographic study".

In most of the aforementioned works published after the start of the archaeological
excavations in Tutrakan, the thesis is persistently asserted that the two partially studied fortress
walls belong to one and the same Late Roman fortification, the area of which is estimated at
55-65 ha; that this fortification, according to reliable stratigraphic data, was built in the period
between 292 and 309/310 AD; and that no remains of an Early Roman military camp have
been found in Tutrakan so far. However, the latest studies in the area of the south fortress wall
decisively refute these claims. Moreover, upon careful reading of the publications and compar-
ison of what is written in them with the attached graphic documentation and photos, one does
not find any confirmation of the accepted dating, but just on the contrary — the stratigraphic
realities drastically contradict it.

The North fortress wall

In 1999 an article entitled “Die spitromische nordliche Festungsmauer von Transmarisca”
appeared in the scientific press'. Being the first publication about the site based on archacolog-
ical data, it received a wide resonance and is still considered by some researchers to be authorita-
tive on the chronology and stratigraphy of Transmarisca. It briefly summarizes the results of the
rescue and regular archaeological excavations carried out in the period 1989-1991 and 1995-
1998 in the northernmost part of the modern town of Tutrakan. Initially, a part of a massive
wall with a length of 6.80 m and an azimuth of 332° was discovered there, the northern exten-
sion of which had been washed away by the Danube River in the past. Its substructure is 2 m
thick, and the superstructure narrows in steps to 1.58—1.60 m. The faces of the superstructure
are made of roughly worked limestone blocks with average size 0.30 x 0.30 x 0.30 m, placed in
horizontal rows. White mortar containing an admixture of large pieces of building pottery was
used in the emplekton (Fig. 2/1-2). Subsequently, a section of a fortress wall with a length of
77 m with two towers located along its course was traced and partially explored to the east of the
earlier excavated wall. It is 1.95-2 m thick in the superstructure and has an azimuth of approxi-

7 ADAMESTEANU 1938; CHRISTESCU 1938.

8 3mees 1970a. A much more detailed manuscript by the conductor of the excavations is kept now at the Historical
Museum in Tutrakan (3mees 1970b).

? A detailed chronicle of the archaeological research during the discussed period is presented in: Tpaiikosa 2024,
10-13.

10 Barammuckn 1990; Baramuucky 1991; Barammucku. 1992; Baramuuckn 1995; Baramuucku/Iletkos 1996;
Baramucku/ITetkos 2002; ITetkos 2003; Barammuckn/Ilerkos 2004; Iletkos 2004; Iletkos 2005; Iletkos
2009; ITetkos 2010b; ITerkos 2012; IletkoB 2014; Iletkos 2015; Ilerkos 2016; Bpp6anos/Mures 2021a.

"' Barammuckn 2008; SHARANKOV 2010; Iapankos 2020; Bbvp6anos/Mutes 2021b; Bopbanos 2021;
Bopbanos 2022; Bepbanos 2024.

2. VAGALINSKI 1999; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006; PAUNOV 2007; ITetxos 2010a; Bopbanos 2021.

13 TpaitkoBa 2024.

" VAGALINSKI 1999.
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Fig. 2. Wall with north-south orientation: 1. Plan (after VAGALINSKI 1999, 234,
Abb. 7); 2. View from the east (after VAGALINSKI 1999, 232, Abb. 3)

mately 65°, but small
bends are observed along
its length. The initial con-
struction of the fortress
wall was similar to that of
the above discussed wall,
but during a later repair
larger roughly worked
stones of gray colour and
friable mortar with pink
colour were used. The
application of opus mixtum
with a belt of 4 rows of
bricks is attested iz situ in
the original construction

of the south wall of one of Fig. 3. The southeast corner of tower 1 and southern face of the
the towers (the so_called North fortress wall (after VAGALINSKI 1999, 232, Abb. 4)

tower 1)". Although not

mentioned in the text, it is evident from a photograph that opus mixtum of the same kind is also

present in the fortress wall immediately east of this tower'® (Fig. 3). The wall with an approxi-

mate north-south direction and the fortress wall are considered to be synchronous'” (Fig. 4).
In addition to the data on the discovered fortification remains, the discussed paper

5 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232.
16 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232, Abb. 4.
7 VAGALINSKI 1999, 229.
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Fig. 4. The North fortress wall: 1. State of research up to 1998 (after VAGALINSKI 1999,
231, Abb. 2); 2. State of the research up to 2010 (after IETKOB 2010a, 53)

presents stratigraphic findings obtained during the excavations. The terrain proved to have been
inhabited from the pre-Roman era to the beginning of the 20™ century. The cultural layers after
the mid-5" century are severely disturbed by landslide processes, later diggings and modern
construction, but the stratigraphy for the time until then is well preserved. This has allowed
the distinction of particular chronological phases in the use of the terrain, which are referred to
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in the text sometimes as “strata’, sometimes as “settlement periods”. It is stated that the chro-
nology of the site is based on “stratified coins, individual fibulae and ceramic finds” '%. It looks
as follows:

— The earliest settlement traces include handmade Thracian vessels with many mineral
impurities, animal bones and burnt wood".

— The next layer yields the same Thracian pottery, Roman ceramic vessels and pieces of
one-sided limed wickerwork. The beginning of this layer is dated back to the reigns of Emperors
Claudius and Nero according to the thin-walled North Italian bowls found. It is not yet clear
when this settlement was destroyed™.

— During the third settlement period, in addition to light-coloured Roman ceramic
vessels, Thracian pottery sherds are also found relatively frequently. The presence of provincial
coins of small denomination from Pautalia, Nicopolis ad Istrum and Marcianopolis from the time
of the Severans is noted, and coins of Severus Alexander provide a terminus post quem for the
violent destruction at the end of this period?'.

— The amount of gray-black grooved vessels increases in the next fourth layer, but hand-
made Thracian pottery is found too. The time of Emperor Claudius II Gothicus is the terminus
post quem for the registered fire*.

— The erection of the walls described in the article is associated with the fifth settlement
period. The construction is dated back to between 292 and 309/310 AD, and it is assumed that
the discovered fortress wall is a part of the praesidium epigraphically attested in an inscription
from 298/299 AD found in Tutrakan in the past®. It is also claimed that for the first time the
inscriptions with identical texts from the region can be reliably linked to a particular site*.

— Soon after that (terminus post quem 309/310 AD) the new fortress was attacked®.

— The next enemy attack (most likely by the Goths) dates back to after 367-375 AD?*.

'8 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232.

¥ Die ersten Siedlungsspuren auf diesem Terrain bestehen aus thrakischen handgemachten Gefiflen mit viel
Mineralbeimischung, Tierknochen und verbranntem Holz” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 232).

2 Die nichste Schicht enthilt die bekannte thrakische Keramik, rémische Tongefifle, einseitig gekalktes
Flechtwerk. Der Beginn dieser Schicht datiert nach den hier gefundenen diinnwandigen norditalischen Schilchen
... in die Regierungszeit von Claudius (41-54) und Nero (54-68) ... Ob diese Siedlung militirischen Charakeer trug
und wann sie zerstort wurde, kann vorldufig noch nicht bestimmt werden” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 232).

21 Neben hellen romischen Tongefiflen findet man in der dritten Siedlungsperiode relativ hiufig auch thrakische
Scherben. Das Vorhandensein von Provinzialmiinzen mit kleinem Nominalwert aus Pautalia, Nicopolis ad Istrum
und Marcianopolis, die wihrend der Regierungszeit der Severer-Dynastie geprigt wurden, bezeugt lebhafte
Handelsbeziehungen in dieser Zeit. Als terminus post quem fiir die gewaltsame Zerstérung am Ende dieser Periode
dienen Miinzen des Kaisers Alexander Severus (222-235)” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 232, 235).

22 Handgemachte thrakische Keramik findet sich auch in der nichsten, der 4. Schicht. Hier steigt der Anteil der
grauschwarzen, scheibengedrehten Gefifle an. Als terminus post quem fiir den festgestellten Brand kommt die Zeit
von Claudius II. Gothicus (268-270) in Frage” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 235).

# CIL III, 6151; The inscription has been repeatedly published, supplemented and commented on in the scientific
literature: DESJARDINS 1868, 29-31, Ne 22; TOCILESCU 1902, 173-178, Ne 21; CHRISTESCU 1938, 452,
Ne 3; KOLENDO 1966a, 142—144; KOLENDO 1966b, 564-566.

24 Die Errichtung der beschriebenen Mauem ist mit der 5. Siedlungsperiode verbunden. Der Aufbau datiert in
die Jahre zwischen 292 und 309/310. Man kann annehmen, daf§ die freigelegte Festungsmauer ein Teil des epig-
raphisch tiberlieferten praesidium ist. Nach der Inschrift aus Transmarisca wurde diese Festung im Jahre 298/299
auf Anordnung vom Kaiser Diocletianus errichtet. ...Sein Programm zum Wiederaufbau des Unterdonaulimes ist
auch von vier anderen gleichartigen Inschriften des Gebietes bekannt ..., aber zum ersten Mal kann sie mit einem
konkreten Bauwerk sicher verbunden werden” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 235).

» Bald darauf wurde die neue Festung wiederum angegriffen — terminus post quem 309/310” (VAGALINSKI
1999, 235).

2 Die nichste feindliche Attacke — vermutlich der Goten — datiert nach 367-375” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 235).
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— The fortress was particularly badly affected by a most likely Hunnic attack with zer-
minus post quem 408/423 ADY .

— After that the ruins of the north-south oriented wall were removed and a new perpen-
dicular structure was built, very similar to the previous one. This new wall was erected shortly
after the Hunnic attack, probably at the end of the reign of Emperor Theodosius I1%%.

The proposed chronology raises a number of questions. For example, the earliest settle-
ment traces are associated with “handmade Thracian vessels” but there is no information on their
dating, and respectively — for the beginning and end of the period. The end of the second and the
beginning of the third period are not defined. The third and fourth periods end with arson and
violent destruction, which are dated according to the latest coin finds from the layers with zermini
post quem, but this only gives a relative idea of the real end of the respective periods. The same refers
to two of the later ones, whose end is again determined with zermini post quem. The chronological
framework of the fifth settlement period is not defined at all. Judging by the data for the previous
one, it should have begun sometime after the reign of Emperor Claudius II Gothicus, but the text
does not say whether the next recorded attack with terminus post guem 309/310 AD marks its end.
The construction of the fortress is attributed by the author precisely to this period, but there is no
argumentation as to why it is placed exactly in the time between 292 and 309/310 AD.

The archacological investigations within the scope of the north fortress wall of
Transmarisca in the period 1989-1991 and 1995-1998 are reported to have been carried out
by means of relatively small but deep trenches®. One can get an idea about their location and
extent from a recently published plan®* (Fig. 5). The proposed chronological interpretation of

- Pa3KpHUTa KPEMOCTHA CTEHA
- NpeAnoIaraeMo Tpace Ha
KPernocTHATA CTeHa

- FpaHHLII‘I Ha COHAAaX

il - paskpuTa cTena

0 5 25m

Fig. 5. Location and scope of the trenches within the scope of the North fortress wall (5 —
Trench 1/1989; 6 — Trench 2/1990; 7 — Trench 2/1991; 8 — Trench 2/1995-1996; 9 — Trench
3/1995-1996; 10 — Trench 1/2018-2019; 11 — Trench 2/2018; 12 — Trench 3/2018-2019; 13
—Trench 1/2003; 14 — Trench 3/2003; 15 — Surveyed section 1/2011; 16 — Eastern section of

Trench 2/1991 (excavations in 1991 and 1998) (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 136, ur. 4)

77 Besonders stark wurde das Kastell wihrend eines — sehr wahrscheinlich — hunnischen Angriffs mit terminus post
quem 408/423 beschidigt” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 235).

2 Danach wurden die Ruinen der N-S orientierten Mauer (Abb. 2/1) abgetragen und ein neuer, senkrechter
Aufbau errichtet .... Dieser liegt unter einem modemen Gebiude, so daf§ nur die nérdliche Mauerschale lind der
Kern freigelegt werden konnten. Die Bauweise dhnelt sehr dem fritheren Bauwerk. Auch die stratigraphischen
Angaben belegen, dafl die neue Mauer bald nach dem hunnischen Angriff errichtet wurde — vermutlich am Ende
der Regierung von Theodosius II.” (VAGALINSKI 1999, 235).

2 VAGALINSKI 1999, 229.

3 TpaiikoBa 2024, 136, ¢ur. 4.
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the recorded cultural strata is illustrated by stratigraphic drawings of the eastern, southern and
western profiles in only one of the trenches — trench I from 1989/1990, which is located in the
westernmost part of the studied area and covers the space to the east and west of the initially
discovered wall with azimuth of 332°°' (Fig. 6). In the primary publications, the wall in ques-
tion is identified with a fortress wall??, while in that from 1999 its functional nature is not com-
mented on*. However, in a later publication its afhliation with the Zransmarisca fortification
system is rejected by the researchers themselves, who note that the north fortress wall continued
in a western direction but its remains were destroyed by the Danube River in the 1960s*.
Nevertheless, perhaps in order to achieve a kind of consensus between everything said on this
issue until then, in two more recent papers the wall with an approximate north-south direction
is again interpreted as a fortress wall, but not as a western one and as a bend in the route of the
north fortress wall, which was imposed by “the specific features and topography of the terrain”.
However, the topography of the terrain here not only does not require, but also categorically
rejects the possibility of forming some kind of bend to the south®. The preserved remains of
the north fortress wall of Transmarisca are located at the southern end of the first floodplain of
the Danube River”, in close proximity to the foot of a steep slope (escarpment) that separates it
from the next, second floodplain®. The slope follows a continuous line in a southwesterly direc-
tion, describing a slight arc. On a survey sketch from 1969, along with the visible remains of
the now studied section of the north fortress wall (then still preserved at a height of 2 m along
a length of about 25 m), about 60 m west of them, again at the foot of the slope, another pre-
served section of the same wall is marked* (Fig. 7), which no longer exists. It is probably exactly
this one that was destroyed by the Danube River in the 1960s*. As for the other parts of the
western extension of the north fortress wall, they had the same fate but in the more distant past,
mainly under the influence of the seasonal ice drift on the Danube River*'. That the commented
wall with azimuth 332° has nothing to do with the 7ransmarisca fortification system is convinc-
ingly evidenced by the fact that it does not turn west at its southern end, but continues south-
wards, where its remains lie under a modern building®. Moreover, probably towards the end of
the reign of Emperor Theodosius I its ruins were removed and a new perpendicular structure
was erected over them. Everything said so far completely renders meaningless the fortification
interpretation of the wall with north-south direction in trench I of 1989/1990.

But let us return to the stratigraphic picture in this trench (Fig. 6). It is evident from
the attached graphic drawings that sterile soil was reached only in its eastern part and the first
three defined phases in the occupation of the terrain are registered only here. Two burnt layers
are depicted in the western profile of the western half of the trench, lying directly on top of
each other. The lower one is claimed to have a terminus post quem 292 AD, and the upper one

3 VAGALINSKI 1999, 233, Abb. 5.

32 Baramuucku 1990, 76—78; Baramuucku 1991, 98; Baranuucku 1992, 67; Baranuucku/Iletkos 1996, 68.

3 VAGALINSKI 1999.

3 VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 106-108.

% Ilerxos 2010a, 52; Tpaiikoa 2024, 10, 25.

36 VAGALINSKI, PETKOV 2006, 106-108.

37 'The height of the first floodplain in this geographical area is determined to be 7-12 m (Muxaitnos 1966, 50) or
10—12 m (Hukonos 2016, 7) above the modern riverbed of the Danube, which in Tutrakan is about 13 m above
sea level.

38 'The second floodplain is located at 15-22 m (Muxaitnos 1966, 49) and according to others — 18-25 m above
the modern bed of the Danube River (Huxomos 2016, 7).

¥ 3mees 1969, 4648, 06p. 1.

40 VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108.

4 Bonues 1942, 3.

2 VAGALINSKI 1999, 229.
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Fig. 7. Hypothetical plan of Transmarisca according to the available
data in 1969 (after SMEEB 1969, 46, 06p. 1)

— terminus post quem 309/310 AD. On top of them lies a mortar mixer, which is said to have
been used to repair the wall, but it should be explicitly noted that the mortar from it is com-
pletely identical in composition to that used in the construction of the emplekton of the super-
structure of the wall located in immediate neighbourhood®. On top of the mortar mixer lies a
burnt layer with a terminus post quem 367/375 AD and a terminus ante quem 383/392 AD. It
is strange and quite inexplicable, but the stratigraphy depicted in the adjacent southern profile
of the same half of the trench, which is only about 0.65 m wide, is radically different — here
the rests of the fire with terminus post quem 292 AD are overlain by a homogeneous layer with
a thickness of up to 1.70 m of brown-green clay with pebbles. A burnt layer with terminus post
quem 292 AD does not appear in the eastern and southern profiles of the eastern half of the
trench. Above the fire with terminus post quem 309/310 AD lies a levelling layer of light brown
clay with individual coals, tiles and bricks, small pebbles and burnt clay, and above it — a thick
mortar mixer with mortar of the already described type, which reaches in height to the first row
of the construction of the upper stepped recess on the eastern face of the wall.

A comparison with the published information in the preliminary reports on the results
of the excavations in trench I further deepens the above-mentioned strange discrepancies. It is
reported there that during the first year of the excavations a total of 102 coins were found: 7
from the first half of the 3 century (from Septimius Severus to Gordian III); 4 from the second
half of the 3" century (Gallienus, Claudius Gothicus, Probus, Numerian); 86 from the 4" —
early 5™ century (Licinius and from Constantine I to Honorius, with 15 specimens constituting
a coin hoard with latest issues from the time of Valens); 1 from the first half of the 5* century;
1 of Maurice Tiberius from 591/592 AD; 1 from the 18" — early 19* century and 2 from the

# VAGALINSKI 1999, 233, Abb. 5/14; VAGALINSKI 1999, 233: ,weifSer Mortel unter Beimengung groflerer
Ziegelbruchstiicke”.
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Fig. 8. Wall added to the North fortress wall: 1. View from the southeast;
2. View from the north (photos by Sergey Torbatov, 2010)
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middle of the 19* century*. Three more coins were found while completing the work in the
trench — of Constantius II, Gallienus and an illegible early imperial coin from the 1 — 2" cen-
tury AD®. The question quite reasonably arises: What the postulated dating “after 292 AD” is
based on, given the fact that there are no coins with this date of minting among the finds? Is not
the so-called burnt layer with a terminus post quem 292 AD simply a fiction? What is extremely
clear is that only one level was registered in the trench, which is unconditionally related to mas-
sive construction at this location (this is the wall with azimuth of 332°), and the mortar mixers
marking the level in question lie above a burnt layer with a terminus post quem 309/310 AD. It
is worth noting here that during the archaeological excavations along the north fortress wall
of Transmarisca in 2009, about 40 m to the east, another wall was discovered with almost the
same orientation (azimuth of 330°) and with completely identical structural parameters — a
substructure with a thickness of 1.95 m and a superstructure that narrows in steps on both sides
to 1.60 m* (Fig. 8/1-2). The wall was built later than the fortress wall and was attached to it
without constructional joint. It continues southwards outside the studied area. In the first of the
above-mentioned publications its dating is attributed to the last quarter of the 4™ century, but
in the second one it is placed in the second quarter of the same century. This gives me reason
to attribute both walls with identical constructional features to one and the same building of
very large dimensions and massive construction, attached to the fortress wall after its erection®.

It is clear from the presented detailed analysis that the situation in trench I of 1989/1990
has no relation to the fortification system of Transmarisca and the chronology of the cultural
layers registered there neither directly nor indirectly supports the postulated time of construc-
tion of the north fortress wall in the period between 292 and 309/310 AD.

This dating was for the first time announced in a report on the archaeological excava-
tions in 1995%, but without indicating where the chronological benchmarks for outlining this
time range were obtained. An opportunity for partial clarification of this issue is provided by the
already mentioned recent publication®, in which, in addition to a plan of the trenches carried
out within the reach of the north fortress wall of Transmarisca so far, stratigraphic profiles in
two of the trenches from 1995-1996 are published for the first time. The profile in one of them
(trench 2 from 1995/1996) is definitely not working for the purpose, since the cultural layers
there were not explored to reaching the sterile and the junction of the trench with the fortress
wall is not marked in the drawing™.

The profiles in the northern half of trench 3 from 1995/1996 however provide serious
stuff for reflection®® (Fig. 9). The first cultural layer above the sterile loess is burnt and is said
to be “probably from the end of the Fourth Settlement Period™”. It is very clearly visible in the
eastern profile that the layer in question is cut by a deep ditch for laying the foundations of the
north fortress wall. The ditch is also well discernable in the western profile of the trench, but for

# Baramuucku 1990, 78.

# BarammHcku 1991, 98.

% Tletkos 2010a, 54; IleTkos 2010b, 324.

The connection between the wall in trench I and the fortress wall has not been archaeologically established. In
2009 and 2011 the space along the inner face of the north fortress wall between the two north-south oriented walls
was explored in a strip about 3 m wide down to the 4* century walking level and no other structures were found
there above this level. Judging by the size and impressive thickness of the walls, its location next to the fortress wall
and in immediate vicinity to the fortress gate, as well as the partially preserved brick pavement inside it, the building
could have had an economic function (horeum).

8 BarammHcki, [Tetkos 1996, 69.

# Tpaitkosa 2024.

>0 Tpaiikosa 2024, 146, ¢ur. 23.

°! TpaitkoBa 2024, 145-146, ¢ur. 22.

>2 'The period is defined by a terminus post guem in the time of Claudius II Gothicus, see: VAGALINSKI 1999, 235.
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Fig. 9. Stratigraphic sections in trench 3/1996: 1. Sterile loess — yellow-brown layer; 2a. Preceding and cut by
(4a) cultural layer: alternation of black soil strips with yellow-brown clayey earth, with a strip of charcoal lying
on its upper boundary; 2b. Preceding and cut by (4) burnt layer, later than (2a), probably from the end of the
Fourth settlement period: in the E and W sections lie strips of ash cut by the construction trench for (4a). In
the E section, this trench shows a fill of clayey mass mixed with charcoal and separate fragments of tiles and
pottery; 3. Work surfaces in the stages of construction of (4a), marked by strips: burnt and unburnt clay or
fallen mortar. The layer above and below these strips is homogeneous and dense, with few ceramic fragments
and charcoal, probably a fill for leveling the construction trench of (4). In the W section, the layer is gray-
black, and in the E — gray-brown; 4. Northern fortress wall: 4a. Substructure of (4); 4b. Stepped indentations
of (4a), built to stabilize (4) due to the steep descent of the terrain from south to north. The last, highest row
of (4b) is built of stones with a processed front surface; 4c. Border of (4) = at the boundary between (4a) and
(4d); 4d. Superstructure of (4): front construction of limestone blocks, entirely plastered with smooth mortar;
5. Burnt strip of mixed ash, charcoal, and burnt clay, part of the fire of the Fifth period (4), marking its
ground level, in the W section it is formed of yellow-beige clay, and in the S section of small stones, rammed
and covered with the same clay; 5a. Dug over?, part of (5). Contains separately scattered small quarry stones,
bricks, tiles, pottery, bones, charcoal, lumps of mortar with crushed ceramics, a coin of Diocletian minted in
292 AD; 6. Work surface for repairs of (4), marked by strips of mortar and river gravel; 7. Ground level of the
Sixth period, coinciding with the border between substructure and superstructure of (7b); 7a. Fire of (7), gray-
brown layer: a large amount of fragmented pottery, bricks and tiles, small quarry stones, animal bones, coin
minted 367/375 AD; 7b. Wall with clay binding, with a substructure of small and a superstructure of large
quarry stones, there are separate tile fragments in the substructure, and brick fragments in the superstructure;
7c. Pits, for digging over (5a) to extract construction materials for the construction of (7b); 8. Ground level
of the Seventh period. In the W section it is formed with a layer of gray-brown clay, in the E section the strip
is thin, covered by mortar with crushed ceramics; 9. Fire of (8), light brown layer: pottery, bricks and tiles,
charcoal, burnt clay and small quarry stones; 10. Strips of mortar, fallen due to successive repairs of (4); 10a.
Layer of mortar in small pieces, mixed with sand and a small amount of soil; 11. Pits, the one in the W section
dates to the Ottoman period (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 145-146, dur. 22)
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unknown reason a normally deposited cultural layer from the same Fourth Settlement Period is
depicted in the lower part of its fill. The latest coin from the fill of the construction ditch is of
Diocletian, minted in 292 AD. This is indisputable evidence that the construction was indeed
carried out after this date, but the ditch also cuts through a burnt cultural layer above the sterile
loess, the dating of which has not been established, but only provisionally attributed to the
end of the so-called Fourth Settlement Period. Only three more stratified coins come from the
trench. One of them was found in a layer located about 0.40 m higher, which is defined as a
“working surface for repairs on the fortress wall”. However, the coin is of Emperor Aurelian (!)
and it can in no way serve as a terminus ante guem for the construction of the fortress. The other
two coins are of Constantius II from 330-335 AD and a specimen minted in the period 367—
375 AD. Both originate from a burnt layer located about 0.70 m higher, which is associated
with the end of the recently defined “sixth settlement period”, whose beginning is placed at the
end of the first or in the beginning of the second third of the 4™ century and the end is marked
by a fire with a terminus post quem 367/375 AD and a terminus ante guem 383/392 AD>.

In summary, the situation in the commented trench determines for certain 292 AD as
terminus post quem for the construction of the north fortress wall of Transmarisca but it con-
tributes nothing to the chronological specification of this event, and even less to its postulated
dating, since there is no context here with a date of + 309/310 AD. A context with similar dating
was really found during the excavations in 1989-1998, but only in trench I from 1989/1990.
However, as already said, the wall registered in that trench has no relation to the fortification
system and its construction should be placed in the period not before, but after 309/310 AD.

Although indirectly, the existence of a context with a similar dating can be assumed
with a very high degree of certainty in another place in the area covered by the research in
1989-1998. After the publication of the summarizing publication of 1999, rescue excavations
in the area of the north fortress wall of Transmarisca were carried out again in 2003. The two
newly dug trenches are located 12 and 2 m respectively southwards of trenches 2 and 3 from
1995/1996°* (Fig. 5). Sterile loess was reached in both of them, directly above which (without a
formed walking level) there is a burnt cultural layer® (Fig. 10). A coin of Licinius with unspeci-
fied dating within the timespan of his reign (308-324 AD) comes from that layer, which deter-
mines 308 AD as the earliest possible terminus post guem for the time of the fire. The text ends
with the statement that “the results obtained repeat our information from previous years about
the terrain in question”®. Judging by the location of the trenches, the definition “the terrain
in question” obviously refers to the adjacent area near the north fortress wall of Transmarisca.
It was explored in 1995 and 1996 and it is just here that the aforementioned trench 3 from
1995/1996 is located. It can be concluded from the authors’ statement about “repeated infor-
mation” that there too the undated first burnt layer above the sterile would not be “probably
from the end of the Fourth Settlement Period”, as assumed in a recent study”, but from the
time after 308 AD. Taken in consideration that this layer was cut by the construction ditch
for laying the foundations of the fortress wall, the coin from 292 AD found in its fill loses its
chronological value as a terminus post quem for its construction, which could not have happened
before 308 AD.

In 2018-2019, another section of the north fortress wall of Transmarisca was investi-
gated. It is 21 m long and is the immediate eastern continuation of the remains discovered until

53 TpaitkoBa 2024, 57, 145, ¢ur. 22.

>4 The location of the trenches is shown on a plan in: TpasixoBa 2024, 136, ¢ur. 4.

55 A stratigraphic section illustrating the situation in trench 1 of this year was published for the first time in 2024
(TparixoBa 2024, 137, dur. 4A).

56 Barammucku/ITetkos 2004, 117-118.

°7 TpaiikoBa 2024, 145146, ¢ur. 22.
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Fig. 10. Stratigraphic section in trench 1/2003: 1. Sterile — yellow-green clay; 2. Substructure, corner of a
building, quarry stone with clay binding; 3. Basement?; 4. Burnt layer: adobe, roof tiles, charcoal, fragments of
amphorae and pottery, a coin of Licinius (308-324 AD); 5. Place for mortar mixing, white mortar; 6. Leveling
layer, green clay; 7. Hearth; 8. Mixed layer with a dark gray color — late antique and early medieval pottery,
animal bones; 9. Floor level of Pechenegs’ half-dugout, light green clay; 10. Mixed layer — late antique and
early medieval pottery; charcoals, animal bones, 12th — 14th century coin; 11. A septic tank from the 19th
century; 12. Destructions of “Romanian” buildings; 13. Fill for leveling since 1983, green-brown clay (after

TPAVIKOBA 2024, 137, dur. 4A)

then (Fig. 11). The depth of gy cpoantmuna KpenocTHa cTeHa Ha TpaHcMapucka
the foundation of the for-

tress wall has not been estab-
lished. Here too, similarly to
the sector south of the so-
called tower 1, the presence
of structural stepped recesses
on the southern (inner) face
is recorded, which narrow
the thickness of its above-
ground part to 2 m. The
upper one, which is located
at an elevation of 21.20 m,
is interpreted as a plinth
separating the sub- from the
superstructure of the wall,
which determins the level of
the terrain in the protected
area during the time of con-
struction. The revetment of
the superstructure is made
of roughly processed stone
blocks. Almost half of the studied length of the wall is occupied by a widening with a width
of 0.50 m on the inside, which is stated to have been built on a joint to the southern face. The
presence of two external extensions along the course of the widening has been established. The
upper one is located 0.74-0.94 m above the plinth of the fortress wall and is also interpreted
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Fig. 11. A section of the north fortress wall explored in
2018-2019 (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 139, dur. 9)
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as a plinth, but between the sub- and superstructure of this particular construction. The lower
extension is about 0.40 m lower and protrudes unevenly by about 10-15 cm. It is considered as
a separator between the lower and upper parts of the substructure’.

Apart from the widening in question, which is considered a later repair “after destruc-
tions suffered by the fortress wall™”, no other repairs have been recorded on the wall itself at
the preserved height. That implies that it has survived in its authentic appearance from the time
of its construction. Surprisingly, although it is claimed that the widening was built at a joint
to the main fortress wall, there is no hint of such on the orthophotograph from the end of the
excavations® (Fig. 12). On the geodetic plans of the site the joint is marked with a dotted line®!
(Fig. 13), which also calls in question its existence.

The clarification of this confusing situation requested a visit to the site®’. The absence
of conservation and restoration interventions and the still excellent condition of the remains®

TRANSMARISCA 2019

CeBepHa KpenocTHa cTeHa
XOPN3OHTANHO 3aCHEMaHe

M 1:50
02.08.2019

waroTeun: apx. Cunea Cu6koBa
prrosoguren: flioba Tpaiikosa

Fig. 12. Orthophotography of the surveyed area during the 2018—
2019 seasons (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 140, dur. 10)

gave a chance for very important findings to be made (Fig. 14/1-2). It was established that
there is indeed a joint between the fortress wall and the widening on its inner side, but only up
to the end of the first row of the so-called upper part of the substructure of the widening. The
construction is completely homogeneous upwards from there (Fig. 15/1-6). This proves that

>% 'The substructure slightly narrows in depth below it.

> TpaiikoBa 2024, 27.

6 TpaitkoBa 2024, 140, ¢ur. 10.

¢! Tparikosa 2024, 139, ¢ur. 8-9.

62 The site was visited three times — on February 8 and 13, and March 24, 2025.

6 The abundant mortar coating on the inner face of the fortress wall recorded during the excavations is now almost
completely destroyed under the influence of weathering, but this only improves the possibilities for observation.
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Fig. 13. Geodetic plan of the surveyed area during the 2018-2019
seasons (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 139, ¢ur. 8)

the decision to thicken the wall in this sector was taken when the construction was already in
progress. After the widening was built to the level reached, the construction continued in height
incorporating both structures in a single body.

It is noted that the joints between the stone blocks of the revetment of the widening’s
superstructure are carefully plastered with mortar in the western part, while in the eastern part
the mortar is applied more abundantly and carelessly®. It is very clearly visible on one of the
attached photographs® that the facing of the so-called upper part of the widening’s substructure
(the construction between both horizontal recesses) is treated identically to the above-mentioned
second way, but this would hardly be possible were it really a substructure, and not a construc-
tion rising above the ground level of those days (Fig. 16). The same abundant plastering with
mortar is also registered on the southern face of the superstructure of the fortress wall itself*.
However, it is evident from the photo illustrations and the architectural survey of the southern
face of the wall that the mortar plastering is not applied from the level of the plinth upwards,
but from an approximately horizontal line located 0.40-0.50 m higher than it (Fig. 17/1-2).
It is this line, and not the plinth, that is the actual indicator of the walking level in the protected
area at the time when the fortress wall was finally built and entered in function. This level cor-
responds very precisely to the lower recess of the widening and testifies that the so-called upper
part of its substructure is actually a superstructure, as already argued above in this paper.

Now let us cast a glance at the stratigraphic findings from the 2018-2019 surveys,
which are stated to be “analogous to those from the surveys of the section with towers 1 and 27,

¢4 TpaitikoBa 2024, 26-27.

¢ Tpaitkosa 2024, 140, ¢ur. 11.

6 TpaiikoBa 2024, 27. This is also the case in other studied areas (IletkoB 2010a, 53). The situation at tower 1 is
photographically documented (VAGALINSKI 1999, 232, Abb. 4).

7 TpaiikoBa 2024, 140, ¢ur. 11; 142, ¢ur. 14-15.

6 Tparixosa 2019, 245; Tpaitkosa 2020, 694.



106 Sergey Torbatov

Fig. 14. Current state of the section of the northern fortress wall surveyed in 2018-2019: 1.
View from the east; 2. View from the southwest (photos by Sergey Torbatov, 13.02.2025)
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Fig. 15. Widening of the section of the north fortress wall surveyed in 2018-2019: 1. Joint
between the fortress wall and the widening (western end of the widening); 2. Joint between the
fortress wall and the widening (eastern end of the widening); 3. Upper end of the joint between
the fortress wall and the widening; 4-6. Homogeneous construction of the fortress wall with the

thickening upwards from the end of the joint (photos by Sergey Torbatov, 08.02.2025)
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Fig. 16. Mortar coating of the joints between the stone blocks of the face construction of
the so-called upper part of the substructure of the widening along the section of the north
fortress wall surveyed in 2018-2019 (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 140, dur. 11)

The so-called “general periodization for the site”® is used by the excavator for the purposes of
chronological interpretation”, which is claimed in the text to have been perfectly confirmed”.
Is that true indeed, one can judge from the following notes.

The earliest materials from the discussed surveys date back to the 2™ — 3" century (with
the presence of isolated earlier finds), but they come from a small section of the fill of the ditch
for building the substructure of the fortress wall and do not originate from a cultural layer
registered iz situ. A burnt layer with a thickness of about 0.50 m is recorded above the sterile
loess (Fig. 18). Several burnt coins originate from it, the latest of which is of Maximinus Daza,
minted in 309/310 AD. Based on this, the layer is attributed to the so-called fifth period, and
the fire is interpreted as the first one after the construction of the fortress wall, which in turn is
dated back to the very end of the 3" — the beginning of the 4® century’>. However, the archaeo-
logical research has not established the existence of a walking surface associated with this sup-
posed phase of functioning of the fortress wall”® — the burnt layer lies directly above the natural
folds of the sterile loess. Even more interesting is that, in addition to the burnt coins, the layer
also yielded two coins of Emperor Constantine I with no traces of burning, minted in 324 and
325/326 AD respectively. The author’s explanation for this very confusing circumstance from
the viewpoint of the so-called “general periodization of the site” is that the coins accidentally
fell into the layer “during its excavation or during construction activities related to repairs on

% VAGALINSKI 1999.

70 Tpaiikoa 2024, 8.

71 TpaiikoBa 2024, 97.

72 TpaiikoBa 2024, 32-33.

73 TpaiikoBa 2024, 33. The existence of such is hypothetically outlined with a dotted line on the stratigraphic sec-
tions (Tpaitkosa 2024, 149 ¢ur. 28, 150 dur. 29).
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Fig. 17. Mortar coating on the inner face of the superstructure of the section of the north
fortress wall surveyed in 20182019 (after TPAMIKOBA 2024, 142, ¢ur. 14-15)
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Fig. 18. Southern stratigraphic sections of trenches 1 and 3/ 2018-2019: 1. Sterile: yellow-brown clay; 2.
Layers of dark green clay with separate charcoal pieces and small fragments of pottery in the upper part of the
layer; a thin layer of sand lies on the bottom two strips = 2a. Working surfaces from the construction of the
fortress wall = Fifth period; strips of fallen mortar; 2b. Presumed level of the Fifth period ground level. The
level is not preserved because the layer (2¢) had been dug over; 2¢c. Dug over, burnt dark brown layer, mixed
with separate small scattered charcoals, strips of ash and burnt mud brick, ceramic fragments, small lumps of
mortar, burnt animal bones; with #.p.¢. 309/310 AD; 2d. Black-brown layer — pit, dug into (2¢) by the people
who laid (3) down; it contains: lumps of mortar, scattered charcoal, small fragments of pottery, bricks and tiles;
2e. Strip saturated with ash and charcoal; 3. Green clay layer, ground level of the Sixth period, its upper surface
is scorched and colored to yellow-green 3a. Burnt layer of the Sixth period, with #p.4. 351/361 AD; contains:
finely crushed bricks and tiles, burnt and unburnt mud brick, scattered charcoals, lumps of yellow-white
and white mortar with crushed ceramics, small river pebbles and separate thin strips of sand, probably from
decomposed mortar, pottery, fragments of glass vessels, animal bones, most are burnt; 4. Pit filled with gray-
brown soil, mixed with bricks and tiles, small quarry stones, strips of sand, scattered charcoal 4a. Work surface
for repairs on the fortress wall, marked in places by a thin clay strip of gray-green color, on top of which lies a
thin layer of stone fraction and sand, mixed with burnt and unburnt mud brick, small quarry stones, lumps of
yellow-white mortar, pottery, bricks and tiles 5. Thin clay strip of gray-green color, ground level of the Seventh
period; in places on top of it lie strips of shapeless pieces of burnt mud brick, as well as several whole burnt
forms; 5a. Burnt layer of the Seventh period, with zp.4. 408/423 AD, mixed with modern fill and disturbed
by dugouts: burnt and unburnt mud brick, pottery, brick and tile fragments, scattered charcoal, separate
lumps of mortar, animal bones; 5b. Dugout, probably for a beam; 5c. Pit, filled with compacted yellow-brown
soil, mixed with scattered charcoal, small lumps of white mortar with crushed ceramics, animal bones; 6. Pit
containing: large amounts of charcoal, burnt and unburnt mud brick, pottery, bricks and tiles; 6a. Horizontal,
thin clay strip of gray-green color, probably a ground level; 6b. Dug over ruins of (6a) — strips of charcoal and
burnt mud brick, pottery, brick and tile fragments, the layer is mixed with modern fill; 7. Modern pits, some
of which are septic; 8. Modern walls, some built with blocks from the fortress wall and cement; 9. Foundations
and ruins of a 20th-century furnace; 10. A fill containing modern and ancient materials (after TPAVIKOBA
2024, 149, dpur. 28)

the wall””“. In any case, 325/326 AD appears to be a reliable zerminus post quem for the laying
of a walking level in the form of a thick layer of yellow-green clay above the remains of the fire.
This is the first, the lowest one archaeologically recorded daily surface in the studied sector and
it is very well discernable in all the published stratigraphic cross-sections”. The stratigraphic
cross-section along the eastern profile of trench 1 from 2019, which is located transversely to
the fortress wall’”® (Fig. 19), is particularly indicative. It is clearly seen that the daily surface
seals the construction ditch for building the wall widening and corresponds exactly to the level,

74 TpaitkoBa 2024, 33.

7> TpaiikoBa 2019, 245 06p. 2; Tparixosa 2020, 694 06p. 3, 695 06p. 4; Tpaiikosa 2024, 149 dur. 28, 150 dur.
29.

76 Tpaiixoa 2024, 150 ¢wr. 29.
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Fig. 19. Eastern stratigraphic section of trench 1/2019 (southern extension): 1. Sterile light brown loess; 2.
Northern fortress wall; 3. Presumed ground level of the Fifth period; 3a. Dug over, burnt layer of the Fifth
period; contains: separate scattered charcoals, ash stains and burnt mud brick, separate small pottery fragments
4. Trench used for dug of (5); contains ruins = (3a); in its upper part, there is a horizontal stone, probably
for the reinforcement of (6); 5. Reinforcement/thickening of (2); 6. Ground level of the Sixth period: thick
strip of yellow-green clay = 10 cm up to southern face of (5), and in some places reaching up to 30 cm; 6a.
Burnt layer of the Sixth period, with z.p.9. 351/361 AD; contains: finely crushed bricks and tiles, burnt and
unburnt mud brick, scattered charcoals, lumps of white mortar with crushed ceramics, strips of ash following
the slope of (6), small river pebbles, probably from decomposed mortar, pottery, fragments of glass vessels,
animal bones; 6b. Pit closed by (6); 7. Mixed layer with materials from (6a) and modern fill; 8. Modern pit
(author L. Traykova) Vstouen crpaturpadckn npodun Ha cogax 1/2019 (roxuo pasumpenne) (after
TPAVIKOBA 2024, 150, dur. 29)

which marks the beginning of its superstructure (previously considered to be the upper part of
the substructure). The mortar coating of the inner face of the fortress wall begins from the same
level upwards. As argued above, the construction of the north fortress wall of 7Transmarisca and
its widening are not two separate construction periods, but two successive phases in the imple-
mentation of one and the same fortification project. The stratigraphic evidence convincingly
testifies that this did not happen between 292 and 309/310 AD, as previously claimed, but after
325/326 AD. Therefore, the newly built Late Roman fortress in 7ransmarisca has nothing to do
with the fortification activities in the time of Emperor Diocletian and its association with the
praesidium mentioned in the inscription of 298/299 AD is completely untenable. The fortress
arose in the second half of the third decade of the 4™ century at the earliest, which connects
it with the fortification activities carried out most likely during the last period of the reign of
Emperor Constantine I. In this regard, it should be noted that during the excavations of the
north fortress wall in 1989-1998 more than 200 bricks with stamps of legio XI Claudia of types
F and G (LEGXICLFTRAM and LEGXICLFCAND respectively) were found””. These stamps
were initially dated to the end of the 3"/beginning of the 4™ century’® and that is used in the
aforementioned publications as an additional argument for the fortress being built during the
First Tetrarchy. However, in later works the dating of the stamps was revised and now they are
attributed to the reign of Emperor Constantine I7°.

The so-called South fortress wall
The so-called South fortress wall of Transmarisca is located about 250 m south of the

77 PAUNOV 2007, 142; Iletkos 2010a, 58-59.
7% MUSETEANU ET ALII 1979, 170; MUSETEANU ET ALII 1980, 98-101.
7 SARNOWSKI 1985, 119; SARNOWSKI 1991, 32.
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north one (Fig. 20). The first information about its existence is from 1970, when part of a
tower was accidentally found in the course of construction works. During the rescue excava-
tions that followed only its front part was revealed, which is arched®. The structure is of small
and medium-sized stone blocks, bonded with mortar mixed with river rubble and broken tiles.
The construction of the tower is dated to the end of the 3" /beginning of the 4™ century, but it

P~ s s f; ,
North fortress wall o - p . ~ "‘

South fortress wally
,-v \L‘.‘_ %

4 gy

North fortrds

has been established that its front part rests on an earlier wall. It is assumed that it belongs to an

80 3mees 1970a, 4; 3meeB 1970b.
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Fig. 21. The eastern section of the so-called South fortress wall: 1. Plan (after
ITETKOB 20104, 55); 2. Current state (photo by Varbin Varbanov)

older tower, which was rectangular, but the research in this sector in recent years categorically
rejects the possibility of its existence.

About a hundred meters northeast of this place a section with a length of 34 m of a for-
tress wall was studied through archaeological excavations in the period 2001-2004. It smoothly
turns to the north at its eastern end. Two external towers are registered along its course — an
intermediate U-shaped one, and a corner horseshoe-shaped (Fig. 21). Both were additionally
built to the fortress wall. The U-shaped tower is completely unearthed, but only the southern
half of the corner one is revealed. North of the U-shaped tower, on the inside of the fortress
wall and in constructional connection with it, a quadrangular structure with external dimen-
sions 4.60 x 3.00 m is registered, the eastern and western walls of which are 1.30 m wide,
and the northern one — 1.50 m. The structure has not been studied in depth. It has long been
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é 5 ek - ¢ .
Fig. 22. The foundation of the fortress wall inside the U-shaped tower (Scientific Archives of the National
Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Col. Ne 458, p. 19/22, 21/22)
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interpreted by the researchers as a “counterfort™!, and subsequently as a “battle landing”®*. In

fact, it is an earlier inner tower®, which became unnecessary and was abandoned and partially
dismantled after the construction of the projecting U-shaped tower in the 4™ century®.

The wall is unusually thick in superstructure — 3.60 m®, but with strangely shallow foun-
dations — only 0.58 m®. It is clearly visible on two photographs from the working documenta-
tion for the 2002 campaign, which present the situation inside the U-shaped tower, that the
construction beneath the plinth consists of only two rows of roughly processed stone blocks dug
into sterile loess (Fig. 22/1-2)%. The plinth inside the southeast corner tower lies at an elevation
of 62.95 m®*. Judging by the published data® and the above-mentioned photographs, it is at
the same level in the U-shaped tower, too, which is located some 15 m west of it”. The publica-
tions say absolutely nothing about the external appearance of the fortress wall itself, except that
it is built in the same technique .
as the north curtain wall’. : e
However, there is reliable evi- i . -
dence that opus mixtum was .
applied in the superstructure
of the towers”. The stonework
under the first brick belt in the
U-shaped tower has a facing
masonry of stone blocks mea-
suring 0.40 x 0.45 m and 0.30
x 0.35 m. The joints between
the blocks (excluding the front
part) are abundantly plastered
with mortar® (Fig. 23). The
inner revetment of the south-
east corner tower is treated in
the same way, with only indi-

wall of the U-shaped tower (Scientific Archives of the
i ) National Institute of Archacology with Museum — Bulgarian
vidual faces of stone blocks vis- Academy of Sciences, Col. Ne 458, p. 19/22)
ible in places™.

81 Baramuucku/ITetkos 2002, 90; ITerkos 2004, 116; ITerkos 2005, 196; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108.
82 TIetkos 2010a, 56.

8 Bobpbanos 2021, 173.

8% Baramuucku/Iletkos 2002, 90; ITetkos 2004, 116; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; ITetkos 2010a, 56.
% Some of the publications note that the wall thickness is 3.70 m (Baramnucku/ITerxos 2002, 89; VAGALINSKI/
PETKOV 2006, 108; ITetkos 2010a, 55; ITetkos 2015, 416) but the measurement of the remains shows that this
is not true.

8¢ The depth of the substructure is mentioned only in one of the publications (VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108).
8 Scientific Archives of the National Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Col.
Ne 458, p. 19/22, 21/22.

8 TIerxos 2010a, 57.

% The inner plinth of the U-shaped tower is at an elevation of 63.34 m (ITetkos 2004, 117) and is located about
0.40 m higher than that of the adjacent fortress wall.

% And not at an elevation of 63.70 m as claimed in a new work (TpaitkoBa 2024, 16) with reference to an older
publication (ITetkos 2010a, 55-57), in which nothing of the kind is mentioned.

o1 Baranmuucku/ITerkos 2002, 89; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; PAUNOV 2007, 145; Ilerkos 2010a,
55.

2 PAUNOV 2007, 146; Iletkos 2010a, 56. There is no evidence of bricks with stamps being found during the
excavations.

% Tletkos 2010a, 56.

% Tlerkos 2003, 94; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; ITetkos 2010a, 56.
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Fig. 24. Stratigraphic profile in the southeastern corner tower (= tower 4): 1. Sterile; 2. Strips of
fallen mortar and river gravel from the construction of the Tower 4; 2a. The front side of Tower 4;
2b. The western wall of Tower 4; 3. Clay floor level; 4. The first fire of southern fortress wall after
309/310 AD, tower 3 was added after it; 5. Clay floor level; 6. Fire from enemy attacks with a z.p.4.
367/375 AD; 7. Clay floor level; 8. Fire with a #.p.q. 408/423 AD; 9. A disturbed cultural layer, including
asynchronous and modern materials; 10. Modern pits (after TPAVIKOBA 2024, 136, dur. 3A)

As for the chronology, based on the “identical” building technique, the fortress wall
studied in 2001-2004 is declared to be synchronous with the north fortress wall, and its con-
struction is similarly attributed to the time of Emperor Diocletian at the end of the 3" century”.
The erection of the U-shaped tower is considered a later addition, but there is a great discrep-
ancy in the publications regarding the time of its appearance — between the first and last quarter
of the 4™ century®, in the first quarter of the 4" century”, in the 4™ century®, in the middle of
the 4™ century. For the corner horseshoe-shaped tower however, which is completely identical
by construction and is additionally attached to the fortress wall like the other, it is claimed that
“stratigraphic observations establish that it is synchronous with it [i.e. with the wall]”*, but the
text does not explain what these “stratigraphic observations” are'®.

In fact, very little is said about stratigraphy at all in the publications concerning the
research in 2001-2004 within the scope of the so-called south fortress wall of Transmarisca.
Apart from the already mentioned understudied and undated structure defined as a “buttress”

% Baranuucku/ITerkos 2002, 89; Ilerkos 2003, 94; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; PAUNOV 2007, 145;
ITerkos 2010a, 55.

% Baramuckin/ITetkos 2002, 90; Iletkos 2003, 94; ITetkos 2004, 117.

77 VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108.

% PAUNOV 2007, 145.

? Ilerxos 2010a, 56.

190" A new publication cites as evidence for this the field observation that the inner plinth of the western wall of the
corner horseshoe-shaped tower begins at the level of the adjacent outer plinth of the fortress wall (elevation 62.95 m)
(Tparixosa 2024, 19). For unknown reason however the author fails to note that at the same location the lower
end of the tower’s substructure lies almost 2 meters deeper (at an elevation of 60.97 m: Ilerkos 2004, 117). There
is no data about the depth of the foundation of the fortress wall at this location but 15 m west of here it is only
0.58 m (VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108). Furthermore, the documentation from the excavations stored in
the Scientific Archives of the National Institute of Archaeology with Museum explicitly states that the joint between
the wall of the tower and the curtain wall sharply widens in depth and reaches 0.15 m (see here note 108: Diary,
p- 13 =9 and 10 October 2002).
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or “battle landing”, only one corner of a Late Antique building has been partially revealed in
the fortified territory, which was built against the fortress wall to the east of the U-shaped tower
after the end of the 4" century'®'. The cultural stratifications in depth beneath this building
have not been studied. A sterile layer was reached during the excavations only within the space
of the towers added to the wall'®. The fortress wall and the towers are dug into sterile soil and
no cultural layers have been discovered beneath them'®. The archaeological material from the
interior of the towers is Late Antique, dating to the time span between the end of the 3* and the
beginning of the 5% century'®. The earliest level here is dated by the researcher back to the end
of the 3" century, and no traces of earlier human presence have been recorded at this place'®.
The stratigraphy upwards is mentioned in only one work, which very briefly notes that it is the
same as the situation by the north fortress wall — enemy attacks soon after 309/310 AD (as a
result of which the U-shaped tower was built), 367-375 AD (by the Goths and their allies) and
408/423 AD (by the Huns)'.

All the three mentioned chronological benchmarks are however literally reproduced
from a previous publication referring to the already commented stratigraphy registered within
the scope of the north fortress wall of Transmarisca'”. No evidence has been presented that
the situation in this southern sector is the same. Only recently a stratigraphic profile from the
2002 excavations inside the southeastern tower was published, which is claimed to illustrate the
veracity of the thesis about the three successive fires'”® (Fig. 24). A reference to the original doc-
umentation from these excavations, kept now at the Scientific Archives of the National Institute
of Archaeology in Sofia'®, however shows that the drawing made at the site by the researcher
has been crudely manipulated under the pretext that it is only “digitalized”, which any unbiased
reader can easily establish (Fig. 25). The claim that coins from the reign of Claudius II Gothicus
(268-270) to that of Licinius I (308-324) were found in the first registered fire above the sterile
does not correspond to the truth, because the coins in question were found at elevations from
62.30 to 63.22 m (Fig. 26), and this covers the first four and a part of the fifth layer above the
sterile according to the original graphic documentation of the field researcher. A total of 3 coins
were found during the excavations in the upper layers, one of which is from 1937. The other two
were found at an elevation of 64.05 m, in a burnt layer above a floor level registered at elevation
of 63.65-63.85 m, but they have not been identified'". How then can it be claimed that three
consecutive fires have been actually registered in the southeastern corner tower, and that they
are precisely with the above-mentioned datings'''? Is this the “precise study of the southeastern
fortification sector”, which supposedly fully confirms “the chronology of the archaeological
periodization of Transmarisca (Vagalinski 1999) for the periods of its construction and use”''??
The so-called “general periodization” of Transmarisca is simply a myth that is still maintained
to this day by some researchers with references to the first publication about it, but without

19" Baramucku/ITerkos 2002, 90; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108.

12 Tlerkos 2003, 94; Iletkos 2004, 117; Ilerkos 2010a, 57.

19 VAGALINSKI, PETKOV 2006, 109.

104 TletkoB 2003, 94; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; PAUNOV 2007, 146; Iletkos 2010a, 57.

15 PAUNOV 2007, 146.

16 VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 109.

17 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232-235.

108 TpaitkoBa 2024, 19, 136 ¢ur. 3A.

19" Scientific Archives of the National Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences,
Col. Ne 458 (,,Otuer paskonku B Tyrpaxan npes 2002 r.” — ppkoBoanten Emu IleTkos).

1% Scientific Archives of the National Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences,
Col. Ne 458, p. 7/22 (Diary, p. 6: 7 and 10 June 2002).

" Tpaitkosa 2024, 19, 136.

12 TpaiikoBa 2024, 19.
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Fig. 25. Stratigraphic profile in the southeastern corner tower (Scientific Archives of the National
Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Col. Ne 458, p. 22/22)

analyzing its argumentation and with & priori trust in what had once been said. All that leads
to scientifically unacceptable attempts to consciously distort the facts, with the sole purpose
to prove the veracity of the “general periodization”, despite the drastic contradictions with the
archaeological realities.

During the excavations in 2003 a part of a wall 0.90 m thick was discovered at the front
of the U-shaped tower. It is built at a joint to the tower, but its length is not established and
there is no data on its constructional features. It has been suggested that the wall might be a
proteichism connecting the fronts of two neighbouring towers, synchronous with them'"’, but
this is unlikely. Similar walls were discovered in 19704, 2014'" and 2022"'¢ in the space in
front of the fortress wall to the east of the southwestern corner tower. They are located parallel
and perpendicular to the fortress wall and are interpreted as remains of buildings added at a later
time to its outer face.

A qualitatively new stage in the study and interpretation of the findings of the previous
excavations of the so-called south fortress wall of Transmarisca began in 2014. During regular
archaeological excavations, the southwestern corner of the fortress was discovered. Like the
southeastern one, it is also rounded. The thickness and constructional features of the fortress wall
are identical to the previously unearthed sections. The eastern and western walls of a fan-shaped

corner tower have been partially studied, the front of which was detected during construction
'3 Tlerkos 2004, 117.

14 3mees 1970a, 4; 3meen 1970b.
> Tlerxos 2015, 416.

¢ Bbpbanos/Mntes 2022.

1

1
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work back in 1970. Like KOIIME HA JJHEBHUK HAXOJIKU OT APXEOJOTUYECKUTE
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landslide). Dur mng the same Archives of the National Institute of Archaeology with Museum
campaign a small section of — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Col. Ne 458, p. 11/22)

the western wall of the for-
tification was revealed, immediately north of the rounded corner'® (Fig. 27). It is significantly
thinner than the southern one, with a thickness of 2.30 instead of 3.60 m'".

The excavations in the same sector were renewed in 2020 and continued until 2022'%,
The research area was significantly expanded, covering terrains both inside and outside the forti-

"7 Tlerkos 2015, 416.

18 Tlerkos 2016, 455-456, 06p. 2.

11 The thickness of the wall is mentioned only in the detailed report and field diary (dated 17.11.2020) attached to
the field documentation for the 2020 excavations (Bep6anos/Mures 2020).

120 Only a report about the first campaign has been published (Bpp6anos/Mures 2021a). Those for the next two
campaigns are still in print in the series “Apxeonormyeckn orkpurys 1 paskonku . I express my heartfelt gratitude
to the head of the excavations Dr. Varbin Varbanov for allowing me to use for the purposes of this study not only the
reports submitted for publication, but also all the full field documentation for the studies in 2020 — 2022, copies
of which are stored at the Scientific Archives of the National Institute of Archacology with Museum — Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences.
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Fig. 27. The towers at the southwestern corner (surveys in 2014-2015) (after IIETKOB 2016, 456, 06p. 2)

fied territory
(Fig. 28). In both
zones sterile soil was
reached in some
places'!. A new sec-
tion of the western
curtain wall with a
length of about 7 m
was unearthed. The
inner corner tower
was completely
explored. The foun-
dation level of its
walls was reached
inside it. It was FETREEE . e o
established that they Fig. 28. The southwestern sector (state of research by
are dug into sterile November 2022) (photo by Varbin Varbanov)
loess down to an

elevation of 61.90-61.80 m. There is a narrow plinth between the sub- and superstructure of
the western and northern walls, lying at a level of 63.70 m. A little below, at an elevation of
63.64—63.48 m, a thin layer of mortar is registered, which is assumed to probably mark the floor

2l Bppbanos/Mutes 2022.
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Fig. 29. A plinth separating the sub-from the superstructure
on the inside of the fortress wall east of the southwestern
corner tower (photo by Varbin Varbanov)

level in the time of construction'”. Judging by the fact
that the layer is of uneven thickness and is not aligned in
horizontal plane, as well as by the presence below it and
above the sterile of a cultural layer, which also contains
pottery from the Roman period, this seems to be in my
opinion more likely a construction level directly related
to the very construction of the tower. In 2022, at an ele- N '
vation of 63.50 m, a plinth was discovered separating the
sub- from the superstructure of the fortress wall on its . :
inside, to the east of the tower'? (Fig. 29). § .

A significant difference was registered during the |
excavations in 2020-2022 in the structure of the cultural
layers within and outside the outlines of the fortress. .

To the west of the western fortress wall, where the |,
terrain drops sharply and it is assumed that a defensive .
ditch had once existed, below the layer with destructions |, "}\\( ‘
from the end of the 6™ century there follows another one R 3 ;
with few finds (mainly small sherds of Late Roman pot- gl f
tery (Fig. 30). The coins originating from it date to the g N / ,,,,,,,
end of the 4™ — the first half of the 5% century'*. A lead : Ty R
commercial sealing with unspecified dating in the 4th [ |}y |
century from the city of Sebennytos in Lower Egypt was
found together with them'?. The situation in front of the N
south fortress wall, where the terrain is flat, is different
(Fig. 31). Here the carliest layer is from the 4" century. .
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Fig. 30. Western profile of the area surveyed in 2013-2014 and 2020 (after BbPBAHOB, Mures 20216, 292, 06p. 2)
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Fig. 31. Southern stratigraphic profile in square I, (outside the
fortress wall) (after BBPBAHOB 2024, 70, 06p. 2)

tions was added to the wall. Only about 5% of the total amount of pottery acquired during the
excavations is found outside the fortress walls, with almost all sherds dating to the Late Roman
and Early Byzantine periods'*.

The picture within the outlines of the fortress is completely different (Fig. 32). A large
number of stratified coin finds, which have been duly published, helps to refine the dating of
the registered levels'”’. The earliest layer here is over 1.0 m thick in places. It contains finds
and pottery from the 1* — early/mid-2" centuries, with over 50% of the pottery discovered
in 2020-2022 (which exceeds 12000 fragments) being associated with exactly this layer. Both

126 Bpp6anos 2024, 51.
127 Bppbanos 2021; Bppbanos 2022; Brpbanos 2024.
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local forms and types characteristic of the period as well as imports are attested. The dating of
the coins from the layer does not exceed the end of the 1% century, but all the specimens bear
traces of continuous circulation'?. It is important to note that there is an impressive series of
objects with a purely military purpose among the finds (fasteners and plates from loricae, bronze
decorations from military equipment, a bone application from a sword scabbard, 17 ceramic
slingshots'?), which have good parallels from various fortified sites within the Roman Empire
from the period of the Early Principate'.

No detached layer from the middle and the second half of the 2™ century has been regis-
tered so far, but there are two layers associated with the occupation of the site in the 3 century.
The latest coin from the former one is of Julia Mamaea, and from the latter — of Probus'!. One
or possibly two consecutive levels are certainly attributed to the 4" century. The last preserved
cultural layer inside the fortress is from the first half of the 5% century'®. The stratigraphy
upwards has been completely destroyed by numerous deep diggings and construction activities
from the 19* and 20™ centuries, but individual finds from the compromised uppermost layers
give researchers reason to assume that the occupation of the fortress continued until the end of
the 6™ century'®.

The excavations in 2020-2022 prove the existence of earlier levels only within the out-
lines of the fortress. The absence of early layers and finds in the adjacent territory extra muros
completely excludes the possibility that the fortress was built over an earlier settlement. The
dating and the very nature of the finds undoubtedly testify to military occupation of the terrain
long before the end of the 3" century, when the construction of the fortress has been tradition-
ally dated to for some twenty years'**. The study of the southwestern sector convincingly leads
to the conclusion that the so-called south fortress wall of 7ransmarisca with its internal towers
belongs to an Early Roman military camp'®. Its construction is dated by the researchers to the
second half of the 1'% or rather to the end of the 1* century, but it is not excluded that the
camp might have had an earlier earth-and-timber phase'’. It underwent a significant recon-
struction in the 4™ century, as a result of which the internal towers were abandoned and par-
tially dismantled and external ones were added to the fortress wall instead of them, with a shape
characteristic of the period and corresponding to contemporary trends in the development of
fortification art.

A very important ascertainment was made during the survey in the southwestern sector
in 2020. It was established that the early corner tower is not entirely internal, but its front pro-
truded 0.40 m in front of the fortress wall, the thickness of which here is 2.65-2.70 m (Fig. 33).
A direct parallel was drawn with the situation in front of the partially excavated in 2001 and
2003 inner tower located behind the later U-shaped tower in the eastern section of the fortress
wall. A similar protrusion is also present there, but with a width of 0.25 m. However, it was not
recognized by the surveyor as an integral part of the tower (considered a “buttress” or “battle
landing”), but was interpreted asa “bend” along the course of the fortress wall'*®. The southwestern

128 Bppbanos 2024, 52-56.

122 They are published and commented on in: NANKOV 2023, 64-77, 119-122.

130 Bppbanos 2024, 50-53.

131 Bepbanos 2024, 53.

132 Bppbanos 2024, 54.

133 Bppbanos/Mutes 2021a, 623; Bbpbanos/Mutes 2021b, 288.

13 Even now, completely neglecting the findings of the latest excavations, some researchers continue to keep to the
old dating hypothesis (Tpaiikosa 2024, 24-25).

135 Bppbanos/Mutes 2021a, 624; Bppbanos 2021, 174; Bep6anos/Mures 2021¢; Bppbanos/Mutes 2022.
136 Bppbanos/Mutes 2021a, 624; Bppbanos 2021, 174.

137 Bppbanos/Mures 2022.

1% Tlerkos 2010a, 56.
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end of this projection i
is not marked on the T /;//\
attached plan, and the 2
fortress wall west of

the U-shaped tower \
is depicted with an
increased  thickness
(Fig. 21/1). This is not
true, which is quite
clearly discernable
both on ground and
on the here attached
aerial photograph
(Fig. 21/2). Another
similar feature, again
defined as a “0.25 m
bend”, was also Fig. 33. The southwestern inner corner tower (state of research by
recorded on the out- November 2020) (after BBPBAHOB, MUTEB 2021a, 623, 06p. 1)

side of the excavated

part of the rounded southeastern corner of the fortress wall'®. In view of the above-mentioned,
this should be interpreted as a reliable indication of the location of the southern wall of the still
undiscovered southeastern corner tower of the Early Roman military camp.

The data presented in the previous publications about the fortress wall itself are very
scarce and mainly concern its rarely met thickness in superstructure. As for its structural char-
acteristics, the authors find it enough to laconically note that it is built in the same technique
as the studied sections of the north curtain wall'®’. In reality, that is not the case at all, which is
clear evidence of their asynchronism. Let me remind: in its original form, the revetment of the
superstructure of the north fortress wall is of roughly processed limestone blocks with average
dimensions of 0.30 x 0.30 x 0.30 m placed in horizontal rows, while the bonding material in
the emplekton is white mortar containing an admixture of large pieces of building pottery. At
least in some sections, there is certain evidence that the construction was in opus mixtum with a
belt of 4 rows of bricks''. The faces of the south and the adjacent western fortress walls of the
Early Roman military camp are also made of stone blocks placed in horizontal rows, but they
are made of both white limestone and yellow sandstone, and are distinguished by very good
workmanship. In addition, the blocks are of significantly larger dimensions, often reaching
and sometimes exceeding 0.60 x 0.40 m in frontal projection (Fig. 34). Gray-white mortar is
used for their bonding, which is abundantly mixed with fine river rubble but did not contain
any ceramic fraction (Fig. 35/1—4). The joints on the face of the construction are coated with
gray-white lime-and-sand mortar without rubble (Fig. 35/5-6). The emplekton is made of
small and medium-sized quarry stones. It is also worth noting that it is not tightly rammed and
there are cavities in places (Fig. 36). Probably for that reason, transversely placed wooden beams
were used to strengthen its structure in the section of the fortress wall east of the later added
U-shaped tower. This was not noticed by the researchers, but is clearly visible on a photograph
in one of their publications'** (Fig. 37).

139 TTetkos 2010a, 57.

140 Barammuuckn/Iletkos 2002, 89; VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108; PAUNOV 2007, 145; Iletkos 2010a,
55.

141 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232.

142 VAGALINSKI/PETKOV 2006, 108, ﬁg. 5.
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Fig. 34. Structure of the fortress wall of the Early Roman military camp: 1. Outer face of the south fortress
wall east of the southwestern corner tower (photo by Varbin Varbanov, 2022); 2. Outer face of the southern
fortress wall east of the southwestern corner tower (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025); 3. Outer face of
the western fortress wall north of the southwestern corner tower (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025 1.); 4.
Inner face of the south fortress wall east of the southwestern corner tower (photo by Varbin Varbanov, 2022);
5. Outer face of the south fortress wall within the later U-shaped tower (Scientific Archives of the National
Institute of Archaeology with Museum — Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Col. Ne 458, p. 19/22); 6. Outer face
of the north wall of the southwestern corner tower (photo by Varbin Varbanov, 2022)

Based on the available information about the historical development of the Lower
Danube lands during the Early Roman period and the strategic importance of this place for the
defense of the northern border of the Roman Empire, an opinion has been since long imposed
in the scientific literature that 7ransmarisca came into being as a military centre probably as early
as the Flavian period'® or at the end of the 1* — the beginning of the 2™ century at the latest'*.
The new archaeological research in Tutrakan not only convincingly confirms the existence of an
Early Roman military camp in Zransmarisca, but moreover provides reliable information about

3 VELKOV 1973, 266; SARNOWSKI 1988, 43; VELKOV 1993, 137.
14 POLASCHEK 1937, 2172; Teopruesa 1977, 54.
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Fig. 35. Structure of the mortar used in the construction of the south fortress wall of the Early Roman military
camp: 1. Southwestern corner, emplecton (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025); 2. Southwestern corner,
outer face (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025); 3. East sector, inner face (photo by Sergey Torbatov,
24.03.2025); 4. Southwestern corner, inner face (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 20.06.2024); 5-6. Southwestern
corner, inner face (coating of the joints) (photos by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025)

its location. It is built on a high plateau-shaped terrace with a gentle slope from southeast to
northwest, rising more than 45 m above the Danube River bed and located some 0.2 km from
the river bank. The camp’s area is estimated at about 2.0-2.5 ha and its remains occupy the terri-
tory between the modern streets Kreposta, Strandzha, Ropotamo and Alexander Stamboliyski'®.
The course of the south fortress wall is established for certain and considerable sections of it are
archaeologically studied (the southwestern and partially the southeastern corner, 34 m of the
wall at the eastern end). According to the canons of Roman fortification from the period of
the Early Principate, the corners of the camp are rounded, and the towers — internal, in this

1 Bppbanos 2021, 174.
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Fig. 36. Structure of the emplacton of the south fortress wall of the Early Roman military
camp at the southwestern corner (photos by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025)

particular case slightly protruding in front of the fortress wall. Two of the towers are excavated —
one at the southwestern corner, and the other some 18 m west of the southeastern corner. There
is reliable evidence about the existence of a internal tower at the southeastern corner, too. A part
of the western fortress wall has also been unearthed. The camp is oriented with its longitudinal
axis in the east-west direction and its length is about 160 m. The course of its north wall should
be identified with great confidence with the fortification remains accidentally discovered during
construction activities in the 1960s in several neighbouring land properties located south of
Alexander Stamboliyski Street'“®. Those remains are identified in the publication with a “second
southern wall”, but a “first southern wall” (located south of it) simply does not exist. The idea
of its existence is formulated on the basis of ruins of fortress walls discovered in the courtyards
of the Tutrakan residents Bahri Nazifov and Sabri Yuseinov'¥’. The house of the former how-
ever partially overlies the western wall'®®, and the land property of the second one is located to
the east outside the scope of the Early Roman military camp. The remains reported there most
likely belong to a bend in the course of the east fortress wall of Transmarisca, which was built in
the Late Roman period. Judging by the available information and the topographical features of
the terrain, the north wall of the Early Roman military camp would have closely followed the
edge of the natural plateau-shaped terrace. The once visible fortification remains in opus mixtum
in the back part of the courtyard of the Tutrakan citizen Mariyka Maneva'® are located at the

14 3mees 1969, 48.

47 3mees 1969, 48.

18 This is explicitly mentioned in the cited article by R. Zmeev from 1969 (3meeB 1969, 48). The address of the
land property is 21-23 Ropotamo Street. The information has been confirmed by the current residents here to Dr.
Varbin Varbanov during his recent research of the southwestern sector.

9 3meen 1969, 47-48, 06p. 2
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Fig. 37. Structure of the emplacton of the south fortress wall of the Early Roman military
camp east of the later U-shaped tower (after VAGALINSKI, PETKOV 2006, 108, fig. 5)

junction of the west and north fortress walls. In all likelihood, they belong to a later external
tower, similar to the situation at the southwestern and southeastern corners. The width of the
camp in the north-south direction does not exceed 120 m. Its protected area is a little more
than 1.9 ha, which fits well into the standards for accommodating an auxiliary military unit of
the cohors quingenaria category (both peditata and equitata) during the Principate, with the pos-
sibility of also housing a cohors milliaria peditata or ala quingenaria®™.

So far, no data have been published that would be able to accurately determine the
time of construction of the Early Roman military camp attested in Transmarisca. As already
was stated, its coming into being is generally attributed to the second half or rather to the end
of the 1* century AD, but the possibility is not excluded that the stone fortification repro-
duces the plan of an earlier earth-and-timber one. In my opinion, the presence of a layer with
Roman materials below the mortar level registered in the southwestern corner tower, which is
chronologically related to its construction, is a very serious argument in this direction. Even
more symptomatic is the layer of densely rammed brown clay soil without finds recorded at the
lowest level in squares II and II, (beneath the layer with materials from the 1* — early/mid-2"
century), which rises sharply in height from an elevation of 62.70 to about 64.00 m in direction
towards the stone fortress wall. It is important to note that this is much higher than the level of
the internal plinth of the wall recorded at the southwestern corner (63.50 m) (Fig. 32, 38). The
structure, specific configuration and stratigraphic position of this embankment give me reason
to identify it with remains of an internal rampart typical of the Early Roman fortification,
intended to reinforce and provide convenient access to a once existant earth-and-timber fortress
wall, which was subsequently dismantled and replaced with the now preserved stone one.

The quadrangular plan with rounded corners (the so-called “playing-card” design) is a
typical feature of Roman military fortifications from the Principate to the Severan period and
is found in both earth-and-timber and stone camps™'. However, the plan of the Early Roman

150 BENNETT 1986, 710, 712; RICHARDSON 2004, 37-40.
51 LANDER 1984, 12, 114.
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Fig. 38. A layer of densely rammed brown clay soil rising towards the stone
fortress wall of the Early Roman military camp — a probable internal rampart of an
earlier earth-and-timber fort (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 24.03.2025)

stone military camp at Transmarisca displays some other characteristic features that could be
used as relative chronological indicators. These are the slight protrusion of the corner and inter-
mediate towers as well as the unusually large thickness of the south fortress wall.
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The earliest examples of reconstruction of pre-existing earth-and-timber camps in
stone date back to the Flavian period'” and the earliest military camp in the Roman Empire
originally built of stone is considered to be the so-called “Eastern Fort” at Lambaesis in
North Africa, with the construction of which a building inscription from 81 AD is associ-
ated'’. Stone fortification construction gained momentum during the reign of Trajan and in

many cases, it was not a mere rebuilding but a completely new construction & fundamentis'>*.

While the partial projection of the towers at the gates is known already from earlier monu-
ments of the Roman fortification architecture, this became a widespread practice precisely in
the time of Trajan'>. The earliest evidence for a slight projection of the intermediate towers
is from the stone phase of the legionary camp Vindonissa, whose complete reconstruction
is associated with the accommodation there of legio XI Claudia and is placed in the period
after 72 AD"°. By the way, this is the only surely known example from the Flavian period
so far. Slightly projecting intermediate and corner towers however appear in a number of
military camps in various parts of the Roman Empire owing their emergence or recon-

struction in stone to the fortification activities of Emperor Trajan: in Germania Superior

— Benningen'”’, Bad Cannstatt®, Waldméssingen'?; in Pannonia Superior — Carnuntum

(the auxiliary camp)'®; in Moesia Superior — Diana'®', Pontes'®; in Dacia — Drobeta'® and
perhaps Arcidava'®. Although in decreasing progression, the same architectural concept
is also witnessed in later monuments of Roman fortification art from the period of the

Principate: from the time of Hadrian — in Arutela'®, Copiceni (Praetorium 12)'°, Ricari'®

and Racovita'®® (Praetorium 11?) in Dacia Inferior, Gherla in Dacia Porolisensis'® and perhaps
Campona in Pannonia'’’; from the reign of Antoninus Pius — Arcobadara in Dacia'”' and
probably Abusina in Raetia'”?; from the time of Marcus Aurelius — Albing in Raetia'”; and
from the time of Septimius Severus — Campulung in Dacia'’*. The emergence of the mili-

tary camp near Lugdunum Convenarum in Gallia Aquitania is currently dated to the period

152 TANDER 1984, 22-28; MORILLO/GARCIA-MARCOS 2005, 571-573.

155 LANDER 1984, 24.

>* LANDER 1984, 32 et sqq.

155 LANDER 1984, 24, 28, 47.

156 TAUR-BELART 1935, 20-24; HERZIG 1946-1947, 53-58; TRUMM 2015, 98; TRUMM 2024, 313.
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15 PLANCK 2005b, 311-314.
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162 Tapauranun/Bacuh 1980, 7-24; Tapamanvn ET ALII 1984, 25-54; Tapamaunu/Bacuh 1987, 71-84;
GUDEA 2001, 78-79.
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of Marcus Aurelius — Septimius Severus'” and there is no data about those in Feldioara in
Dacia"’® and Mauer an der Url in Noricum'”.

It is evident from the above-presented information that the boom in the construction of
military camps with slightly protruding corner and intermediate towers coincides with the early
period of the reign of Emperor Trajan. The earliest application of this pattern is in Vindonissa
and dates back to the 70s of the 1% century, but this is the only one known so far example from
the Flavian period.

The incredibly large thickness of the south fortress wall of the Early Roman military
camp in Transmarisca (3.60 m) is another problem of special interest. The fact that the western
wall has a normal thickness of 2.30 m suggests that we most probably have to do with a special
engineering solution in this particular case, consistent with objective assessment of the actual
geomorphological features of the terrain, which is highly susceptible to landslide processes. In
fact, exactly that must have caused the cracking of the southwestern corner tower and neces-
sitated its subsequent strengthening with buttresses.

In Flavian times the average thickness of the stone fortification walls was less than
1.50 m. That of the so-called “Eastern Fortification” at Lambaesis, amounting to 2.50 m, has
long been considered a special exception'”®. However, the wall of the repeatedly mentioned
legionary camp Vindonissa is 3.60 m thick'”” — exactly as much as that of the Early Roman
Transmarisca, but that might be a mere coincidence. The military camps from the time of Trajan
have an average wall thickness of 1.40 m'®. The newly built under Hadrian auxiliary camp at
Gemellae along the Fossatum Africae however has walls no less than 2.75 m thick'®!. The walls of
the so-called milecastles along the Hadrian’s Wall in Britain are also more than 3 m thick'®*. The
military camp Rapidum in North Africa (built in 122 AD) presents a special case. The thick-
ness of its fortress wall is 1.60 m but in the rounded corners, in order to strengthen them, it is
significantly increased and exceeds 4.00 m'®. Another interesting example is the legionary camp
Albing in Noricum, built during the Marcomannic Wars of Marcus Aurelius. While the rest of
its sides are protected by walls 1.80 m thick, the one in its northeastern part (facing the possible
attacker) is 3.15 m'®4.

The examples mentioned show that the thickness of the fortress wall was determined by
various reasons and is not a reliable chronological benchmark. In any case, there is no evidence
for anything similar to the south fortress wall of the Early Roman military camp in Transmarisca
among the monuments of Roman fortification from the Principate period after the time of
Marcus Aurelius.

The first epigraphically attested military unit stationed in Transmarisca is cohors I
Thracum Syriaca equitata, with whose residence at this place is associated a votive altar dedicated
to an unknown deity by the cohort through its prefect C. Navius Quadratus'®. The monu-
ment is not precisely dated and is generally referred to the 2* century. Before its appearance in
Moesia Inferior this military unit camped for a long time in Zimacum Minus in Moesia Superior.

172 SCHAAD/SOUKIASSIAN 1990, 104-109; SCHAAD 1991, 171-172; SCHAAD/SCHENCK-DAVID
2003, 142, 150.
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Its relocation from there is associated with the Dacian Wars of Emperor Trajan or with events
immediately after them. Some researchers date the arrival of the cohort in Transmarisca as early
as 106 AD and place it in the context of Trajan’s reorganization of the limes'*¢. However, there
are strong reasons to assume its temporary residence in Acidava in Dacia as well as participa-
tion in Trajan’s Parthian War in 115 AD, which makes it more plausible to assume that it was
stationed in Zransmarisca only at the beginning of Emperor Hadrian’s reign'®’. Its stay in Moesia
Inferior is attested by a series of military diplomas, the earliest of which is from 125 AD and
the latest from 157 AD'®. It has been suggested that the cohort may have continued to reside
in the province, with a permanent camp in Transmarisca, until the end of the 2"/the beginning
of the 3" century'®, during the 2™ and most of the 3" century' and even until the end of its
existence'!, but there is no reliable data for this.

If the above presented historical reconstruction of the movements of cobors I Thracum
Syriaca equitata is correct, its appearance in Transmarisca in no way agrees with the archaeo-
logical data on the emergence of the first military camp here. It is also difficult to accept that this
military unit is in any way connected with the construction of the archaeologically attested stone
camp. The problem with the earliest military presence at this site is still subject to clarification.

Concluding remarks

The first written evidence of the existence of a settlement with the name Tpopdpioka/
Tpapapioka is in the work “Geographical Guide” by Claudius Ptolemy'*>. As is well known,
this work was completed in the early years of the reign of Emperor Marcus Aurelius but the
information about Moesia Inferior in it reflects the situation in the province in the time after the
Dacian Wars of Emperor Trajan (in the late-Trajanian or early-Hadrianic period). The author
designates the settlement as a “city” (z0A1g) and the majority of Ptolemaic 70Aeig are considered
to have been centres of territorial subdivisions with quasi-municipal organization but without
a real urban centre, which might have been based on old traditions of tribal division'®. This
suggests that the predecessor of Transmarisca already existed in the pre-Roman era and was a
significant settlement and a kind of centre of the surrounding area.

The earliest known settlement in the territory of nowadays Tutrakan dates back to the
Early and Late Iron Ages. Its remains have been registered in the northwestern periphery of the
modern town, on the gravel bank of the Danube River opposite the island of Tutrakan'*. Tts
existence was confirmed during the excavations within the scope of the north fortress wall of
Transmarisca but only in one of the trenches — trench I from 1989/1990, which is located in
the westernmost part of the studied area'”. Therefore, the settlement must have occupied an
area in a westerly direction from the currently discovered and exhibited fortress remains. There
is currently no data on whether it also extended southwards, onto the second floodplain. It is
very likely that it continued to exist during the initial period of Roman rule, as evidenced by the
Italian imports from the middle and the beginning of the second half of the 1* century found
at the same place. Materials of the kind have not been found during the excavations in eastern

186 ZAHARIADE 2009, 151.

17 MATEI-POPESCU 2010, 233-234; MATEI-POPESCU/TENTEA 2018, 71.

188 MATEI-POPESCU 2010, 233-234; MATEI-POPESCU/TENTEA 2018, 71.

18 MATEI-POPESCU 2010, 234-235.

190 ZAHARIADE 2009, 151.

I WHATELY 2016, 49.

192 CL. Prol. Geogr. 111, 10, 11 — ed. Nobbe; Cl. Ptol. Geogr. I11, 10, 5 — ed. Miiller.

193 Tepos 1980, 65-101; MROZEWICZ 1982, 71-75; BOGDAN CATANICIU 1991, 62-63.
194 Teopruesa/BbbuBapos 1985, 74.

195 VAGALINSKI 1999, 232.
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direction' but isolated structures from the 273" centuries are recorded here, although there
is no data for a normally deposited cultural layer from that time'”’.

The problem with the exact location and territorial scope of Roman Transmarisca has
not been satisfactorily resolved. It is also unclear whether it is a direct successor to the settlement
that existed here in the pre-Roman era and in the early decades of Roman rule. Its emergence
and development are directly related to the construction of a military camp at this strategi-
cally important place. According to ground surveys from the beginning of the 20" century,
Roman Transmarisca must have been located on the second floodplain of the Danube, south
of the steep slope towards the river. This place occupies the highest part of the then urban ter-
ritory of Tutrakan and was known among the local population in the past under the name
Cetate (“fortification” in Romanian). Remains of walls, bricks, household ceramics and coins
(Roman Republican and Imperial, Early Byzantine of Justinian I) were found here'”®. On the
sketch illustrating K. Skorpil's work the area of the settlement is depicted as stretching in an
easterly direction to the main town Christian temple of Tutrakan — the church of St. Nicholas'”
(Fig. 39). However, now there is reliable data that the easternmost part of this territory was once

occupied by the eastern Roman and Late Antique necropolis of Transmarisca®™.

\n

Py
-’ ’ .
= /
Fig. 39. Sketch of Tutrakan with the location of the remains of the Roman and
Late Antique Transmarisca (after IIKOPIINJI 1905, Tabn. CXV, 4, I)

The military camp was located immediately south of the civilian settlement, on a higher
riverside terrace. The very emergence and development of Roman 7ransmarisca is fairly associ-
ated with the construction and functioning of the military camp®”".

According to the available written and epigraphic evidence, the systematic deployment

of permanent military garrisons and the construction of the prototype of the Lower Danube

1% TIerkos 2010a, 38.

Y7 Tparikosa 2024, 28.

%8 Bankos 1905, 462—463; IIxopmmn 1905, 450.

¥ Txopnun 1905, Tabn. CXV, 4, 1.

200 3pees 1987, 19; Baranuucku/Junves 1995, 32; ITetkos 2010a, 48.
21 VELKOV 1973, 266; Teopruesa 1977, 54.
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limes east of the Yantra River date back to the years of Vespasian’s reign, but the section of the
Danube bank between the mouth of the Yantra River and the Black Sea was under more or less
effective military control by the Moesian army already since the liquidation of the Thracian
Kingdom and the annexation of the so-called Ripa Thraciae to Moesia in 45/46 AD. The control
in question was carried out through a specially created praefectura, subordinate to the Moesian
governor. As a typical organism of pre-provincial type, the prefecture aimed to prepare the
necessary conditions for full integration of the newly annexed lands, whose administration and
overall organization of internal life had been subordinated until then to the traditions and
procedures established in the Thracian Kingdom. The adaptive period for the lands covered
by the military prefecture in Ripa Thraciae, and respectively — the existence of this institution,
ended with the delimitation of the territory of the province of 7hracia in 74 AD, after which
they became an integral part of Moesia (after 85 AD — Moesia Inferior), with all the ensuing
consequences®. It is hardly a pure coincidence that the earliest epigraphic evidence about the
construction of a military camp east of the Yantra River dates back to 76 AD, i.e. very soon after
this date. The evidence mentioned is a building inscription from Appiaria, which had contained
the names of two cohorts and their prefects but only that of the commander of the second
cohort survived®®. It is certain that both cohorts were directly involved in the construction but
it is not clear whom the camp itself was intended for. It is also not clear whether it was made of
earth-and-timber or stone.

Considering its immediate proximity to Appiaria as well as the archaeological context
recorded here, the emergence of the first military camp in Zransmarisca should be attributed to
approximately the same time, i.e. to the last years of Emperor Vespasian’s reign. According to
the analysis of the published data, it was initially an earth-and-timber structure. It is not yet
possible to say when exactly the preserved 77 situ stone fortification dates from but most likely
it must have already been built before the appearance of cohors I Thracum Syriaca equitata in
Transmarisca at the beginning of Hadrian’s reign. A building inscription is known from Tutrakan
with a presumed dating from the time of Emperors Valerian I and Gallienus, which was found
reused as a spolium in a building from the Late Roman period. It is assumed that the inscription
is related to the construction or repair of some fortification facility in Transmarisca®*. The only
known so far fortification facility that existed and functioned here at that time is the military
camp, but its archaeological study provides no confirmation of this hypothesis. However, a few
decades later the camp underwent a major reconstruction aimed at bringing it into line with the
new trends in fortification art. The inner towers were abandoned, partially dismantled to the
then walking level and filled with earth. New projecting towers were erected instead of them —
fan-shaped at the corners and U-shaped along the walls. All of them were built in opus mixtum.
A large number of bricks from the destroyed brick belts have been found during the excavations
among their ruins and in the surrounding area, but none of them bears a stamp. The recon-
struction is generally dated back to the 4™ century, but there is no reliable evidence for exact
chronological determination of the act. That is why the assumptions made so far vary widely
— between the first and the last quarter of the century. Ad Statuas, Ulcisia Castra and Campona
in Pannonia are pointed out as good architectural parallels in one of the more recent works, but
without comments on their chronology*®.

The military camp at Acs-Vaspuszta, usually identified with Ad Statuas, was built under
Vespasian and went through two earth-and-timber phases before being rebuilt in stone after
170/178 AD. The construction of external fan-shaped towers is dated back to the time of

22 For more details on these issues, see: Topbatos 2010, 47-49; Top6aros 2012, 111-113.
203 Bemesmmen 1952, 71-72, Ne 122; SHARANKOV 2016, 35-36.

204 SHARANKOV 2010, 86-89.

25 Bppbanos 2021, 174.
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Constantine I or Constantine 11**. Ulcisia Castra underwent a major reconstruction in the
4™ century, as a result of which it received external fan-shaped and U-shaped towers and was
renamed Castra Constantia. This is believed to have happened under Constantine I*. The
external fan-shaped towers in Campona appeared after an enemy attack in 332-333 AD, but
it is not clear whether the repair work was undertaken already under Constantine I or in the
following decades before the middle of the 4th century®®. In fact, the examples for such mod-
ernization of existing and still functioning fortifications from the period of the Principate are
much more numerous and from different provinces. Let us continue with Pannonia. Annamatia
received fan-shaped corner towers after 337-340 AD, but before 350 AD*®. Such are also
attested in Azaum, with their construction being placed at the beginning of the 4" century?'.
It is assumed for the I7a-Leanyvar camp (Celamantia?) that the reconstruction dates to the time
of Constantine I*'!, and for /ntercisa — to around 350/360 AD?"2. The examples from the neigh-
bouring Noricum are also not few in number. It is striking however that the proposed dates for
most of the sites are very uncertain. While the reconstruction of Zeiselmauer (Cannabiaca?)
and Traismauer (Augustianis) is placed in the time of Constantine I*'*, for Tulln (Commagenis)
only the 4™ century is marked*'“. According to more recent studies in Mautern (Flavianis) and
Zwentendorf (Asturis), the reconstruction of the former is generally related to the fifth period
in its settlement development, and of the latter — to the fourth period in its settlement devel-
opment, whose chronological ranges are respectively 260/270 — 360/370 AD and 250/270
— 370/400 AD. It is only assumed in both cases that the new construction might perhaps be
related to the reforms of Diocletian?®. It is pointed out in the case with Arelape that the mod-
ernization of the castellum was carried out after 270/280 AD, without being it possible to specify
whether this took place under Diocletian, or under Constantine I?'°. The major reconstruction
of the fortification system of Drobeta in Dacia, carried out according to a very similar design
and including complete replanning of the inner space, is last related to the third decade of the
4™ century?".

As can be seen, the above-mentioned examples have a very broad and, in many cases, only
hypothetical dating, which makes them unsuitable even for an approximate chronological posi-
tioning of the reconstruction of the Roman military camp in 7ransmarisca during the Late Roman
period. Given this, another task should be added to the tasks of future archacological research in
Tutrakan — to acquire reliable stratigraphic data in order to clarify this important issue.

The careful analysis of the stratigraphic evidence convincingly proves that the north for-
tress wall of Transmarisca does not date to the period between 292 and 309/310 AD as previously
claimed, but to the time after 325/326 AD. It, together with the so-called west and east walls, are
integral components of one and the same newly built fortification, added from the north to the
military camp that had existed ever since the period of the Principate and was still in function.

206 GABLER 1989, 636-646; GABLER 2003, 72.

207 SOPRONI 1976, 76-77; LANDER 1984, 248; VISY 2003, 97.

208 EULEP 1976, 93; LANDER 1984, 248; KOCSIS 2003, 108; TOTH 2009, 38.

20 KOVACS 2003, 120.

210 BIRO 1976, 39.

2 KUZMOVA/RAJTAR 1986, 208-209.

22 LORINCZ/VISY 1980, 692; LORINCZ ET ALII 1986, 366; VISY 2003, 118.

213 UBL 1977, 260-262; UBL 1997, 221-225; STUPPNER 2011, 131, 137.

24 STUPPNER 2011, 136; SCHOLZ/KRENN 2011, 52.

25 STUPPNER 2011, 131-134; PLOYER 2013, 68, 80-82. The attribution of Traismauer, Zwentendorf,
Mautern, Zeiselmauer and Acs—Vaspuszta to the “tetrarchic fortifications” in a new work (DURR ET ALII 2022,
167) openly contradicts the facts.

216 SCHMID 2023, 896.
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Fig. 40. Remains of the east Late Roman fortress wall of Transmarisca on Ivan
Vazov Street: 1. State of preservation in 1969 (after SMEEB 1969, 46, 06p.
1); 2. Modern state (photo by Sergey Torbatov, 13.02.2025)

Sections of the east wall of this new fortification were discovered at several places during
construction works in the second half of the 20™ century — beneath the so-called Trade Base?'®
and along Ivan Vazov Street, Struma Street’’ (Fig. 7) and Alexander Stamboliyski Street north

18 'The building occupies the western corner between Kraibrezhna Street and Transmariska Street. It is now used
for other purposes.
219 3mees 1969, 47.
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of the nowadays Kristal Apartment Building**. Only a small fragment of these is still preserved
on the western side of Ivan Vazov Street (Fig. 40). There is reliable evidence that a projecting
quadrangular tower was built at this location along the course of the wall*?!. The east fortress
wall followed the direction of a natural deep gorge?*?, making the digging of an artificial defen-
sive ditch unnecessary. The wall seems to have bent to the west at its southern end** and joined
the east wall of the military camp at a yet undetermined point.

Since the west wall of the military camp was traced along the upper edge of a steep
slope, the west wall of the new Late Roman fortification most likely began from its northwestern
corner. It followed from here in a northwestern direction to the Danube bank, where it joined
the north fortress wall built at the foot of the steep slope separating the first from the second
Danubian floodplain. The notes of M. Vankov from the beginning of the 20™ century provide
very important information about the course of the west wall. He saw then on the bank of the
Danube at the western end of Tutrakan a wall 5—-6 m thick, built of hewn stones and mortar
on the one side, and of small stones, pieces of bricks and mortar on the other. The wall fol-
lowed in a straight line to the south. The foundations of the house of Pavel Stoyanov, which
was demolished and completely rebuilt in March 1903, lay directly on the wall remains®*.
The house in question has survived to this day and occupies the southeastern corner between
Ropotamo Street and Transmariska Street””. It is a reliable benchmark for exact determination
of the course of the west fortress wall.

It is evident from the presented data that the fortified annex to the military camp in
Transmarisca, which was built no earlier than the second quarter of the 4" century, had an area
of about 5 ha. It had an irregular plan largely consistent with the topographic features of the
terrain and included the greater part of the territory with registered traces of settlement habita-
tion during the previous period. In the Late Roman period 7ransmarisca was one of the two
main bases of legio XI Claudia, in which half of the legion was permanently stationed. Most
probably in the time of Constantine I another auxiliary military troop was added to the local
garrison — milites Novenses’™. The current state of research does not give grounds to conclude
were the newly built Late Roman fortress a military installation or a settlement fortification
aimed at ensuring efficient protection of the local civilian population in a period of increasing
insecurity and constant threat of sudden barbarian attacks. However, judging by the significant
differences in the construction features, the modernization of the already existant military camp
and the construction of the fortified annex to it are surely asynchronous, with the former appar-
ently preceding the latter. 7ransmarisca continued to exist in this form until the end of the Late
Antiquity, when it finally disappeared from the historical sources (Fig. 41).

220 Tletxos 2010a, 57.

#! 3meen 1969, 47.

22 3mees 1987, 18.

223 This is evidenced by the remains registered in the courtyard of the Tutrakan resident Sabri Yuseinov (3mees
1969, 48) as well as by the fragment of a wall located immediately to the south and parallel to Kristal Apartment
Building, which is marked on a plan but not commented on in the text (ITetkos 2010a, 51).

24 Bankos 1905, 462.

2% The address is 1 Ropotamo Street/39 Transmariska Street. Now the building is part of the architectural culture
heritage of Tutrakan. It is known as the “Syarov House” after the lawyer Todor Syarov, who purchased it in 1958
from the widow of Pavel Stoyanov (https://oldhouses.eu/5/).

26 Not. Dign. Or. XL, 23, 34 — ed. Seeck
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