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Pesome
O6wurHuTe lNMpunen, Kpyweso, lonHeHU n KpuBorawTaHu Bce olLe He ca

Hanb/IHO M3MNOJISBa/IM CBOA 3HauYUTENIEH NOTEHLMan 3a passBuTMEe Ha Typusma,
oco6eHOo No oTHoweHne Ha 60raToTo cU apxXeos/IorMyYecKo HacneacTso. Tesm permoHmu
nputekaeaTt sHaunTeneH 6poi apxeosiornyeckn obekTn, KouTo, ako 6baaTr
npasuv/IHO pasBuUTM W  NONYyAAPM3IUPaHM, MoOraT 3HauyuTesHOo g4a noBwuwaT
TypUucTUyeckatTa npuB/ZIeKaTe/IHOCT U UA/NIOCTHOTO passBuTMe Ha obwuHuTe.
APXEONIOTNHECKMNAT TYPU3IBM € CbLULECTBEH ABUraTesl KaKTO 3a MKOHOMMUUYECKUSR
pPacTeXk, Taka u 3a Ky/ITYPHOTO passBuTre B Tesm ob6siactu. Tesmn o6eKkTn He ca NpocTo
UCTOPUYHECKM NaMeTHULN; Te NpeacTaBABaT YHUKaZIHU KY/ZITYPHU CbKPOBULLLA, KOUTO
MmoraTt pga rnpuse/ZieKaT LWMpoKa rama oOT MnoceTUTesZIM — KaKTO MEeCTHM, Taka wu
MeXXaAyHapoaHU TypucTu. 3a ga ce OTKAKYM MBJAHUAT MM noTeHuman obaue, e

Q7
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Heob6xoamma sagabnboveHa oueHKa Ha TAXHaATa UMCTOpUUYecKka, KYyATypHa w
MKOHOMMYECKA CTOMHOCT, KaKTo M Ha cnocobHocTTta vm A3 A0NPUHACAT 3a
permoHasnHoTo passuTue. OcHoOBHaTa uUesl Ha naaHupaHeTo Ha TypmMsma B Tesmn
obwmHM e He camo ga Noao6pAT ChULECTBYBaLLMTE YC/IOBUA, HO U aa paspaboTu
ycToriumBa M Ab/ATrOCPoHHa BM3MA 3a pacTer. Tesun apxeosiorMyeckm aKTHeu ce
pasrnexXnart KaTtTo KPpUTHUYHUWU @ e/leMeHTHM B MO-WHMPOK PpervoHaszieH KOHTEeKCT.
MpasuvaHara Baziopusauma Ha Tesn o6eKTM € OT OCHOBHO 3HadYeHuMe 3a TAXHOTO
VHTEerpupaHe B AuMHaMMYeH W aganTUBeH TYPUCTHUYECKU MNpoAayKT, chneumuasnHo
chbob6paseH C HY>XAMTE N OHaKBaHUATA Ha CbBPEeMEeHHMUTE TYPUCTU. Hpes cbrnacysaHe
Ha crpaTtermuTe 3a nonysapusmpaHe Ha Typusma ¢ pasHoob6pasHuUuTe mHTepecum Ha
CbBpeMEeHHUTE noceTuTesnin, pasrneXaaHurte obwmHmM mMmorat aa npeasioX<aT
aHra>kupauwo, mHbopmaTneHo “ o6oraTasawo KYNITYPHO npe>xuessaHe,
Hacbp4YaBalrikKM MEeCTHMA U PErMoHa/ZIHUA PacTeXK, KaTo CblieBpeMeHHO OCUrypsaBaT

ABNTMOCPOYHO ycroﬁqv!so pPassuuTmne.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES IN THE MUNICIPALITIES OF PRILEP, KRUSHEVO,
DOLNENI, AND KRIVOGASHTANI AS TOURISM DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Cane Koteski Gjorgji Petkoski
Goce Delchev University of Stip, North Macedonia

Key words: archaeological, municipalities, tourism, development

Abstract
The municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Dolneni, and Krivogashtani have not

vet fully harnessed their considerable tourism development potential, particularly
when it comes to their rich archaeological heritage. These regions possess a
significant number of archaeological sites that, if properly developed and promoted,
could greatly boost the tourismm appeal and overall development of these
municipalities. Archaeological tourism is an essential driver of both economic growth
and cultural promotion in these areas. These sites are not merely historical
landmarks; they represent unique cultural treasures that can attract a wide variety
of visitors, including both domestic and international tourists. To fully unlock their
potential, a detailed and comprehensive inventory of these archaeological sites must
first be conducted.

This should be followed by an in-depth assessment of their historical,
cultural, and economic value, as well as their capacity to contribute to regional
development. The overarching goal of tourism planning in these municipalities is to
not only improve existing conditions but also to develop a sustainable and long-term
vision for growth. These archaeological assets are regarded as critical components
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of the broader regional context, providing key insights into the area’s historical
narratives and cultural evolution. Proper valorization of these sites is fundamental
to their integration into a dynamic and adaptable tourism product, specifically
tailored to meet the needs and expectations of modern tourists. By aligning tourism
promotion strategies with the diverse interests of contemporary visitors, these
municipalities can provide an engaging, informative, and culturally enriching
experience, fostering local and regional growth while ensuring long-term sustainable
development.
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Abstract

The municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Dolneni, and Krivogashtani have not yet fully
harnessed their considerable tourism development potential, particularly when it comes to their
rich archaeological heritage. These regions possess a significant number of archaeological sites
that, if properly developed and promoted, could greatly boost the tourism appeal and overall
development of these municipalities. Archaeological tourism is an essential driver of both
economic growth and cultural promotion in these areas. These sites are not merely historical
landmarks; they represent unique cultural treasures that can attract a wide variety of visitors,
including both domestic and international tourists. To fully unlock their potential, a detailed
and comprehensive inventory of these archaeological sites must first be conducted.

This should be followed by an in-depth assessment of their historical, cultural, and
economic value, as well as their capacity to contribute to regional development. The
overarching goal of tourism planning in these municipalities is to not only improve existing
conditions but also to develop a sustainable and long-term vision for growth. These
archaeological assets are regarded as critical components of the broader regional context,
providing key insights into the area’s historical narratives and cultural evolution. Proper
valorization of these sites is fundamental to their integration into a dynamic and adaptable
tourism product, specifically tailored to meet the needs and expectations of modern tourists.
By aligning tourism promotion strategies with the diverse interests of contemporary visitors,
these municipalities can provide an engaging, informative, and culturally enriching experience,
fostering local and regional growth while ensuring long-term sustainable development.

Keywords: Archaeological, municipalities, tourism, development



Pesrome:

Oo6muuute Ipunen, Kpymeso, Jlonaenn u KpuBoramranu Bce oiie HE ca HAITBIHO
M3MOJI3BAJIM CBOSI 3HAUMUTEJICH MOTCHIMAJ 32 PAa3BUTHE HA TypuU3Ma, 0COOCHO MO OTHOIICHHE
Ha 00raToTO CH apXEOJOTHYECKO HACIIECACTBO. Te3u pEeruoHM NMPHUTEkKaBaT 3HAUYUTEICH Opoit
apXeoJIOTUYECKU OOEKTH, KOUTO, aKO ObJIaT MPABHJIHO PAa3BUTH M MOMYJISPU3UPAHU, MOTAT
3HAQYMUTEIIHO J]a TIOBUINIAT TYPUCTUUYECKATA IPUBJICKATEIHOCT | ISUIOCTHOTO Pa3BUTHE HA TE€3HU
OOIMHKN. APXCOJOTUYCCKUAT TYPU3bM € CBHIISCTBEH JBUTATENl KAKTO 3a MKOHOMHYCCKHS
pacTex, Taka M 3a KYJITYpHOTO pa3BUTHE B Te3u obsactu. Te3um oO0EKTH HE ca MpoCTO
HMCTOPUYECKHU IMAMETHUI; T€ TPEACTABISIBAT YHUKAHUA KYJITYPHU CHKPOBHINA, KOUTO MOTAT
Ja TPUBJIEKAT IMHPOKA TraMa OT TOCETUTENM, BKIIOUMTETHO KAaKTO MECTHHM, Taka |
MEXIYHApOJHU TYpUCTH. 3a J1a C€ OTKJIIOYH IIBIHUAT UM TOTEHIMAN, TPsOBa MBbPBO J1a Ce
MpoBeie MOAPOOEH U U3UepraTesieH MHBEHTAp Ha TE€3HM apXEOJIOTHUECKH OOEKTH.

Cnen ToBa TpsOBa Ja ToOcCienBa 3aabJIOOUYEHA OIEHKA Ha TSIXHATa HCTOPUYECKA,
KyITypHa ¥ WUKOHOMHYECKAa CTOMHOCT, KaKTO M Ha CIHOCOOHOCTTa MM Ja JONPHHACAT 3a
peruoHaIHOTO pazBuTHe. OCHOBHATA 111 HA TJIAHUPAHETO HA TypU3Ma B TE3HW OOIIMHU € HE
camo J1a moJo0pH CHIECTBYBAIIMTE YCIOBUS, HO M J]a pa3pad0TH YCTOMYHMBA U ABITOCPOYHA
BH3UA 33 PACTEeX. Te3M apXeoJOTHYeCKH aKTUBH C€ Pa3TIIekKIAT KaTO KPUTUYHU €IEMEHTH B
MO-IIUPOKHSI PETHOHAICH KOHTEKCT, OCUTYpSIBAIlM KIIFOYOBH TPO3PEHUS] B MCTOPUUECKHUTE
HapaTUBU W KYJTypHATa €BOJIONMs Ha paiioHa. [IpaBuiaHaTa Baopu3amus Ha TE€3U OOCKTH €
OT OCHOBHO 3HAYEHHE 33 TAXHOTO MHTETPUpAHE B JUHAMUYEH M AJAaNTUBEH TYPUCTHYECCKU
MPOJYKT, CIIEMAITHO CHOOPa3eH C HYXKIUTE U OYaKBAHUATA HA ChBPEMEHHUTE TypuUCTH. Upe3
ChIJIACYBaHE Ha CTPATETUHUTE 3a MOMYJSIPU3HPAHE HA TypU3Ma ¢ Pa3HOOOpPa3HUTE HHTEPECH HA
CHBPEMEHHHUTE TIOCETUTEIH, TE3W OOIIMHMA MOTAT J1a IPEIJI0KAT aHT KUPAIo, HHHOPMATHBHO
1 KYJITYpHO OOOTaTsBalio NMpEeXHBSBAHE, HAChPYABAHKM MECTHHS M PETHOHAHUS PACTEX,
KaTo CBIIEBPEMEHHO OCUTYPSBAT IBITOCPOYHO YCTOWUMBO PA3BUTHE.

KarouoBun AYMU: apxeoJiorus, O0LIUHHU, TYpHU3bM, pa3BuTHE

Introduction

Archaeological sites and artifacts form the foundation of history, culture, and
cultural heritage as a whole. They serve as tangible evidence of the civilizational
achievements of the municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Krivogashtani, and Dolneni. These
sites are simultaneously attractions that define this region as a recognizable tourist destination.
Therefore, they are a central theme in presenting the values of cultural tourism. Tourism
products abound with motifs from this type of cultural heritage. In such systematizations of
archaeological heritage, it is important to highlight the cultural, aesthetic, historical, or other
properties and values. The role of archaeology as cultural heritage in tourism is continuously
advancing. This stems from the demand for flexibility in tourism offerings and the desire to
break the rigidity of traditional tourism products. This leads to the establishment of a balance
between tourism supply and demand. Proper tourism valorization of archaeological sites,
artifacts, and structures implies cultural and tourism valorization of heritage. This involves
enriching culture and history with elements significant for their use in tourism. It is essential
to properly assess the interaction between heritage and tourists, as the final outcome is their
experiences and impressions. Therefore, the interpretation of archaeological wealth is crucial,
as it generates positive experiences for tourists. It is important to avoid treating archaeological
sites solely as valuable objects that tourists must visit without considering the complexity of
their experience of these values.



Archaeological sites should be interwoven with elements of living culture. Modern
tourists perceive this heritage as part of so-called living culture, meaning they are interested in
traditions, ways of life, folklore, gastronomy, and specific historical aspects of these
municipalities. Tourists want to be in contact with local residents, creating conditions for more
impressive experiences. Therefore, the tourism offerings that include elements of
archaeological heritage must meet the interests and needs of tourists. This way, these
municipalities will become destinations that offer tourists various activities, nurture local
traditions, and adapt their offerings to the needs and demands of tourists. Archaeological sites,
as part of tourism products, will be able to succeed in the tourism market. Archaeological
heritage in tourism represents a component of the complex cultural product. However, this
product is highly intricate, and its main components are: access to the attraction and the first
visual perception, physical appearance and condition of conservation, accessibility,
presentation and interpretation of cultural resources, availability of audiovisual and other
supplementary materials and events, and the hospitality of staff. All of this should be in line
with quality promotional materials and information on websites, which create the initial
expectations of tourists regarding the quality of archaeological sites as cultural resources.

1. Methodological Framework of the Research

The methodology addresses resolving issues that determine the use of archaeological
sites as spatial elements for tourism development. In this context, the analysis includes
approaches necessary for the proper and rational assessment of these values.

In order to gain a critical understanding of the current situation and provide a vision for
development in this regard, research will focus on the role these cultural values have played in
tourism over the past period. The research should also provide insights into the state of
organization and equipment at tourist information points located near archaeological sites and
assess the level of signage and visualization of tourism content, as well as their connection
within a unified system. These research activities aim to evaluate the area in accordance with
the abundance of diverse tourism values related to the archaeological wealth of the
municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Krivogashtani, and Dolneni. These studies will determine
cultural routes as part of the organization of the predispositions of the area as a gravitational
structure for tourist movements. The basic premise is that understanding the predispositions of
archaeological routes and their logistical equipment can be utilized in the creation of tourism
policies related to the gravitational influences of attractions and their surroundings. Therefore,
the spatial scope of the research is clearly defined. Namely, these municipalities have
continuous connectivity, mutual contact, and polyvalence.

It is essential to review past strategies, their implementation, and application.
Furthermore, a critical approach is necessary toward what has not been realized, yet was part
of development plans, programs, and activities within the framework of established values. The
research activities include reviewing literature and documents that address issues related to
tourism and archaeological wealth. This group of documents includes: the National Tourism
Development Strategies of the Republic of North Macedonia, which serves as a foundational
document in this regard; the Spatial Plan of the Republic of Macedonia; development programs
for the planning regions of North Macedonia; the Action Plan for the Implementation of the
Strategy for Balanced Regional Development of the Republic of North Macedonia; and the
development programs for the Pelagonija Planning Region.

2. Discussion - Conditions and Characteristics

The natural conditions and geographical position of the municipalities of Prilep,



Krushevo, Krivogashtani, and Dolneni make them a continuous spatial unit. From a tourism
perspective, this is a functional tourist destination rich in archaeological sites and artifacts.
Archaeological research indicates that human existence in this area dates back to ancient times.
This is evidenced by findings from the Neolithic and Eneolithic periods, while Pelagonia itself
also shows traces of Paleolithic presence. Numerous archaeological sites have been discovered,
and many still hide the secrets of life that once thrived here. The discovery of archaeological
sites in these municipalities is of great importance to tourism, as they possess remarkable
attractive features. First and foremost, these sites contain significant attractive properties. The
archaeological finds in this area serve as the basis for documenting Pelagonia’'s historical past.
Tourists are even drawn to the legends associated with these sites, which are set within a
specific historical context. Even the most ordinary objects located in these municipalities hold
attractive qualities. A particular archaeological artifact, such as a stone or piece of wood, can
acquire tourist significance. Even when such simple markers are absent, the space itself, as a
site, can possess significant attributes. Archaeological sites, even when the artifacts have been
removed, are attractive to visitors as landmarks that remind them of cultural and historical
heritage.

The Prilep Field, where the oldest civilizations once existed or where battles were
fought during the creation of a state or significant decisions were made, holds monumental
significance as a tourist attraction. This means that even when the artifacts have been
transferred to exhibition spaces, such as museums and galleries, there is still an interest among
tourists in exploring the remnants of ancient cultures through archaeological materials
displayed in museum collections or in the open environment (M. Kolaric, D. Pavlovic, 1975).
The cultural and historical figures from this region, documented through archaeology, also hold
significant importance as contributors to economic and cultural development (N. Marinoski,
2015). These occurrences and relationships, as testimonies of the past, attract tourists, fulfilling
both educational and cultural functions. The greater the monumentality, the higher the tourist
value.

Archaeological sites also possess important aesthetic qualities. The appearance of
mosaics forms the basis of these tourism values. The intense aesthetic appeal of these sites
often makes them standalone attractions while simultaneously enhancing the content of tourist
stays, serving as a complementary component in  tourism  offerings.
In addition to aesthetic and notable attractive qualities, some archaeological sites in these
municipalities have curious elements. This is derived from their uniqueness. The style and
typological characteristics of these sites are unparalleled. Each site is unique and, in this sense,
not only rare but also unrepeatable. In the context of tourism offerings, each of these sites
stands out as a distinctive feature.

3. Discussion - Differentiation of Archaeological Sites

The archaeological sites in the municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Krivogashtani, and
Dolneni represent significant tourism potential. They are scattered throughout the entire area
under analysis, and their number is impressive. To fully comprehend the value of these sites, it
is necessary to consider their diversity, which includes spatial distribution, chronological
origin, and their value as epochal assets. Therefore, their differentiation is based on these
criteria. Primarily, we are dealing with sites from the Neolithic and Eneolithic periods, the
Bronze and Iron Ages, the Early Antiquity and Hellenistic periods, Roman settlements,
fortifications, roads, and individual finds; Roman burial sites, sacred objects, and individual
finds; Late Antiquity and Early Christian settlements, fortifications, and mines; Late Antiquity
and Early Christian necropolises, sacred objects, and individual finds; and Medieval
settlements, fortifications, roads, necropolises, sacred objects, and individual finds.



3.1 Neolithic and Eneolithic Sites

Research on prehistory in the municipalities of Prilep, Krushevo, Krivogashtani, and
Dolneni has a long tradition. These studies have been conducted continuously, indicating the
scientific significance attributed to this period in archaeology. Archaeological sites in the
Pelagonia region provide evidence of life dating back to the older Stone Age (Paleolithic) or
around 6,000 BCE (I. Mikul¢i¢, 1984).

Although no traces of the Paleolithic have been found in these municipalities, as the
oldest findings of the Stone Age, the area is rich in Neolithic sites and artifacts, indicating that
the first traces of civilization emerged in the early VI to IV millennium BCE. The excellent
strategic position of the Prilep Field allowed this area to be inhabited from prehistoric times
and through subsequent historical periods, including the Hellenistic, Roman, and Medieval
periods (A Mitkoski, D. Temalkoski).
The Eneolithic period marks a transition from the Neolithic to the Metal Ages. This period
spans from the end of the IV to the I1l millennium BCE. The findings from this era enrich the
prehistory of this region. The abundance of finds from this era is impressive. Such a presence
stems from the fact that this area allowed people to engage in agricultural activities in the vast
plain and livestock farming in both the plain and its surroundings. This abundance also stems
from the opportunities provided by the flatlands, where tools and equipment for farming began
to emerge in Pelagonia. It is noteworthy that in the mountainous areas where the municipality
of Krushevo is located, Neolithic and Eneolithic sites are absent. This is confirmed by the
inventory we conducted, which can be presented. Their systematization is provided in the
following table.

Tab. number 1. Sites from the Neolithic and Eneolithic times

Prilep Krushevo Krivogashtani Dolneni
Markovi Kuli, Varosh, | Vrbjanska Chuka, Slavej | Gradishte, Debreshte | Lambichic, Desovo, Stari
Caricina Livada, | Krusheanska Chuka, | Mogila, Senokos, | Lozja, Vranche
Vitolishte, Golema Niva- | Vrbjani, Popadinca- | Leshishte  Nebregovo,

Zerenca, Volkovo, | Devet Slogovi, Vrbjani Chuka Lazhani, Prisoj,

Tumba, Dolgaec, Kutleshevo

Prchinoga, Dune, Tumba

Zagorani, Lozja,

Zapolozhani, Oreova

Bara Zapolozhani,

Krushkova Niva,

Smolani, Pesherani,

Oreovec, Ali  Chair,

Prilep, Bolnica-

Uchitelsko Uchilishte,
Prilep, Dolno Sadovo,
Prilep, Kamenica, Prilep,
Ramni Dol, Prisad,
Kutlino, Rakle, Ridot
Rakle, Staro Gumno,
Rakle, Bakarno Gumno,

Chepigovo, Chuka,
Topolchani, Ridot,
Troyaci

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.



From Table 1, it can be observed that civilization in this area has deep roots, even
though traces of the Paleolithic period have not been found. This is confirmed by the Neolithic
and Eneolithic sites. Their presence is noted in all municipalities, except for Krushevo, where
these periods are not marked by archaeological findings. The municipality of Prilep evidently
has the largest number of sites, followed by Dolneni and Krivogashtani. The number and
concentration of these sites position Prilep as a municipality with priority tourism
characteristics. It is also important to note that the presence of these archaeological sites in
rural municipalities forms a significant foundation for the development of cultural tourism, in
combination with rural and agri-tourism.

3.2 Bronze and Iron Age Sites

Bronze marks the beginning of metal usage as a major achievement in historical terms.
The discovery of bronze and iron artifacts suggests that Pelagonia, especially the municipalities
of Prilep, Krivogashtani, and Dolneni, represent regions with a long-standing civilizational
continuity.“The introduction of metal into human life brought about significant changes in the
organization of the ancient tribal community. Discovering ore, processing it to obtain metal,
and further refining the metal into usable items—tools, weapons, and jewelry—required
mastering many complex processes, giving humans new preoccupations. The need for the
exchange of raw materials or finished products grew increasingly important. Trade evolved
from the necessary exchange of goods between the previously Neolithic settlements into a way
of earning and a new economic sector. Craftsmanship developed further. People began to
divide into farmers and herders, craftsmen, and traders. On the other hand, the search for ore
deposits brought about an uncertain time of frequent conflicts between tribes and the need to
strengthen defense and military organization. Settlements were often built on hills suitable for
defense and control of neighboring areas. Some of these later turned into towns with defensive
walls” (M. Vasileva, 2005).These developmental characteristics with anthropogenic
dimensions form the foundation for creating tourism offerings, which are successfully linked
to the archaeological sites and artifacts, increasing the attractiveness of these municipalities for
visits from both domestic and international tourists.

Tab. number 2. Finds from the Bronze and Iron Age

Prilep Krushevo Krivogashtani Dolneni

Kaldarma, Varo§, Zagrad, Tumba, Borotino, Tumba | Visoj, Belo Pole, Gradiste,
Varos, House of GjoSevi, Vodani, Cukaréima, | Debreste

Varo§, House of M. Vrbjani, Cukarce

Mantov, Varo§, Markovi Momirosko, Vrbjani,

Kuli, Varos, Popadin Dol, Tumba-Cair, Pagino Ruvci

Varo$, Svetec, Varos, Slo,
Varos, Gradiste, Vepréani,
Padarnica, KruSevica,
Stragata, KruSevica,
Kasarni, Prilep, Hospital-
Teacher's School, Prilep,
Bezisten Prilepec, Sivec,
Prisad, Rakida, Trojaci,
Bara, Canidte, Bakarno
Gumno, Cepigovo

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.



Table 2 illustrates that the highest concentration and distribution of sites from the
Bronze and Iron Ages are found in the municipality of Prilep, as well as the presence of
Neolithic and Eneolithic periods. Unlike the presence of Neolithic and Eneolithic periods, in
second place is the municipality of Krivogastani, and in third place is Dolneni. Such findings
are absent only in the municipality of KruSevo. However, this does not significantly change the
regional potential, as the conditions for tourism development based on such attractive factors
have similar characteristics. They merely complement the foundation for using the oldest
findings for tourism, local and regional, economic, and social development of these spatial
units and their regional coverage.

3.3. Sites from the Early Antique and Hellenistic Periods

Sites from the Early Antique and Hellenistic periods represent distinctive attractions
that enable the rise of tourism. This wealth falls into the group of resources that follow the
trend of tourism development in contemporary conditions. Through them, the affirmed tourist
values and sites with monumentality, rare within the framework of civilization, should be
realized. For this reason, there is a continuous interest in discovering new attractive forms and
content with which this spatial unit is rich, and which can have a notable place in tourism
development. Activating the tourism potentials is a primary concern for the participants in the
preparation and implementation of spatial solutions. The mere mention of the Early Antique
and Hellenism represents a factor that should be put into function to enrich the tourist offer and
products in these municipalities. The distribution by municipalities and sites is given in Table
3

Tab. number 3. Sites from the Early Antique and Hellenistic Periods

Prilep Krushevo Krivogashtani Dolneni

Spanica, Bonée Staro | Manastiriste Bucin, Hill, | Bela Crkva, Krivogastani Markov Cardak, Belo Pole,

Boncée, Bonce Crkviste, | Bucin, Raiceica, Peto¢na Voda, Brailovo,
Bonc¢e, Kaldarma, Prilep, [ Svetomirani Gramade, Gorno Selo,
Markovi Kuli, Varos, Gradiste, Debreste,
Meckina Dupka, Varos, Gjupsko Kale, Slepce

Pod Kuli, Varos, Stolista —
Pazalka, Veprcani, Peto¢na
Voda, Volkovo, Kaj
Ce$mata, Zagorani, Temnik
— Otsproti, Kalen, Kave,
Krusevica, School, Podmol,
In the wvillage, Polciste,
Krklari, Prilep, Bezisten,
Prilepec, Korita, Prilepec,
Markov ~ Zid, Prilepec,
Sivec, Prisad, Gumenje
Treskavec, Zlatovry,
Treskavec

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.

In Table 3, the inventory of sites from the Early Antique and Hellenistic periods is
presented. These sites illustrate the advanced civilization in these regions. It should be noted
that, even in this context, the highest concentration of sites is in the municipality of Prilep. The



municipality of Dolneni ranks second in the presence of archaeological sites from this period.
Interestingly, the oldest findings in the municipality of Krusevo, based on current research,
date back to this time, with three sites. In the municipality of Krivogastani, this period is
marked by only one site. This indicates that the distribution is diffuse, and in this regard, the
municipality of Prilep holds the greatest potential for developing cultural tourism. However,
the discovered wealth across the entirety of these municipalities should not be overlooked as a
potential.

3.4. Roman-era Sites

Roman-era sites are the most prevalent in the municipalities covered by this analysis.
This suggests that the Roman civilization forms a foundation upon which scientific treatment
of tourism, based on these potentials, has solid characteristics. Tourism provides the best way
to utilize the results of previous archaeological research to elaborate on the role and
significance it holds in setting developmental priorities.

The developmental value of the findings from the Roman period is multidimensional
in terms of their presence and regional and local distribution. Accordingly, the realization of
these intentions should involve the systematization of characteristics with a clear approach to
the specific values for tourism development.

Roman-era sites in the municipalities of Prilep, Krusevo, Krivogastani, and Dolneni are
represented in the form of settlements, fortifications, roads, burials, sacred objects, and
individual findings. This indicates that different forms can be used in a specific way to
conceptualize their presentation and inclusion in the tourism offer and their participation in
regional development. This systematization is presented in Table 4.

Tab. number 4. Roman-era Sites

Municipality of Prilep

Settlements, fortifications, roads, individual finds: Gorni Lozja, Besiste, Crkviste, Bonce, Brev¢ina, Varo$, Kabanja,
Varos, Zavir — Sreden Breg, Veprcani, Vlajkova Cesma, Vitoliste, Gorna Reka — Prteva Livada, Vitoliste, Cemeteries
Sv. Ilija, Vitoliste, Gjerek, Vitoliste, Mokliste, Vitoliste, Polenite, Vitoliste, Car&ina Niva, Vitoliste, guplivec, Vitoliste,
Gali¢anska Rudina, Gali¢ani, Krkulka, Dren, SeliSte, Dren, Gramade - Golem Dol, Dunje, Malevo Selo — Ligurasa,
Dunje, Bozinica, Kadino Selo, Gramade, Kalen, Kave, Krusevica, Tumba — sred selo, Mazuciste, Kutra Nikodin,
Oreovacka Reka, Oreovec, Pesterica, Oreovec, Gramade, Pestani, Grmot, PeStani, PeStera Pestani, Crkviste, Pestani,
Pavla Cuka, Podmol, Tamburdzieva Niva, Pol¢iste, Ali Cair, Prilep, Kukul, Prilep, Trazica, Prilep, Bezisten Prilepec,
Gluva Dolina, Prilepec, Korita, Prilepec, Markov Zid, Prilepec, Sivec, Prisad, Anista, Rakle, Venci, Rakle, Kutline,
Rakle, Markovi Krusi, Rakle, Ramniste, Rakle, Staro Gumno, Rakle, Ulica, Rakle, Cerenjet, Rakle, Suvi Livadi, Selce,
Izgoreno Trlo, Smolani, Lozja, Smolani, Seliste, Smolani, Surkova Straga, Smolani, Gjupecko Maalo, Staro Logovo,
Gjeramidnica Staravina, Gramade, Toplica, Reka, Cardak, Topolnica, Kriva Vrba, Topolchani, Gramade, Trojaci,
Gjorgovica, Trojaci, Manastir¢e Trojaci, A11Jeva Tumba, Carevi¢, Bunarite, Carevi¢, Glava, Carevi¢, Staro Selo,
Carevi¢, Cesma, Sv. Nedela, Carevi¢, Tabachica, Cumovo, Branenica, Stavica.

Burials, sacred objects, individual finds:

Bostanista, Alinci, Crkviste, Alinci, Gramadina Belovodica, Seliste Belovodica, Village Church Berovci, Staro Bonce,
Bonce, Monastery Sv Archangel Mihail, Varo$, Padarnica Varos, Sv. Atanas, Varo§, Sv. Dimitrija, Varos, Sv. Jovan,
Varo§, Sv. Nikola Varo$, Sv. Petar, Varo$, Sv. Haralampija, Varo$, Village Church Vepréani, Soliste — Pazalka,
Veprcani, Lacnikot, VitoliSte, Sv. Haralampija, VitoliSte, Sv. Atanas, Vitoliste, Petocna Voda, Volkovo, Village
Cemeteries, Volkovo, Sv. Atanas, Gali¢ani, Karatag, Dabnica, Baevo Trlo, Dunje, Church Latinska, Zagorani, Sv. Spas,
Kalen, Village, Krusevica, Sv. Archangel, KruSevica, Zapoloska Reka, Leniste, Backi Dol, Mazuciste, Village Church,
Mali Radobil, Drum, Malo Ruvci, Church, Malo Ruvci, Gramade — Belilo, Monastery, Stone Cross — Prisoje,
Monastery, Stone Well, Monastery, Sv. Dimitrija, Melnica, Bresja, Nikodin, Dalov Grop Oreovec, Lekovo, Oreovec,
Lozja, Oreovec, Valjeto, Pestani, Pripni$, Pestani, Sv. Gjorgija, PeStani, Pletvar, Pletvar, Seliste Pletvar, Kutliste,
Podmol, Village Church, Podmol, Hospital — Teacher’s School, Prilep, Karatas, Prilep, Well, Prilep, Chapel, Prilep,
Povedenica, Prilep, Silos, Prilep, Zelkoec, Rakle, Sv. Dimitrija, Smolani, Gradiste, Topolica, Kanda, Toplica, Sv.




Nikola, Toplica, Dzaferica, Topolchani, Rock Graves, Treskavec, Gumenje, Treskavec, Sv. Bogorodica, Treskavec,
Vasilicki Cemeteries, Trojaci, Debel Rid, Trojaci, Sv. Gjorgija, Trojaci, Little Church, Trojaci, Sv. Duh, Trojkrsti,
Roman Gaber, Carevi¢, Sv. Dimitrija, Carevi¢, Cuclu, Stavica.

Municipality of Krusevo

Settlements: Gradiste, Aldanci
Burials, sacred objects, individual finds: In the village, Bué¢in, Dab, Buéin.

Municipality of Dolneni

Settlements, fortifications, roads, individual finds:

In the village, Belo Pole, Gjerekarica, Belo Pole, Cocorica, Belo Pole, Adzina Bara, Vran&e, Cuka — Livage, Vrande,
Stari Lozja, Vrance, Baciliste, Debreste, Gradiste, Debreste, Brcki, Desovo, Ramniste, Desovo, Mezinca — Gramaziste
Dolgaec, Village Cemeteries, Dolneni, Gradiste Drenovci, Lozja, Dupjacani, Pero Livada, Dupjacani, Surun,
Dupjacani, Stari Cemeteries, Zrze, Peto¢na Voda, Kutlesevo, Krusi, Nebregovo, Orman — Bukov Dol, Nebregovo, Stari
Lozja, Novoselani, Pusta Crkva, Senokos, Dva Daba, Slepce, Monasteriste, SlepcCe, Seliste — Crkviste, Slepce, Biriste,
Crnilste, Ograda, Crnilste, Palezi, Crnilste.

Burials, sacred objects, individual finds:

Sv. Nikola, Belo Pole, Peto¢na Voda, Brailovo, Tumba, Brailovo, Sv. Nikola, Vrance, Cemeteries, Golemo Mramorani,
Asanica, Gorno Selo, Rizoec, Gorno Selo, Sv. Atanas, Gostirzani, Village Mosque, Debreste, Village Mosque, Dolneni,
Cemeteries, Dupjacani, Village Church, Dupjaéani, Saldaica, Zabra¢ani, Dolna Church, Zrze, Sv. Nikola, Zrze, SV.
Atanas, Malo Mramorani, Cemeteries, Nebregovi, Village Church Nebregovo, Sv. Gjorgija, Novoselani, Village
Church, Sekirci, Sv. Atanas, Senokos, Village Church, Slepce, Stara Reka, Slepce, Staro Gumno, Slepce, Krivi Stogovi,
Crnilste.

Municipality of Krivogastani

Settlements, fortifications, roads, individual finds:

Petkov Vir, Borotino, Cuka Livage, Vrbjani, Cukar¢e Cvetkosko, Vrbjani, Seliste — Mogilani, Pasino Ruavci.

Burials, sacred objects, individual finds:

Village Church, Borotino, Sv. Dimitrija, Vodani, Sv. Atanas, Godivje, Krjni Zid, Krivogastani, Sv. Dimitrija,
Krivogastani, Sv. Nikola, Krivogastani, Village Church, Kru$eani, Village Church, Obrsani, Village Church, Pasino
Ruvci.

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.

From the tabular overview, it can be seen that the largest number of archaeological sites
from this period is found compared to other historical times. This prevalence represents the
greatest tourism development potential in the municipalities of Prilep, Dolneni, Krivogastani,
and KruSevo. The distribution varies across this regional area. The highest concentration of
sites is observed in the municipality of Prilep, followed by Dolneni, Krivogastani, and Krusevo.
This indicates that the municipality of Prilep has the greatest potential for tourism development
based on these attractions.

3.5. Late Antique and Early Christian Sites

The Late Antique period spans from the stagnation of the Roman Empire in the 3rd
century and its continuation based in Constantinople. This concerns rare findings with special
cultural dimensions on a European level. These sites present opportunities for visitation and
inclusion in tourism offerings. Early Christian refers to the period from the emergence of
Christianity opposing polytheism in the ancient era. This period signifies civilization
achievements from the 1st century until Christianity became the state religion in the Roman
Empire under Emperor Constantine I in 313 AD. The sites from this period include settlements,




fortifications, mines, necropolises, sacred objects, and individual finds. Their distribution
across municipalities and locations in this area is given in Table 5.

Tab. number 5. Late Antique and Early Christian Sites

Municipality of Prilep

Settlements, fortifications, and mines:
Tagadica, Varo§, Staro Selo, Veseli¢ani, Bojkov Dol, Vitoliste, Vrtka Livada, Vitoliste, Zagradni¢ka Cuka, Vitoliste,
Zadna Reka, Vitoliste, Karavascina, Vitoliste, Kovacevo, Vitoliste, Ligorasa, Vitoliste, Prteva Livada, Vitoliste, Sv.
Petka - Golem Dab, Vitoliste, Sinjak, Vitoliste, Kale, Vrpsko, Gradiska Tumba, Gudakovo, Kozjanik, Gudakovo,
Papradiski Rid, Gudakovo, Pisanik, Gudakovo, Soliska Padina, Gudakovo, Sredna Gramada, Gudakovo, Trnka - Anovi,
Gudakovo, Crnelica, Gudakovo, Gramade, Dren, DzZidZevo, Dren, Torovo Trlo, Dren, Dejéin Grop, Dunje, Préinoga,
Dunje, Markovi Kuli, Kalen, Gradiste, Kokre, Gramade, Kokre, Gradiste, Krusevica, Sadevite, Melnica, Anton
Gramada, Nikodin, Crkviste — Backova Niva, Oreovec, Bari¢ki Dol, Pletvar, Jelova Ograda, Polciste, Baba, Prilep,
Boncica, Prilep, Suvi Livadi, Selce, Well, Treskavec, Zlatovrv, Treskavec, Baltovi Nivi, Carevi¢, Stara Crkva, Carevic,
Stragina Livada, Carevi¢, Bogdanova Niva, Caniste, Verovi, Cumovo.

Necropolises, sacred objects, individual finds:
Spanica, Bonée, Markovi Kuli Varo$, Gornik, Veli¢ani, Sv. Troica, Golemo Konjari, Village Church, Golem Radobil,
In the village, Gudakovo, Sv. Bogorodica, Kadino Selo, Crkviste, Kalen, Monastery Sv. Nedela, Krusevica, Crkviste,
Krusevica, Nedelska Voda, Lopatica, Plevenje, Monastery, Nerezinje, Nikodin, Bakalica, Prilep, Topolka — Silovo,
Prilep, Markova Stapalka, Prilepec, Caréija, Rakle, Cemeteries, Smolani, Zlatovrv, Treskavec, Solista, Trojaci,
Cemeteries, Carevic.

Municipality of Krusevo

Settlements, fortifications, and mines:
Kale, Bu¢in, Stari Dol, Vrboec, Petro’s Grave, Gorno Divjaci, Gramada - Zad Zadel, Ko¢iste, Gjermidnica, Kociste,
Kale, Krusevo, Kale, Lokveni, Seliste, Ostrilci, Staro Selo, Ostrilci, Strip¢arnik, Ostrilci, Trska, Presil, Monastery
Svetomirani.

Necropolises, sacred objects, individual finds:
Hill, Bucin, Monastery, Kociste, Sveto Preobrazenje, Krusevo, Sv. Bogorodica — Sv. Gjorgji, Presil, Strbel Presil,
Gumniste, Rastoica, Sinonec, Rastoica, Bav¢i, Turkish Podvis.

Municipality of Krivogastani

Necropolis:
Tumba, Vrbjani.

Municipality of Dolneni

Settlements, fortifications, mines:
Visoj, Belo Pole, Markov éardak, Belo Pole, Gorna Korija, Vrance, Dlaboka Bara, Vrance, Rusoica, Vrance, Tumba,
Vrance, Brev¢ina, Gorno Selo, Bucaliste, Gorno Selo, Gorna Church, Debreste, Gradiste, Debreste, Kale — Gradiste,
Debreste, Seliste, Desovo, Cair, Desovo, Bostaniste - Tri Bari, Dolneni, Krapska Bara, Dolneni, Mramor, Drenovci,
Lozje, Zabracani, Martinci, Zabracani, Popoica, Zabracani, garorica, Zapolzani, Dreni¢e, Nebregovo, Slatina,
Novoselani, Bela Cesma, Senokos.

Necropolises, sacred objects, and individual finds:
Bojojca, Brailovo, Monastery Sv. Ilija, Brailovo, Tumba, Brailovo, Gorna Church, Debreste, Gorna Field, Desovo, Kis,
Desovo, Kletovnik, Desovo, Zabracki Ridge, Zabracani, Monastery Zrze, Nedelska Voda, Nebregovo, Monastery
Nebregovo, Dol, Rilevo, Seliste — Crkviste, Slepée.

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.

From the data in Table 5, it should be noted that, although the number of sites from the
Late Antique and Early Christian period is smaller than those from the Roman era, it still
represents a notable attraction for tourism development. The largest number of sites from this



period is found in the municipality of Prilep. The second-highest concentration is in the
municipality of Dolneni. Unlike other periods where the municipality of KruSevo has relatively
few sites, this period is more represented in KruSevo, although by this criterion, it ranks third.
The number of sites is smallest in the municipality of Krivogastani, with only one site.

3.6. Medieval Sites

The Middle Ages, or the medieval period, began at the end of the 4th century and the
beginning of the 5th century and lasted until the 15th century. This period coincides with the
decline of the Roman Empire and the rise of Byzantium and the Ottoman Empire in these
areas. The prevalence of medieval sites in this region is particularly impressive. Research has
precisely determined the cultural and chronological attributes of the sites and findings (B.
Babi¢, T. Polak, 1982). These sites leave deep archaeological traces in the municipalities,
facilitating their inclusion in tourism offerings. The number and distribution of these sites
serve as a basis for intensive regional development. The sites include settlements,
fortifications, roads, necropolises, sacred objects, and findings. These details are presented in
Table 6.

Tab. number 6. Medieval Sites

Municipality of Prilep-Onmruna Ipuien

Settlements, fortifications, roads: Hacenou, yrBpayBama, maTHIITA:

Ogradi, Besiste, Markovi Kuli, Varo$, Sv. Atanas, Varo§, TaSadica, Varo$, Viori, Vepréani, Sv. Petka — Golem Dab,
Vitoliste, Crkviste — Urvi¢, Vitoliste, Trpceva Church, Dunje, Katun, Kalen, Trpéeva Church, Kalen, Markovi Kuli —
Gradok, Monastery, Stojanov Sopur, Melnica, Ubava Glava, Caniste.

Necropolises, sacred objects, and findings:
Turcija, Besiste, Sv. Varvara, Varos, Sv. Vrac, Varos, Sv. Gjorgija, Varos, Sv. Jovan, Varos, Sv. Nikola, Varos, Sv.
Haralampije, Varo$, Sv. Dimitrija, Vepréani, Zadna Reka — Gramade, Vitoliste, Crkviste — Cemeteries, Vrpsko, Church
Ijatinska, Zagorani, Korita, Kokre, Monastery Sv. Nikola, Monastery, Ilino, Prilep, Cuka, Topolchani, Sv. Petka,
Caniste.

Municipality of Krusevo

Settlements, fortifications, roads:
Leki, Gorno Divjaci, Stari Ku¢i, Gorno Divjaci, Kale, Dolno Divjaci, Kale, Kru§evo, Monastery — Staro Lipovo, Pusta
Reka.

Necropolises, sacred objects, and findings:
Kosari, Gorno Divjaci, Stojkolas — Church Korijce, Gorno Divjaci, Sv. Nedela, Gorno Divjaci, Church, Zitose, Sv.
Preobrazenje, Krusevo, Jakova Koliba, Ostrilci, Gjupecko Cemeteries, Presil, Dolna Church, Pusta Reka, Kruska, Pusta
Reka, Mlaki Gramade, Rastoica, Nad Sopotot, Rastoica.

Municipality of Krivogastani

Settlement:
Vrbjanska Cuka, Slavej.

Municipality of Dolneni

Settlements, fortifications, roads:
Markov Cardak, Belo Pole, Adzina Bara, Vranée, Gradiste, Debrete, ZagoricCe, Debreste, Kale, Desovo, Dolno
Gradiste, Belo Pole.

Necropolises, sacred objects, and findings:
Monastery, Belo Pole, Mlaka, Debreste, Kletovnik, Desovo, Monastery, Dolgaec, Peto¢nica, Strovia.

Source: Archaeological Map of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2002.




The data in Table 6 shows that the number of medieval sites in this region is smaller
than those from the Late Antique and Early Christian periods. This is particularly true for the
municipality of Krivogastani, which has only one site. In terms of site concentration, the
municipality of Prilep has the largest number of sites, indicating its potential for cultural
tourism development. KruSevo ranks second, followed by Dolneni.

4. Results and Recommendations

Analysis of the current state shows a high level of engagement from the archaeological
scientific and professional community in identifying this heritage. Research indicates that the
municipalities of Prilep, Dolneni, KrivogaStani, and KruSevo have rich archaeological sites
from various periods, ranging from the Neolithic to the medieval period. It should be noted
that, thanks to the archaeological efforts, a foundation has been established for recognizing one
of the most important tourism potentials, which can be activated and included in the tourism
offerings, creating recognizable and competitive tourism products in these municipalities. The
analysis reveals that these impressive archaeological sites are minimally included in tourism
development. The systematization of archaeological sites by municipal and local affiliation
documents the long tradition of civilization achievements in these areas, identifies the spatial
tourism scope, and serves for tourism valorization and promotion of these municipalities as
rare spatial tourism units. The cultural function of tourism involves creating tourism culture as
an inductive component. In this way, the cultural function of tourism becomes a factor that will
facilitate the mass development of tourism and its qualitative determination (S. Kurunoski,
2008). This should be understood in the context of cultural tourism saturation.

In the future, improvement is expected based on the following foundations:

e Increasing the scope of archaeological studies and discovery of regional and
municipal sites and findings.

e Tourism valorization of immovable and movable heritage of this kind.

Defining locations for tourist visits to archaeological sites.

e Addressing the common issue of inaccessibility to the sites (due to private ownership,
poor accessibility, or infrastructure limitations). In such cases, markings should be
made on road infrastructure, expanded access to sites, or state land.

e Promotion of these locations as part of the anthropogenic wealth of tourism.

Organizing events and manifestations showcasing various human achievements with

tourism significance.

Organizing cultural and artistic gatherings based on the type of site.

Entertainment events with educational and recreational content.

Organizing competitions of sporting and cultural nature related to the attraction.

Scientific gatherings and events.

Economic events such as fairs, exhibitions, tastings, and presentations of various

economic activities related to the archaeological heritage of these municipalities.
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