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NAPOMENE O ODNOSIMA MEDU
LIBURNSKIM ZAJEDNICAMA

NOTES ON THE RELATIONS BETWEEN
THE LIBURNIAN COMMUNITIES

Apstrakt

Malobrojni su i fragmentarni podaci o
odnosima koji su viladali medu liburnskim za-
Jjednicama, kako u predrimsko, tako i na pocetku
rimskog razdoblja. Zahvaljujuci nizu novijih pri-
nosa, a napose zahvaljujuci novijim arheoloskim
rezultatima, otvaraju se mogucnosti novim pris-
tupima pojedinih otvorenih pitanja. U ovom pri-
logu razmatra se pet takvih pitanja.

(1) Ideja o navodnoj liburnskoj dodeka-
politiji, kako se istice, temelji se na pogresnom
tumacenju poznatog Plinijevog mjesta (Liburno-
rum civitates XIII: 3, 139).

(2) Poznati grcki natpis iz Starog Grada
na Hvaru (CIG 11, p. 986, N. 1837c¢) biljezi pob-
jedu Farana nad Jadasinima i saveznicima.

Abstract

Information on relations between the Li-
burnian communities, in pre-Roman period and
at the beginning of the Roman period, are scarce
and incomplete. Possibilities of new approach
to certain open questions were opened due to a
series of new insights, and particularly owing to
recent archaeological results.

(1) Idea on the alleged Liburnian
dodecapolis is based on incorrect interpretation
of known citation from Pliny (Liburnorum
civitates XIIII: 3, 139).

(2) Famous Greek inscription from Stari
Grad on the island of Hvar (CIG II, p. 986,
N. 1837c) notes victory of the Pharians over
ladasini and the allies. Reasons are offered to
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Dokazuje se da je i nadalje daleko najuvjerljivi-
Jja interpretacija prema kojoj su tamo spomenuti
ladasinoi Liburni sa sredistem u Jaderu (Zadar).

(3) U sklopu nejasnoca i otvorenih
pitanja glede polozZaja pojedinih zajednica, pa
tako i liburnskih, pod Rimskom Republikom
oko sredine 1. st. pr. Kr., i dalje se javija pitanje
tumacenja spomena zajednice laldastin[oi na
grckom natpisu iz Salone RDGE 24 iz 56. g. pr.
Kr. Ovdje se iznova zalaze za to da je kontekst
spomena takav da ova zajednica ipak moraju
biti Liburni iz Jadera.

(4) Nastoji se pokazati da bi se Apijano-
va vijest o Oktavijanovu oduzimanju brodova
Liburnima 35. g. pr. Kr. mogla i Sire tumaciti, to
jest kao znak ukidanja dotadasnjeg statusa Li-
burna kao cjeline (saveza) u odnosu na Rim.

(5) U dijelovima teksta koji se pripisuje
vrelu starijem od odlomaka zasnovanih na ofici-
Jjelnim izvorima za ustroj provincije Dalmacije u
1. st. po Kr. Plinije spominje oblasti primorskog
lirika (Liburnia, lapudia, Dalmatia). Nastoji se
pokazati da su te oblasti dio ustroja provincije
1llyricum koja je i formalno ustrojena najkasnije
27. g. pr. Kr. i potrajala do uspostave provincije
Dalmacije (i Panonije).

Kljucne rijeCi: Liburni, lader, Grci u
srednjoj Dalmaciji, liburnske opcine, sredisnja
naselja, dominacija Rimske Republike, provincia
1llyricum

support interpretation which proposes that
mentioned ladasinoi are Liburnians with center
in lader.

(3) In relation to open questions and
obscurities concerning position of certain
communities including the Liburnian ones under
the Roman Republic in the mid-1Ist century
BC, there is still question of interpretation of
mentioning of the community of laJdastin[oi on
the Greek inscription from Salona RDGE 24 from
56 BC. Here it is stated once more that context
of the mention is such that this community had to
refer to the Liburnians from lader.

(4) An attempt was made to show that
Appian's information on Octavian's confiscation
of the Liburnian ships in 35 BC might be
interpreted more broadly, as a sign of abolishing
previous status of the Liburnians as an entity
(alliance) in relation to Rome.

(5) In segments of the text which is
ascribed to a source older than passages based
on official sources for the constitution of the
province of Dalmatia in the Ist century BC,
Pliny mentions regions of the coastal Illyricum
(Liburnia, lapudia, Dalmatia). It is explained
that these regions were a part of the structure of
the province of Illyricum which was organized
Jformally in 27 BC at the latest and it lasted until
the province of Dalmatia (and Pannonia) were
established.

Keywords: Liburnians, lader, Greeks
in central Dalmatia, Liburnian municipalities,
central settlements, dominance of the Roman
Republic, provincia Illyricum
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Posve su rijetke vijesti o odnosima
koji su vladali medu liburnskim zajednicama
prije uklapanja Liburnije u rimsku provinci-
ju. No i te rijetke vijesti zapravo ne sadrze
izravnijih svjedocenja, ve¢ jedino, uz duzan
oprez, mogu posluziti u proucavanjima ove
problematike. Po svemu sude¢i, glavni ra-
zlog je poznata Cinjenica da ni jedna epizoda
u kojoj bi se Liburni sucelili s nekim drugim
entitetom, osobito s Rimljanima, nije poseb-
no prikazana u sauvanim antickim teksto-
vima. U onim rijetkim spomenima takvih
prilika tek uzgredno se spominju okolnosti
kada je do takvih suceljavanja dolazilo, ali
je uistinu sve to premalo i gotovo obeshra-
brujuce. Prema opcenito prihvaéenoj procje-
ni, zacijelo jest postojao neki savez koji je
mogao obuhvatiti barem ve¢i dio liburnskih
zajednica. Uz to se vjeruje da taj savez nije
bio osobito ¢vrst, te da je, Stovise, na odnose
unutar Liburnije od kraja 2. st. pr. Kr. uveli-
ke utjecao Rim.

Odnose medu liburnskim zajednica-
ma bitno je uvjetovao liburnski opéi razvoj,
viSe ili manje razli¢it u odnosu na ostatak
Ilirika. Od samih pocetaka zeljeznog doba
pratimo oblikovanje teritorijalnih zajednica
(op¢ina), sa srediSnjim naseljima koja ¢e do
posljednjih stoljeca stare ere poprimiti proto-
urbana ili urbana svojstva. Tu se pak, barem

There is little information about the
relations between the Liburnian communi-
ties before Liburnia was incorporated into a
Roman province. Even these scanty infor-
mation do not contain any direct testimonies
but they can only be used with due caution in
study of these problems. Main reason is that
none of the episodes in which the Liburni-
ans were confronted with some other entity,
particularly the Romans, was not represented
in preserved ancient texts. In rare records of
such occasions, circumstances when these
conflicts happened are mentioned only by
the way, but even these information are too
limited and almost discouraging. According
to generally accepted assessment, there prob-
ably was some kind of alliance which could
have encompassed at least bigger part of the
Liburnian communities. General belief is that
this alliance was not very firm and that rela-
tions in Liburnia from the end of the 2nd cen-
tury were under strong influence of Rome.

Relations between the Liburnian
communities were determined to a great de-
gree by general Liburnian development, dif-
fering more or less from the rest of [llyricum.
From the beginning of the Iron Age we can
trace formation of territorial communities,
with central settlements which will get pro-
to-urban or urban characteristics by the last
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prividno, javlja paradoks: dok je u pogledu
kulture, razmjene s vanjskim svijetom, pa 1
antroponimije osobito juzniji dio Liburnije
izrazito homogena cjelina, iz raspoloZivih
vrela nema znakova analognog politickog
jedinstva. Ili, kako je jednom primijetio M.
Sui¢, “Liburni su, za razliku od Delmata i
mnogih drugih ilirickih naroda, koji su ima-
li jednu sredisnju etnarhiju, sastavljenu od
aristokratskih (spocetka rodovskih) prvaka
(principes), upravo bili nesposobni da for-
miraju zajednicku centralnu vlast 1 zajedni¢-
ku vojsku.”.!

Istina je da je vodecu ulogu trajno
imao Jader, koji je sude¢i po ostacima na-
selja, bio 1 najvece srediSte od pocetka Ze-
ljeznog doba, a u kasnom razdoblju, kako
se ¢ini, njegov teritorij viSestruko nadmasa
teritorij bilo koje druge liburnske zajednice.
Uostalom, za tu vodec¢u ulogu postoji 1 nat-
pisna potvrda iz 4. st. pr. Kr. (v. nize). Osta-
je nejasno kako se artikulira utjecaj Jadera
u kasnijem razdoblju, posebno nakon §to je
Liburnija dosla pod okrilje rimske republike.

Ne bi trebalo podcjenjivati ni vojnu
snagu Liburna. Dobro je poznato da su ras-
polagali prili¢no jakim ratnim brodovljem.
Sto se ti¢e kopnenih snaga, napose juzni
Liburni doista nisu bili dovoljno jaki da od-
mjeravaju snage s Delmatima, no pri tom va-
lja uzimati u obzir i ¢injenicu da ni Delmati
nisu raspolagali silom koja bi mogla ozbiljno
ugroziti Liburniju. Samo u isto¢nijem dijelu
juznoj Liburnije, pojasu izloZzenom delmat-
skom napadu, nalazi se barem desetak dobro

centuries BC. This might seem paradoxical:
Liburnia, and its southern part in particular,
is a very homogenous whole regarding cul-
ture, exchange with outer world and anthro-
ponymy but in available sources there are no
signs of analogous political unity. Or as M.
Sui¢ noticed: “The Liburnians as opposed to
the Delmatae and many other Illyrian popu-
lations, had a central ethnarchy consisting of
aristocratic (in the beginning tribal) leaders
(principes), but they were incapable of form-
ing common central power and joint army.”.!

Iader constantly had the leading role.
Judging from the settlement remains, lader
was the largest center from the beginning
of the Iron Age, and in the later period, as
it seems, its territory was several times big-
ger than of any other Liburnian community.
There is also a confirmation of the leading
role of lader in an inscription from the 4th
century (see below). It remains unclear how
impact of lader was articulated in later pe-
riod particularly after Liburnia came under
protectorate of the Roman Republic.

We should not underestimate military
strength of the Liburnians. It is known that
they had quite strong war fleet. As for land
forces, southern Liburnians in particular were
not strong enough to fight with the Delmatae
but we also have to keep in mind that the Del-
matae could not jeopardize Liburnia. Only in
the eastern part of southern Liburnia which
was exposed to the Delmatian attacks, there
are at least ten well-fortified spots some of
which demanded difficult and risky sieges,

I M. SUIC, 1992, 56, bilj. 5.

UM, SUIC, 1993, 56, note 5.
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utvrdenih mjesta, od kojih su neka, napose
Varvarija, zahtijevala ozbiljnu, dakle tesku 1
rizicnu opsadu. Stjece se dojam da su Libur-
ni, uz suradnju u sluc¢aju vece opasnosti, mo-
gli u¢inkovito braniti svoje podrucje. U tom
pogledu, naposljetku, Liburnija, ¢ak 1 kad
ju svedemo na “izvornu” ili juznu, sasvim
uspjesno ne samo odolijeva nego i napreduje
upravo tijekom kasnog razdoblja (4.-1. st. pr.
Kr.), razdoblja kada su 1 opasnosti iz okruze-
nja potencijalno bile razmjerno vece.

U ovom prilogu razmatram samo
neke aspekte odnosa medu liburnskim za-
jednicama, sa zaklju¢nim osvrtom na pro-
blem uklapanja Liburnije u provinciju Ilirik.

1. Liburnska dodekapolitija

Prili¢no je raSireno misljenje da se
kod Liburna sve do pocetaka povijesnog
doba odrzale odredene predaje koje vuku
podrijetlo iz daleke proslosti te da su one
kao vazni vidovi kulture znatno utjecale na
ukupni liburnski razvoj. Ovdje spada i tvrd-
nja da je kod Liburna postojao svojevrsni
sustav uredenja medu zajednicama u okviru
“dodekapolitije”. Za ovo je zasluzan M. Sui¢
u svojim ranim prilozima posveéenim me-
diteranskoj bastini Liburna i Ilira op¢enito.>
Nakon spomena u nekoliko radova koji su
uslijedili, u knjizi posvecenoj antickom Za-
dru 1981. Sui¢ je istu misao uklopio u svoju
viziju organizacije liburnskih zajednica:

“Moguce je pretpostaviti da su te li-
burnske zajednice, s nesumnjivim osjecajem
pripadnosti jednoj S§iroj, posve definiranoj

particularly Varvaria. We get the impression
that the Liburnians in cooperation could have
efficiently protected their region in case of
great danger. Finally, in that respect, even if
reduced to the “original” region or southern
Liburnia, it successfully not only withstood
attacks but also prospered in the late period
(4th-1st century BC), when dangers from the
surroundings were possibly bigger.

In this work I will consider some
aspects of relations between the Liburnian
communities, with concluding review of
the problem of incorporating Liburnia in the
province of Illyricum.

1. Liburnian dodecapolis

There is a widespread opinion that the
Liburnians kept certain traditions from dis-
tant past and that they affected significantly
entire Liburnian development as important
cultural aspects. One of such traditions was a
kind of system of structure among the com-
munities within “dodecapolis”. M. Sui¢ pro-
posed this thesis in his early works dealing
with Mediterranean heritage of the Liburni-
ans and the Illyrians in general.” After men-
tioning it in several works which followed,
in 1981 M. Sui¢ incorporated this idea into
his vision of organization of the Liburnian
communities in his book about Zadar in an-
tiquity:

“We can assume that these Libur-
nian communities, with definite feeling of
belonging to a wider, completely defined
whole in ethnic, linguistic and cultural

2 M. SUIC 1952; 1962-3 (1966).

2 M. SUIC 1952; 1962-3 (1966).
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cjelini u etnickom, jezicnom i kulturnom
pogledu, bile u medusobnom odnosu ‘kon-
federacije’, slicno sistemu kakav je postojao
npr. kod starih Etru$¢ana. Takvo miSljenje je
opravdano kad se uoc€i da su i Liburni bili
konstituirani u sistemu tzv. ‘tetrapolitije’
(saveza skupine Sirih zajednica), odnosno
‘dodekapolitija’ saveza od dvanaest uzih za-
jednica). Taj sustav se susrece i drugdje u ne-
kih naroda Mediterana koji su u ve¢oj mjeri
sacuvali odlike predetnickog supstrata, pa i
u nekim grékim plemenima, gdje fetrapolis
oznacuje zajednicu podijeljenu na Cetiri dije-
la, od kojih se svaki sastoji od tri manja, po
¢emu se i1 govori o 'dodekapolitiji' (dodeka
grcki: dvanaest, politeia gradska zajednica).
U Liburna bi to bio jos jedan relikt stare me-
diteranske bastine, koja se ocituje i na dru-
gim poljima.”.?

Sui¢ tezu potkrepljuje Hekatejevim
spomenom Hitmita ("'Y6utton u Stjepana Bi-
zantinca s.v.) “u ¢ijem imenu lingvisti vide
korijen sa znacenjem 'Cetiri' (huth)”. Navest ¢e
dalje da su Liburni, koji su po Strabonu dose-
gli do Krfa — Korkire, homerske Sherije, ondje
mogli nai¢i na ustroj spomenut u Odiseji (8,
3801d.) “gdje otokom vlada dvanaest bazileja,
a Alkinoj im je svima na ¢elu”. Sli¢no se nalazi
kod apulskih Mesapijaca i Peucetija. Sui¢ na-
pokon donosi 1 Vergilijeve stihove iz Enejide
(10, 202), gdje se za Etrus¢ane kaze gens illi
triplex, populi sub gente quaterni (“do tri su
naroda ondje, sa Cetiri opéine svaki”).*

3 M. SUIC, 1981, 108.

4 Prijevod B. Klai¢a: Vergilije, Eneida, Zagreb, 1970,
258.

terms, belonged to a ‘confederation’, simi-
lar to a system which was used by the old
Etruscans for instance. Such opinion is jus-
tified if we notice that the Liburnians were
constituted in a system of ‘tetrapolis’ (as-
sociation of groups of wider communities),
i.e. “dodecapolis of associations consisting
of twelve smaller communities). This sys-
tem can be found in some other popula-
tions on the Mediterranean which retained
characteristics of pre-ethnic substrate to
a greater extent, and also in some Greek
tribes in which tetrapolis stands for a com-
munity divided in four parts, each of which
consists of three smaller parts — therefrom
“dodekapolis™ (dodeka Greek: twelve, po-
liteia city community). In the Liburnians it
would be another relic of the old Mediter-
ranean heritage which is also reflected in
other fields.”.?

Sui¢ supports his thesis with Heca-
tacus’ mention of the Hythmitae ("YOuiton
in Stephen of Byzantium s.v.) “in whose
name linguists recognize a root meaning
‘four’ (huth)”. He also mentions that the
Liburnians who reached Corfu-Corcyra,
Homeric Scheria according to Strabo, may
have found system mentioned in the Od-
yssey (8, 380 ff.) “where twelve basileis
ruled the island, headed by Alcinous.”
Similar situation can be found in the Apu-
lian Messapians and Peucetians. Finally
Sui¢ presents Virgil’s verses from Aeneid
(10, 202) where he says for the Etruscans
gens illi triplex, populi sub gente quaterni

3 M. SUIC, 1981, 108.

16



ASSERIA, 11, 2013., 11-50

Slobodan CACE, Napomene o odnosima medu liburnskim zajednicama

Premda su ova Sui¢eva razmisljanja
imala slabog odjeka, dok ih ¢esS¢e nalazimo
u popularnijim tekstovima, u novije vrijeme
1 na internetu. Ovdje valja spomenuti prihva-
¢anje A. Stip€evi¢a i M. Zaninovica.’

U stvari je Citavo tumacenje posve
promaseno. Kljuéno znacenje ima Plinijev
navod. Sui¢ donosi: “Plinije donosi da je
u Liburna bilo Cetrnaest zajednica [u bi-
ljesci slijedi Plinijjevo mjesto, 3, 139; op.
S. C.]. Time je zacijelo potvrdena tradici-
ja o postojanju utvrdenog broja zajednica
(populus) u Liburna, koje Plinije naziva
civitates Liburnorum, bez obzira §to to u
njegovo vrijeme nije bio broj XII odno-
sno XIII (dvanaest plus jedan hegemon).
Podaci iz starih pisaca pokazuju da su Li-
burni sacuvali 1 neke druge karakteristike
naslijedene iz starijih perioda, osobito po-
seban polozaj Zene u drustvu, s time u vezi
specificne zenske kultove i dr., o ¢emu
domala”.¢

No §to zapravo donosi Plinije? U pri-
kazu rimske Dalmacije, najprije s njenim
sjeverozapadnim dijelom — skardonitanskim
sudbenim okruzjem (conventus Scardonita-
nus) — Plinijev opis pocinje ovako:

N STIPCEVIC, 1974, 165-166; M. ZANINOVIC,
1988, 296. U novijem radu M. Zaninovi¢ (2013, 30,
32, 46) ponavlja tezu o drevnom podrijetlu
“numeric¢kog ustroja” Liburna, u sklopu opsirnijeg
dokazivanja njihova maloazijskog podrijetla; prilog
obiluje zacudnim primjerima izostanka novijih
spoznaja relevantnih za jezi¢ne, povijesne ili opéenito
kulturne odnose, napose za “pradomovinu” Anatoliju
u 2.1 1. tisu¢ljecu pr. Krista.

6 M. SUIC, 1981, 108-109.

“there are three populations there, with
four municipalities each”.*

Although these Sui¢’s observations
did not get much attention, we can find them
in popular texts, and recently on the internet.
We need to mention that A. Stipc¢evi¢ and M.
Zaninovi¢ accepted this thesis.’

Actually the entire interpretation is
misplaced. Pliny’s citation is crucial. Sui¢
cites: “Pliny states that there were fourteen
Liburnian communities [Pliny’s text, 3, 139
follows in the note; comment S. C.]. This
confirms tradition about existence of a defi-
nite number of communities (populus) in
the Liburnians referred to as civitates Libur-
norum by Pliny, regardless of the fact that it
was not number XII i.e. XIII (twelve plus a
hegemon) in his time. Information by older
authors show that the Liburnians kept some
other characteristics inherited from earlier pe-
riods, particularly the position of women in
society, related female cults etc, which will be
further discussed”. ¢

But what did Pliny actually say? In
the desription of Roman Dalmatia, first its

4 Translation by B. Klai¢: Vergilije, Eneida, Zagreb
1970, 258.

S A STIPCEVIC, 1974, 165-166; M. ZANINOVIC
1988, 296. In a more recent work M. Zaninovié¢
(2013, 30, 32, 46) repeats his thesis about ancient
origin of the “numerical structure” of the Liburnians
within more comprehensive argumentation of their
origin from Asia Minor; the work abounds in
surprising examples of lack of recent insights relevant
regarding linguistic, historical or cultural relations in
general, particularly for the “homeland” Anatolia in
the 2nd and 1st millennium BC.

6 M. SUIC, 1981, 108-109.
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Conventum Scardonitanum petunt
lapudes et Liburnorum civitates XIIII, ex
quibus Lacinienses, Stulpinos, Burnistas,
Olbonenses nominare non pigeat. lus ltali-
cum habent ex eo conventu Alutae, Flanates
a quibus sinus nominatur, Lopsi, Varvarini
inmunesque Asseriates, et ex insulis Fertina-
tes, Curictae.

“U skardonitanski sudbeni okrug
pripadaju Japudi 1 14 liburnskih opéina, od
kojih neka spomenemo Lacinijense, Stulpi-
ne, Burniste 1 Olbonense. U tom sudbenom
okrugu imaju italsko pravo Aluti, Flanati
po kojima se zove zaljev, Lopsi, Varvarini i
Aserijati koji su i oslobodeni poreza, a s oto-
ka Fulfinati’ 1 Kurikti.”

Prakticki je sigurno da se Plinije po-
sluzio izvorom koji sadrzi sluzbene popise
zajednica ukljucenih u svaki od triju konve-
nata provincije Dalmacije. Unato¢ svim di-
lemama, najbolje stoji teza prema kojoj su
ovi popisi iz pocetne faze uredenja provin-
cije, po svoj prilici najkasnije pod Tiberije-
vom vladavinom (drugo ili tre¢e desetljece
1. st.). Kao i u analognim slucajevima, to
jest u opisima provincija za koje je Plinije
raspolagao sli¢nim vrelima, zajednice su ka-
tegorizirane po statusu. Ne ulazeci u inace
sporno “italsko pravo”, Plinijev je postupak
jasan: na jednoj strani su zajednice sa sta-
tusom peregrina, na drugoj one koje imaju

north-western part — Scardonitan judicial
district (conventus Scardonitanus) — Pliny’s
description starts in the following way:

Conventum Scardonitanum petunt
lapudes et Liburnorum civitates XIIII, ex
quibus Lacinienses, Stulpinos, Burnistas,
Olbonenses nominare non pigeat. lus ltali-
cum habent ex eo conventu Alutae, Flanates
a quibus sinus nominatur, Lopsi, Varvarini
inmunesque Asseriates, et ex insulis Ferti-
nates, Curictae.

“lapudes and 14 Liburnian mu-
nicipalities such as Lacinienses, Stulpinos,
Burnistas, Olbonenses belong to the Scar-
donitan judicial district. In this judicial dis-
trict ius ltalicum was given to Alutae and
Flanates after whom the bay was named,
Lopsi, Varvarini and Asseriates who are ex-
empt from paying taxes, and from the island
Fulfinati’ and Curictae.”

It is almost certain that Pliny used
source which contains official lists of com-
munities in each of the three judicial districts
in the province of Dalmatia. Despite all di-
lemmas, it is most probable that these lists
can be dated to the initial phase of organizing
a province, most likely during Tiberius’ reign
(second or third decade of the 1st century).
As in analogous cases i.e. in the descriptions
of the provinces for which Pliny had similar
sources, the communities were categorized

7 U Plinijevim rukopisima Fertinates; Ime grada
Fulfinum kako donose Ptolemej (Geogr. 2, 16, 6) i
nalazu natpisa (D. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC, Vjesnik
Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu, 3, 1974.) nedvojbeno
se radi o sjevernijoj krckoj opéini sa srediStem u
Omislju.

" In Pliny’s manuscripts Fertinates; City name
Fulfinum as presented by Ptolemy (Geogr. 2, 16, 6)
and find of an inscription (D. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC,
Viesnik Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu, 3, 1974)
indicate that this was definitely more northerly
municipality with center in Omisalj.
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druk¢iji, u stvari povlasteni polozaj. U pri-
likama koje biljezi Plinijev izvor, svi Japo-
di imaju status peregrina, a isto vrijedi i za
onih 14 liburnskih op¢ina. Da je pak rije¢ o
minornim liburnskim opéinama, dovoljno
svjedo¢i spomen cetiriju koje Plinije drzi
da ih moze poimence navesti (Lacinienses,
Stulpinos, Burnistas, Olbonenses). Od ovih
skromnih op¢ina nesto vise znamo jedino o
Burnistima — na njihovom tlu je postavljen
poznati legijski tabor u Ivosevcima na Krki,
a potom formiran 1 municipij Burnum. Jedi-
no jo$ Stulpine spominje Ptoleme;j (2, 16, 6:
Stulpi), anaselje nije do danas identificirano.

Ve¢ je 1 ovo dovoljno da nas uvjeri kako
Plinijevih 14 op¢ina nema nikakve veze s na-
vodnim arhajskim numeric¢kim ustrojem Libur-
nije. Sto je gore, notorno je da se ¢ak i sama
Liburnija dijelila na viSe od Cetrnaest op¢ina.®
S obzirom na to, moZe se u prvi mah €initi da
je na ovo bilo suvisno trositi toliko prostora,
no pomnijim i$¢itavanjem relevantnih priloga
mjestimice se ponavlja ideja o skupu 14 opci-
na/zajednica koje predstavljaju Liburne — sve
ili onaj njihov dio koji je sacinjavaju politicki
savez 1 pred vanjskim svijetom nosio liburnsko
ime. Tako M. Cerva navodi: “Cini mi se zapra-
vo metodoloski pogresno 1 varljivim uznastoja-
ti ocrtati okvir odnosa izmedu Rima i Liburna
koji bi vrijedio za svih (razmaknuto — op. S.

Cage) XIV civitates ovog naroda.”.?

8 Usp. S. CACE, 1993.

? M. CERVA, 1996, 14: “Mi sembra infatti metodolo-
gicamente errato e fuorviante voler tracciare un qua-
dro delle relazioni tra Roma e i Liburni valido per
tutte le XIV civitates di quel popolo.”

after status. Without considering problem-
atic ius Italicum, Pliny’s procedure is clear:
on one hand there are communities with per-
egrine status, and on the other those with dif-
ferent, actually privileged position. In the cir-
cumstances recorded by the Pliny’s source, all
Iapodes have peregrine status, and the same
goes for 14 Liburnian communities. These
were minor Liburnian communities which is
evident from Pliny’s mentioning four of them
(Lacinienses, Stulpinos, Burnistas, Olbo-
nenses). Out of these modest communities we
know something more only about the Burni-
stas — a legionary camp in IvoSevci on Krka
was in their region, and then muncipium Bur-
num was formed. Ptolemy (2, 16, 6: Stulpi)
is the only other author to mention Stulpinos,
but the settlement has not been identified.
This is enough to prove that Pliny’s
fourteen communities have nothing to do
with the alleged archaic numerical structure
of Liburnia. What is even worse, it is evi-
dent that Liburnia itself was divided in more
than fourteen communities.® Considering all
this it may seem unnecessary to elaborate
this issue to such an extent but if we read
relevant works we will repeatedly run into
an idea about a group of fourteen communi-
ties representing the Liburnians — all or the
part consisting of a political alliance bear-
ing the Liburnian name. M. Cerva says: “It
seems methodologically incorrect and de-
luding to try to delineate the framework of
relations between Rome and the Liburnians
which would be valid for all (underlined —

8 Cf S CACE, 1993

19



Slobodan CACE, Napomene o odnosima medu liburnskim zajednicama

ASSERIA, 11, 2013., 11-50

2. Jadasini i saveznici

Prvi pouzdani spomen nekog povije-
snog zbivanja u kojem su sudjelovali Libur-
ni zabiljeZen je na natpisu iz Starog Grada na
Hvaru (CIG II, p. 986, N. 1837¢ = Brunsmid
1898, 28-29, N. 3):

®dbpror amo Tad | aoclvov Kol TOV |
GUUUAY®OV T Ot | AQL .. © ...
“Farani oruzje Jadasina i saveznika ...”

Nastavak teksta je radiran — o razlo-
zima mozemo samo nagadati. Paleografski
natpis pripada 4. stoljecu pr. Kr., a svjedoci
o nekoj pobjedi grckih Farana nad “Jadasi-
nima 1 saveznicima” (apo ladasinon kai ton
symmachon). Premda i danas ima drukcijih
miSljenja, izvjesno je da su Jadasini Liburni
iz Jadera (Zadar)."

Zarana se ovaj spomenik doveo u
vezu sa sukobom i velikom bitkom koja
se povela pred novoosnovanim Farom
384./3. g. pr. Kr., dogadajima koje je pri-
kazao Diodor (15, 14, 1-2). Tada je sira-
kuska flota izvojevala pobjedu nad “bar-
barima” s “kopna prekoputa”, a Diodor ih

10 Kao §to je poznato, prvotno je ovakvo tumacenje
bilo prihvaéeno, dok ga nije doveo u pitanje D. Ren-
di¢-Miocevi¢ (1950), povezujuci Jadasine starigrad-
skog natpisa s Jadastinima sa solinskog natpisa i s
imenom solinske rijeke Jadro. Budu¢i da se oko ovo-
ga razvila razgranata rasprava ovdje ¢emo se ograni-
¢iti na temeljno: pobornici povijesnog tumacenja pre-
ma kojem su na ovaj ili onaj na¢in umijesani Jadasini
s farskog tropaja, duzni su uvijek upozoriti na to da
napad na reene Jadasine uopce ne mora imati nika-
kve veze s napadom koji je prikazao Diodor.

comment by S. Caée) XIV civitates of this
population.”.’

2. Iadasini and allies

The first reliable mention of some
historical event involving the Liburnians
was recorded in an inscription from Stari
Grad on the island of Hvar (CIG II, p. 986,
N. 1837c = Brun$mid 1898, 28-29, N. 3):

®bplor ano “Tad | acveov Kol TOV |
CUUUGY®OV T Ot | AL .. © ...

“The Pharians weapons of the ladasini and
allies...”

The continuation of the text was
erased, we can only guess what were the rea-
sons. In paleoepigraphic terms the inscrip-
tion belongs to the 4th century BC and it tes-
tifies to victory of the Greek Pharians over
“ladasini and allies” (apo ladasinon kai ton
symmachon). Although there are different
interpretations, the ladasini were definitely
the Liburnians from lader (Zadar)."

? M. CERVA, 1996, 14: “Mi sembra infatti

metodologicamente errato e fuorviante voler tracciare
un quadro delle relazioni tra Roma ei Liburni valido

per tutte le XIV civitates di quel popolo.”

10 As we know, this interpretation was accepted at

first, until D. Rendi¢-Miocevi¢ questioned it (1950),
connecting the ladasini from the inscription from Stari
Grad with the ladastini from the Solin inscription and
name of the river Jadro in Solin. Since rich discussion
evolved about this issue we will pay attention only to
the basic facts: supporters of historical interpretation
which proposes that ladasini from the Pharian inscrip-
tion were involved one way or another should always
emphasize that attack on the mentioned Iadasini is not
related in any way to the attack presented by Diodorus.
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dvaput imenuje kao Ilire."" U svemu, ¢ini
se vjerojatnijim da su koaliciju koja je po-
kuSala unistiti novoosnovani Far sacinja-
vali stanovnici priobalja u blizini Hvara,
a da je sukob samih Farana s Jadasinima
dogadaj koji se zbio koje desetljece kasni-
je. Prema Diodoru (16, 5, 3), oko 360. g.
pr. Kr. Sirakuza pod Dionizijem Mladim
poduzima mjere protiv gusara na Jadranu,
pa stoga osniva i dva nova grada.'? Zaci-
jelo je tih godina na dijelu Jadrana moglo
do¢i do reakcije na dominaciju Sirakuze 1
njenih grckih saveznika, a ne samo o poja-
c¢anom gusarstvu; uostalom, gusarstvo je 1
samo tijesno povezano s porastom pomor-
skog prometa, a nema dvojbe da je tijekom
4. st. pr. Kr. taj promet na Jadranu bitno
pojacan.'

1 Ako se doista radilo o Jadasinima oc¢ekivalo bi se
da budu imenovani kao Liburni, jer u 4. st. pr. Kr.
Liburne jo$ nisu smatrali Ilirima. Istina je da postoji
moguénost da je Diodor sam ubacio ime Ilira, u
skladu s predodzbama njegova doba (1. st. pr. Kr.), no
to mi se ¢ini malo vjerojatnim. Na nesrecu, danas su
uvjerljivo pojac¢ane dvojbe glede Diodorovih vrela za
sadrzaj njegove 15. knjige: tradicionalno se uzimalo
da je Diodor za knjige od 11. do 15. sastavio crpeci iz
Efora (4. st. pr. Kr.), velikog povjesnicara koji je
doista spominjao i osnivanje Fara (Jacoby F 89), ali
ima dovoljno razloga u to sumnjati (usp. G.
PARMEGGIANI, 2011, posebno 349-394).

12 Usp. L. BRACCESI, 1979, 237-241). S obzirom
na prevrate u Sirakuzi i s tim povezano rasulo
sirakuske velesile, lako je zamisliti kakva su iskusenja
cekala grcke zajednice na Jadranu, barem do obnove
sirakuske mo¢i pod Timoleontom (iako nema nikakva
spomena Jadrana u njegovo vrijeme; v. R. J. A.
TALBERT, 1985).

13 Noviji pregled anti¢kog gusarstva: P. DE SOUZA,
1999.

This monument was related to the
conflict and great battle which happened in
front of newly founded Pharos in 384/3 BC
which was described by Diodorus (15, 14,
1-2). That was when the Syracuse fleet de-
feated “the barbarians” from the “mainland
across”, and Diodorus called them the Illyr-
ians twice.!' It seems likely that the coalition
which tried to destroy newly founded Pharos
consisted of the inhabitants of the littoral
near Hvar, and that the conflict of the Phar-
ians with the ladasini happened few decades
earlier. According to Diodorus (16, 5, 3),
about 360 BC Syracuse under Dionysius the
Younger started taking action against pirates
on the Adriatic founding two new cities with
that aim.'? Probably there was a reaction to
the dominance of Syracuse and its Greek al-
lies, not only in intensified piracy, since after

1 If these really were the ladasini we would expect
that they were called the Liburnians as in the 4th
century the Liburnians were not considered to be the
Illyrians. It is possible that Diodorus inserted the
name of the Illyrians, in accordance with ideas of his
time (Ist century BC), but this seems unlikely.
Unfortunately presently doubts regarding Diodorus’
sources for his 15th book are convincingly enhanced:
traditional view was that Diodorus’ source for the
books from 11th to 15th was Ephorus (4th century
BC), great historian who really did mention
foundation of Pharos (Jacoby F 89), but there is
enough reason to doubt it (cf. G. PARMEGGIANI,
2011, particularly 349-394).

12 Cf. L. BRACCESI, 1979, 237-241). Considering
the turmoil in Syracuse and related breakdown of the
Syracuse power, it is easy to imagine what kind of
temptations awaited for the Greek communities on the
Adriatic, at least until the Syracuse power was restored
under Timoleon (although there is no mention of the
Adriatic in his period; R. J. A. TALBERT, 1985).

21



Slobodan CACE, Napomene o odnosima medu liburnskim zajednicama ASSERIA, 11, 2013., 11-50

PAG Gr. ko ) ‘“ SA < '

i ENONA gk‘ Lergnva Dracevac
B Inova

o s .
g i \ Krugevo L s ot
Budim = =
Gr. D. Zemunik CGRlNW&i ; 2 2 > ‘\-f:‘:nik

NEDIN\I'H.\ e .SIDRONAu GI‘.ZEW
r*“i \ Benkovac ALVERM.
L
o BVRNVM
ACosina [}
gr- ASSERIA Kistanje
Eslrovica
e
\_(\_J B VARVARIA
(] W
Gr. Dragltb Q\
. S
: scmow /
ARAVSA &
O
i_,-w‘%

Karta 1. Sredi$nja naselja juzne Liburnije, 3.-1. st. pr. Kr.; Vr¢evo: gradinsko naselje bron¢anog i starijeg zeljeznog
doba; Cosina gradina (Jagodnja G.): gradinsko naselje napusteno oko 3/2. st. pr. Kr.

Map 1. Central settlements of South Liburnia, 3rd-1st cent. BC; Vicevo: hill-fort settlement of Bronze and Early
Iron Age; Cosina gradina (Jagodnja G.): hill-fort settlements abandoned ca 3rd/2nd cent. BC.

Zanimljiva je pak okolnost da Farani all piracy was closely related to increase of
zele¢i obiljeziti sukob s odredenim “barba- maritime transport, and there is no doubt that
rima”, u ovom sluc¢aju Liburnima, umjesto in the 4th century this transport was signifi-
Sireg, “generickog” etnika poblize odreduju cantly intensified."
pobijedene neprijatelje — Jadasine 1 (njihove) It is interesting that the Pharians in
saveznike. lako se vidi da su Farani dobro po-  their record of conflict with certain “barbar-
znavali neprijatelje, ali je isto tako opravdano 1ians®, in this case Liburnians, did not use
pretpostaviti da je i sam ustroj neprijatelja bio  wider “generic” ethnonym but they defined
takve naravi da je to bilo vrijedno posebnog the defeated enemies more precisely — lada-
spomena. Razumljivo, moguce je da se spo- sini and (their) allies. Although it is evident
menom saveznika htjelo istaknuti sudjelova-
nje nekih zajednica srednje Dalmacije, pa je
stoga ovaj rani spomen samih liburnskih za- 13 \jore recent overview of ancient piracy: P. DE
jednica ipak donekle hipotetican. SOUZA, 1999.
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Najkrace, ne bismo smjeli podcje-
njivati spomen Jadasina u ulozi predvodni-
ka koalicije u sukobu s Faranima unutar 4.
stoljeca. Starigradski natpis potvrduje ono
Sto se do danas uspjelo zakljuciti na temelju
60-ak godina arheoloskih istrazivanja u Za-
dru.' Liburnski Jader je ve¢ u prvoj polovi-
ci 1. milenija jedno od najzivljih 1 najvecih
naselja isto¢nojadranskog pojasa, a nedvoj-
beno i najjace srediSte same Liburnije.

Kako sam ve¢ drugdje naveo,' ¢ini se
da je najkasnije u 4. st. pr. Kr. u znatnoj mjeri
protegnuo svoj teritorij. Zacijelo valja racu-
nati s dvostranim procesom. S jedne strane je
vjerojatno da je Jader zarana postao zariStem
okupljanja, napose za Zadarsko otocje, ali va-
lja pretpostaviti da je na djelu daljnja integra-
cija podrucja s jaCanjem samog protourbanog
srediSta. S druge strane je vjerojatno Sirenje
teritorija u zaledu, posebno integriranjem po-
drucja ranijih gradinskih zariSta na Vréevu i,
eventualno, na Gradini u Donjem Zemuni-
ku.'® Time jadasinsko podrucje nadilazi 600
km? (to jest raCunajuci i Zadarski arhipelag!)

14 N. CONDIC, 2010, donoseéi pregled nalaza

liburnskih grobova usput sazeto prikazuje i aktualno
stanje istrazenosti predrimskog naselja.

15y, u's. CACE, 2006, 70 i Map 3.

16 Dragocjeni rezultati prvih iskapanja na Vréevu: M.
CELHAR, 2013: naselje je izgubilo znagenje i, vjero-
jatno, gotovo opustjelo jos u starije Zeljezno doba. Ne-
davno zastitno istrazivanje na Gradini u Donjem Ze-
muniku iznijelo je na vidjelo nalaze koji pripadaju
¢itavom Zeljeznom dobu i traju do pocetka rimskog
razdoblja (i kasnije); na nesrecu, nalazi su u sekundar-
nom polozaju, jer sondiranjem nisu dosegnuti sacuvani
naseobinski slojevi (zahvaljujem kolegici dr. sc. Marti-
ni Celhar s Odjela za arheologiju Sveuéilista u Zadru).

that the Pharians knew their enemies well,
it is justified to assume that the structure of
the enemies was worth of special mention. It
is possible that the enemies were mentioned
in order to emphasize participation of certain
communities from central Dalmatia so that
this early mention of the Liburnian commu-
nities is somewhat hypothetical.

In a nutshell, we should not underes-
timate mention of the ladasini as leaders of
coalition in conflict with the Pharians in the
4th century. The inscription from Stari Grad
confirms conclusions based on about 60
years of archaeological research in Zadar.'
Liburnian Iader was one of the largest and
liveliest places in the first half of the 1st mil-
lennium in the eastern Adriatic zone, and un-
doubtedly the strongest center of Liburnia.

As I have already mentioned else-
where'’ it seems that lader expanded its ter-
ritory considerably in the 4th century BC
at the latest. Probably the process was two-
sided. On one hand probably Iader became a
center of gathering rather early, particularly
for the Zadar archipelago, but we need to as-
sume that further integration of the area hap-
pened as the proto-urban center grew stron-
ger. On the other hand the territory probably
expanded towards the interior, particularly
through integration of areas of earlier hill-
fort foci on Vrcevo and possibly Gradina

4. CONDIC, 2010, in an overview of finds of the
Liburnian graves the author concisely represents pre-
sent state of exploration of the pre-Roman settlement.

15 ¢f. 5. CACE, 2006, 70 and Map 3.
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1 prakticki je dvostruko vece od podrucja bilo
koje druge juznoliburnske zajednice (v. 1 Kar-
tu 1.). Arheologija dakle ne samo da ne dovo-
di u sumnju mogucu vodecu ulogu jadestin-
ske zajednice, ve¢ ju zapravo podupire.

3. Liburni i republikanski Rim izmedu
129.1i 35. g. pr. Kr.

Kakvi god bili odnosi medu liburn-
skim zajednicama, oni su morali dobiti nove
aspekte 1 dimenzije u okolnostima koje su
stvorene Sirenjem rimske mo¢i.

Ovdje nema potrebe ponavljati koli-
ko su oskudni i1 nejasni podaci o prvom su-
¢eljavanju Liburna s rimskom drzavom 129.
g. pr. Krista. Ostanimo kod toga da je veoma
vjerojatno da je Sempronije Tuditan, nakon
Sto je uspjeSno okoncao operacije, posebno
protiv Japoda, dosao u dodir i s Liburnima.
Moguce je da je kao rezultat Tuditanova dje-
lovanja bio neki akt kojim su Liburni prvi
put stupili u politicku vezu s Republikom. "

Znake odredenih obveza spram
Rima zacijelo valja traziti u Apijanovoj
vijesti o pokuSaju prebacivanja popular-
ske vojske u Liburniju 84. g. pr. Kr., kada
je Cina namjeravao odatle krenuti na Sulu
koji se pak nalazio negdje u juznijem dijelu
Ilirika (bell. civ. 1, 77-78). Pretpostavka je
da Cina ne bi mogao prebacivati svoje trupe
po manjim eSalonima da Liburni nisu bili

7' M. GWYN MORGAN, 1973; M. SUIC, 1981,
137; G. BANDELLIL 1989; S. CACE, 1991; M.
CERVA, 1996; M. SASEL KOS, 2005, 323-326; D.
DZINO, 2010, 70-71.

in Donji Zemunik.'® In that way the region
of the Iadasini covered more than 600 km?
(including the Zadar archipelago) and it was
twice as large in comparison to any other
southern Liburnian community. We can see
that archaeology does not question possible
leading role of the community of ladasini,
but it supports it.

3. The Liburnians and Republican Rome
from 129 BC to 135 BC

Regardless of the relations between
the Liburnian communities, they had to
assume new aspects and dimensions in
the circumstances resulting from expan-
sion of the Roman power.

There is no need to repeat how
scarce and inconclusive were information
about the first conflicts of the Liburnians
with the Roman state in 129 BC. Let us
just say that probably Sempronius Tudi-
tanus after successfully ending his op-
erations, particularly against the Iapodes,
made contact with the Liburnians. It is
possible that owing to Tuditanus’ activi-
ties a certain act was brought with which

6 Precious results of the first excavations on
Vréevo: M. CELHAR, 2013, the settlement lost
importance and was probably almost deserted back
in the Early Iron Age. Recent rescue excavation in
Gradina in Donji Zemunik unearthed finds which
belong to the entire span of the Iron Age lasting until
the beginning of the Roman period (and later);
unfortunately the finds were in secondary position,
and probes did not touch preserved settlement layers
(I would like to thank colleague dr. sc. Martina
Celhar from the Department of Archaeology of the
University of Zadar).

24



ASSERIA, 11, 2013., 11-50

Slobodan CACE, Napomene o odnosima medu liburnskim zajednicama

voljni da ih prihvate i podupru.'® Valja pret-
postaviti da se ovo odnosi na juznu Libur-
niju, jer se samo tu znatnija vojska mogla
okupljati 1 pripremiti za planirani pohod.

U historiografiji se iznose pretpostav-
ke prema kojima bi Rimljani ve¢ u ovoj ranoj
fazi odnosa s Liburnima pojedinim op¢éinama
mogli dodijeliti odredene povlastene statuse.
Nastoji se objasniti genezu osobitih privile-
gija niza op¢ina koje je zabiljezio Plinije (3,
139). O tome ¢e biti rije¢i nesto dalje, a ovdje
zelim istaknuti, sasvim nacelno, da bi ovakvo
tumacenje podrazumijevalo odjelite odnosaje
Rima s pojedinim op¢inama 1 to u okolno-
stima kada nam nedostaju ¢ak i elementarne
informacije o dogadanjima i1 odnosima oko
prijelaza iz 2. u 1. st. pr. Krista. Sada mi se
ne ¢ini da ovo gomilanje pretpostavka praeter
necessitatem zapravo nije korisno.

*

Jedinu konkretniju vijest koja baca
nesto svjetla na odnose prije Cezarova pro-
konzulata nalazimo u Apijana (/llyr. 12
[34]): Delmati i drugi Iliri preoteli su od
Liburna grad Promonu; Liburni su se na
to predali Rimljanima i od Cezara koji se
tada nasao “u blizini” zatrazili pomo¢; Ce-
zar je uputio vojsku, ali ju Delmati potpuno
poraze; Cezar nije nista podaje poduzimao
jer je vec¢ prijetio obracun s Pompejem. Na
drugom mjestu sam razmotrio ovu vijest, s
posebnim obzirom na etni¢ku pripadnost
Promone." Ovdje bi valjalo istaknuti drugi

18 5 CACE, 1993a; D. DZINO, 2010, 73-74.
19 S. CACE, 2013, gdje je i starija literatura.

the Liburnians made first political contact
with the Republic."”

Signs of certain obligations towards
Rome should definitely be looked for in
Appian’s information about an attempt of
transferring an army of the populares to Li-
burnia in 84 BC when Cinna planned to go
after Sulla who was somewhere in southern
part of Illyricum (bell. civ. 1, 77-78). The
assumption is that Cinna could not have
transferred his groups in smaller echelons
if the Liburnians were not willing to accept
and support them.'® We need to assume that
this refers to southern Liburnia because it
is the only location where more numerous
army could gather and prepare for planned
mission.

In historiography we find theses pro-
posing that the Romans in this early phase
of contact with the Liburnians could have
given certain privileged statuses to some
communities. Genesis of special privileg-
es of a series of communities recorded by
Pliny (3, 139) is considered. This will be
discussed further on and I would like to em-
phasize here, quite generally that this kind
of interpretation would imply separate rela-
tions of Rome with certain communities in
circumstances when we lack even the most
elementary information about events and
relations at the transition from the 2nd to

7' M. GWYN MORGAN, 1973; M. SUIC, 1981,
137; G. BANDELLI, 1989; S. CACE, 1991; M.
CERVA, 1996; M. SASEL KOS, 2005, 323-326; D.
DZINO, 2010, 70-71.

185 “ACE, 1993a; D. DZINO, 2010, 73-74.
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dio problema koji je i ondje takoder obra-
den. Kako god tumacili Apijanovu vijest,
ostaje jedno kao sigurno — ili onoliko sigur-
no koliko smo spremni prihvatiti Apijano-
vu vjerodostojnost — a to je nastup Liburna
kao politi¢kog entiteta. I dalje nam ostaje
nepoznatim koje su sve zajednice bile obu-
hvaéene pojmom Liburna u ovom slucaju,
ali je jasno da se radi o juznom dijelu Li-
burnije, dijela kojeg se moze ticati sudbina
Promone.

Iz Apijanove formulacije proizlazi da
su se Liburni tek tom prilikom stavili pod rim-
sku zastitu, ali je to svakako pogresno. Cini
se da valja racunati s jakim rimskim djelova-
njem u ranijim desetlje¢ima 1. st. pr. Krista.
Iako nastojimo izbjec¢i gomilanje pretpostav-
ki, nije neumjesno takvo djelovanje povezati
s prvim ozbiljnijom rimskom intervencijom
u tome stolje¢u. Unato¢ dijelu autora koji ne
pridaju vece znacenje postignu¢ima Gaja Ko-
skonija (oko 78.-76. g. pr. Kr.),° opravdano
je pomisljati na to da je upravo tada utvrden
neki sustav rimske dominacije u primorskom
[liriku. I sasvim je moguce da je tada “konsti-
tuirana” Liburnija, kao zajednistvo kojeg su
jezgreni dio tvorile liburnske op¢ine sjeverne
Dalmacije, a bile bi joj pridruzene i etnicki
srodne kvarnerske op¢ine i, poput Promone, 1
neke druge zajednice — ove posljednje zato da
ne bi dosle u ruke politija s kojima su Rimlja-
ni dolazili u sukob (u ovom slu¢aju Delmati 1
njihovi saveznici).?!

20 Osobito J. WILKES, 1969, 35.

21 Koskonijev pohod i u vezi s njim M. SASEL KOS,
2005, 311-313; D. DZINO, 2010, 67-69.

Ist century BC. Now it seems to me that
this multiplication of theses praeter neces-
sitatem is actually not useful.

*

The only more specific information
sheding some light on relations prior to Cae-
sar’s proconsulate can be found in Appian
({llyr. 12 [34]): the Delmatae and other Illyr-
ians seized the city of Promona from the Li-
burnians; the Liburnians surrendered to the
Romans and asked help from Caesar who
happened to be “around”; Caesar sent an
army, but the Delmatae defeated it heavily;
Caesar took no action as conflict with Pom-
pey was threatening. I have considered this
information in another work, paying special
attention to ethnic affiliation of Promona."
Here we need to emphasize other part of the
problem which was also mentioned there.
Regardless of our interpretation of Appian’s
information, one thing is for sure — or as sure
as we are willing to accept Appian’s credibil-
ity — and that is presentation of the Liburni-
ans as a political entity. We still do not know
what communities were encompassed by the
term Liburnians in this case, but it is clear
that it had to be southern part of Liburnia,
part which is related to destiny of Promona.

According to Appian’s formulation
the Liburnians were under Roman protec-
tion only after that event, but that is defi-
nitely incorrect. It seems that we need to
consider strong Roman activity in the early
decades of the Ist century BC. Although

19 S. CACE, 2013, with older cited works.
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Tijekom dvadesetak godina, izmedu
Koskonija i poc¢etka Cezarova prokonzula-
ta, nedostaju nam obavijesti. Moze se tek
domisljati nisu li neka od krupnih zbivanja
tog vremena imala odjeka i u primorskom
[liriku. Primjerice, tijekom Pompejeva dje-
lovanja protiv gusara 67. g. pr. Kr. operacije
su obuhvatile 1 Jadran, pa je moguce da su
tom prilikom modificirane i obveze Libur-
na s posebnim obzirom na njihovu obvezu
doprinosenja u brodovlju. Sve su to ipak do-
misljanja.

*

Ovdje slijedi jos nekoliko razmatra-
nja o vaznosti Jadera sredinom 1. st. pr. Kri-
sta. Razmjerno poznati grcki natpis iz Salo-
ne iz 56. g. pr. Kr. ¢ine, kako se vjeruje, tri
medusobno nepovezana fragmenta (A-C).*
Podsjetimo: iz fr. A doznajemo da su na pro-
lje¢e 56. g. pr. Kr. tri poslanika Tragurina te
stanoviti Gaj Gavenije, Rimljanin, ali kao
izaslanik Isejaca, dosli u Akvileju pred G.
Julija Cezara, tada prokonzula i namjesnika
(1) u Iiriku; iz istog odlomka doznajemo da
je Gavenije izlaganje po¢eo spominjanjem
savezniStva i prijateljstva Isejaca i Rimljana
— daljnji tekst nedostaje. Ostala dva odlom-
ka sadrze samo sredisnje dijelove teksta u
vecem broju redaka, tako da je veoma tesko
razabrati Sto je pravi sadrzaj odgovarajucih

2 . .. .

Natpis je publiciran u nizu navrata, a za
razumijevanje velik doprinos dao je D. Rendié-
Miocevic; svi fragmenti su zajedno objavljeni u R. K.
SHERK, 1969 (uobicajena kratica RDGE, solinski
natpis je br. 24).

we try to avoid too many hypotheses, it is
not out of place to relate such activity with
the first serious Roman intervention in that
century. Despite a number of authors who
do not give credit to achievements of Gaius
Cosconius (ca. 78-76 BC),” it is reason-
able to consider possibility of formation of
a certain system of Roman domination in
coastal Illyricum. It is quite possible that
Liburnia was “constituted” back then, as a
union whose core consisted of the Libur-
nian communities from northern Dalmatia.
Some communities from Kvarner similar in
ethnic terms would be associated with this
union, as well as some other communities
as Promona — these latter to avoid being
conquered by political entities which were
in conflict with the Romans (in this case the
Delmatae and their allies).?!

We lack any information for the pe-
riod of about twenty years between Cosco-
nius and beginning of Caesar’s proconsu-
late. We can only assume whether some of
important events from that period affected
life in coastal Illyricum. E.g. during Pom-
pey’s activity against the pirates in 67 BC
operations encompassed Adriatic as well
so that it is possible that obligations of the
Liburnians were modified on that occasion
with regard of their obligatory contribution
in ships. However these are only hypoth-
eses.

20 pasticularly J. WILKES, 1969, 35.

21 Cosconius’ mission and related information M.
SASEL KOS, 2005, 311-313; D. DZINO, 2010, 67-69.
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dijelova teksta.”® lako se u mnogim vidovi-
ma tumacenja znatno razlikuju, postoji opéa
suglasnost oko toga da je u ovom dijelu rim-
skog lIlirika u vrijeme Cezarova prokonzu-
lata doslo do tenzija koje su, posredno ili
izravno, prouzrocili sve brojniji, utjecajniji
1, gotovo sigurno agresivni rimski doseljeni-
ci u Saloni.** Ni danas se pouzdano ne zna
je li Salona i sama, barem nominalno, bila u
sklopu isejske zajednice (kao §to su bili Tra-
gurij i Epetij, moguce i novootkriveni gra-
di¢ u Resniku na zapadnom kraju Kastela®).
Ovdje bi bilo doista neumjesno prikazivati
historijat proucavanja 1 suceljavanja razlici-
tih teza. Osvrnut ¢emo se na onaj odlomak
(C) u kojem se spominju i1 Jadastini.

Kao §to je dobro poznato, D. Ren-
di¢-Miocevi¢ se dosljedno zalagao za to da
su ti Jadastini (r. 4: la]dactiv[ol) zapravo
stanovnici okolice Salone, a ne liburnskog
Jadera.?® Nakon $to je M. Sui¢ uvjerljivo
pokazao da spomen Jadera u Lukana doista
nema veze sa Salonom i njenom rijekom
Jadro, Rendiceva je teza bitno oslabljena.?’
No ostaju dileme i stoga $to se dvoji oko
naravi samog sporenja odnosno akta koji je,

23 Ovdje uvjetno prihva¢am rasireno vjerovanje da
su ovi fragmenti izvorno dio istog spomenika kao i fr.
A. Zbog uocenih nepodudaranja glede kamena i
veli¢ine slova, svakako bi bilo potrebno temeljito
(pre)ispitivanje. To, medutim, nema bitnog utjecaja
na problem kojim se bavimo.

24 M. SUIC, 1973. Usp. D. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC,
1970.

23 1 KAMENJARIN, I. SUTA, 2012.
26 b RENDIC-MIOCEVIC, 1950.
27 M. SUIC, 1975.

*

We will offer some more consider-
ations about the importance of Iader in the
mid-first century BC. We need to mention
relatively well-known Greek inscription from
Salona from 56 BC which consists of three
semingly unrelated fragments (A-C).”? From
the fragment A we learn that in spring of 56
BC three representatives of Tragurines and a
certain Gaius Gavenius, Roman citizen but a
representative of the Issaeans came to Aquileia
to see G. Julius Caesar who was a proconsul
and governor (also) in Illyricum; from the
same fragment we can see that Gavenius start-
ed his speech with mentioning alliance and
friendship between the Issacans and Romans
- further text is missing. The remaining two
fragments contain only central parts of the text
in a number of lines making it very difficult to
discern actual contents of corresponding parts
of the text.”* Although interpretations differ in
many aspects, there is general consent that in
this part of Roman Illyricum in the period of
Caesar’s proconsulate tensions appeared as
a direct or indirect result of growing number
of influential and probably aggressive Roman

2 The inscription was published on several occasions.
D. Rendi¢-Miocevi¢ contributed significantly to its
understanding; all fragments together were published
inR. K. SHERK, 1969 (common abbreviation RDGE,
inscription from Solin is no. 24).

23 Here 1 conditionally accept widespread opinion

that these fragments originally belonged to the same
monument as fragment A. Due to noticed differences
in stone and letter size, a thorough (re)examination is
definitely necessary. However this does not affect the
problem we are dealing with.
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Karta 2. Manijski zaljev.
Map 2. The Manios gulf.

pretpostavlja se, sadrzavao ‘“pravorijek”:
radi li se dakle o lokalnom sporenju oko
zemljiSta u KasStelima, ili se, posebno u fr.
C, zapravo radi o nekom aktu Sirega znace-
nja (tako da su obuhvaceni 1 medasna pita-
nja, kao i pitanje dazbina i nekih posebnih
prava).?® Ako se radilo o uredenju sporenja

8 Posebno bih upozorio na razmisljanje R. K.
SHERK, 1969, 141, da fr. B “contains words and
phrases (Il. 4-7) which remind one of the formulas
used in decrees of the Roman Senate in which condi-
tions of ‘friendship and alliance’ are agreed upon for-
mally. Wilhelm has therefore rightly suggested that
we may have here a senatus consultum or piece of
writing from the hand of a Roman official.”.

s (GOOQle

settlers in Salona.** We still do not know if Sa-
lona also belonged to the Issacan community
(as Tragurium and Epetium, and possibly new-
ly found town in Resnik at the western periph-
ery of Kastela)® at least nominally. It would be
inappropriate to present here research history
and confrontations of different theses. We will
pay attention to fragment (C) in which the Ia-
dasini are mentioned.

It is a known fact that D. Rendi¢-
Miocevi¢ proposed a thesis stating that these la-
dastini (1. 4: Ia]oaotiv[ot) are actually residents
of the surroundings of Salona, not Liburnian

24 M. SUIC, 1973, Cf. D. RENDIC-MIOCEVIC,
1970.

25 I. KAMENJARIN, L. SUTA, 2012.
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lokalnih razmjera, liburnskim Jadastinima
doista ovdje nije mjesto. Upravo zato sam
obratio pozornost na posljednji sacuvani, 8.
redak fr. C, gdje se, kako se vjeruje, spomi-
nje Manijski zaljev (...Jov Maviov [...).
Spomen Manijskog zaljeva bi mogao
biti vazan i to stoga Sto je u historiografiji,
jo§ od C. Miillera 1 njegova izdanja 1 tuma-
¢enja Pseudo Skilakova Peripla, prevladalo
miSljenje da je Manijski zaljev Siri dio mora
pred Splitom, a navlastito sam Kastelanski
zaljev (v. Kartu 2.). U stvari, s obzirom na
tadasnje slabo poznavanje anticke geografije
nasSeg primorja, Miiller je pogreSno tumacio
navode Peripla, pa tako i spomen Manijskog
zaljeva.”” Kako sam pokazao, klju¢ni navod
u Periplu, mjesto gdje se srednjodalmatinski
otoci Solta i Bra¢ smjestaju u zaljev (poda-
razumijevaju¢i Manijski), Miillerova je ko-
njektura: rukopisi imaju fopos “mjesto”, a
ne kolpos “zaljev’!*° I inace je posve logi¢no
da zaljev nosi ime po etniji Manijaca, a ovi
su nedvojbeno negdje oko pousca Neretve.
Nema dakle dvojbe da je korektno izvode-
nje prema kojem je Manijski zaljev samo 1
jedino Neretvanski kanal, odnosno da nema
veze s blizom ili daljom okolicom Salone.*!

Iader.”® After M. Sui¢ showed that mentioning
of lader by Lucanus is not related to Salona or
its river Jadro, Rendi¢’s thesis lost much of its
relevance.”’ But dilemmas still remain because
nature of the dispute is /arguable i.e. act which
supposedly contained “verdict”: whether it was
local dispute regarding a land in Kastela or par-
ticularly in fragment C it was an act of broader
importance (including boundary issues and
questions of duties and some special rights).?® If
it was settling of a local matter, then the Libur-
nian Jadastini really do not belong here. That is
why I paid attention to the last preserved, eighth
line of fragment C where the Manios Gulf was
mentioned (...Jov Maviov [...).

Mentioning of the Manios Gulf
might be important because dominant opin-
ion in historiography, back from C. Muller
and his edition and interpretation of Pseu-
do-Skylax’s Periplous was that the Manios
Gulf encompassed wide maritime zone in
front of Split, and particularly the Kastela
Gulf. Actually since ancient geography of
our littoral was poorly known at the time,
Muller misinterpreted citations from Perip-
lous, including refrences to the Manios

29 ¢ MULLER, 1855, 29-30. Usp. i M. SUIC, 1955,
126-135.

30 S. CACE, 1999. Mjesto ispravlja P. COUNILLON,
2006, 24; zacudo, G. SHIPLEY, 2011, 27 (tekst), 58
(engl. prijevod), preuzima Miillerovu intervenciju, pa
i bez komentara (v. na str. 108).

31 Zanimljivo je da su moji navodi ili pogresno
shvaceni ili prevideni. D. DZINO, 2010, 88, bilj. 39,
navodi da po meni Manijski zaljev “ukljucuje ne
samo Salonu, nego se proteze skroz do poluotoka

26 b RENDIC-MIOCEVIC, 1950.
27 M. SUIC, 1975.

28 I would like to turn attention to consideration of R.
K. SHERK, 1969, 141, that fragment B “contains
words and phrases (ll. 4-7) which remind one of the
formulas used in decrees of the Roman Senate in which
conditions of ‘friendship and alliance’ are agreed upon
formally. Wilhelm has therefore rightly suggested that
we may have here a senatus consultum or piece of
writing from the hand of a Roman official.”.
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Tragourinoi.

ISSAIOI

Karta 3. Srednji dio primorja rimskog Ilirika.
Map 3. The central part of the littoral of Roman
1llyricum.

Naposljetku: ako je u fr. C doista
spomenut od Salone tako udaljeni Manijski
zaljev, nema razloga nacelno dovoditi u pita-
nje spomen stanovnika liburnskog grada (v.
Kartu 3.). Tako bismo, ipak, smjeli ustvrditi
da solinski natpis RDGE 24 moze posluZziti
kao dodatna potkrepa tvrdnji o posebnoj ulo-
zi Jadera sredinom 1. st. pr. Krista.

Peljesca 1 uséa Neretve”. N. CAMBI, 2012, ovaj
problem ni ne spominje.

SALONA
= Epetinoi

.

.

Manios Gulf

Google earth
o)

Gulf.* As I have already shown, crucial
reference in Periplous, fragment where
central Dalmatian islands Solta and Bra¢
are situated in a gulf (implicitly Manios)
is Muller’s conjecture: manuscripts have
topos “place”, not kolpos “gulf’!** It is
quite logical that the gulf should be named
after ethnonym Manii who were undoubt-
edly located somewhere around the mouth

29 ¢ MULLER, 1855, 29-30. Cf. also M. SUIC,
1955, 126-135.

305 CACE, 1999. Corrected by P. COUNILLON,
2006, 24; surprisingly, G. SHIPLEY, 2011, 27 (text),
58 (English translation), accepts Muller’s intervention,
even without commentaries (see p. 108).
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4. Liburnsko brodovlje

Podimo od jos jedne Apijanove vijesti.
Godine 35. g. pr. Kr. pokrecuci svoj iliricki
pohod, Oktavijan je na Jadranu obracunao sa
zajednicama koje su se upustile u gusarenje.

“Od ostalih koji su se odmetnuli, Me-
litenjane 1 Korkirane koji zive na otocima i
bavili se gusarstvom, potpuno je unistio, po-
bivsi mlade ljude i prodavsi ostale u roblje.
Liburnima pak oduze brodovlje, jer su i oni
gusarili” (/llyr. 16 [47]).

Kao 1 druge vijesti odnosno odgova-
rajuce epizode komentirali su razli€iti auto-
11, isticu¢i napose pojedine aspekte i mogu-
¢e reperkusije. Ponegdje se mogu procitati i
komentari koji se podosta udaljuju od Sture
Apijanove vijesti.”> M. Sasel Kos je, uz op-
Sirnije razmatranje o Oktavijanovim pomor-
skim operacijama, takoder posvetila pozor-
nost na blazi postupak Oktavijanov glede
liburnskog gusarstva, pretpostavljajuci da bi
to moglo dovesti u vezu s “a kind of alliance,
which must have existed between the Libur-
ni and the Romans.”.*

D. Dzino je pokusao pruziti cjelovi-
tije objasnjenje. S pravom isti¢e Dionovu
vijest prema kojoj su i Liburni sudjelovali
u “neredu” u lliriku 1 odbili plac¢anje tribu-
ta (Dion, 49, 36, 2), a za pojavu gusarstva
umjesno objasnjava anarhi¢nim prilikama u

32 M. SUIC, 1981, 138: J. J. WILKES, 1969, 160,

spomen liburnskog gusarenja 35. g. stavlja u kontekst
“tradicionalnog” gusarstva u Liburna, domecucéi opa-
sku o koristenju zaplijenjenog liburnskog brodovlja
kod Akcija 31. godine.

33 M. $ASEL KOS, 2005, 419.

of Neretva. There is no doubt that the only
correct conclusion is that the Manios Gulf
is only the Neretva Channel and that it is
not related in any way with near or distant
surrounding of Salona.?!

Finally if in fragment C distant
Manios Gulf was really mentioned, there is
no reason to question mentioning of the resi-
dents of the Liburnian city. In that way we
may state that the inscription RDGE 24 can
be used as an additional confirmation of the
statement about a special role of Iader in the
mid-first century BC.

4. Liburnian ships

Let us consider another piece of Ap-
pian’s information. In 35 BC Octavian dealt
with communities who practiced piracy after
he started his Illyrian mission.

“Out of other rebels he completely de-
stroyed the Melitenses and Corcyrians who
live on the islands and had practiced piracy,
killing young men and selling others to slav-
ery. He confiscated ships from the Liburnians
as they were pirates as well.” ({llyr. 16 [47]).

Different authors commented on this
information as well as other news i.e. corre-
sponding episodes emphasizing particularly
certain aspects and possible repercussions.
There are some comments which go long

31 It is interesting that my citations were either
misinterpreted or overlooked D. DZINO, 2010, 88,
note 39, mentions that I believe that the Manios Gulf
“includes not only Salona, but it stretches all the way
to the Peljesac peninsula and mouth of Neretva.” N.
CAMBYI, 2012, does not even mention this problem.
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rimskoj drzavi, pa i na Jadranu, u razdoblju
od izbijanja gradanskih ratova 49. pa sve do
35. godine.** Napominju¢i da je prethodno
postojec¢i imunitet Liburna (mozda ve¢ od 2.
st.) ipak plod domisljanja, Dzino pretpostav-
lja da su tributu bile podvrgnute samo one
liburnske zajednice koje su podrzale Pom-
pejevu stranu protiv Cezarovih snaga, nakon
S§to su pompejevci porazeni na Jadranu (47.
g.). Smatra da se ipak radilo o otoc¢kim za-
jednicama, dakle onima s kvarnerskih otoka.

Kako se vidi, Dzino je ovdje pokusao
usuglasiti fragmentarne informacije o sloze-
noj stvarnosti 1 ponuditi uvjerljivo tumace-
nje.

Smatramo da je “rana” immunitas Li-
burna ipak samo pretpostavka koju su pri-
hvatili mnogi, pa i autor ovih redaka. No ¢ini
se da sve valja iznova razmotriti. Isticemo
dvoje:

1. One povlastice koje spominje Pli-
nije (3, 139) zapravo se odnose na dio li-
burnskih op¢ina. Ako su svi Liburni (ili veéi
njihov dio) izvorno uzivali imunitet, pitanje
je zasto je kasnije taj privilegij spao na de-
setak op¢ina; i potom drugo pitanje: njihov
raspored na karti Liburnije trazi neko pri-
hvatljivo objasnjenje — kojeg nema.

2. Budu¢i da Plinijevi spomenuti
podaci potjecu iz oficijelnih izvora koji pri-
padaju ve¢ ustrojenoj provinciji Dalmaciji,
razumno je pretpostaviti da su statusi pripad-
nih zajednica bio zacijelo definiran u dva na-
vrata: (a) svakako nakon okoncanja Baton-
skog rata 9. g. po Kr. — poslije toga nastupile

34 p. DZINO, 2010, 108.

way from scanty Appian’s information.*> M.
Sasel Kos alongside comprehensive consid-
eration of Octavian’s naval operations also
paid attention to Octavian’s more lenient ac-
tion concerning Liburnian piracy, assuming
this could be related to “a kind of alliance,
which must have existed between the Libur-
ni and the Romans.”.*

D. Dzino attempted to provide a more
complete explanation. He rightfully empha-
sizes Dio’s information that the Liburnians
participated in “upheaval” in Illyricum and
refused to pay tribute (Dion, 49, 36, 2). He
explains appropriately emergence of piracy
by anarchic circumstances in the Roman
state, and on the Adriatic, in the period from
the beginning of civil wars in 49 to the year
35.3* He mentions that previous immunity of
the Liburnians (perhaps as early as the 2nd
century) is mainly speculative and assumes
that only those communities which supported
Pompey against Caesar had to pay tribute af-
ter the Pompey’s supporters were defeated on
the Adriatic (47 BC). He believes that these
were the island communities, meaning from
the Quarnero (Kvarner) islands.

Dzino evidently tried to harmonize
fragmentary information about complex re-
ality and offer a credible interpretation.

32 M. SUIC, 1981, 138; J. J. WILKES, 1969, 160,
considers mentioning of the Liburnian piracy in the
year 35 in the context of “traditional” Liburnian
piracy, adding a comment on using confiscated
Liburnian ships at Actium in the year 31.

33 M. $ASEL KOS 2005, 419.
34 p. DZINO, 2010, 108.
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su posve nove prilike i rimska je vlast dono-
sila mjere ponajprije s obzirom na drzanje
pojedinih zajednica; pri tom valja pomislja-
ti 1 na to da je osim kaZnjenih moralo biti 1
“nagradenih” za njihovo lojalno drzanje; (b)
medutim, nema dvojbe oko toga da su mno-
ge primorske zajednice Ilirika mogle zadr-
zati svoje polozaje iz prethodnog razdoblja
— pitanje je: kojeg?

Ponovimo jo$ jednom da o podrijetlu
privilegija liburnskih opéina nemamo po-
dataka, ali ¢emo se zaustaviti na onome §to
se ne €ini ni neizvjesnim ni spornim. Kako
je poznato, najkasnije 27. g. Ilirik je 1 “for-
malno” dobio status provincije, a to podra-
zumijeva da su statusi, prava i obveze svih
zajednica ukljucenih u provinciju morali biti
definirani; StoviSe, prakticki je sigurno da su
sve zajednice koje su ostale lojalne tijekom
kasnijih iskuSenja (ponajprije u Batonskom
ratu!) svoju poziciju zadrzale i u sklopu
nove provincije Dalmacije ili ih, u sretnijim
prilikama, Cak i popravile. Poznajuéi skru-
pulozni pristup dodjeli razli¢itih povlastica
koji su promicali August i njegova admini-
stracija, teSko je povjerovati da je i u Iliriku
postupak bio druk¢iji, odnosno da su se pri-
vilegiji mogli dobiti pozivajué¢i se samo na
bastinjena prava. Tako nam se ¢ini vjerojat-
nim da su privilegiji u svakom slucaju u fazi
osnivanja provincije Ilirika ili potvrdeni ili
tom prilikom ste€eni. Ukratko, ono $to nam
biljezi Plinije, u svakom slucaju nosi Augu-
stov pecat.

No za ovu raspravu posebno znace-
nje ima pitanje liburnskog brodovlja o ko-
jem izvori govore u dvjema okolnostima:

We believe that “early” immunitas of
the Liburnians is only a hypothesis accepted
by many, including the author of these lines.
But it seems that the issue needs to be recon-
sidered. We will emphasize two points:

1. Privileges mentioned by Pliny (3,
139) actually refer to some of the Liburnian
municipalities. If all Liburnians (or bigger
part) originally enjoyed immunity, the question
is why this privilege was later reduced to only
about ten municipalities; and another ques-
tion: their distribution on the map of Liburnia
demands an acceptable explanation- which is
missing.

2. Since mentioned Pliny’s information
originate from official sources which belong to
already established province of Dalmatia, it is
reasonable to assume that statuses of belonging
communities were defined on two occasions:
(a) definitely after the end of the rebellion of
Bato in 9 BC which resulted in new circum-
stances when the Roman authorities brought
acts primarily considering behaviour of certain
communities; except the punished, there had to
be “awarded” ones for their loyalty; (b) how-
ever there is no doubt that many coastal com-
munities from Illyricum could have retained
their positions from the previous period — the
question is which period?

Let us repeat once more that we have
no information about the origin of privileges
of the Liburnian municipalities, but we will
consider what seems neither uncertain nor dis-
putable. As already known, until the year 27
at the latest Illyricum was given status of the
province “formally” implying that statuses,
rights and obligations of all communities in
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prvi put na pocetku gradanskog rata 49. g., a
drugi put 35. g. $to smo gore citirali.

Iako su poznati obrisi uistinu burnih
zbivanja u ranoj etapi gradanskog rata 49.
g., dogadaji se u historiografiji najcesce pri-
kazuju sazeto, no ponekad 1 nepotpuno i/ili
pogresno, najcesce nastojeéi izbje¢i dobro
poznate narative.*> Stoga nije na odmet pod-
sjetiti na ono $to nam izvori dopustaju.

Posto se raskol u Republici izvr-
gnuo u gradanski rat, operacije poc¢inju po-
cetkom 49. godine. Povukavsi se iz Italije
preko Otranta na drugu obalu, Pompej je
uskoro raspolagao premo¢nim pomorskim
snagama. Njegove flote su potpuno zaprije-
¢ile Cezarovo prebacivanje preko Otranta.
U takvim okolnostima Cezar Salje kopnene
snage na sjeverozapad Ilirika, pod vodstvom
Gaja Antonija. Takoder je uputio Dolabelu
da formira ratnu flotu koja bi pruzila podrs-
ku kopnenim snagama.*®

Za Liburniju ovo ima klju¢no znace-
nje: ¢ini se da Dolabela nije imao drugog na-
¢ina da u kratkom roku stvori flotu — osim da
posegne za brodovljem Liburna.’” Sasvim je

33 Danas se koriste prikazi i analize: J. J. WILKES,
1969, 37-45; usp. novije: M. SASEL KOS, 2005.; D.
DZINO, 2010, 81-95; usp. i R. MATIJASIC, 2009,
125-137. S obzirom na Liburniju S. CACE, 1993.;
Inade je najiscrpnije u S. BILIC-DUIMUSIC, 2000.
(neobj. magistarski rad).

36 Sasvim sazeto, ali dovoljno jasno u Apijana, bell.
civ. 2,41.

37 Anticka ratna povijest ne oskudijeva primjerima
izgradnje flote u razmjerno kratkom roku. Ipak je
rije¢ o drzavama koje su raspolagale golemim
sredstvima i pogonima $to se jedva smije usporedivati
s malom Liburnijom.

the province had to be defined; furthermore it
is almost certain that all communities which
remained loyal during the later temptations
(primarily in the bellum Batonianum) retained
their position within the new province of Dal-
matia or even improved them if lucky. If we
have in mind scrupulous approach to assign-
ing various privileges promoted by August and
his administration, it is difficult to believe that
procedure in Illyricum was any different, i.e.
that the privileges could be acquired on the ba-
sis of inherited rights. It seems likely that the
privileges were either acquired or confirmed in
the phase of foundation of the province of Il-
lyricum. Anyhow Pliny’s record definitely has
August’s mark.

Question of the Liburnian ships is
particularly relevant in this discussion which
is mentioned in the sources on two occa-
sions: for the first time at the beginning of
the Civil War in 49, and for the second time
in the year 35 which we have already cited.

Although we know outlines of the
tumultous happenings in the early phase of
the Civil War in 49, events in historiogra-
phy are presented concisely, but occasion-
ally also incompletely and/or incorrectly,
usually in an attempt to avoid well-known
narratives.>> Therefore it will be useful to
go through information from the sources
once more.

33 Presently following reports and analyses are used:
J. J. WILKES, 1969, 37-45; cf. more recent: M.
SASEL KOS, 2005; D. DZINO, 2010, 81-95; cf. also
R. MATIJASIC, 2009, 125-137. In relation to
Liburnia S. CACE, 1993; Most comprehensively S.
BILIC-DUJMUSIC, 2000; (unpublished MA thesis).
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moguce da je on ve¢ raspolagao s jos nekoli-
ko jedinica, ali osnovni dio nove flote trebali
su sacinjavati ratni brodovi Liburna. Da je
tomu tako, svjedo¢i poznato mjesto u Ceza-
rovom Gradanskom ratu, gdje se navodi (B.
Civ. 3,9):

Discessu Liburnarum ex Illyrico M.
Octavius cum iis quas habebat navibus Salo-
nas pervenit. ibi concitatis Dalmatis reliqu-
isque barbaris Issam a Caesaris amicitia
avertit. conventum Salonis cum neque po-
llicitationibus neque denuntiatione periculi
permovere posset, oppidum oppugnare insti-
tuit.

“Poslije odlaska liburnskih lada iz
Ilirika u Salonu je stigao Marko Oktavije
s onim ladama $to ih je imao. Ondje je po-
bunio Dalmate i ostale barbare, dok je Isu
odvratio od Cezarova prijateljstva. Kad kon-
vent u Saloni nije mogao nagovoriti ni obe-
¢anjima ni predocavanjem pogibelji, poc¢eo
je opsjedati grad.”.*®

Poznato je pak da je izgubljen oveci
dio teksta nakon 8. poglavlja Trece knjige
Gradanskog rata, pa je tako izgubljen i Ce-
zarov prikaz bitke na Krku.** Zahvaljujuci
drugim vrelima doznajemo da su pompe-
jevski vojskovode Skribonije Libon i Mar-
ko Oktavije zaplovili Jadranom i negdje
zatekli Dolabelino brodovlje. Podrobnosti
nisu poznate. Znamo jedino neke ishode.
Gaj Antonije na Krku, odnosno Minucije

38 Prijevod T. Smerdel: Gaj Julije Cezar, Moji ratovi,
Zagreb, 1973, 270.

39 Jedini opis bitke na Krku donose Lukanova Pharsalia,
4,402-581; usp. G. VEITH, 1924, 267-271.

Since crisis in the Republic turned
into a civil war, operations started at the be-
ginning of the year 49. Pompey had domi-
nant naval forces after he retreated from It-
aly over Otranto to the other coast. His fleet
prevented Caesar’s crossing of Otranto. In
such circumstances Caesar sent land forces
to the north-west of Illyricum, led by Gaius
Antonius. He also instructed Dolabella to
form a war fleet as a support to land forces.*

Crucial importance for Liburnia lies in
the following fact: it seems that Dolabella had
no other way of making a fleet at such short
notice — except to take ships of the Liburni-
ans.’” It is possible that he already had several
units, but basic part of the new fleet should
have consisted of war ships of the Liburnians.
This is confirmed by a famous citation in Cae-
sar’s Civil War where he says (B. Civ. 3, 9):

Discessu Liburnarum ex Illyrico M.
Octavius cum iis quas habebat navibus Sa-
lonas pervenit. ibi concitatis Dalmatis rel-
iquisque barbaris Issam a Caesaris amicitia
avertit. conventum Salonis cum neque pollici-
tationibus neque denuntiatione periculi per-
movere posset, oppidum oppugnare instituit.

“After the Liburnian ships left Illyri-
cum, Marcus Octavius came to Salona with
ships he already had. He incited revolt of the
Delmatae and other barbarians, and turned

36 In brief, but clear enough in Appian, bell. civ. 2,
41B

37 Ancient war history offers a number of examples
of building a fleet in a short period. These were states
which had considerable financial resources which
cannot be compared with small Liburnia.
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Bazil i Salustije Krisp (povjesniCar) na
obliznjem kopnu nemaju nadalje nikakve
pomo¢i ili podrSske s mora, §to samo po
sebi svjedoc¢i da Dolabelina flota viSe ne
postoji. S druge strane, izvori svjedoCe da
je nakon kapitulacije G. Antonija Skribo-
nije preuzeo odred brodova koji se dalje
naziva “liburnskim”.** Oktavije ¢e pak da-
lje djelovati s brodovima koje je imao na
pocetku (“ahejsko”) te ¢e s njima napokon
do¢i i pod Salonu.

Valja osobito naglasiti ono Sto nalazi-
mo na pocetku Cezarova teksta neposredno
iza velike lakune: discessu Liburnarum ex
Illyrico. Sto zapravo oznaduje ova uporaba
supstantiviziranog pridjeva (tj. Liburnae, a
podrazumijeva se naves)? Izri¢aj ocevidno
racuna na liburne kao specifi¢ni tip broda
koji se pripisivao Liburnima, a takvi su bro-
dovi gotovo sigurno sa¢injavali daleko naj-
veci dio flote koju je sada predvodio Skri-
bonije Libon. S druge strane, jasno je da se
podrazumijeva da flota potjece iz Liburnije.

Daljnji logi¢ni zakljucak: Liburni su
i u sklopu uspostavljenih odnosa s Republi-
kom raspolagali brodovima upotrebljivim
za ratovanje na moru. Sva klju¢na svojstva
tih brodova, posebice u ovim godinama, ne

40 Zarobljavanje 40 brodova cezarovske (o¢evidno
jadranske) flote spominje Apijan, bell. civ. 2, 49. D.
DZINO, 2010, 91; Ipak uzima da sudjelovanje
liburnskih snaga na objema zaraenim stranama
ukazuje na ‘their existing political heterogeneity’: u
stvari, uz vrlo oskudnu obavijeStenost o stvarnim
dogadanjima i prilikama, odnosi medu Liburnima su
gotovo irelevantni s obzirom na cinjenicu da je
premocna pompejevska armada zarobila brodovlje
zvano liburnskim.

Issa away from Caesar’s friendship. After he
could not persuade conventus in Salona nor
with promises neither with threats, he started
to siege the city.”.?®

Large part of the text after the eighth
chapter of the Third book of the Civil War
was lost so that Caesar’s description of
battle on Krk was lost as well.** Owing to
other sources we learn that the Pompeian
army leaders Scribonius Libo and Marcus
Octavius sailed in the Adriatic and found
Dolabella’s ships somewhere in the Libur-
nian waters. We do not know the details,
only some outcomes. Gaius Antonius on
Krk, and Minucius Basilus and Sallustius
Crispus (historian) on the neighbouring
mainland had no help or support from the
sea from that moment indicating that Do-
labella’s fleet was destroyed. On the other
hand, sources testify to the fact that after
capitulation of Gaius Antonius, Scriboni-
us took over some ships which were still
called “Liburnian”.*® Octavius continued to

38 Translation by T. Smerdel: Gaj Julije Cezar, Moji
ratovi, Zagreb, 1973, 270.

39 The only description of the battle on Krk can be
found in Lucan’ Pharsalia, 4,402-581; cf. G. VEITH,
1924, 267-271.

40 Appian mentions capturing 40 ships of the
Caesarian (evisently Adriatic) fleet, bell. civ. 2,49. D.
DZINO, 2010, 91; believes that participation of the
Liburnian forces on both belligerents indicates to
‘their existing political heterogeneity’: in fact with
very scanty informations about actual events and
circumstances, relations between the Liburnians are
almost irrelevant considering the fact that dominant
Pompey’s armada captured ships which were called
Liburnian.
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poznajemo. Ali neke znamo: bili su brzi i
okretni 1, $to je posebno vazno, dovoljno jaki
da lako ne stradavaju u okrs$ajima s velikim
standardnim brodovima i1 dovoljno veliki 1
oblikovani da ponesu nuzni broj boraca na
palubi.*!

Odrzavanje ovih efektiva bilo je
stanovito jamstvo statusa u okviru odnosa
spram Rima, ali je istovremeno bilo i tere-
tom, jer je valjalo odrzavati brodove (i za-
mjenjivati dotrajale novima), sa svom po-
trebnom opremom i uvjezbanim ljudstvom.
Moguénost “mirnodobske” namjene brodo-
va ovaj teret samo donekle olakSava.

Najkrace, pretpostavka je da su Li-
burni bili obvezni drzati odredeni broj bro-
dova i stavljati im na raspolaganje kada to
Rimljani od njih zatraZe. To su Cezarovi
zapovjednici iskoristili 49. godine. Od bro-
dovlja koje je Dolabela sastavio, dobar dio
je, kao Sto je poznato, Skribonije odveo u
Otrant 1 tamo je ta flota ostala barem do
48./7. godine. Njihova kasnija sudbina nije
poznata.

S druge strane, ostala je sacuvana
vijest o flotili Jadertina kojom se uspjesno
posluzio Kornificije tijekom 48. g. u na-
stojanju da barem donekle oslabi nadmo¢
pompejevske flote pod M. Oktavijem. Nije
nevjerojatno da se radilo o dijelu liburn-
skih brodova koji su spretno ili sretno
izbjegli kapitulaciju 1 sklonili se u Jader.
I sama cinjenica da Kornificije rac¢una na
Jader u fazi najvece krize cezarovaca u
Iliriku svjedoci o tome da se pompejevska

work with ships which he had at the begin-
ning (“Achaean”), and he finally reached Sa-
lona with them.

We need to emphasize the begin-
ning of Caesar’s text immediately after the
big lacuna: discessu Liburnarum ex Illyrico.
What does this use of substantivized adjec-
tive (i.e. Liburnae, implying naves) denote?
This expression evidently relates to liburnae
as a specific type of ship which was ascribed
to the Liburnians, and such ships almost cer-
tainly made the largest part of the fleet now
headed by Scribonius Libo. On the other
hand, it is clear that the fleet had to be from
Liburnia.

Further logical conclusion: the Libur-
nians continued to have ships which could
be used for naval warfare after they had es-
tablished relations with the Roman Repub-
lic. We do not know all crucial characteris-
tics of these ships, particularly in this period,
but we do know that they were fast and agile,
and what was particularly important, strong
enough not to be destroyed easily in con-
frontations with large standard ships and big
enough and made to carry a sufficient num-
ber of soldiers on the deck.*!

Maintaining of these effectives was
a certain guarantee of status within relations
towards Rome, but at the same time it was
a burden as ships had to be maintained (and
replaced with new ones) with all the neces-
sary equipment and trained staff. Possibility
of ships usage in time of peace only partially
alleviated this burden.

41'S PANCIERA, 1956 (1958); D. DZINO, 2003.

41'S PANCIERA, 1956 (1958); D. DZINO, 2003.
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armada nije ni pokusala upustati u ovlada-
vanje juznom Liburnijom i samim Jaderom.
I ovo se dovodi u vezu s Rimljanima koji su
ve¢ tada morali trajno boraviti u Jaderu, pa
se pomislja i na postojanje konventa rim-
skih gradana.* Nimalo ne dvojeé¢i glede
nazoc¢nosti brojnosti i vaznosti Rimljana
u Jaderu u tom razdoblju, i nadalje drzim
da valja postovati kriti¢ni pasus u Aleksan-
drijskom ratu, gdje se izrijekom navodi (B.
Alex. 42, 3):

. cum Octavius ex fuga Pharsali-
ci proelii magna classe in illum se sinum
contulisset, paucis navibus ladertinorum,
quorum semper in rempublicam singulare
constiterat officium, dispersis Octavianis
navibus erat potitus, et vel classe dimicare
posset, adiunctis captivis navibus sociorum.

“Kad se Oktavije na bijegu poslije
bitke kod Farsala sklonio s velikim brodov-
ljem u onaj zaljev, Kornificije ga je rastjerao
s malim brodovljem Jadertina, a ti su uvijek
iskazivali prema rimskoj republici osobitu
privrzenost. Oktavijevo je brodovlje zarobio
da bi se mogao na moru boriti, kad zaroblje-
no pridruzi saveznickom brodovlju.”

Svu tezinu ima izricaj naves socio-
rum (jedine spomenute, dakle jadertinske!),
tim prije $to mu prethodi ono o Jadertinima:
quorum semper in rempublicam singula-
re constiterat officium, fraza koja se tesko
moze odnositi na eventualni konvent rim-
skih gradana u Jaderu.

In short, the assumption is that the Li-
burnians were obliged to maintain a certain
number of ships and be at disposal whenever
the Romans asked them. Caesar’s command-
ers used this in the year 49. Out of ships which
Dolabella gathered, large part was taken to
Otranto by Scribonius and the fleet remained
there at least until 48/7. What became of them
is not known.

On the other hand, there is informa-
tion on flotilla of the Iadertini which was used
successfully by Cornificius during 48 in an
attempt to at least try to reduce supremacy of
the Pompeian fleet under M. Octavius. It is
possible that these were some of the Liburni-
an ships which avoided capitulation skillful-
ly or luckily and retreated to Iader. The fact
that Cornificius counts on lader in the phase
of the biggest crisis of the Caesar’s support-
ers on the Adriatic indicates that Pompey’s
army did not attempt to conquer southern
Liburnia and Iader. This is also interpreted
in relation to the Romans who had to settle
permanently in [ader by that period. There is
a thesis that there may even be a conventus
of the Roman citizens in lader at the time.*
Without any doubts regarding number and
importance of the Romans in lader at the
time, I still believe that we should trust criti-
cal passage in the Alexandrian War were it is
stated explicitely (B. Alex. 42, 3):

. cum Octavius ex fuga Pharsali-
ci proelii magna classe in illum se sinum

42 M. SUIC, 1981, 168 i bilj. 11; v. sada S. SISANI,
136 i bilj. 177; M. SASEL KOS, 2005, 297-298; D.
DZINO, 2010, 89.

42 M. SUIC, 1981, 168 and note 11; see S. SISANL
136 and note 177; M. SASEL KOS, 2000, 297-298:
DZINO, 2010, 89.
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Moglo bi se dalje zakljuciti da je ovo
dogadanje moglo biti nastavak rasula liburn-
skog zajedniStva. Ako su naime dogadaji
koji kulminiraju pobjedom pompejevaca na
Krku i odvodenje liburnskog brodovlja da-
leko na jug fakticki podijelili Liburne, sada,
nakon Sto su Jadertini stekli osobitu vaznost
u o¢ima stranke koja je pocela pobjedivati,
lako je zamisliti kakve su razlike medu li-
burnskim zajednicama sada nastajale. To
nije bitno mijenjalo odnose ¢ak i ako pret-
postavimo da je Kornificiju poslo za rukom
vec tijekom ljeta 48. g. uspostaviti kontrolu
nad citavom Liburnijom. Podsjetimo da je
nekoliko tisuca ljudi, napose iz sjevernijih
op¢ina, u tom Casu bilo daleko, na protivnoj
strani — $to se lako moglo izroditi u katastro-
fu za ove skromne zajednice.

Nista ne znamo o sudbini brodovlja
1 ljudi nakon 48. godine. Samo je moguce
da se dio njih uspio vratiti u svoje zajedni-
ce. U izvorima se liburnskoj floti gubi svaki
trag. Njen prvotni zapovjednik, Skribonije
Libon, jos je prije Farsala navodno preuzeo
vrhovno zapovjednistvo nad pompejevskom
flotom, pa je tako prestala i njegova veza s
liburnskom flotom. 1z epizoda ratovanja na
obali danasnje Albanije, Stovise, razabire se
da je Skribonije ujedno djelovao u samom
vrthu pompejevske armije. Poslije Farsala
dio voda pompejevskih snaga, poput Marka
Oktavija na Jadranu, nastojat ¢e produziti
borbu, dok ¢e drugi, pa tako 1 Skribonije Li-
bon, zajedno sa Ciceronom, odustati od dalj-
nje borbe 1 vratiti se u Italiju.

U svakom slucaju, liburnske zajedni-
ce, obalne na kopnu 1 otocke, do 35. g. opet

contulisset, paucis navibus ladertinorum,
quorum semper in rempublicam singulare
constiterat officium, dispersis Octavianis
navibus erat potitus, et vel classe dimicare
posset, adiunctis captivis navibus sociorum.

“When Octavius was running away
after the battle of Pharsalus, he hid with large
ships in this bay but Cornificius chased him
away with small ships of the ladertini who
had always expressed exceptional loyalty
towards the Roman state. He took Octavius’
ships so he can fight in the sea when captured
ships were joint with the fleet of the allies.”

Expression naves sociorum (the only
mentioned ships, meaning of the ladertini!)
is particularly important, all the more as it is
preceded by a line on the ladertini: quorum
semper in rempublicam singulare constiterat
officium, phrase which can hardly relate to pos-
sible conventus of the Roman citizens in lader.

We may conclude that this event might
be a continuation of decay of the Liburnian
unity. If the events which culminated with the
victory of the Pompey’s supporters on Krk and
taking the Liburnian ships far south divided the
Liburnians, it is easy to imagine what differ-
ences among the Liburnian communities ap-
peared after the ladertini became particularly
important for the winning party. This did not
change the relations even if we assume that
Cornificius managed to establish control over
entire Liburnia as early as the summer of 48.
Let us remember that several thousand men,
particularly from northern communities were
far away, on the opposite side — which could
easily turn into a catastrophe for these small
communities.

40



ASSERIA, 11, 2013., 11-50

Slobodan CACE, Napomene o odnosima medu liburnskim zajednicama

raspolazu (ratnim) brodovljem. To brodovlje
Oktavijan oduzima opravdavajuci ¢in liburn-
skim gusarstvom. No taj ¢in, kako smatra-
mo, ima daleko Sire znacenje. Apijan, a vje-
rojatno i ve¢ njegov izvor, prenosi ono Sto je
bilo “vrijedno spomena” — oduzeti brodovlje
upravo velikim pomorcima Liburnima.* No
taj postupak je morao biti dio obuhvatnijeg
postupka, onoga kojim je zapravo dokinuto
do tada vaZece uredenje rimsko-liburnskih
odnosa. Ili, drugim rije¢ima, to bi ujedno bio
1 kraj liburnskog saveza.

5. Liburnija i provincija Ilirik

Cezar, kao prokonzul, od 58. g. pr.
Kr. upravlja 1 Ilirikom. Tadasnji rimski Ili-
rik sastoji se od niza vecih i manjih zajedni-
ca koje su pod rimsku vlast doSle u raznim
okolnostima od 3. do 1. st. pr. Krista. Gotovo
je sigurno da izraz provincia koji se mjesti-
mice javlja u vezi s Ilirikom prije 30. g. pr.
Kr. ne moze posluziti dokazom da je Ilirik
provincija u punom smislu rije¢i. Uzima se
da je Ilirik 1 formalno postao provincijom
najkasnije 27. g. pr. Kr. — od tada do 11. g.
pr. Kr. jedna je od “senatskih” provincija
kojom upravljaju prokonzuli; nakon toga Ili-
rik postaje carskom provincijom.* Tijekom
kasnije Augustove vladavine slijede rimska
osvajanja koja ¢e protegnuti Ilirik sve do
Dunava. Istom nakon Batonskog rata doslo
je do podjele na Dalmaciju i Panoniju.

43 Podsjetimo se da Apijan sam istiCe znacenje

liburnskog pomorstva u uvodnom dijelu Ilirike!

4 V. pregled problematike u D. DZINO, 2010, 119,
129-136.

We do not know what happened to the
ships and men after the year 48. It is possible
that some of them managed to return to their
communities. All traces of the Liburnian fleet
are lost in the sources. Its original command-
er, Scribonius Libo, allegedly took command
over the Pompeian fleet prior to the Battle of
Pharsalus and his relation to the Liburnian
fleet stopped in that way. What is more, from
the war episodes on the coast of present-day
Albania it is evident that Scribonius was at the
same time active in the highest instances of
the Pompeian army. After Pharsalus some of
leaders of the Pompeian forces such as Mar-
cus Octavius on the Adriatic tried to continue
the struggle while others, including Scriboni-
us Libo together with Cicero gave up the fight
and returned to Italy.

Anyhow the Liburnian communities,
both on land and islands, had their (war)
ships again by the year 35. Octavian con-
fiscated these ship justifying this act with
Liburnian piracy. However, in our opinion
this act had more far-reaching importance.
Appian and probably his source as well
transfers what was “worth mentioning” —
taking ships from great sailors Liburnians.*
This procedure had to be a part of a more
comprehensive procedure, the one which
ended previous arrangement of the Roman-
Liburnian relations. Or in other words, at
the same time it would be the end of the
Liburnian alliance.

43 Let us remember that Appian himself emphasizes

the importance of Liburnian seafaring in the introduc-
tory part of Illyrica!
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Malo se zna o ovom Iliriku koji je
kao provincija trajao barem 40-ak godina.
Ponajmanje se zna o njegovu ustroju.* S
druge strane, sasvim je nevjerojatno da je
i formalno konstituiranje provincije izve-
deno bez sustava mjera kojima je treba-
lo osigurati postojani poredak. To je bilo
utoliko potrebnije imajuéi u vidu spome-
nuto veliko Sarenilo statusa obuhvacenih
entiteta.

Kako sam i drugdje naznacio, tra-
gove ovog uredenja nalazimo u onom
“sloju” podataka koje mjestimice donosi
Plinije. Takva dva mjesta izravno se ticu
Liburnije, pa ¢emo ih kratko analizirati.

1. Plinije (3, 140) donosi najprije
dugi popis koji je na osobit nacin i geo-
grafski opis. Polaze¢i od nekog geograf-
skog opisa nepoznatog autora Plinije uzi-
ma da je prostor izmedu Istre i sjeverne
Dalmacije zapravo zaljev i potom navodi
primorske gradove (oppida) striktno ge-
ografskim redom, od Alvone na sjevero-
zapadu do uklju¢no Enone na jugoistoku:
ovaj niz je dakle takoder i tockama obilje-
zena linija obale toga zaljeva. Da je do-
ista rije¢ o geografiji svjedo¢i zavrsetak
niza, spomenom civitas Pasini 1 flumen
Telavium quo finitur lapudia, to jest na-
vodenjem jedne opcine koje srediSte nije
oppidum 1 rijeke koja na ¢itavom potezu
jedina zavrjeduje spomen, oCevidno zato
Sto oznacuje granicu.

4 D. DZINO, 2010, 122, sudi da administrativna
podjela Ilirikka u ovo vrijeme nije poznata, dok
Plinijevi podaci datiraju iz kasnijeg doba.

5. Liburnia and the province of Illyricum

Caesar as a proconsul governed Illyri-
cum from 58 BC. Roman Illyricum at the time
consisted of a series of large and small commu-
nities which were conquered by the Romans in
various circumstances from the 3rd to the 1st
century BC. It is almost certain that the expres-
sion provincia which appeared occasionally
in relation to Illyricum before the year 30 BC
cannot be a proof that Illyricum was a province
in proper sense of the word. General belief is
that Illyricum was a province formally from 27
BC at the latest. From 27 BC to around 11 BC
it is one of “senatorial” provinces governed
by proconsuls; afterwards Illyricum became
an imperial province.* During later Augustus’
reign Roman conquests expanded Illyricum all
the way to the Danube. After the Bellum Bato-
nianum the province was divided to Dalmatia
and Pannonia.

Little is known about this Illyricum
which lasted as a province for at least some 40
years. Even less is known about its structure.®
On the other hand, it is impossible that formal
constitution of the province was established
without a system of measures ensuring a stable
system. It was necessary all the more having in
mind all versatility of statuses of encompassed
entities.

As I have already noticed elsewhere,
traces of this system can be found in that

44 Overview of the theme: D. DZINO, 2010, 119;
131-136.

45 D. DZINO, 2010, 122, states that administrative
division of Illyricum in this period was not known,
while Pliny’s information can be dated to later period.
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O identifikaciji Telavija ovdje nema
smisla ponovo govoriti. Polozaj te rijeke
naznacuje samo jedan anticki izvor, Ptole-
mej (2, 16, 2): prema koordinatama u ruko-
pisima, kao i prema kartama, Telavij moze
biti jedino Zrnovnica pod Velebitom juzno
od Sv. Jurja.* Plinije pak donosi da tu zavr-
Sava Japudija, pa se podrazumijeva da juz-
no od Telavija pocinje Liburnija.

2. Drugo mjesto je na kraju opisa
Liburnije odnosno Skardonitanskog kon-
venta (pocCetak 3, 141): Liburniae finis et
initium Dalmatiae Scardona in amne eo XII
passuum a mari... “Kraj je Liburnije 1 po-
cetak Dalmacije Skardona na toj rijeci, 12
milja od mora.” Drugdje sam istaknuo oso-
biti spomen Dalmacije, pojam koji ovdje
ocevidno ne obuhvaca (kasniju) provinciju
Dalmaciju, nego bitno uzu oblast imenova-
nu po Delmatima.*’

Plinije dakle spominje tri oblasti: /a-
pudia, Liburnia, Dalmatia. O kakvim obla-
stima je rijec? I kojem razdoblju pripadaju
ovi podaci?

Sto se ti¢e datiranja, najjednostavni-
je je ove podatke smjestiti u horizont koji
je svakako stariji od horizonta kojem pripa-
daju podaci iz sluzbenih vrela povezanih s
konventima odnosno s ustrojem provincije
Dalmacije. Moguce je stoga, a ¢ini mi se
da je veoma vjerojatno, da ovaj stariji hori-
zont pripada upravo ranijoj provinciji Ilirik.
Stovise je vjerojatno i to da se to odnosi na

46 O pitanju Telavija S. CACE, 1988; usp. i S. CACE,
2007.; Drukéije B. OLUJIC, 2007, 112-114.

473 CACE, 2003.

“layer” of information brought by Pliny oc-
casionally. Two such references are related
directly to Liburnia so we will analyze them
briefly.

1. Pliny (3, 140) firstly presents a long
list which is also a geographical description
in a special way. Starting from some geo-
graphical description of an unknown author,
Pliny states that the area between Istria and
northern Dalmatia is actually a gulf and then
he lists coastal cities (oppida) in a strictly
geographical order, from Alvona in the north-
west to Aenona (included) in the south-east:
this series is also a line of this gulf’s coast
marked with dots. The end of the row testifies
to the fact that it was really geography: men-
tioning civitas Pasini and flumen Telavium
quo finitur lapudia, 1.e. mentioning a munici-
pality whose center is not an oppidum and a
river which is the only one worth mentioning,
evidently because it represents a boundary.

It would be pointless to discuss iden-
tification of Telavium here again. Position of
this river is designated by only one ancient
source, Ptolemy (IT 16, 2): judging from the
coordinates in manuscripts and according to
the maps Telavium can only be Zrnovnica
under Velebit south of Sv. Juraj.* Pliny
states that Iapudia ends here implying that
Liburnia starts south of Telavium.

2. The second place is at the end of
description of Liburnia i.e. Scardonitan ju-
dicial district (beginning 3, 141): Liburniae

46 About the question of Telavium S. CACE, 1988:;
cf. also S. CACE, 2007: Differently B. OLUIJIC,
2007, 112-114.
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Kolonije
Colonies

Gradovi rimskih gradana
(Plin. 3,129, 141, 144, 152)
Oppida civium Romanorum X
(Plin. 111129, 141, 144, 152)

Druga vaZnija mjesta
Other major settlements

Sredidta razorena prije 30. g. pr. Kr.
Centres destroyed before 3% gc

finis et initium Dalmatiae
Scardona in amne eo XII pas-
suum a mari... “the end of
Liburnia and beginning of
Dalmatia is Scardona on this
i1 river, 12 miles from the sea.”
I have already mentioned

"1 elsewhere special mention of

—~—~ Dalmatia, term which here

evidently does not encom-

R pass later province of Dalma-

. tia, but more limited region
: named after the Delmatae.*’

Pliny mentions three
regions: lapudia, Liburnia,
Dalmatia. What regions were
they? And to which period
these data belong?

Karta 4. Hipoteticka podjela Augustova Ilirika.
Map 4. Hypothetical division of Augustan Illyricum.

vrijeme oko 30.-15. g. pr. Kr., kada je rim-
ski Ilirik tek nesto prosiren i donekle stabi-
liziran u odnosu na onaj Ilirik iz Cezarova
doba.

Prema Pliniju bi stoga trebalo racu-
nati na podjelu provincije na oblasti koje
su imenovane po etnijama (v. i Kartu 4.).
To bi bili “okruzi” u sluzbi upravljanja
provincijom, a ne “etni¢ke” jedinice. Da
je ovo drugo vjerojatnije moze pokazati
niz naznaka. Kada je rije¢ o Japudiji, ona
bi se sastojala od vecéinskih domacih pe-
regrinskih zajednica, zatim najmanje jed-
ne s povlastenim statusom (Lopsi), kao i
primorskog pojasa u kojem se tada poci-
nju formirati Tarsatika i Senija, gradovi u

As for dating, the sim-
plest solution is to set these
data into a horizon which is
definitely older than the hori-

zon associated with information from official
sources related to the conventus i.e. structure
of the province of Dalmatia. Therefore it is
possible, and it seems very likely that this old-
er horizon belongs to the earliest province of
[llyricum. Furthermore, it is possible that this
refers to the period around 30-15 BC when
Roman Illyricum was only slightly expanded
and somewhat stabilized in relation to Illyri-
cum from the Caesar’s period.

Therefore according to Pliny we
should consider division of provinces into
regions which were named after ethnicities.

475 CACE, 2003.
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kojima za sada nema pouzdanih natpisnih
potvrda domorodackog zivlja.*

S druge strane, kako sam drugdje
napomenuo, 1 ona “manja” Dalmacija koju
spominje Plinije heterogena je sastava. Osim
onoga $to je sada ostavljeno Delmatima kao
peregrinskoj zajednici, o¢evidno su uz obalu
jo§ neke male zajednice koje ¢e potom uci
u sklop salonitanskog agera (Pituntini, Ne-
ratini, Onastini),* a moguce jo§ poneka za
koju nema spomena u raspolozivim vrelima.
U ovoj fazi ostaju i dvije stare isejske nase-
obine, Tragurij i Epetij, zacijelo s razli¢itom
sudbinom. U podrucju sada definitivno vo-
de¢u ulogu preuzima Salona kao kolonija i,
mozda ve¢ sada, glavni grad provincije.

Liburnija je takoder zahvacena pro-
mjenama. Najveca opcina, Jader, postaje
kolonijom. Najmanje dvije op¢ine, Enona
1 Arba, jo§ u okvirima augustovskog Ilirika
dobijaju municipalnu konstituciju. Na sjeve-
ru posebne povlastice imaju Alute 1 Flanati
te krcki Kurikte i Fulfinati; na jugu su jos
Aserijati 1 Varvarini. Vjerojatno je pak da
je neki poseban status imao i Nedinum, dok
su ostale op¢ine peregrinske. Medutim, va-
lja upozoriti da su promjene i na toj strani,
bilo kao posljedica ratnih sukoba, bilo za-
hvaljuju¢i mjerama rimske vlasti. Nekoliko
op¢inskih sredista kasnog predrimskog doba
su napustena, kao Gradac kod Smokvice na

These would be “counties” in service of gov-
erning the province, and not “ethnic” units. A
number of indications can show that the latter
option is more likely. [apudia would consist of
dominant local peregrine communities, but it
would also encompass at least one with privi-
leged status (Lopsi), and coastal zone where
Tarsatica and Senia started to be formed, cit-
ies in which reliable epigraphic evidence
about native population has not been found
so far. **

On the other hand, as I have already
mentioned elsewhere, “smaller” Dalmatia
mentioned by Pliny also has heterogenous
structure. Except for what has been left to
the Delmatae as a peregrine community, it
is evident that there are some smaller com-
munities along the coast which will later
enter the Salonitan ager (Pituntini, Neratini,
Onastini),* and possibly some others which
are not mentioned in available sources. In
this phase there are also two old Issaean set-
tlements Tragurium and Epetium, probably
with different desitinies. Salona takes domi-
nant role in the area as a colony, and perhaps
also as the capital of the province this early.

Changes also affected Liburnia. [ader
as the biggest communities became a colony.
Two smallest municipalities Aenona and
Arba, still within Augustan Illyricum ob-
tained municipal structure. The Alutae and
Flanates in the north had special privileges,

8 pregledno po mjestima u A. STARAC, 2000, 77-
78, 84-85.

49 Cjelovit prikaz problema i rasprava u D. MARSIC,
2003.

* Overview of places in A. STARAC, 2000, 77-78,
84-85.

49 Comprehensive presentation of problems and
discussions in D. MARSIC, 2003.
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jugu otoka Paga® te Gradina ZeZelj u Er-
veniku i Purina gomila u Mokrom polju;*!
Gradina kod Sv. Trojice u Tribnju se napu-
Sta, a kako se sada jasnije vidi, u Starigra-
du-Paklenici ni¢e Argirunt.*> Ovih nekoliko
kratkih naznaka je sasvim dovoljno da nas
upozori na dinamiku promjena, pa i novog
razvoja koji zamah dobija upravo u okviri-
ma provincije Ilirika, a prije formiranja pro-
vincije Dalmacije. Naposljetku treba uzeti
u obzir i natpis (CIL V 3346, Verona) koji
spominje Japudiju i Liburniju u kontekstu
Batonskog rata. Fragmentarni natpis svje-
doci da je nepoznati duznosnik bio na celu
Japudije i Liburnije za vrijeme Batonskog
rata (/bello] Batoniano praefui [...] lapudiai
et Liburn(iai)). Analiziraju¢i ovaj natpis M.
Sui¢ je istaknuo izvanredne, ratne okolnosti
koje su uvjetovale potrebu za uspostavom
zapovjedniStva koje ¢e dobiti vojne, ali i ci-
vilne ovlasti nad dvjema oblastima u ulozi
“predzida” Italije.”® Ostavljajuc¢i po strani
pitanja koja se namecu analiziraju¢i ovaj
natpis, kao 1 sva daljnja koja su u literaturi
do danas pokrenuta, obratio bih pozornost
na imenovanje dviju oblasti, Japudije 1 Li-
burnije. Mislim, naime, da ovdje nalazimo
ako ne potpuno siguran, ali ipak uvjerljiv
znak postojanja podjele provincije kako

0y BATOVIC, 1973, 105; S. BATOVIC, 1990.

>l W. BUTTLER, 1933, 193-194 (Purina gomila),
194-195 (Zezelj).

>2 Gradina nad Sv. Trojicom A. TONC, 2011;
opsirnije o Argiruntu i arheoloskoj slici okoline M.
DUBOLNIC, 2007.

33 M. SUIC, 1992.

as well as the Curictae and Fulfinates on Krk,
and Asseriates and Varvarini in the south. It
is likely that Nedinum also had special sta-
tus while other communities were peregrine.
However there were changes on this side as
well, either as consequences of war conflicts,
or owing to actions of the Roman authori-
ties. Several municipality centers from the
late pre-Roman period were deserted such
as Gradac near Smokvica in the south of the
island of Pag,*® Gradina ZeZelj in Ervenik
and Durina Gomila in Mokro Polje;*" Gra-
dina near Sv. Trojica in Tribanj was deserted
and Argyruntum was formed in Starigrad-
Paklenica as it is becoming more evident.*
These few short indications are quite enough
to realize the dynamics of changes and new
development which was intensified within
the province of Illyricum, and before the
province of Dalmatia was formed.

Finally we need to consider the in-
scription (CIL V 3346, Verona) mentioning
[apudia and Liburnia in the context of the
Bellum Batonianum. Fragmentary inscription
testifies to the fact that someone unknown
was at the head of lapudia and Liburnia dur-
ing the rebellion of Bato (/bello] Batoniano
praefui [...] lapudiai et Liburn(iai)). In anal-
ysis of this monument M. Sui¢ emphasized
exceptional wartime circumstances which

08 BATOVIC, 1973, 105; §. BATOVIC, 1990.
>l W. BUTTLER, 1933, 193-194 (Purina gomila),
194-195 (Zezelj).

>2 Gradina nad Sv. Trojicom A. TONC, 2011; more
comprehensively on Argyruntum and archaeological
image of the surroundings M. DUBOLNIC, 2007.
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sam prethodno izlozio. Titula nepoznatog
duznosnika nije navedena (praefectus?),
ali je sasvim izvjesno da je imao i vojne i
civilne ovlasti. Pri tome, ipak, valja stalno
imati pred o¢ima teritorijalnost ovlasti. Kao
Sto, uostalom, izvori rjecito svjedoce, Ba-
tonski rat je bio veliki, viSegodisnji konflikt
koji su posebno odlikovala kretanja velikih
i malih postrojbi. Kao $to je i Sui¢ istaknuo,
Liburnija i Japudija su imale dvojnu ulogu:
svojevrsnog obrambenog pojasa, ali i logi-
sticke baze kao podrska vojsci koja djeluje
u zaledu.

Uza sve S§to je reCeno, smatram do-
voljno valjanom hipotezom prema kojoj bi
1 u gornjem natpisu zabiljeZene oblasti Ja-
pudije i Liburnije bile zapravo okruzja for-
mirana u sklopu provincije Ilirika. Upravo
je utvrdivanje razgrani¢enih podrucja bitno
olakSavaju upravljanje provincijom i, u kraj-
njem slucaju poput Batonskog rata, ve¢ po-
stojece “jedinice” tvore gotovu okosnicu na
koju ¢e se osloniti i ratni napori.>*

o Veoma je inspirativan prinos C. NICOLET, 1991,
gdje ukazuje na pozadinu i rano datiranje Augustova
administrativnog ustroja Italije, ali se osvrce i na Sire
aspekte problematike upravljanja na samim pocecima
Principata.

caused the need to establish command with
military and civil authorities in two regions
functioning as a “bulwark” of Italy.> Leav-
ing aside all questions related to this inscrip-
tion, as well as those discussed in scholarly
works, I would like to pay attention to nam-
ing of the two regions, lapudia and Liburnia.
I believe that here we have a convincing if
not determinate sign of division of the prov-
ince as explained earlier. Title of the unknown
official was not mentioned (praefectus?), but
it is certain that he had military and civil au-
thorities. However we need to keep in mind
territoriality of the authorities. As confirmed
by the sources, the Bellum Batonianum was a
major, lengthy conflict which was character-
ized by movements of large and small units.
As emphasized by Sui¢, Liburnia and Iapudia
had double role: as a kind of defensive zone,
but also as a logistic basis serving as support
to army which was active in the hinterland.
With all the aforementioned I be-
lieve that it is justified to state that in the
mentioned inscription regions of Iapudia
and Liburnia were actually areas formed in
the province of Illyricum. Establishment of
divided territories facilitated governing the
province, and in extreme cases such as the
Bellum Batonianum existing “units” made
prepared basis for the war efforts.

33 M. SUIC, 1992.

% It is inspiring a contribution of C. NICOLET,
1991; analyzing the background and arguing for early
dating of Augustus’ administrative organization of
Italy, but also discussing wider aspects of problems of
government in the early beginnings of the Principate.
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