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Abstract

U radu se predstavlja otkri¢e velikog suhozida ¢iji
se ostatci nalaze na podruéju sela Ervenik, Mokro Po-
lje i Raduci¢ u Bukovici. Ostatci suhozida uoceni su
pregledom zra¢nih i satelitskih snimaka, nakon kojih
su provedeni ograniceni terenski pregledi kojima je
do sada potvrdeno njegovo postojanje u duzini od 9
km. Po svemu sudedi, suhozid je bio dug oko 14 km
te se kontinuirano protezao od padina jugoisto¢nog
Velebita na desnoj strani rijeke Zrmanje do kanjona
rijeke Krke. Suhozid je ve¢im dijelom izgraden na
isto¢nim padinama raznih uzviSenja, $to upuéuje na
njegov vojno-obrambeni karakter. Autor iznosi pret-

postavku da je veliki suhozid izgraden u 1. st. pr. Kr.,
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s ciljem nadzora liburnskog grani¢nog podrudja i spr-
jeCavanja mogucih pljackaskih ili osvajackih pohoda
pripadnika delmatskog saveza na podrucje Bukovice
i Ravnih Kotara.

KLjUCNE RIJECI: suhozid; liburnsko-delmatski su-
kob; Krka; Zrmanja; Ervenik; Mokro Polje; Radu-

Ve s
CIC.

Abstract

This paper presents the discovery of the big dry-
stone wall the remains of which are located in the
area of the villages of Ervenik, Mokro Polje and
Raduc¢i¢ in Bukovica. The remains of the drysto-
ne wall were noticed on aerial photos and satellite
images. Field surveys of limited scope have been
conducted confirming its existence in length of
9 km so far. In all likelihood the wall measured
about 14 km in length and it spread continuou-
sly from the slopes of south-castern Velebit on the
right bank of the Zrmanja River to the canyon of
the Krka River. The drystone wall was built for the
most part on the eastern slopes on various elevati-
ons, indicating to its military-defensive character.
The author assumes that the big drystone wall was
built in the 1st century BC with aims of survei-
llance of the Liburnian border area and prevention
of possible plunders or invasions of the members
of the Delmatean alliance of Bukovica and Ravni
Kotari.

Keyworps: drystone wall; Liburnian-Delmatean
conflict; Krka; Zrmanja; Ervenik; Mokro Polje; Ra-

dudié.
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1. UVOD

Pisudi skromne priloge o predrimskim i rimskim
arheoloskim nalazistima u Bukovici, pokazalo se
nezaobilaznim citirati radove profesora Slobodana
Cacle, koji je u svom bogatom znanstvenom radu
posvetio paznju i tomu slabo poznatom i zanema-
renom podrudju, na taj nac¢in davsi smjernice za
mnoga buduca istrazivanja. To je posebno doslo do
izrazaja prilikom pisanja ovoga rada, u kojemu su ot-
kriveni arheoloski ostatci interpretirani i smjesteni u
odredeni povijesni kontekst, ponajvise zahvaljujudi
zapazanjima koja je profesor S. Cace iznio u svojim
radovima. Zbog toga mi je osobita Cast $to ovaj rad
mogu posvetiti cijenjenom profesoru kojega, osim
kao iznimnog povjesnicara, posebno cijenim zbog
izuzetnog ljudskog odnosa prema svima onima koji
su imali cast biti njegovi studenti.

Tijekom 2012. god. pregledavao sam satelitske
snimke internetskog servisa Google Earth s podru¢-
ja sela Ervenik i Mokro Polje u Bukovici, na kojima
sam uocio nekoliko kilometara duge kamene struk-
ture koje su se protezale na lijevoj i desnoj strani
rijeke Zrmanje. Na osnovi analize snimaka moglo se
pretpostaviti da se radi o starijim suhozidnim struk-
turama, ¢iji je polozaj na isto¢nim padinama razlici-
tih uzvisenja upudivao na njihov vojno-obrambeni
karakter. Ipak, veliku je sumnju izazivala ¢injenica
sto ovako znacajni ostatci do tada nisu bili zabilje-
zeni u stru¢noj literaturi, pogotovo jer nije rije¢ o
arheoloski nepoznatom podrudju.'

Pocetkom 2014. god. analizirao sam zra¢ne i sa-
telitske snimke s podru¢ja sela Raduci¢, na kojima
sam, izmedu ostaloga, uocio i izduzenu kamenu

strukturu koja je donekle nalikovala ostatcima

' Prve arheoloske lokalitete na podrucju Ervenika zabiljezio

je konzervator Josip Alacevi¢ u svom popisu starina sa Sireg
benkovatkog podrugja (J. ALACEVIC 1880: 88-89). Desetak
lokaliteta na podru¢ju Ervenika i Mokrog Polja zabiljezio je fra
Lujo Marun u svojim Starinarskim dnevnicima (L. MARUN
1998: 98, 113, 115, 151, 190, 236 i dr.). On je na vise lo-
kaliteta izveo probna iskopavanja, a u suradnji sa stru¢njacima
Mihovilom Abrami¢em i Eynarom Dyggveom proveo je neko-
liko znacajnijih arheoloskih iskopavanja na podru¢ju Mokrog
Polja (V. DELONGA 1984: 259-283). Tijekom 1932. god. na
kninskom je podru¢ju boravio mladi njemacki arheolog Wer-
ner Buttler koji je obisao i opisao ve¢i broj gradina na podru¢ju
Mokrog Polja i Ervenika (W. BUTTLER 1933: 183-198). Ne-
obi¢no je da ni on nije zabiljezio postojanje velikog suhozida,
iako je boraveéi na gradini Veliki O$trik zasigurno bio u prilici
uoditi njegove ostatke.

26

1. INTRODUCTION

While writing modest contributions about pre-
Roman and Roman archaeological sites in Bukovi-
ca, papers by professor Slobodan Cace proved to be
indispensable reference. In his fertile scientific work
he paid attention to this poorly known and neglec-
ted area, providing in that way guidelines for future
research which I have witnessed while writing this
paper in which uncovered archaeological evidence
was interpreted and integrated into a certain histo-
rical context, primarily owing to insights presented
by professor S. Cae in his works. Therefore it is my
honor that I can dedicate this work to the esteemed
professor for whom I feel deep respect not only as an
exceptional historian but also as a professor who had
a unique respectful attitude to all those who had the
privilege to be his students.

In 2012 while reviewing the satellite images from
the Google Earth internet service of the areas of the
villages of Ervenik and Mokro Polje in Bukovica,
I noticed stone structures several kilometers long
spreading on the left and right bank of the Zrmanja
River. On the basis of analysis of the images one co-
uld assume that these were old drystone wall struc-
tures whose position on the eastern slopes of various
hills indicated to their military-defensive character.
However it was unusual that such significant rema-
ins have not been recorded in the professional litera-
ture, particularly as archaeological potential of this
region has been already known.

At the beginning of 2014 I have analyzed aerial
photos and satellite images from the area of the vi-
llage of Raduci¢ on which I noticed, among other

things, elongated stone structure somewhat simi-

' 'The first archaeological sites in the Ervenik region were re-

corded by the conservator Josip Alacevi¢ in his list of antiquities
from the wider Benkovac region (J. ALACEVIC 1880: 88-89).
About ten sites in the area of Ervenik and Mokro Polje were re-
corded by Fr Lujo Marun in his Starinarski dnevnici (Diaries of
Antiquities) (L. MARUN 1998: 98, 113, 115, 151, 190, 236 ff).
He conducted trial excavations at several sites, and in cooperation
with experts Mihovil Abrami¢ and Eynar Dyggve he performed
several important archaeological excavations in the region of
Mokro Polje (V. DELONGA 1984: 259-283). In 1932 young
German archacologist Werner Buttler was in the Knin region
who surveyed and described a number of hillforts in the region
of Mokro Polje and Ervenik (W. BUTTLER 1933: 183-198).
It is surprising that neither he recorded the presence of the big
drystone wall although he must have noticed its remains while

on Veliki Ostrik hillfort.
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SLIKA 1. Geografski smjestaj subozida na istocnom rubu Bukovice (oznacio: 8. Vrkic)
F1UrE 1. Geagraphical position of the drystone wall on the eastern periphery of Bukovica (marked by S. Vikic)

s podru¢ja Ervenika i Mokrog Polja.* Na snim-
kama se mogla razaznati svega nekoliko stotina
metara duga struktura, koja se protezala u smjeru
sjever-jug, na ravnoj krskoj povrsini nedaleko od
kanjona rijeke Krke. Nedugo nakon toga bio sam
u prilici obi¢i navedeni lokalitet i potvrditi da se
radi o ostatcima starije suhozidne strukture, koja
do tada nije bila zabiljezena u stru¢noj literaturi.?
Nacin gradnje i stanje o¢uvanosti ukazivali su da se
nedvojbeno radi o ostatcima iz nekog starijeg raz-
doblja. Tada sam pretpostavio da bi svi navedeni
ostatci mogli biti u medusobnoj vezi, odnosno da
bi mogli biti dio jedne velike suhozidne strukture,
¢ijom je izgradnjom pregradeno podrudje izmedu
jugoisto¢nog Velebita i rijeke Krke (SI. 1).

?  Tijekom istraZivanja ostataka velikog suhozida koristio sam

satelitske snimke dostupne na internetskom servisu Google Ear-
th, nastale u razdoblju od 2006. do 2016. god., zatim zracne
snimke iz 1968. god., dostupne na internetskom servisu https://
ispu.mgipu.hr i zra¢ne snimke iz 2011. i 2014. — 2016. god.,
dostupne na internetskom servisu https://geoportal.dgu.hr.

> Ni u ovom slucaju nije rije¢ o arheoloski nepoznatom po-
drugju jer se struktura nalazi izmedu gornjeg i srednjeg toka rijeke
Kike, koje je zadnjih dva i pol stolje¢a privlacilo paznju razlicitih
istrazivaca, medu kojima je bio i znatan broj arheologa. Pregled
arheologkih istrazivanja na podrugju Radudi¢a v. u: S. VRKIC
2017 (u tisku).
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lar to the remains from the regions of Ervenik and
Mokro Polje.> On the images one could discern a
structure a few hundred meters long spreading in
NS direction on the flat karst area in the vicinity
of the Krka River canyon. Shortly thereafter I had
an opportunity to visit the mentioned site and con-
firm that there were remains of some older drysto-
ne wall structure that has not been recorded in the
professional literature.> Construction characteristics
and state of preservation indicated that these were
definitely remains from some earlier period. At this
time I assumed that all the mentioned remains mi-
ght have been related, that is that they might have
been portions of a big drystone wall structure the
building of which divided the area between the sou-

2

During the research of the remains of the big drystone wall
I used satellite images available on the Google Earth program,
made in the period from 2006 to 2016, then aerial photos from
1968 available at the internet service https://ispu.mgipu.hr and
aerial photos from 2011 and 2014-2016, available at the internet
service https://geoportal.dgu.hr.

> 'This region is also known in terms of archaeological poten-
dals as the structure is situated between the upper and middle
course of the Krka River, that in the last two and half centuries
has attracted attention of different researchers, including a num-
ber of archaeologists. For an overview of archaeological research

in the Radudi¢ region see S. VRKIC 2017 (in print).
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Tijekom 2015. god. proveo sam viSe ograni¢enih
terenskih pregleda vidljivih ostataka suhozida na
podruéju Ervenika, Mokrog Polja i Raduci¢a. Me-
dutim, prilikom terenskog pregleda nisu pronadeni
nikakvi pokretni arheoloski nalazi na osnovi kojih
bi se ovi nepoznati i bezimeni® ostatci mogli smje-
stiti u odredeni povijesni kontekst. Ipak, na osnovi
terenskih opazanja, poznatih povijesnih podataka i
slicnih arheoloskih nalaza® zakljucio sam da se naj-
vjerojatnije radi o obrambenoj strukeuri, mozda i
dijelu obrambenog sustava koji je uspostavljen na
istoénom rubu Bukovice u vrijeme sukoba s del-
matskim savezom.® Tijekom 2016. i 2017. god.
poduzeo sam nekoliko manjih terenskih obilazaka
ostataka suhozida na podru¢ju Raduci¢a. U ovom
¢u radu prvi put objaviti rezultate svojih dosadas-
njih istrazivanja vezanih za veliki suhozid na istoku
Bukovice.

Cilj je rada detaljno opisati do sada pronadene
ostatke suhozida, zbog ¢ega se donosi veéi broj
slikovnih i kartografskih priloga, a zatim prika-
zati arheoloski kontekst, na nacin da su navedeni
prostorni odnosi suhozida sa svim znacajnijim lo-
kalitetima u blizoj okolici kao $to su prapovijesne
gradine, rimski vojni tabori, ceste, akvedukt, ka-
snoanticke i srednjovjekovne utvrde, novovjekov-
ne suhozidne ograde i naselja. Na kraju ¢e biti na-
vedeni neki povijesni podatci i terenska zapazanja
na osnovi kojih se ostatci suhozida mogu interpre-
tirati kao dio obrambenog sustava organiziranog u
vrijeme ratnih sukoba na liburnsko-delmatskom

grani¢nom podrudju.

# U dosada$njim istrazivanjima nije zabiljeZen ni jedan topo-
nim ili lokalni naziv (kao $to su oni uobic¢ajeni Zidina, Prezida i
sli¢no) koji bi se odnosio na ostatke velikog suhozida na podrucju
Ervenika, Mokrog Polja i Raducica.

> Jedini donekle sli¢ni arheoloski ostatci na podru¢ju Hrvat-
ske jesu ostatci suhozidnih bedema na triljskom podrugju, koje
je otkrio i objavio arheolog amater Josip Britvi¢, interpretirajuéi
ih kao delmatske fortifikacije izgradene za vrijeme sukoba s Ri-
mljanima (J. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 27-37). U novije je vrijeme
arheolog Darko Peria interpretirao ostatke bedema kao dio i-
reg rimskog opsadnog sustava oko Sinjskog polja, izgradenog za
vrijeme Oktavijanove vojne kampanje protiv Delmata 34. — 33.
god. pr. K. (D. PERISA 2008: 511-512).

¢ Svoja sam istrazivanja prvi put javno predstavio na Znanstve-
nom skupu Hrvatskog arheoloskog drustva u Sibeniku, odrzanom
od 6. do 9. listopada 2015. god. Tema skupa bila je: Rezultati ar-
heoloskih istrazivanja na prostoru Sibensko-kninske Zupanije, a moje
je priopéenje bilo naslovljeno: Preliminarna analiza velikog subozid-
nog bedema na istoku Bukovice (Jesu li Liburni imali limes na istocnoj
granici matiénog teritorijaz).
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th-eastern Velebit and the Krka River (Fig. 1).

In 2015 I performed several limited field surveys
of visible remains of drystone walls in the regions of
Ervenik, Mokro Polje and Raduci¢. However field
surveys yielded no archaeological finds that might be
helpful in determining historical context of these un-
known and unnamed* remains. However on the basis
of field surveys, historical data and similar archaeolo-
gical finds’ I have concluded that it was most likely
a defensive structure, possibly a part of a defensive
system established on the eastern periphery of Bu-
kovica in the period of conflict with the Delmatean
alliance.® During 2016 and 2017 I undertook several
smaller field surveys of the drystone wall remains in
the area of Radudi¢. In this paper I shall publish the
results of my research related to the big drystone wall
in the east of Bukovica for the first time.

The aim of the work is to exhaustively describe
the discovered remains of the drystone wall, which
is why I have provided a number of photographs
and maps. Another aim is to offer the archaeolo-
gical context so as to denote the spatial relations
of the drystone wall with all more important sites
in the vicinity, such as prehistoric hillforts, Roman
military camps, aqueduct, late antique and medie-
val forts, postmedieval drystone enclosure walls and
settlements. Finally, some historical data and field
observations will be mentioned as they indicate that
drystone wall remains can be interpreted as a part of
defensive system organized during the war conflicts
in the Liburnian-Delmatean border area.

4 So far not a single toponym or local name (such as the com-

mon ones — Zidina, Prezida etc.) has been recorded for the re-
mains of the big drystone wall in the area of Ervenik, Mokro
Polje and Raduci¢.

> The only somewhat similar archaeological remains in Croatia
are the remains of the drystone walls in the region of Trilj discov-
ered and published by the amateur archaeologist Josip Britvi¢,
who interpreted them as the Delmatean fortifications built dur-
ing the conflict with the Romans (J. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 27-
37). Recently Darko Perisa has interpreted remains of these walls
as a part of wider Roman siege system around Sinjsko polje, built
during the Octavian’s military campaign against the Delmatae in
34 —33 BC (D. PERISA 2008: 511-512).

¢ I have presented my research publicly for the first time at
the Scientific Conference of the Croatian Archacological Society
held in Sibenik from Gth to 9th October 2015. The theme of
the conference was The results of the archacological excavations in
the area of the Sibenik-Knin County and my report was entitled
Preliminary analysis of the big drystone wall in the east of Bukovica
(Did the Liburnians have a limes on the eastern border of their origi-
nal territory?)
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SLIKA 2. Pocetni dio suhozida na podrucju Ervenik
F1GURE 2. Initial segment of the drystone wall in the Ervenik region (source: Geoportal DGU)

2. OSTATCI SUHOZIDA NA
PODRUCJU ERVENIKA

Sjeverozapadni dio suhozida nalazi se u selu Er-
venik, to¢nije na podrudju nekadasnjeg sela Gornji
Ervenik, na desnoj strani rijeke Zrmanje.” Oko 3 km
dugi ostatci protezu se po istonim padinama brda,
smjeStenih izmedu jugoisto¢nog Velebita i kanjona
rijeke Zrmanje. Terenskim pregledom obuhvacena je
cjelokupna duzina bedema na podru¢ju Ervenika.

Skromni ostatci suhozida prvi put se pojavljuju
nekoliko stotina metara jugoisto¢no od brda Koco
(493,5 m) na kojemu se nalazi prapovijesna gradina
(SL. 2). Uglavnom su to manje hrpe lomljenog ka-
mena, naj¢es¢e nabacane na izbojcima kamena Ziv-
ca. Zbog toga ovi ostatci nisu jasno vidljivi na zra¢-
nim i satelitskim snimkama, dok se na terenu mogu
samo otezano pratiti. Ostatci se suhozida prvi put
jasno uocavaju na jugoisto¢nim padinama uzviSenja
Cavlanova glavica (481 m), od kuda se mogu kon-
tinuirano pratiti u duzini od 3 km, odnosno sve do
nadomak neasfaltirane ceste Ervenik — Mokro Po-

7 Ervenik je selo u istoimenoj opéini na sjeverozapadnom

rubu Sibensko-kninske 7upanije. Povi$inom je najveée selo u
Bukovici, a prostire se na lijevoj i desnoj strani rijeke Zrmanje.
Do druge polovice 20. st. postojala su dva sela, Donji Erve-
nik na lijevoj strani rijeke, sa srediStem oko Ervenickog polja, i
Gornji Ervenik na desnoj strani Zrmanje, sastavljen od brojnih
zaseoka rasprsenih u podnoZju jugoisto¢nog Velebita. Na po-
drudju sela registrirane su brojne prapovijesne gradine i nestala
srednjovjekovna sela, ali su za sada izostala znacajnija arheoloska
istraZivanja.

i

b,

RO
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2. REMAINS OF THE DRYSTONE
WALL IN THE ERVENIK REGION

North-western part of the drystone wall is located
in the village of Ervenik, more precisely area of the
former village of Gornji Ervenik on the right bank of
the Zrmanja River.” The remains which are about 3
km long are located on the eastern slopes of the hills,
located between south-eastern Velebit and the Zrma-
nja River canyon. Field survey has encompassed the
entire length of the wall in the Ervenik region.

Scanty remains of the drystone wall are visible
for the first time a few hundred meters south-east
of Koc¢o hill (493.5 m), where a prehistoric hi-
lIfort was located (Fig. 2). Mostly these are small
heaps of broken stone, usually piled up on the be-
drock outcrops. That is why these remains are not
clearly visible on aerial and satellite images, and
they can hardly be traced on the terrain. Remains
of the drystone wall can be noticed for the first
time on the south-eastern slopes of the elevation
Cavlanova glavica (481 m), wherefrom they can

7 Ervenik is a village in the homonymous municipality on the

north-western edge of the Sibenik-Knin County. It is the biggest
village in Bukovica, spreading on the left and right bank of Zr-
manja. Until the second half of the 20th century there were two
villages: Donji (Lower) Ervenik on the left side of the river, with
the center around Ervenicko polje (feld of Ervenik) and Gornji
(Upper) Ervenik on the right bank of Zrmanja consisting of nu-
merous hamlets scattered at the foot of south-eastern Velebit. A
number of prehistoric hillforts and abandoned medieval villages
have been recorded in the village area but proper archaeological
excavations have been missing.
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SvikA 3. Ostatci subozida na padinama brda Jagodnik
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u Erveniku (izvor: Geoportal DGU)

F1GURE 3. Drystone wall remains on the slopes of Jagodnik hill in Ervenik (source: Geoportal DGU)

lje na desnoj strani Zrmanje. Od padina Cavlanove
glavice, preko predjela Romica kosa, pa sve do isto¢-
ne padine brda Jagodnik (488 m) suhozid se prote-
zao u ravnoj liniji.* Na padinama Jagodnika prvi put
mijenja pravac rade¢i blagi zavoj prema istoku, ali se
nakon 150 m opet vra¢a u smjeru jugoistoka te se
u ravnoj liniji spusta u podnozje brda, odnosno do
granice Ervenika i Mokrog Polja (S. 3).
Najskromniji ostatci suhozida nalaze se na jugo-
isto¢noj padini brda Koco. Terenskim pregledom
nije bilo moguée utvrditi je li on na tom predjelu
originalno bio skromnijih dimenzija ili je tijekom
kasnijih razdoblja doslo do njegove vece ili ¢ak pot-
pune razgradnje. Ostatci suhozida znatno su vedi na
ostalim predjelima, posebno na padinama Jagodni-
ka, gdje je na pojedinim mjestima Sirina kamenog
nasipa veéa od tri metara, dok sauvana visina ri-
jetko gdje prelazi vise od 0,5 m (SL. 4). Na vise se
mjesta uocava isto¢no lice jer je Cesto gradeno na
izbojcima kamena Zivca. Na rijetkim se mjestima
naziru oba vanjska lica, koja su gradena od nesto ve-
¢eg amorfnog kamenja, dok je unutrasnjost bila is-
punjena manjim kamenjem prikupljenim u okolici.

Na osnovi sa¢uvanih ostataka moze se sa sigurnoséu

®  Zid na nijednom mjestu nije potpuno ravan, tako da je is-

klju¢ena moguénost njegova trasiranja pomo¢u mjernih instru-
menata, $to je glavna karakteristika medasnih zidova iz ranog
rimskog razdoblja. Ravni dijelovi na pojedinim predjelima poslje-
dica su gradnje na izbojcima kamena Zivca koji se Cesto proteze u
pravilnoj liniji.
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be traced continuously in length of 3 km, close
to the unpaved road Ervenik - Mokro Polje, on
the right bank of the Zrmanja River. The drysto-
ne wall spread in straight line from the slopes of
Cavlanova glavica over the area of Romica kosa
all the way to the eastern slope of Jagodnik hill
(488 m).® On the slopes of Jagodnik it changes
direction for the first time making slight eastward
turn, but after 150 m it turns back towards sou-
th-east and descends in straight line to the foot of
the hill, that is the border between Ervenik and
Mokro Polje (Fig. 3).

The scantiest remains of the drystone wall are lo-
cated on the south-eastern slope of Koco hill. Field
survey could not reveal if the wall was originally
smaller at this spot or if it was partially or even com-
pletely disintegrated in later periods. Wall remains
are considerably bigger in other segments, particu-
larly on the slopes of Jagodnik where the width of
stone embankment is over three meters at certain
places while the preserved height rarely exceeds 0.5
m (Fig. 4). Eastern face can be noticed at several pla-
ces as it was often made on bedrock outcrops. Only
rarely both faces can be discerned, built of somew-
hat larger amorphous stones while the interior was

8 The wall is not straight in any of its parts, so that we can rule

out the use of measuring instruments in its construction which is
the main characteristic of the boundary walls from the Early Ro-
man period. Straight parts in certain areas are related to building
on bedrock outcrops which often spread in straight line.
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SLIKA 4. Ostatci subozida na podrucju Ervenika (foto: S. Vrkic, 2014)

Fi1GURE 4. Remains of the drystone wall in the Ervenik region (photo by S. Vrkic, 2014)

zakljuciti da je originalna $irina suhozida iznosila
oko 2 m. Kolika je bila originalna visina nije mo-
guce to¢no utvrditi na ovom, kao ni na drugim pre-
djelima. MoZzemo samo pretpostaviti da je znatan
dio suhozida unisten razbacivanjem kamenja radi
nesmetanog prolaska stadi i odnoSenjem kamena
za gradnju suhozidnih ograda, kojih na ovom pre-
djelu nema veliki broj. Jedina je iznimka podrucje
oko zaseoka Bukarice u isto¢nom podnozju Cavla-
nove glavice (Sl. 2), gdje se nalazi ¢itav niz Sirokih
suhozidnih ograda za koje nije moguce tvrditi da su
sagradene kamenjem odnesenim sa suhozida.

3. OSTATCI SUHOZIDA NA
PODRUCJU MOKROG POLJA

Sredi$nji dio velikog suhozida nalazi se u selu
Mokro Polje, koje obuhvada veliko podruéje na
lijevoj i desnoj strani rijeke Zrmanje.” Na desnoj

9

Selo je dobilo ime po uskom krskom polju kroz koje protje-
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filled with smaller stones collected nearby. On the
basis of preserved remains we can state with certa-
inty that the original width of the drystone wall was
about 2 m. Original height could not be determi-
ned nor on this spot neither elsewhere. We can only
assume that a considerable part of drystone wall was
destroyed due to moving stones to allow herds to
pass or stones were taken away for building drystone
enclosure walls, which are not too numerous in this
area. The only exception is the area around Bukarice
hamlet at the eastern foot of Cavlanova glavica (Fig.
2) where there is a series of wide drystone enclosure
walls for which we cannot state that they were built
from stones taken from the drystone wall.

3. REMAINS OF THE DRYSTONE
WALL IN THE MOKRO POLJE
REGION

Central part of the big drystone wall is located
in the village of Mokro Polje encompassing a large
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SvikA 5. Ostatci subozida kod kanjona rijeke Zrmangje (izvor: Geoportal DGU)

F1GURE 5. Remains of the drystone wall near the Zrmanja River canyon (source: Geoportal DGU)

strani rijeke ostatci su suhozida sa¢uvani u duzini
od svega nekoliko stotina metara, dok se na lijevoj
strani mogu pratiti u duzini ve¢oj od 3 km. Teren-
skim pregledom obuhvacen je manji dio na desnoj
i dio iznad zaseoka Popovi¢i, Muzdali i Raseti¢i na
lijevoj strani Zrmanje.

Ostatci se suhozida jasno uocavaju na grani¢énom
podru¢ju Ervenika i Mokrog Polja, odnosno u ju-
goistonom podnozju brda Jagodnik. Od tog mje-
sta do neasfaltirane ceste Ervenik — Mokro Polje
ostatci mu uglavnom nisu vidljivi jer su razgradeni
prilikom zidanja novovjekovne suhozidne ograde,
$to je potvrdeno prilikom terenskog pregleda. Da-
lje prema jugoistoku, izmedu neasfaltirane ceste i
kanjona Zrmanje, terenski pregled nije izvrsen, a
na zra¢nim i satelitskim snimkama suhozid se po-
sljednji put nazire oko 200 m juzno od ceste. Od
tog mjesta do kanjona Zrmanje, udaljenog oko
500 m zra¢ne linije, nema jasno vidljivih ostataka.
Na tom prostoru nalazi se duboka vododerina ili

Ce rijeka Zrmanja, dijele¢i ga na manji sjeverni i vedi juzni dio.
Sastoji se od velikog broja zaseoka, ¢esto smjestenih uz rub po-
lja ili rasprsenih na Sirokoj kr$koj povrsini s obje strane rijeke.
Na podrudju sela registriran je veliki broj arheoloskih ostataka
iz raznih povijesnih razdoblja. Iz liburnskog razdoblja najvaznija
su gradinska naselja Durina gromila i Raducka glavica, smjeste-
na na juznom rubu sela. Iz kasnoanti¢kog razdoblja poznati su
ostatci dviju starokr$¢anskih crkava i utvide Cuker, smjestene
iznad kanjona na lijevoj strani Zrmanje (V. DELONGA 1984:
259-283). Na suprotnoj strani rijeke nalaze se ostatci srednjovje-
kovne utvrde Keglevi¢a gradina, nckadasnjeg sjedista vlastelinstva
hrvatskih plemica koji su u kasnom srednjem vijeku gospodarili
podru¢jem Mokrog Polja i Ervenika (K. REGAN 2012: 1-34).
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area on the left and right side of the Zrmanja River.”
On the right side of the river are the remains of the
drystone wall only a few hundred meters long while
on the left side they spread in length of over 3 km.
Field survey encompassed smaller part on the right
side and a segment over hamlets Popovi¢i, Muzdali
and Raseti¢i on the left bank of Zrmanja.

Remains of the drystone wall can be clearly noti-
ced in the border area of Ervenik and Mokro Polje,
i.e. at the south-eastern foot of Jagodnik hill. From
this spot to the unpaved road Ervenik — Mokro
Polje, the remains are not visible as they were taken
away when modern period drystone enclosure wall
was built, as confirmed in the field survey. Further
to the south-east, between the unpaved road and
Zrmanja canyon, field survey was not carried out,
and on aerial and satellite images last traces of the
drystone wall can be discerned about 200 m south
of the road. There are no clearly visible traces from

?  'The village was named after a narrow karst field divided into

alarger northern and smaller southern part by the Zrmanja River.
It consists of a number of hamlets, often situated next to the edge
of the field or scattered in wide karst area on both sides of the
river. Abundance of archaeological finds from different historical
periods was recorded in the village area. The Liburnian period
is represented by the hillfort settlements Durina gromila and
Raducka glavica, situated on the southern periphery of the vil-
lage. Remains of two early Christian churches and fort Cuker,
located above the canyon on the left side of Zrmanja originate
from Late Antiquity (V. DELONGA 1984: 259-283). On the
opposite side of the river are the remains of the medieval fort
Keglevi¢a gradina, former center of estate of the Croatian noble-
men who ruled the region of Mokro Polje and Ervenik in the
Late Middle Ages (K. REGAN 2012: 1-34).
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SLikA 6. Ostaci subozida kod zaseoka Popovi
Geoportal DGU; Drzavni arbiv u Zadru)

¢i u Mokrom Polju i isjecak austrijske katastarske karte iz 1827. god. (izvor

FiGURE 6. Remains of the drystone wall near the position Popovica ograda in Mokro Polje and a section of the Austrian
cadastral map from 1827 (source: Geoportal DGU; State Archives in Zadar)

jaruga kroz koju teku povremeni buji¢ni tokovi,
zbog ¢ega je mogude da suhozid na tom predje-
lu nije ni bio izgraden. Da su graditelji suhozida
iskoristili postojanje ove prirodne barijere, upucuje
¢injenica $to se on na lijevoj strani Zrmanje nastav-
lja to¢no nasuprot mjestu na kojemu vododerina
utjece u rije¢ni kanjon (SL. 5).

Na lijevoj strani Zrmanje suhozid se nastavljao
od samog ruba dubokog kanjona i prelazio preko
relativno ravnog krskog predjela Palosevina, u sje-
veroistocnom podnozju brda Veliki Ostrik (365
m), na ¢ijem se vrhu nalazi prapovijesna gradina.
Na ovom podruéju nije izvrSen terenski pregled,
ali ostatci se suhozida dobro uocavaju na zra¢nim
i satelitskim snimkama. Na ovom je podrudju za-
sigurno doslo do njegove veée razgradnje, ponaj-
prije radi zidanja novijih suhozidnih ograda koje
se nalaze uz njegovu zapadnu stranu. Nakon 1
km suhozid dolazi do nadomak izduzenog krskog
polja od kuda se u duzini od 2 km proteze po
istoénom rubu uzviSenja, odnosno iznad zaseo-
ki Popovi¢i, Muzdali, Raseti¢i, Babi¢i, Kljujiéi i
Trivi¢i, koji su smjesteni u podnozju, uz zapadni
rub polja.

Na predjelu iznad zaseoka Popovidi suhozid je
razgraden za potrebe zidanja velike suhozidne
ograde (Popovic¢a ograda) ¢iji je cijeli istoc¢ni zid sa-
zidan na njegovim ostatcima. Ograda je ucrtana na

austrijskom katastru iz 1827. god., $to je jedan od

33

this spot to the Zrmanja canyon, at the “as the
crow flies” distance of 500 m. A deep ravine or dit-
ch is located in this area, and torrents occasionally
flow through it so it is possible that the drystone
wall was not built at all in this area. The fact that
the wall continues on the left bank of the Zrmanja
River exactly opposite the place where the ravine
flows into the river canyon attests that the wall bu-
ilders used this natural barrier (Fig. 5).

On the left side of Zrmanja the drystone wall con-
tinued from the very edge of deep canyon and passed
over relatively flat karst area Palosevina, at the north-
eastern foot of Veliki Ostrik hill (365 m) with a prehi-
storic hillfort on the top. Field survey was not carried
out in this area, but traces of the drystone wall are ea-
sily recognizable on aerial photos and satellite images.
In this region its disintegration must have been most
intensive, primarily to build new enclosure walls lo-
cated along its western side. After 1 km drystone wall
comes close to an elongated karst field wherefrom it
spreads along the eastern edge of the elevation in len-
gth of 2 km, above hamlets Popovi¢i, Muzdali, Rase-
ti¢i, Babidi, Kljuji¢i and Trivi¢i, situated at the foot,
next to the western periphery of the field.

In the area of Popovi¢i hamlet the drystone wall was
torn down in order to build large drystone enclosure
wall (Popovi¢a ograda) whose entire eastern wall was
built on its remains. The enclosure was recorded in

the Austrian cadastre from 1827 testifying to the fact
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Svika 7. Ostatci subozida na polozaju Vrscic u Mokrom Polju (izvor: Geoportal DGU)
F1GURE 7. Remains of the drystone wall at the position Vricié in Mokro Polje (source: Geoportal DGU)

dokaza da suhozid ne potjece iz novijeg razdoblja
(SL 6). Na predjelu iznad zaseokd Muzdali ostatci
su suhozida dosta masivni, a na pojedinim su po-
loZajima u njih ugradeni manji suhozidni zakloni
iz Drugog svjetskog rata. Na podrudju iznad zase-
ok4 Muzdali i Raseti¢i suhozid prelazi preko ma-
njeg uzviSenja Vrsi¢ ili Vrsci¢ (256 m), $to je jedini
njegov dio oznacen na novoj Hrvatskoj osnovnoj
karti, 1:5000 (Sl. 7).

Suhozid nastavlja prema jugoistoku, konstantno
pratedi isto¢nu padinu uzviSenja nad poljem. Na vi-
sinskim snimkama ostatci su mu posljednji put vid-

that the drystone wall is not of recent origin (Fig. 6).
In the area above Muzdali hamlets, the drystone wall
remains are rather massive, and on certain positions
smaller drystone shelters were incorporated in them
dating from the Second World War. In the area above
hamlets Muzdali and Raseti¢i, drystone wall passes
over a smaller elevation Vrsi¢ or Vrici¢ (256 m), whi-
ch is its only segment recorded on the new Basic State
Map of Croatia, 1:5000 (Fig. 7).

The drystone wall continues towards south-east,
constantly following the eastern slope of the elevation
above the field. On the aerial and satellite images its

Svika 8. Ostatci subozida na polozaju Glavicurak u Mokrom Polju (izvor: Gegportal DGU)
F1GURE 8. Remains of the drystone wall at the position Glavicurak in Mokro Polje (source: Geoportal DGU)



S. Vrki¢, Who built the big drystone wall in the east of Bukovica?, MHM, 3, 2016 (2017), 25-61

%

Al WL & b .. 1% &w 4 7 NG
SvikA 9. Ostatci subozida na padinama uzvisenja iznad zaseoki Muzdali i Rasetici u Mokrom Polju (foto: S. Vrkic, 2015)
F1GURE 9. Remains of the drystone wall at the slopes of elevation above hamlets Muzdali and Rasetici in Mokro Polje
(photo by S. Vrkic, 2015)

ljivi na juznoj padini uzviSenja Glavicurak (269,2 remains are last seen on the southern slope of Gla-
m), nedaleko od zaseoka Trivi¢i (S 8). Od tog po- vicurak hill (269.2) in the vicinity of Trivi¢i hamlet
loZaja sve do sjevernog dijela Radudi¢a nema jasno (Fig. 8). From this position to the northern part of
vidljivih ostataka velikog suhozida jer se na pret- Raduci¢ there are no clearly visible remains of the big
postavljenoj trasi nalaze brojne suhozidne ograde i drystone wall as many drystone enclosures and plots
iskr¢ene povrsine. Uz pretpostavljenu trasu nalaze of cleared land are located along the assumed route
se prapovijesne gradine Kuciste u Opaci¢ima i Du- as well as prehistoric hillforts Kudiste in Opaci¢i and
rina gromila kod bunara Kurelj, obje smjestene na Durina gromila near the Kurelj well, both located on
krskim izbojcima nadvijenim nad poljem (SL. 15). the karst outcrops rising over the field (Fig. 15).

Na podru¢ju Mokrog Polja ostatci su suhozi- In the area of Mokro Polje the remains of the dry-
da sacuvani kao nekoliko metara Siroki nasipi od stone wall were preserved in form of a few meter wide
amorfnog kamenja, naj¢es¢e osutog po isto¢nim embankment made of amorphous stones, usually sca-
padinama uzvisenja nad poljem. Prosje¢na im vi- ttered on the eastern slopes of the elevation above the
sina iznosi oko 0,5 m, a jedina je iznimka predio field. Their average height is about 0.5 m, with the
izmedu zaseokd Muzdali, gdje ti ostatci djeluju do- only exception in the area between Muzdali hamlets
sta masivnije (SI. 9). Cesto su prilikom gradnje bili where these remains seem more massive (Fig. 9). Of-
iskoriStavani izbojci kamena Zivca, na kojemu je ten bedrock outcrops were used in building. Some-
ponekad sacuvano isto¢no lice suhozida, zbog ¢ega times eastern face of the wall was preserved on the
njegovi ostatci djeluju masivniji od onih na rav- bedrock making the wall remains seem more massive
nom terenu. Zbog obrusenosti kamenja po padini than the ones on flat ground. Due to scattered stones
nije bilo moguée odrediti izvornu $irinu suhozida, on the slope, original width of the wall could not be
koja vjerojatno nije bila manja od 2 m. determined, but it probably was not less than 2 m.
4. OSTATCI SUHOZIDA NA 4. REMAINS OF THE DRYSTONE

PODRUCJU RADUCICA WALL IN THE RADUCIC REGION

Juzni se dio suhozida nalazi na podrudju sela Southern part of the drystone wall is located in the
Radu¢i¢."” Ostatci mu se protezu po relativno area of the village of Raduci¢.”® Its remains spread
10" Radudi¢ se nalazi na isto¢nom rubu Bukovice, oko 10 km 10 Raduci¢ is situated on the eastern periphery of Bukovica,
zapadno od Knina. Selo je rastrkanog tipa, sastavljeno od veeg about 10 km west of Knin. The village is scattered, consisting
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F1GURE 10. Remains of the drystone wall above the Raducko polje (source: Gegportal DGU)

ravnom kr$kom terenu, najcesée u blizini zaseo-
k4, suhozidnih ograda i raznih prometnica, $to je
dovelo do njegova vedeg oste¢enja. Terenskim je
pregledom obuhvaden manji dio na niskoj uzvi-
sini iznad polja i dio od zeljeznicke pruge do ka-
njona rijeke Krke.

Ostatci suhozida na podrudju Raducica prvi se
put uocavaju na niskoj uzvisini nad izduZenim
krskim poljem, zapadno od zaseokd Modrinidi i
Bulovani (Sl. 10). Skromni su ostatci slabo vidljivi
na zra¢nim i satelitskim snimkama, a njihovo je
postojanje potvrdeno tek nakon provedenog teren-
skog obilaska. Tom je prilikom pregledano svega
nekoliko stotina metara suhozida, dok je daljnje
pracenje onemogucila gusta vegetacija i brojne su-
hozidne ograde koje su ¢esto sazidane od kamenja
uzetog sa suhozida. Zbog istih razloga ti ostatci
nisu jasno vidljivi na zra¢nim i satelitskim snim-
kama, ali se moze pretpostaviti da se protezu po
niskoj uzvisini nad cijelim radu¢kim poljem." Na
pregledanim ostatcima uoc¢ena su dva manja suho-

broja zaseoka koji su koncentrirani uz usko krsko polje ili raspr-
$eni na Sirokoj krskoj zaravni na desnoj strani rijeke Krke. U rim-
skom je razdoblju podrugje sela imalo izuzetnu prometnu vaz-
nost jer su preko njega prolazile vazne anticke komunikacije, od
kojih su najvaznije bile magistralna cesta Akvileja — Dirahij i cesta
ad imum montem Ditionum Ulcirum (I. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC
2013: 556-560).

""" Na zraénim snimkama iz 1968. god., dostupnim na inter-
netskom servisu https://ispu.mgipu.hr, ostatci su velikog suhozida
vidljivi u duZini od 700 m, dok su na suvremenim zra¢nim i sate-
litskim snimkama di isti ostatci vidljivi u duzini od samo 100 m.
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over relatively flat karst terrain, usually close to ha-
mlets, drystone walls and different roads, resulting
in its heavier damage. Field survey has encompassed
small part on a low elevation above the field and
part from the railway to the Krka River canyon.
Remains of the drystone wall in the Radu¢i¢ area
can be noticed for the first time on a low elevation
above an elongated karst field, west of hamlets Mo-
drini¢i and Bulovani (Fig. 10). Scanty remains are
barely visible on aerial photos and satellite images,
and their existence was confirmed only after the
field survey. On that occasion only a few hundred
meters of the drystone wall were inspected while
further research was prevented by dense vegetation
and many drystone wall enclosures, often built of
stones taken from the drystone wall. These remains
are not clearly visible on aerial and satellite images
owing to the same reasons but we can assume that
they spread on the low elevation over the entire
field of Raduc¢i¢.! On the examined remains were
two smaller shelters in drystone wall facing east,

of several hamlets concentrated next to the narrow karst field or
scattered on a wide karst plateau on the right side of the Krka
River. In the Roman period the village area had exceptional im-
portance in terms of transport as important ancient roads passed
over it, such as the main road Aquileia — Dyrrachium and road
ad imum montem Ditionum Ulcirum (I. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC
2013, 556-560).

""" On aerial photos from 1968 avaialble on the internet service
https://ispu.mgipu.hr, remains of the big drystone wall are vis-
ible in length of 700 m, while on recent aerial and satellite images
they can be traced for only 100 m.
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F1GURE 11. Remains of the drystone wall at Jukozovici (Radiéi hamlet) in Raducic (source: Gegportal DGU)

zidna zaklona okrenuta prema istoku, koji najvje-
rojatnije predstavljaju ostatke vojnih polozaja iz
Drugog svjetskog rata.

Ostatci suhozida ponovno su vidljivi na predjelu
Kisidi, juzno od zaseoka Radi¢i (Jukozovié¢i) (SL.
11). Analizom zra¢nih snimaka i terenskim obila-
skom utvrdeno je da se suhozid kontinuirano pro-
tezao od polozaja Kr$i¢i do samog ruba dubokog
kanjona rijeke Krke (SI. 12). Ostatci su mu najbo-
lje vidljivi sjeverozapadno od zaseoka Bjelobrci u
Prnadovcu i kod Zeljeznicke pruge Zadar — Knin,
koja ga je presjekla prilikom izgradnje 1967. god.

Suhozid je na podru¢ju Raduci¢a ocuvan nesto
losije nego na ostalim predjelima. Ostatci su mu
naj¢esée sacuvani kao niska nakupina amorfnog
kamenja, razasutog u $irini od nekoliko metara
(S1. 13). Iznimka je samo jedan polozaj nad po-
ljem gdje su vidljiva oba vanjska lica suhozida,
koji je na tom polozaju bio $irok samo 1 m, dok
je na svim ostalim predjelima njegova originalna
$irina bila oko 2 m. Sacuvana visina na nijed-
nom mjestu ne prelazi 0,5 m, a na pojedinim je
mjestima i niza. Na podru¢ju Raduciéa zasigur-
no je doslo do vece razgradnje ostataka velikog
suhozida jer je kamenje odnoseno za gradnju
razli¢itih objekata, posebno novovjekovnih su-
hozidnih ograda. Vecoj je razgradnji pridonijela
blizina naseljima i kasnija izgradnja, $to je po-
sebno izrazeno oko centra sela, gdje na nijed-

nom mjestu nema vidljivih ostataka suhozida.
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probably as the remains of military positions from
the Second World War.

Remains of the drystone wall are visible in the
Krsidi area, south of Radiéi (Jukozovi¢i) hamlet
(Fig. 11). Analysis of aerial photos and field sur-
vey has revealed that the drystone wall had spread
continuously from the Krsi¢i position to the end
of the deep canyon of the Krka River (Fig. 12). Its
remains can be most easily recognized north-west
of Bjelobrci hamlet in Prnadovac and near Zadar-
Knin railway, which had cut through it when it
was built in 1967.

The drystone wall in the Raduci¢ region was less
well preserved than in other areas. Its remains usu-
ally come down to low heaps of amorphous stones,
scattered in width of several meters (Fig. 13). The
exception is only one position above the field whe-
re both outer faces of the drystone wall are visible.
At this position it was only 1 m wide while its ori-
ginal width was about 2 m in all other segments.
Preserved height does not exceed 0.5 m, and it is
even lower at certain places. Remains of the big
drystone wall were definitely taken away in the re-
gion of Raduci¢, as the stones were used for buil-
ding various objects, in particular modern period
drystone wall enclosures. Vicinity of settlements
and later building contributed to disintegration of
the wall, which is particularly evident around the
center of the village where remains of the drystone
wall are nowhere to be seen.
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5. ARHEOLOSKI KONTEKST

Na podruéju preko kojega se protezao veliki suho-
zid nalaze se brojni arheoloski lokaliteti iz razlicitih
prapovijesnih i povijesnih razdoblja, zbog ¢ega ¢u na-
vesti samo ona vaznija koja bi se na neki nac¢in mogla
dovesti u vezu s njegovom izgradnjom (SI. 17). Na
podru¢ju Ervenika nalaze se brojni prapovijesni lo-
kaliteti od kojih su dva smjestena u neposrednoj bli-
zini suhozida. Prvi je gradinsko naselje smjesteno na
brdu Koco (493,5 m)."* To je najznacajnija od niza
manjih gradina na podrudju nekadasnjeg sela Gornji
Ervenik."” Gradina se nalazi na brdu ¢iji je vrh sa svih
strana okruzen nepravilnim kamenim bedemom,
koji zatvara povrsinu od oko 9000 m*. Arheoloski
je sloj natalozen u uzem pojasu uz unutarnju stranu
bedema na sjevernom i isto¢nom dijelu, dok je nesto
$iri na zapadnom i juznom dijelu gradine, gdje se na
povrsini mogu pronadi brojni ulomei keramickih po-
suda. U unutrasnjosti se nalazi manji pregradni zid
koji gradinu dijeli na ve¢i sjeverni i manji juzni dio.

2 Vth je dobio ime po nestalom srednjoviekovnom selu Koce-

vi¢ koje se nalazilo na istoimenom predjelu u Gornjem Erveniku.
Na austrijskim kartama iz 19. st. lokalitet je oznacen kao Ko-
Cevica glavica (Kopchevicza Glavicza), dok ga Alatevi¢ u popisu
starina navodi kao Gradina Koéelo (J. ALACEVIC 1880: 88).

13 Sjeverozapadno i zapadno od ostataka suhozida, na podrudju
srednjovjekovnog sela Kocevi¢, nalaze se manje gradine: Joki¢a
glavica kod lokve Ravnjaca i Gradina iznad zaseoka Kabi¢i. Utvr-
deni su polozaji vidljivi na jo§ dva mjesta u blizini zaseoka Kabiéi.
Na podru¢ju zapadnije od Kocevica registrirane su gradine Straz-
benica i Orli¢.

SvLIKA 12. Ostatci subozida kod zaseoka Bjelobrei (Prnadovac) u Raducicu
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(izvor: Geoportal DGU)
F1GURE 12. Remains of the drystone wall at Bjelobrci hamlet (Prnadovac) in Raducic (source: Geoportal DGU)

5. ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

Many archaeological sites from different prehisto-
ric and historic periods are situated in the area of
the drystone wall. Therefore I will mention only the
more important ones which may be, in one way or
another, related to its construction (Fig. 17). There
is a number of prehistoric sites in the region of Er-
venik, two of which are located in the immediate
vicinity of the drystone wall. The first hillfort settle-
ment was located on Koc¢o hill (493.5 m)."? This is
the most important small hillfort in a series of simi-
lar ones in the area of the former village of Gornji
Ervenik." The hillfort is situated on a hill the top of
which is surrounded with an irregular stone rampart
on all sides, enclosing an area of about 9000 m®.
The archaeological layer was deposited in a narrow
belt along the inner side of the rampart on the nort-
hern and eastern part while it is somewhat wider on
the western and southern part of the hillfort where

"2 Tt was named after an abandoned medieval village of Kocevic,

that was situated in the homonymous area in Gornji Ervenik. On
the Austrian maps from the 19th century the site is marked as
Kocevica glavica (Kopchevicza Glavicza), while Alacevi¢ mentions
it as Gradina Koelo in the list of antiquities (J. ALACEVIC
1880: 88).

13 North-west and west of the drystone wall remains, in the
area of the medieval village of Kocevi¢ are smaller hillforts: Joki¢a
glavica near Ravnjaca pond and Gradina above Kabi¢i hamlet.
Fortified positions are visible on two more spots in the vicinity of
Kabi¢i hamlet. Hillforts Strazbenica and Orli¢ were recorded in
the area west of Kocevi¢.
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SvLIKA 13. Ostatci subozida kod zaseoka Bjelobrci (Prnadovac) u Raducicu (foto: S. Vrkic, 2014, 2016)
F1GURE 13. Remains of the drystone wall at Bjelobrci hamlet (Prnadovac) in Raducic (photo by S. Vrkic, 2014, 2016)

Zid se nastavlja izvan bedema sve do zapadnog pod- abundance of pottery sherds can be found on the
nozja, gdje se najvjerojatnije nalazilo podrudje ogra- surface. A smaller partition wall divides the hillfort
deno niskim suhozidom. U jugoistoénom podnozju into bigger northern and smaller southern part. The
gradine vidljive su dvije depresije u kr$u koje su u wall continues outside the rampart all the way to
odredenom razdoblju mogle biti koristene kao lokve the western foot of the hill where an area enclosed
za sakupljanje vode. Na osnovi terenskih zapaZanja i with a low drystone wall was probably located. Two
nalaza keramike moze se zakljuciti da se radi o gradin- depressions in karst are visible at the south-eastern
skom naselju koje je bilo naseljeno kroz duze vrijeme foot of the hillfort that could be used as ponds for
tijekom Zeljeznog doba. Ono $to ovu gradinu ¢ini ne- collecting water. On the basis of field observations
obi¢nom jest njezin bedem na isto¢noj strani, koji je and pottery finds we can conclude that it was a hi-
viSestruko vedi i $iri od bedema na ostatku gradine, llfort settlement that was inhabited over a longer pe-
$to se jasno uoc¢ava na zra¢nim snimkama i terenu (SL. riod during the Iron Age. An unusual characteristic
14). Snazno utvrdivanje istonog bedema najbolje se of this hillfort is its eastern wall, which is much big-
moze objasniti time $to se na toj strani nalazilo nepri- ger and wider than the wall on the remainder of the
jateljsko podrudje, odnosno smjer iz kojega se mogao hillfor, as clearly visible on aerial photos and on the
ocekivati napad. spot (Fig. 14). The best interpretation of the strong
Na juznom, visem vrhu brda Jagodnik (488 m) reinforcement of the eastern wall could be that the
nalazi se velika kamena gomila (SI. 18). U njezinoj enemy area was on that side i.e. the direction where-
strukturi nema vidljivih dijelova grobne arhitektu- from an attack might have been expected.
re, kao ni ulomaka keramic¢kih posuda na osnovi A large stone cairn (Fig. 18) is located on the
kojih bi se lokalitet mogao poblize definirati ili southern, higher peak of Jagodnik hill (488 m).
datirati u odredeno razdoblje. Neki su autori ovaj There were no visible traces of grave architecture
polozaj navodili kao gradinsko utvrdenje,' ali na in its structure, nor pottery sherds, which might be
osnovi sa¢uvanih ostataka ne moze se utvrditi kako helpful in defining or dating the site to a certain pe-
je ova struktura originalno izgledala i koju je funk- riod. Some authors mentioned this site as a hillfort,"*
' Arheologinja Vedrana Delonga navodi lokalitet Ervenicki Ja- " Archaeologist Vedrana Delonga mentions the site of Ervenicki
godnik kao jedno od autohtonih gradinskih utvrdenja koja se nizu Jagodnik as one of autocthonous hillforts along the western side
uz zapadnu stranu Mokrog Polja: V. DELONGA 1984: 262. of Mokro Polje (V. DELONGA 1984: 262).
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SLIKA 14. Uruseni bedemi prapovijesne gradine Koco u Erveniku (izvor: Geoportal DGU, foto: S. Vrkic, 2015)
F1cURE 14. Collapsed walls of the prehistoric hillfort Koco in Ervenik (source: Gegportal DGU, photo: S. Vrkic, 2015)

ciju imala. No, vazno je istaknuti da se radi o stra- but on the basis of preserved remains we cannot
teski vaznom polozaju s kojega je moguca vizualna determine what this structure originally looked like
komunikacija s gradinom Koco na sjeveru i nizom and what its function was. However it is important
gradina na jugu, odnosno nadzor suhozida na $i- to mention that its strategically important position
rem podrudju lijeve i desne obale Zrmanje. Strates- enables visual communication with Ko¢o hillfort
ku vaznost ovog polozaja potvrduju i manji vojni in the north and a series of hillforts in the south,
zakloni ukopani u plast gomile za vrijeme Drugog i.e. surveillance of the drystone wall in the wider
svjetskog rata.” Na zapadnom rubu gomile sazi- area of the left and right banks of Zrmanja. Strate-
dan je manji pastirski zaklon iz novijeg vremena.'® gic importance of this position was confirmed by
Nedaleko od suhozida u Mokrom Polju nalaze se many military shelters dug into its surface during
cak Cetiri prapovijesne gradine koje je opisao nje- the Second World War."> A small shepherd’s shelter
macki arheolog Werner Buttler."” Uz samu trasu was built rather recently on the western periphery
suhozida smjestene su gradine Kuéiste u zaseoku of the mound. '
Opaci¢i i Durina gromila kod bunara Kurelj, dok As much as four hillforts, described by the Ger-
se gradine Veliki Ostrik i Raducka glavica nalaze man archaeologist Werner Buttler, are situated in
na izdvojenim brdima, na podrudju zapadno od the vicinity of the drystone wall in Mokro Polje."”
bedema. Jedno manje gradinsko utvrdenje najvje- Hillforts Kudiste in Opaci¢i hamlet and Durina go-
rojatnije se nalazilo na mjestu kasnoanticke utvrde mila near the Kurelj well are located near the rou-
Cuker nad kanjonom Zrmanje (SI. 15)."® U novi- te of the drystone wall. Hillforts Veliki Ostrik and
joj literaturi navodi se jo$ nekoliko polozaja, ali jos Raducka glavica are located on isolated hills, in the
uvijek nema sigurnih potvrda da se radi o prapovi- area west of the wall. A small hillfort was most pro-

bably located at the place of late antique fort Cuker

5 U vojnim dokumentima Jagodnik se spominje kao domi-
nantna kota tijekom bitke talijanskih i partizanskih snaga iz > In the military documents Jagodnik is mentioned as a domi-

1942. god.: Zbornik NOR 1954: 487. nant elevation in the battle between the Italian forces and parti-
16 Jedan sli¢an zaklon nalazi se na ostatcima suhozida u jugoi- sans in 1942 (Zbornik NOR 1954: 487).

sto¢nom podnozju brda Jagodnik. Radi se o pastirskim zakloni- 16 A similar shelter is located on the drystone wall remains at
ma koji su zbog dostupnosti gradevinskog materijala cesto sazi- the south-eastern foot of Jagodnik hill. These were shepherds’
dani na kamenim tumulima ili bedemima prapovijesnih gradina. shelters which were often built on stone tumuli or walls of pre-
Ovakve polukruzne ili éetvrtaste suhozidne objekte s otvorom na historic hillforts due to availability of building material. These
juznoj strani najces¢e su gradili pastiri kao priviemene zaklone od semicircular or square drystone wall objects with an opening on
bure. the southern side were most often built by shepherds as tempo-
7" W.BUTTLER 1933: 193-194. rary shelters from bora wind.

'8 V. DELONGA 1984: 277. 17 W. BUTTLER 1933: 193-194.
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jesnim gradinama."

Prvo se gradinsko utvrdenje nalazi na izdvoje-
nom brdu Veliki Ostrik (365 m) koje se uzdize nad
nenaseljenim kr$kim podruc¢jem nedaleko od lijeve
obale Zrmanje. Gradina je udaljena 700 m jugoza-
padno od velikog suhozida na predjelu Palosevina.
Prvi ju je opisao Buttler, koji je istaknuo da se radi
o dominantnom polozaju, sli¢cnom Raduckoj gla-
vici, koji je zbog strateskih razloga bio snazno utvr-
den, ali zbog izostanka povrsinskih nalaza gradinu
nije preciznije datirao.”* No, bez obzira na vrijeme
izgradnje, lokalitet je zbog svojeg dominantnog
poloZaja mogao imati izuzetan vojno-strateski zna-
¢aj u vrijeme ratnih sukoba.

Gradina Ku¢iste nalazi se na manjoj zaravni nad
poljem, na podrudju juzno od ostataka velikog su-
hozida. Ostatci su joj devastirani izgradnjom kuéa
zaseoka Opacic¢i. Na osnovi prikupljenih ulomaka

19 M. Celhar je u doktorskoj disertaciji navela tri poloZaja kod

zaseoka Veinovidi i Japundzi¢i koji su zbog kamenih gomila, vid-
ljivih na zra¢nim i satelitskim snimkama, uvr$teni u katalog gra-
dinskih naselja na podru¢ju sjeverne Dalmacije: M. CELHAR
2014: 355-356, kat. 083, 085-086.

% W.BUTTLER 1933: 194, T. 38, 1.
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over the Zrmanja canyon (Fig. 15)." In the recent
literature several more positions are mentioned, but
there are no definite confirmations that these actu-
ally were prehistoric hillforts."

The first hillfort is situated on Veliki Ostrik hill
(365 m), rising over an uninhabited karst area,
near the left bank of Zrmanja. The hillfort is at
the distance of 700 m to the south west of the big
drystone wall in the area of Palosevina. Buttler was
the first to describe it, emphasizing that it was on
a dominant position, similar to Raducka glavica,
which was well-fortified due to strategic reasons,
but it was not dated more precisely owing to lack
of surface finds.”” Regardless of the time of buil-
ding, the site had to have exceptional military and
strategic importance in time of war conflicts due to
its dominant position.

Kudiste hillfort is located on a small plateau over

8 V. DELONGA 1984: 277.

19 M. Celhar in her doctoral dissertation mentioned three posi-
tions near Veinovi¢i and Japundzi¢i hamlets, that were listed in
the catalogue of hillfort settlements in northern Dalmatia owing
to stone cairns visible on aerial photos and satellite images: M.
CELHAR 2014: 355-356, cat. 083, 085-086.

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 194, T. 38, 1.
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keramike Buttler je gradinu okvirno datirao u Ze-
ljezno doba (hallstart).**

U juznom nastavku nalazi se velika gradina Duri-
na gromila, takoder smjestena na izbocini nadvije-
noj nad poljem. L. Marun je proveo manje probno
iskopavanje 1930. god. te je tom prilikom istrazio
dio masivnog bedema na jugozapadnoj strani ¢ija
je originalna $irina iznosila vise od 5 m.*> Na osnovi
pronadene helenisticke keramike Buttler je gradinu
datirao u 3. — 2. st. pr. Kr., istaknuvsi da je koriStena
za privremeno stanovanje ili zbjeg.” Tu je tvrdnju s
pravom opovrgnuo S. Cace, koji smatra da se radi
o sredistu liburnske zajednice, koje je zasigurno bilo
naseljeno od 3. do 1. st. pr. Kr.* Na osnovi teren-
skih opaZanja istaknuo je mogu¢nost da je gradina
napustena ve¢ pocetkom carskog razdoblja.”

Velika prapovijesna gradina nalazi se na izdvojenom
brdu Raducka glavica (358,9 m), udaljenom oko 1,5
km zapadno od Durine gromile i pretpostavljene tra-
se suhozida na graniénom podru¢ju Mokrog Polja
i Radudi¢a.®® Gradinu je prvi opisao Butder, koji je
zabiljeZio postojanje najmanje tri razine bedema, a na
osnovi ostataka Marunove sonde i pronadenih zidova
zakljucio je da je na gradini moralo postojati uporiste
u rimsko vrijeme.”” Cace je pretpostavio da je tije-
kom starijeg razdoblja ova gradina mogla biti sjediste
liburnske teritorijalne zajednice kojoj je moglo pri-
padati podru¢je Raduci¢a, Mokrog Polja, Oéestova
i dijela Padena.”® On je smatra tipi¢cnom arhai¢nom
gradinom s centralnom funkcijom, koja je kasnije iz-
gubila status centralnog naselja, ali je zbog izuzetno
dominantnog polozaja ostala u funkciji naselja i utvr-
de.”” Nedavno objavljeni predrimski novci potvrduju
da je gradina bila naseljena tijekom 3. i 2. st. pr. Kr.%*

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 194, T. 37, 2.

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 193-194, T. 37, 1; 33, 3.

% W.BUTTLER 1933: 194.

% S.CACE 2013: 28.

» S.CACE 2013: 33.

% Drugi je naziv za ovu gradinu Babica glavica. To je naziv koji
koristi lokalno stanovnistvo jer se u podnoZju brda nalaze dva
zaseoka Babic¢a (Savanovidi i Ikanovi¢i). Ovaj se naziv ponekad
koristi u arheoloskoj literaturi umjesto naziva Raducka glavica .
BATOVIC 1977: karta 1, br. 31), a ponekad se pogresno navode
Babica glavica i Raducka glavica kao dvije prapovijesne gradine u
Mokrom Polju (V. DELONGA 1984: 262).

¥ W.BUTTLER 1933: 193, T. 36, 2.

% 5. CACE 1985: 837; S. CACE 1989: 79.

¥ S. CACE 1985: 762-763.

3 M. ILKIC, M. REBIC 2014: 98, 105-106, kat. br. 1, 3,
36-38.
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the field, in an area south of the wall remains. Hi-
llfort remains were devastated by building of the
houses in Opaci¢i hamlet. On the basis of collec-
ted pottery sherds, Buttler dated the hillfort broad-
ly to the Iron Age (hallstarr).”!

In the southern extension is a big hillfort Purina
gromila, also situated on an elevation rising over
the field. L. Marun conducted a small-scope tri-
al excavation in 1930 when he explored a part of
massive wall on the south-western side, which was
originally over 5 m wide.” On the basis of finds
of Hellenistic pottery, Buttler dated the hillfort to
the 3rd — 2nd century BC, emphasizing that it was
used for only temporary dwelling or as a refuge.”
This statement was rightfully contested by S. Cace
who believed that it was a center of Liburnian co-
mmunity, and that it was definitely settled from
the 3rd to Ist century BC.** On the basis of field
observations he mentioned the possibility that the
hillfort might have been deserted as early as the
beginning of the imperial period.”

A big prehistoric hillfort is located on an isola-
ted hill Raducka glavica (358.9 m), about 1.5 km
west of Purina gromila and the assumed route of
the drystone wall in the border area of Mokro Polje
and Raduci¢. ? The hillfort was first described by
Buttler who recorded at least three levels of walls,
and on the basis of Marun’s probe and uncovered
walls, he concluded that a stronghold had to be lo-
cated on the hillfort in the Roman period.”” Cace
assumed that this hillfort may have been a center
of a Liburnian territorial community in the earlier
period, encompassing the area of Radu¢i¢, Mokro
Polje, Oéestovo and part of Padene.”® He interpre-
ted it as a typical archaic hillfort with central functi-
on, that later lost status of a central settlement but

it retained the function of a settlement and fort due

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 194, T. 37, 2.

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 193-194, T. 37, 1; 33, 3.

% W.BUTTLER 1933: 194.

% S.CACE2013: 28.

» 8. CACE 2013: 33.

% The other name of this hillfort is Babi¢a glavica, used by local
population as two hamlets of Babi¢i (Savanovi¢i and Tkanovici)
are located at the foot of the hill. This term is sometimes used
in archaeological literature instead of the term Raducka glavica
(S. BATOVIC 1977: map 1, no. 31), and occasionally Babic¢a
glavica and Raducka glavica are incorrectly mentioned as two
prehistoric hillforts in Mokro Polje (V. DELONGA 1984: 262).
¥ W.BUTTLER 1933: 193, T. 36, 2.

% S. CACE 1985: 837; S. CACE 1989: 79.
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Gradina je morala imati izuzetan strateski znacaj u
vrijeme kasnijih sukoba jer se nalazila na izdvojenom
brdu koje dominira nad kr$kom zaravni oko srednjeg
toka rijeke Krke, dok je u slu¢aju napada omoguca-
vala laksu obranu.’!

Na podru¢ju Raducica, uz sam rub kanjona rijeke
Krke, nalaze se ostatci dviju prapovijesnih gradina.
Gradina nad Gredom ili Bobodol smjestena je uz
rub kanjona, oko 2 km uzvodno od zavrsetka velikog
suhozida. Prvi ju je opisao Buttler te je samo okvir-
no datirao u prapovijesno razdoblje.” To je manje
utvrdenje sa snaznim bedemom s kojega se mogao
nadzirati vazni rijecni prijelaz Bobodol, na kojemu
je u rimskom razdoblju bio izgraden most.** Druga
je gradina, najvjerojatnije, postojala nedaleko od za-
seoka Burze, odnosno nekoliko stotina metara istoc-
no od zavrSetka suhozida.** Na odvojenoj stijeni,
nadvijenoj iznad dubokog rije¢nog kanjona, vidljivi
su ostatci manjeg srednjovjekovnog utvrdenja, a na
nekadasnje postojanje prapovijesne gradine upucuju
nalazi keramike i ostatci suhozidnih nasipa u blizini.*

Na podru¢ju Radudi¢a zabiljezena su dva za-
nimljiva odnosa velikog suhozida s arheoloskim
ostatcima iz rimskog razdoblja (SI. 16). Prvi je
nedavno otkriveni rimski vojni kastel u zaseoku
Bjelobrci u Prnadovcu koji se nalazi 250 m za-

36

padno od suhozida.’® Za sada je tesko tvrditi je

li postojanje velikog suhozida utjecalo na odabir
polozaja na kojemu je kastel izgraden, ali nije ne-

vazna ¢injenica da su svi poznati rimski vojni ta-

' Polozaj je zadrzao vojno-strateski znacaj sve do modernog

razdoblja to potvrduju ostatci manje vojne promatracnice izgra-
dene od strane JNA tijekom 1970-ih godina: http://www.radu-
cic.com/14_Gradina_na_Raduckoj_glavici.html.

3 W.BUTTLER 1933: 192, T. 34, 3.

3 Danas se u Sirokom kanjonu ispod gradine nalaze plodne ora-
nice, uredene sredinom 20. st., nakon $to je snizavanjem sedrenih
barijera isuseno veliko jezero Bobodol ili Marasovacko jezero. Na
lijevoj strani rijeke, iznad nekadasnjeg rije¢nog prijelaza, nalazi se
gradinski lokalitet Zasoki koji je imao najvazniju ulogu u nadzira-
nju rije¢nog prijelaza iznad slapa Bobodol ili Cavlinov buk.

#  Lokalitet je poznat pod vise naziva: Cerin-grad (G. URLIC-
IVANOVIC 1890: 90), Grad (. GUNJACA 1960: 277), Cari-
grad (M. CELHAR 2014: 357, kat. 089), Gradina u Carigradu
i Burzina gradina (hetp://www.raducic.com/18_ Gradina_u_
Carigradu.html.).

¥ htep://www.raducic.com/18_ Gradina_u_Carigradu.html.
Najvjerojatnije se radi o rimskom kastelu u kojemu su boravile
pomocéne vojne postrojbe ili legijska odjeljenja. Za sad nije utvrde-
no kad je sagraden, ali se moze pretpostaviti da je imao funkciju
predstraze legijskom kastrumu ili kasnijem municipiju u Burnumu
i nadzora nekoliko vaznih cesta koje su prelazile preko podrucja

Raduica: S. VRKIC 2017 (u tisku).
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to dominant position.” Recently published pre-Ro-
man coins confirm that the hillfort was inhabited in
the 3rd and 2nd centuries BC.* The hillfort had to
have exceptional strategic importance in the peri-
od of later conflicts, as it was located on an isolated
hill on dominant position over a karst plateau along
the middle course of the Krka River and in case of
attack it enabled easier defence.’!

Remains of two prehistoric hillforts are situated
in the Raduci¢ region, next to the edge of the Krka
canyon. Gradina nad Gredom or Bobodol is situ-
ated next to the edge of the canyon, about 2 km
upstream from the end of the big drystone wall.
Buttler was the first to describe it, dating it only
broadly to prehistoric period.?* This is a smaller
fortification with a strong rampart, enabling con-
trol of important river crossing Bobodol, where a
bridge was built in the Roman period.** The other
hillfort was most probably situated close to Burze
hamlet, which is a few hundred meters east of the
end of the drystone wall.** Remains of a smaller
medieval fort are visible on an isolated rock, soa-
ring over the deep river canyon. Pottery finds and
remains of drystone walls in the vicinity indicate
that a prehistoric hillfort was once located here.*

Two interesting situations concerning relations of
the big drystone wall with the archaeological rema-
ins from the Roman period were recorded in the
Raduci¢ region (Fig. 16). The first one refers to re-
cently discovered Roman military castellum (fortlet)
in Bjelobrdci hamlet in Prnadovac, 250 m west of
the wall.*® For now it is difficult to determine if the

» S, CACE 1985: 762-763.

% M. ILKIC, M. REBIC 2014: 98, 105-106, cat. nos 1, 3, 36-
38.
' The position retained military-strategic importance until the
modern period as confirmed by remains of a smaller military ob-
servation post built by Yugoslav Army in the 1970s (htep://www.
raducic.com/14_Gradina_na_Raduckoj_glavici.html).

32 W.BUTTLER 1933: 192, T. 34, 3.

% Presently in the wide canyon under the hillfort are fertile plow
fields, made in the mid-20th century after big lake Bobodol or
Marasovacko jezero was drained by lowering tufa barriers. On the
left side of the river, above the former river crossing, is a hillfort site
of Zasoki, that played the most important role in surveillance of
river crossing above the waterfall Bobodol or Cavlinov buk.

% 'The site is known under several names: Cerin-grad (G.
URLIC-IVANOVIC 1890: 90), Grad (S. GUNJACA 1960:
277), Carigrad (M. CELHAR 2014: 357, cat. 089), Gradina in
Carigrad and Burzina gradina (http://www.raducic.com/18_
Gradina_u_Carigradu.html).

¥ hetp://www.raducic.com/18_ Gradina_u_Carigradu.html.

% Most probably it was a Roman castellum in which auxiliary
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SvIKA 16. Odnos suhozida s rimskim lokalitetima u Raducicu — vojni kastel (1) i cesta Burnum — Bobodol (2) (izvor

Google Earth; oznacio S. Vrkic)

F1GURE 16. Relation of the drystone wall remains to the Roman sites in Raducic —military castellum (1) and road
Burnum — Bobodol (2) (source: Google Earth; marked by S. Vrkic)

bori na ovom podrudju izgradeni zapadno od su-
hozida, na podru¢ju koje su kontrolirali Liburni.

Posebno su vazni ostatci rimske ceste koja je pro-
lazila uz sjevernu stranu kastela i okomito sjekla
ostatke suhozida. Radi se o nedavno utvrdenom
cestovnom pravcu iz ranog rimskog razdoblja koji
je vodio od sjevernog ulaza legijskog kastruma
Burnum do rije¢nog prijelaza Bobodol na Krki.””
Ostatci suhozida nisu vidljivi na trasi ceste, kao ni
u njezinoj neposrednoj blizini, zbog ¢ega je oprav-
dano pretpostaviti da je prilikom njezine izgradnje
suhozid bio presjecen. Za sada je to najznacajni-
ji nalaz koji upucuje da je bedem stariji od ranog
rimskog razdoblja. Sli¢nih bi nalaza moglo biti jo$
nekoliko jer je pouzdano utvrdeno da su preko po-
dru¢ja Raducica prelazile trase akvedukta Plavno
polje — Burnum,* operativne ceste Stara straza —

Raducié,® ceste ad imum montem Ditionum Ulci-

¥ 1. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC 2013: 556-559.
3 B. ILAKOVAC 1982: 35-105.
% B.ILAKOVAC 1980: 109-122.
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presence of the big drystone wall affected selection
of the position for building a caszel/um, but it is not
irrelevant that all known Roman military camps in
this region were built west of the drystone wall, in
the region controlled by the Liburnians.

Remains of the Roman road are particularly im-
portant. It passed along the northern side of the
castellum and cut the wall remains perpendicularly.
This road from the early Roman period has been
identified only recently. It led from the northern en-
trance of the legionary caszrum of Burnum to the
river crossing Bobodol on Krka.” Drystone wall
remains are not visible on the road route, nor in its
immediate vicinity, therefore it is reasonable to assu-
me that the drystone wall was cut through during
its building. For now this is the most important fin-
ding indicating that the wall is older than the early

units or legionary troops were stationed. The time of building has
not been determined, but we can assume that it functioned as an
outpost to a legionary castrum or later municipium in Burnum,
controlling several important roads passing over the Raduci¢ re-
gion: S. VRKIC 2017 (in print).

¥ L. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC 2013: 556-559.
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rum® i magistralne ceste Akvileja — Dirahij.*! Sve
bi ove strukture trebale presijecati ostatke suhozi-
da, no to tek treba potvrditi opseznijim terenskim
pregledima ili arheoloskim iskopavanjem.

Medu vaznije arheoloske lokalitete koji se mogu
dovesti u vezu s izgradnjom velikog suhozida sva-
kako spada arheoloski kompleks Burnum koji je
desetlje¢ima bio glavno rimsko uporiste na liburn-
sko-delmatskom grani¢cnom podrucju. Ovaj se ar-
heologki kompleks nalazi oko 2,5 km zapadno od
velikog suhozida u Raduéiéu, a sastoji se od Gradi-
ne u Puljanima na lijevoj i rimskog legijskog tabora
na desnoj strani rijeke Krke. Gradina se nalazi na
izduzenom rtu, s tri je strane okruzena dubokim
rije¢nim kanjonom, dok je na JI strani zasti¢ena

# Ishodistem ove ceste smatra se legijski kastrum u Burnumu,

a njezin pocetni dio preklapa se s cestom koja vodi na rije¢ni pri-
jelaz Bobodol: I. GLAVAS, 7. MILETIC 2013: 556-557.
“ 1. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC 2013: 543-544.
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archacological complex is
located about 2.5 km west
of the wall in Raduci¢ and
it consists of Gradina in Puljani on the left bank
of the Krka river and Roman legionary camp on
the right bank. The hillfort is located on an elon-
gated ridge, surrounded on three sides with a deep
river canyon, while on the south-eastern side it is
protected with mighty drystone wall.* One small
drystone wall cuts off the beginning of the ridge.”

Most authors believe it was the center of the Bur-

3 B. ILAKOVAC 1982: 35-105.

% B.ILAKOVAC 1980: 109-122.

“ Legionary castrum in Burnum is considered to be the start-
ing point of this road, and its initial part overlaps with the road
leading to river crossing Bobodol (1. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC
2013: 556-557).

L. GLAVAS, Z. MILETIC 2013: 543-544.

2 W.BUTTLER 1933: 192, T. 36, 1.

% This small wall was first noticed by M. Zaninovi¢, who in-
terpreted it as a defensive wall of the hillfort (M. ZANINOVIC
1968: 120). D. Perisa believes it was a Roman siege wall built
during the conquest of the Roman stronghold Arduba, that he
locates on Gradina in Puljani (D. PERISA 2008: 513).
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mo¢nim suhozidnim bedemom.* Jedan manji su-
hozid pregraduje pocetak rta.** Veéina autora sma-
tra je sjediStem Burnista, koje neki svrstavaju u li-
burnske, a neki u delmatske zajednice.** Nasuprot
gradini, na desnoj obali Krke, uspostavljen je rim-
ski vojni tabor, mozda ve¢ u vrijeme Oktavijanova
pohoda na Delmate 34. — 33. god. pr. Kr.* Kasnije
je na istom mjestu izgraden legijski kastrum Bur-

num s ¢itavim nizom vojnih i civilnih sadrzaja.*¢

6. POVIJESNO-GEOGRAFSKI
KONTEKST

Tijekom dosadasnjih terenskih istrazivanja na
ostatcima velikog suhozida nisu pronadeni nika-
kvi pokretni arheoloski nalazi na osnovi kojih bi
se njegova izgradnja mogla smjestiti u odredeno
povijesno razdoblje. Sva je prilika da takvih nalaza
neée ni biti, zbog ¢ega je metoda karakterizacije
povijesnog krajolika Bukovice klju¢na za dataciju
ostataka velikog suhozida. Za sada se s velikom si-
gurnos¢u moze zakljuciti da se radi o ostatcima iz
najstarijih povijesnih razdoblja, dok su za njegovu
precizniju dataciju najvazniji odnosi sa struktu-
rama pouzdano datiranima u odredena povijesna
razdoblja. Za sada je najvazniji takav nalaz trasa
rimske ceste Burnum — Bobodol, koja presijeca
ostatke suhozida nedaleko od zaseoka Bjelobrci
(Prnadovac) u Radudi¢u. Takvih bi situacija treba-
lo biti jo$ nekoliko jer su preko podrué¢ja Raduci¢a
i pretpostavljene trase suhozida izgradeni legijski
akveduke i druge ceste iz ranog rimskog razdo-
blja. No, za kona¢nu potvrdu datiranja suhozida
u vrijeme prije ranog rimskog razdoblja potrebno
je provesti opseznija istrazivanja koja bi svakako
trebala ukljudivati i arheoloska iskopavanja. Zbog

toga ¢u u kratkim crtama navesti glavne razloge

2 \W.BUTTLER 1933: 192, T. 36, 1.

% Ovaj mali bedem prvi je uocio M. Zaninovi¢, koji ga je sma-
trao obrambenim bedemom gradine (M. ZANINOVIC 1968:
120). D. Peri$a ga smatra rimskim opsadnim bedemom, izgrade-
nim za vrijeme osvajanja delmatskog uporiSta Ardube koju smje-
$ta na Gradinu u Puljanima (D. PERISA 2008: 513).

“ U novije je vrijeme izneseno posve novo misljenje da se na
tom lokalitetu nalazila delmatska utvrda Arduba, koju je unistila
rimska vojska tijekom slamanja Batonova ustanka: D. PERISA
2008, 513.

% M. ZANINOVIC 1968: 122.

% O novijim istrazivanjima v. u: CAMBI et al. 2007; Z.
MILETIC 2010, 113-141.
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nistae, interpreted as the Liburnian community
by some authors, or as the Delmatean one by the
others.* On the opposite side of the hillfort, on
the right bank of the river, a Roman military camp
was established perhaps as early as the Octavian’s
conflict with the Delmatae in 34 — 33 BC.* Later
on legionary castrum of Burnum was built on that
position with all the necessary military and civilian

facilities.*

6. HISTORICAL AND
GEOGRAPHICAL CONTEXT

During the previous field inspections of the re-
mains of the big drystone wall no movable archae-
ological finds were recovered that might be helpful
in dating. In all likelihood such finds will not be
found, which is why the method of historic lands-
cape characterisation of Bukovica is crucial in da-
ting the remains of the big drystone wall. For now
we can conclude with great certainty that these are
the remains from the earliest historic periods while
more precise dating depends on relations with the
structures firmly dated to certain historical periods.
So far the most important such find is the route of
the Roman road Burnum — Bobodol, cutting thro-
ugh the remains of the drystone wall near Bjelobr-
ci hamlet (Prnadovac) in Radudié. Such situations
might be more frequent as legionary aqueduct and
other Roman roads from the early Roman period
were built over the Raduci¢ region and assumed
route of the drystone wall. Extensive research whi-
ch should definitely include archaeological exca-
vations is necessary for the final confirmation of
dating of the drystone wall to the period before the
Roman era. Therefore I shall present briefly main
reasons indicating that the drystone wall does not
date to some later historical period.

As already mentioned the big drystone wall co-
uld not have been built in the modern period as
more recent drystone enclosures were built on its
remains, and the one near Popovi¢i hamlet in Mo-
kro Polje is definitely dated to the period before

“  Recently a new thesis was proposed that the Delmatean

fort Arduba was located at this site, later destroyed by the Ro-
man army when Bato’s rebellion was crushed (D. PERISA 2008,
513).

% M. ZANINOVIC 1968: 122.

4 On recent research see in CAMBI et al. 2007; Z. MILETIC
2010: 113-141.
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SvIkA 18. Ostaci subozida na jugoistocnoj padini brda Jagodnik u Erveniku (foto S. Vrkic, 2015)
FiGURE 18. Remains of the drystone wall on the south-eastern slope of Jagodnik hill in Ervenik (photo: S. Vrkic, 2015)

koji ukazuju da suhozid ne potjece iz nekog mla- the year 1827 (Fig. 6). We can rule out the possi-
deg povijesnog razdoblja. bility that these were the remains of some modern
Kao $to je ved ranije navedeno, veliki suhozid period boundary as the drystone wall route does
nije mogao biti izgraden u modernom razdoblju not overlap in none of its segments with the pre-
jer su na njegovim ostatcima sazidane novije suho- sent-day village boundaries that were formed after
zidne ograde, od kojih je ona kod zaseoka Popovici the liberation from the Ottomans.”” Many other
u Mokrom Polju sigurno datirana u vrijeme prije elements indicate that these were not demarcation
1827. god (SI. 6). Moze se iskljuciti moguénost da remains from some earlier historical period.
se radi o ostatcima neke novovjekovne mede jer se Written sources from the High Middle Ages
trasa suhozida ni na jednom mjestu ne preklapa s offer information on lengthy territorial dispute
granicama danasnjih sela koja su formirana nakon in this area between the local aristocratic Kegle-
oslobodenja od Osmanlija.*’ Brojni drugi pokaza- vi¢ family and royal Vlachs (Olahi regalis), set-
telji upuduju na to da se ne radi ni o ostatcima raz- tled by King Louis I of Hungary in the vicinity
granicenja iz nekog starijeg povijesnog razdoblja. of noblemen’s estates in an attempt of weakening
Iz razdoblja razvijenog srednjeg vijeka potjecu their power. The first estate given to the Vlachs in
pisani povijesni izvori koji donose podatke o du- this area was Vidce selo, later called Krivonos the
gogodisnjem teritorijalnom sporu koji se na ovom center of which was probably in the area of pre-
podrudju vodio izmedu lokalnih plemi¢a Keglevi- sent-day Bukarice hamlet in Ervenik, located in

¢a i kraljevskih Vlaha (Olahi regalis) koje je kralj

7 Tt is interesting that the remains of the big drystone wall in

¥ Zanimljivo je da se ostatci velikog bedema na triljskom po- the Trilj region overlap with the boundaries of present-day villag-
dru¢ju preklapaju s granicama danasnjih sela. Tako ostatci masiv- es. In that way the remains of the massive wall in the area Turjacki
nog bedema na predjelu Turjacki podi predstavljaju granicu sela podi represent a boundary of the villages of Turjaci and Vojni¢
Turjaci i Vojni¢ Sinjski, dok njegovi skromniji ostatci na uzvisini Sinjski, while its more meager remains on the hill above Vojni¢
iznad Vojni¢a predstavljaju grani¢nu crtu prema selu Kosute, represent a boundary line towards the village of Ko$ute, which
koja je tijekom proslosti bila predmet teritorijalnog spora izmedu was a cause of territorial dispute between the two villages in the
dvaju sela. Unato¢ tomu, ali i izostanku pokretnih arheoloskih past. Despite all that, and lack of movable archaeological finds,
nalaza, nitko od autora koji su se dotaknuli ove teme ne dvoji da none of the authors who dealt with this theme had any doubt
je rije¢ o ostatcima iz protopovijesnog razdoblja. that these were the remains from the protohistoric period..
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Ludovik I. Anzuvinac (1342. — 1382.) naseljavao
u blizini plemic¢kih posjeda, nastojeci time oslabiti
njihovu mo¢. Prvi posjed koji su Vlasi dobili na
ovom podruéju bilo je Vidée selo, kasnije nazvano
Krivonos, ¢ije se srediste najvjerojatnije nalazilo na
prostoru danasnjeg zaseoka Bukarice u Erveniku,
koji se nalazi u neposrednoj blizini ostataka veli-
kog suhozida. Vlasi su kasnije prisvojili jo§ neke
Keglevi¢eve posjede na desnoj strani Zrmanje,
zbog Cega je izbio spor koji je potrajalo 120 godi-
na, a okoncan je tek 1489. god.*® Ipak, nije izgled-
no da su ovi dogadaji mogli rezultirati izgradnjom
velikog medasnog zida, ponajprije zbog toga $to su
se posjedi sukobljenih strana nalazili s obje strane
suhozida. Osim toga, on se protezao sve do kanjo-
na rijeke Krke, $to zasigurno izlazi izvan podrudja
navedenog teritorijalnog spora.

Ostatci velikog suhozida ne mogu se dovesti u
izravnu vezu ni s meda$nim zidovima izgradenim
u ranom rimskom razdoblju. Do sad su na nasem
podrudju otkrivena tri takva zida (Donji Karin,
Jablanac i Golubi¢ kod Obrovca), ¢ijom je izgrad-
njom rimska vlast razrjesavala teritorijalne sporove
izmedu autohtonih liburnskih zajednica.” Posto
sam bio u prilici obiéi sva tri poznata medasna
zida, iz ove kategorije arheoloskih nalaza mogu sa
sigurno$¢u iskljuciti ostatke velikog suhozida na
istoku Bukovice. Iako su svim ovim strukturama
zajednicke karakteristike velika duZina, suhozidna
tehnika gradnje i stanje ocuvanosti, koje je jasan
pokazatelj njihove velike starosti, najveca je razli-
ka ta $to kod velikog suhozida u Bukovici nema
nikakvih elemenata teritorijalnog razgranicenja.
Mogu¢nost razgranicenja posebno umanjuje ¢inje-
nica $to veliki suhozid presijeca teritorij liburnske
zajednice sa sredistem na gradini Durina gromila,*
a po nekim bi pretpostavkama mogao presijecati
teritorije nekoliko predrimskih zajednica.’! Tako-
der, ne moze se dovesti u vezu s kasnijim razgra-
ni¢enjem jer presijeca podrudje legijskog teritorija
sa sjedistem u Burnumu.’> Uz sve to, suhozid je

% V. KLAIC 1917: XIIL

# O rimskim medasnim zidovima na liburnskom podruju v.

u: S. VRKIC 2014, 100-116.

* 8. CACE 1985: 837; S. CACE 1989: 79.

51 S. CACE 2006: 72, Map. 4.

2 M. Zaninovi¢ je iznio tezu da je legijski teritorij (terrizorium
legionis) bio jedinstvena cjelina koja je obuhvacala Siroki prostor
izmedu Smrdelja, Plavna, Knina, Uzdolja i Promine: M. ZANI-
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the immediate vicinity of the remains of the big
drystone wall. The Vlachs later appropriated some
other Keglevi¢’s estates on the right bank of Zr-
manja causing a dispute that lasted for 120 years
and it was ended only in 1489. “ However it is not
likely that these events could result in construction
of the big boundary wall primarily owing to the
fact that the estates of the conflicting parties were
located on both sides of the wall. Furthermore, the
wall had spread all the way to the Krka canyon
which is definitely out of the area of the mentio-
ned territorial dispute.

Remains of the big drystone wall cannot be di-
rectly associated with the boundary walls built in
the early Roman period either. Three such walls
have been discovered in our region of interest (Do-
nji Karin, Jablanac and Golubi¢ near Obrovac),
and their construction was used by the Roman
power to solve territorial disputes between the
autochthonous Liburnian communities.*’ Since I
have had the opportunity to see all three boundary
walls, I can rule out with certainty the remains of
the big drystone wall in the east of Bukovica from
this category of the archaeological finds. Although
these structures have common characteristics such
as extensive length, drystone wall building tech-
nique and state of preservation as clear indicator of
their ancient origin, the greatest difference is that
there are no elements of territorial demarcation
concerning the big drystone wall from Bukovica.
The possibility of demarcation is reduced by the
fact that big drystone wall cuts through the terri-
tory of the Liburnian community with the cen-
ter on Purina gromila hillfort,”® and according to
certain assumptions it might have cut through the
territories of several pre-Roman communities.” It
also cannot be related to later demarcation as it
cuts through the legionary territory with center
at Burnum.>? Besides, the drystone wall was built

V. KLAIC 1917: XIIL.

% On the Roman boundary walls in the Liburnian region see
in S. VRKIC 2014: 100-116.

% 8. CACE 1985: 837; S. CACE 1989: 79.

st S. CACE 2006: 72, Map 4.

2 M. Zaninovi¢ assumed that the legionary territory (ter-
ritorium legionis) was a unified whole encompassing wide area
between Smrdelji, Plavno, Knin, Uzdolje and Promina (M.
ZANINOVIC 1985: 73); Thesis on unified legionary territory
is accepted by current researchers of Burnum (N. CAMBI ¢z al.
2007: 7, Fig. 3; Z. MILETIC 2010: 117-119). S. Cate had a
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izgraden na strateskim polozajima, masivniji je od
rimskih medasnih zidova i za razliku od njih nije
trasiran pomoc¢u mjernih instrumenata.

Ne mozemo potpuno iskljuciti moguénost da je
suhozid izgraden u nekom starijem prapovijesnom
razdoblju, iako za sada o tome nemamo nikakvih
konkretnih podataka, niti su na naSem podruéju
zabiljezene sli¢ne prapovijesne strukture.

Smatram da su za interpretaciju velikog suhozi-
da najvaznije topografske karakteristike prostora
na kojemu je izgraden. One ponajprije upuéuju na
to da se radi o vojno-obrambenoj strukturi koju
je nedvojbeno izgradila strana koja je nadzirala te-
ritorij zapadno od suhozida. Izgradnjom velikog
suhozida, koji je originalno bio dug oko 14 km, u
potpunosti je pregradeno podrudje izmedu padina
jugoisto¢nog Velebita i kanjona rijeke Krke (SI. 17,
20). Izgradnja ovako velike strukture nedvojbeno
je bila zahtjevan poduhvat koji podrazumijeva po-
mno planiranje gradnje i dobru organizaciju rada.
Odabirom trase omoguceno je iskoriStavanje svih
topografskih karakteristika prostora koje su isle u
prilog brzoj i efikasnoj izgradnji te kasnijem laga-
nijem nadzoru teritorija i mogudem organiziranju
obrane. Nije moguce utvrditi koliko je trajala iz-
gradnja, ali ¢ini mi se izglednijim da je suhozid
izgraden u kra¢em vremenskom razdoblju, uz su-
djelovanje veceg broja ljudi, nego da je graden ili
nadogradivan kroz duze vremensko razdoblje od
strane manjeg broja ljudi.”

Za sada nije mogudée pouzdano utvrditi kako je
ova struktura originalno izgledala. Iako se na prvi
pogled ¢ini da je to bio jednostavni, Siroki suhozid
sazidan od amorfnog kamenja prikupljenog u bli-

z0j okolici, ne treba iskljuditi ni druge moguénosti.**

NOVIC 1985: 73. Tezu o jedinstvenom legijskom teritoriju pri-
hvacaju i aktualni istraZiva¢i Burnuma: N. CAMBI et al. 2007: 7,
SL. 3; Z. MILETIC 2010: 117-119. Drugadije je misljenje iznio
S. Cate koji smatra da se legijski teritorij mogao sastojati od vise
odvojenih teritorijalnih cjelina: S. CACE 1989: 59-91; S. CACE
2013: 29-32. Medutim, nitko od navedenih autora ne dvoji da je
legijski teritorij obuhvacao znatan prostor, ukljuc¢ujuéi medurijecje
Zrmanje i Krke, na kojemu se nalaze ostatci suhozida.

%3 Prema procjenama jedna je osoba dnevno mogla prikupiti
0,75 m? kamena, odnosno sazidati oko 2 m?suhozida. U ovom je
slu¢aju to moglo biti i znatno vise zbog jednostavnosti suhozid-
ne strukeure i lako dostupnog gradevinskog materijala. Procjena
se temelji na studiji koja je provedena za prapovijesne suhozidne
strukture na podrudju sjeverne Dalmacije: J. CHAPMAN et al.
1996: 162-163.

> Tijekom terenskog pregleda nije bilo moguée utvrditi, ali ni
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on strategic positions, it is more massive than the
Roman boundary walls and, as opposed to them,
measuring instruments were not used in its con-
struction.

We cannot rule out the possibility that the dry-
stone wall was built in some earlier prehistoric
period although for now we have no specific in-
formation in that regard, and similar prehistoric
structures have not been recorded in our region.

I believe that the topographic characteristics of
the region are most important factor in interpreta-
tion of the big drystone wall. Mostly they indicate
that it was a military-defensive structure undou-
btedly built by the party controlling the territory
west of the drystone wall. By building the drysto-
ne wall, originally 14 km long, area between the
slopes of south-eastern Velebit and canyon of the
Krka River had been completely divided (Fig. 17,
20). Building of a structure this big was definitely
a demanding enterprise implying careful planning
of the construction and good work organization.
Selection of the route enabled exploitation of all
topographic characteristics of the area supporting
fast and efficient construction, and later easy sur-
veillance of the territory and possible defense or-
ganization. It is impossible to determine how long
the building lasted but it seems more likely that it
was built in a shorter period with participation of a
bigger number of workers, than that it was built or
expanded over a longer time span by a small group
of people. >

For now it is impossible to determine what this
structure originally looked like. Although at first
sight it seems it was a simple, wide drystone wall
built of undressed stones collected in the immedia-
te vicinity, we should not rule out other possibiliti-
es.”* On the basis of the average preserved height of

different opinion as he believed that the legionary territory might
have consisted of separate territorial wholes (S. CACE 1989: 59-
91; S. CACE 2013: 29-32). However none of the mentioned
author has any doubt that the legionary territory encompassed
wide area, including the interfluve of Zrmanja and Krka, where
the remains of the drystone wall are situated.

%3 Ttis estimated that 0.75 m? of stone could be carried per day
by hand and total range of built stone is about 2 m?® of drystone
wall per person-day. In this case it could have been much more
owing to simplicity of drystone wall structure and easily available
building material. The estimate is based on the study conducted
for prehistoric drystone wall structures in the region of northern
Dalmatia (J. CHAPMAN ez 4l. 1996: 162-163).

> During the field survey it was impossible to determine (and to
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Na osnovi prosjecne sacuvane visine od 0,5 m i ma-
nje koli¢ine urusene grade ne moze se tvrditi da je
suhozid imao neku znacajniju visinu. No, treba uze-
ti u obzir ¢injenicu da je rije¢ o strukturi izgradenoj
u suhozidnoj tehnici koja bi mogla biti starija vise
od dvije tisuce godina, zbog ¢ega je ocekivano da je
tijekom vremena doslo do njezine vece razgradnje.”
Ako je suditi po originalnoj $irini suhozida, koja
prosje¢no iznosi oko 2 m, moze se pretpostaviti da
visina nije bila manja od 1,5 m.

Jedini arheoloski nalazi s podru¢ja Hrvatske koji
se mogu usporediti s velikim suhozidom iz Bukovice
jesu ostatci suhozidnih bedema na triljskom podruc-
ju (SL. 19). Po svemu sudeéi, ne radi se o ostatcima
delmatskih obrambenih fortifikacija,’® ve¢ dijelu $i-
reg rimskog opsadnog sustava koji je najvjerojatnije
izgraden za vrijeme Oktavijanove kampanje vodene
protiv Delmata 34. — 33. god. pr. Kr.”” Zajednicke
su karakteristike ovih dviju struktura pomno isko-
ristavanje topografskih karakteristika prostora, po-
sebno padina razlicitih uzvisina, $to je omogucavalo
laganiji nadzor neprijateljskog podru¢ja i prednost
u slucaju njihova napada. Na mjestima dvaju pri-
rodnih prolaza izmedu brda triljski su bedemi izra-
zito masivni i viSestruko vedi od ostataka suhozida
u Bukovici. No, na ostalim predjelima, posebno na
padinama Vojnicke uzvisine, ti su ostatci bili puno
skromniji i nerijetko su o¢uvani samo u temeljima,
iz kojih je vidljivo da je donji dio bedem originalno
bio $irok oko 2 m.”® Na osnovi poznatih podataka
moze se zakljuditi da su ovi bedemi prili¢no sli¢ni
ostatcima velikog suhozida u Bukovici. Najveca je
razlika ta $to se u nasem slucaju ne radi o opsadnom
bedemu koji okruzuje odredeno podrugje, ve¢ o
strukturi kojom je pregraden veliki prostor izmedu
Velebita i rijeke Krke, ¢ime je uspostavljena kontro-

la i nadzor pristupa prema Bukovici.

potpuno iskljuciti moguénost da su prilikom izgradnje, osim ka-
mena, bili iskoristeni i neki organski materijali kao $to su zemljani
nasipi, drvene palisade i sl. Za sada se moZe s velikom sigurnos¢u
pretpostaviti da tijekom izgradnje suhozida ovo nije bio u potpu-
nosti ogoljeni krski prostor, veé je zasigurno postojalo znatno vise
$umskih povrsina i zemljanog pokrova: I. BORZIC 2007, 166.
% Kao dobra usporedba mogu se navesti rimski medasni zidovi
koji su zahvaljuju¢i medasnim natpisima pouzdano datirani u 1.
st. po Kr. Iako se pretpostavlja da im je originalna visina iznosila
najmanje 1,2 m, ostatci su im najces¢e sacuvani u visini od 0,5 m,
uz redoviti izostanak urusene kamene grade.

6 1. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 27-37.

7 D. PERISA 2008: 511-512.

8 J. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 30, 32.
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0.5 m and small amount of collapsed material we
cannot say that the drystone wall reached some si-
gnificant height. However we need to keep in mind
that it was a structure built in drystone technique
that might be over two thousand years old so it is
expectable that over time it had to disintegrate.”
On the basis of the original width of the drystone
wall, that is about 2 m on average, we can assume
that the height was not less than 1.5 m.

The only archaeological finds in Croatia that are
comparable to the big drystone wall from Bukovica
are the remains of drystone walls in the Trilj region
(Fig. 19). In all likelihood these were not the rema-
ins of the Delmatean defensive fortifications,’ but
a part of wider Roman siege system, probably built
during the Octavian’s campaign against the Del-
matae in 34 — 33 BC.”” Common characteristics of
the two structures are efficient exploitation of the
topographic characteristics of the area, particularly
slopes of different heights enabling easier survei-
llance of the enemy territory and advantage in case
of attack. At places of two natural passes between
the hills, the walls from Trilj are extremely massive
and several times bigger than the remains of the
drystone wall in Bukovica. But in other areas, par-
ticularly on the slopes of Vojni¢ hill, these remains
were scarcer and they are often preserved only in
foundations which reveal that the lower part of the
wall was originally about 2 m wide.”® On the ba-
sis of available information one can conclude that
these walls are rather similar to the remains of the
big drystone wall in Bukovica. The biggest diffe-
rence is that in our case it was not a defensive wall
enclosing a certain area but a structure dividing
a large area between Velebit and the Krka River
establishing in that way control and surveillance of

approach to Bukovica.

rule out) the possibility that some organic materials such as earth
embankments, wooden palisades etc. were used in construction
in addition to stone. For now we can assume with great level of
certainty that during the drystone wall building this was not com-
pletely bare karst area but there had to be more wood and soil cover
(I. BORZIC 2007: 166).

> Roman boundary walls can be mentioned as a good com-
parison as they are firmly dated to the 1st century AD owing to
boundary inscriptions. Although it is assumed that their original
height was at least 1.2 m, the remains are usually preserved to the
height of 0.5 m, with regular lack of collapsed stone material.

¢ 1. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 27-37

% D. PERISA 2008: 511-512

58 J. BRITVIC 1963-1965: 30, 32
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SLIKA 19. Dio velikog subozidnog bedema izmedu sela Turjaci i Vojnic Sinjski (izvor Gegportal DGU oznacio S. Vikic)

F1GURE 19. Part of the big drystone wall between the villages of Turjaci and Vojnic Sinjski (source: Geoportal DGU;

marked by S. Vikic)

Bukovicki je suhozid ve¢im dijelom izgra-
den na padinama razli¢itih uzviSenja, tako da
je 1 njegova manja visina mogla pruziti zaklon
braniteljima koji su se ve¢ nalazili u dominan-
tnom polozaju u odnosu na moguce napadace.
Suhozid je mogao zaustaviti iznenadni konjanic¢-
ki napad ili otezati odnosenje plijena, posebno
odvodenje stoke, ¢ije je otimanje mogao biti
jedan od glavnih ciljeva pljackaskih pohoda jer
je stocarstvo bilo glavna gospodarska grana ovog
podrudja u svim povijesnim razdobljima. Iako je
mogao biti iskori$ten kao obrambena struktura,
¢ini se da su primarne funkcije velikog suhozi-
da bile uspostava nadzora i kontrole grani¢nog
podruéja. Uz to, njegova je izgradnja zasigurno
imala snazne politicke i psihicke ué¢inke koji su
mozda bili jednako vaini kao i vojno-strateski
ciljevi. Izgradnjom velikog suhozida neprijatelju
je odaslana poruka organiziranosti i mo¢i, koja
ga je trebala odvratiti od mogu¢ih napada na po-
dru¢je zapadno od suhozida, dok je za lokalno
stanovnistvo, koje se u slucaju opasnosti moglo
skloniti ili se ve¢ bilo sklonilo zapadno od suho-
zida, stvoren osjecaj zasStite i sigurnosti.

Skromni povijesni izvori koji se odnose na ovo
podrudje ne daju nam jasan odgovor na pitanje
tijeckom kojih je sukoba veliki suhozid izgraden.
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The drystone wall from Bukovica was built on
the slopes of different elevations so that its smaller
height could have provided shelter to defenders
that were already in a dominant position in rela-
tion to possible offenders. The drystone wall co-
uld have stopped sudden cavalry attack or it could
have complicated carrying spoils, particularly cat-
tle whose raiding might have been one of the most
important aims of the plundering attacks as cattle
breeding was main branch of economy in this regi-
on in all historical periods. Although it might have
been used as a defensive structure, it seems that
the primary function of the big drystone wall was
establishing surveillance and control of the bor-
der area. Moreover, its construction definitely had
strong political and psychological effects which
might have been just as important as the military-
strategic aims. Construction of the big drystone
wall sent a message of a high level of organization
and power to the enemy, with an aim of diverting
him from possible attacks on the area west of the
wall while the local population had the feeling of
protection and safety as they could hide or they
had already hidden west of the drystone wall.

Meager historical sources relating to this region
do not offer a clear answer to the question during

what conflicts was the big drystone wall built. Spa-
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Prostorni odnosi s najblizim srednjovjekovnim
utvrdama ne idu u prilog datiranju suhozida u raz-
doblje kasnog srednjeg vijeka.”” Time se umanjuje
moguc¢nost da je izgraden u vrijeme osmanlijskih
pljackaskih upada ili uoci njihova kasnijeg osvaja-
nja podrucja sjeverne Dalmacije.®

Iz razdoblja ranog srednjeg vijeka o ovom je
podrudju poznat podatak iz 536. godine, kada
se vojska Isto¢nih Gota povukla u Burnum, na-
kon poraza koji su im Bizantinci nanijeli u bitci
kod Skardone.®’ U to vrijeme izgradnja velikog
suhozida nije imala smisla jer je kontrola Kni-
na, koji je ve¢ od vremena kasne antike preuzeo
klju¢nu ulogu u nadzoru Sireg podruéja, omogu-
¢avala nadzor pristupa prema Bukovici i Ravnim
Kotarima.®* Uz to, najbliza kasnoanti¢ka utvrda
nalazila se na polozaju Cuker u Mokrom Polju,
udaljenom oko 2 km isto¢no od ostataka velikog
suhozida.®

Smatram da se na osnovi svih dostupnih poda-
taka gradnja velikog suhozida na istoku Bukovice
moze najbolje objasniti ako se smjesti u vrijeme li-
burnsko-delmatskih, odnosno rimsko-delmatskih
sukoba. Gotovo se svi autori slazu da je istok Bu-
kovice bio rubni dio mati¢nog liburnskog teritori-
ja, na kojemu su njihove zajednice granicile sa su-
sjednim narodima. Podruéje na lijevoj obali rijeke
Krke tradicionalno se pripisuje Delmatima, prem-
da je vjerojatnije da su ga prije njihove ekspanzije
naseljavale njima srodne zajednice.** Podrudje uz

rijeku Butisnicu i gornji tok Zrmanje moglo bi pri-

> Dvije najblize srednjovjekovne utvrde nalaze se na podrucju
isto¢no od ostataka velikog suhozida (SL. 17). Keglevi¢a gradina,
srednjovjekovno sjediste istoimene plemicke obitelji, ¢ija je postoj-
bina bila na podru¢ju Ervenika i Mokrog Polja, nalazi se na desnoj
strani rijeke Zrmanje, udaljena je 2 km sjeveroisto¢no od velikog
suhozida u Mokrom Polju (K. REGAN 2012: 1-34). Malo pozna-
ta utvrda Cudaro, prvi put prikazana na zemljovidu Matea Pagana
iz prve polovice 16. st., nalazi se na klisuri iznad kanjona Krke, oko
0,5 km isto¢no od zavrsetka suhozida u Raducicu (S. GUN]ACA
1960: 277).

% U to je vrijeme suhozid ve¢ zasigurno bio porusen i nije sma-
tran elementom u mogucoj obrani ili zastiti neosvojenog podru¢-
ja. Na to upucuje ¢injenica $to ga ne nalazimo na novovjekovnim
zemljovidima i katastrima koji éesto biljeze razlicite obrambene
strukeure.

o S. ANTOLJAK 1991: 146.

& M. ZANINOVIC 1990: 39; S. CACE 2003: 175.

% V. DELONGA 1984: 277.

¢ Iznimka je jedino zajednica Burnista sa sredi$tem na Gradini u
Puljanima. Vedina autora smatra da je to bila jedina liburnska zajed-
nica sa znatnijim teritorijem na lijevoj strani Krke.
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tial relations with the closest medieval forts do not
support dating of the drystone wall to the period
of the Late Middle Ages.” This reduces the possi-
bility that it was built in the period of the Otto-
man plundering raids or shortly before their later
conquest of the region of northern Dalmatia.®

A piece of information about this region is
known from the Early Middle Ages, the year 536,
when the Ostrogothic army retreated to Burnum
after they had been defeated in the battle at Scar-
dona.®! In this period construction of the big dry-
stone wall made no sense as the control of Knin
which took over the crucial role in the surveillance
of the wider area from the period of Late Antiqu-
ity, enabled control of approach to Bukovica and
Ravni Kotari.®> Besides, the closest late antique
fort was situated on the position Cuker in Mokro
Polje, about 2 km east of the remains of the big
drystone wall.®®

I believe that on the basis of all available infor-
mation building of the big drystone wall in the
east of Bukovica can be best explained if it is set
in the time of the Liburnian-Delmatean i.e. Ro-
man-Delmatean conflicts. Almost all authors agree
that the east of Bukovica was the peripheral part of
the original Liburnian territory in which its com-
munities had borders with neighbouring peoples.
Region on the left bank of the Krka River is tradi-
tionally ascribed to the Delmatae though it is more
likely that the communities akin to the Delmatae
had inhabited it prior to their expansion.®* Region

% Two closest medieval forts are situated east of the remains

of the big drystone wall (Fig. 17). Keglevi¢a gradina, medieval
center of the homonymous aristocratic family whose homeland
was in the region of Ervenik and Mokro Polje, is situated on
the right bank of the Zrmanja river, 2 km north-east of the big
drystone wall in Mokro Polje (K. REGAN 2012: 1-34). Litte
known fort Cudato, represented for the first time on the map by
Mateo Pagano from the first half of the 16th century, is located
on the gorge above the Krka canyon, about 0.5 km east of the
end of the drystone wall in Radu¢i¢ (S. GUNJACA 1960: 277).
% In this period the drystone wall was definitely destroyed and
it was irrelevant in possible defence or protection of the uncon-
quered area. This is indicated by the fact that it cannot be found
on modern period maps and cadastres that often register different
defensive structures.

e S. ANTOLJAK 1991: 146.

© M. ZANINOVIC 1990: 39; S. CACE 2003: 175.

% V. DELONGA 1984: 277.

¢ The only exception is the community of Burnistae, with the
center in Gradina in Puljani. Most authors believe that it was the
only Liburnian community with a more considerable terrirory on

the left bank of Krka.
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padati narodu Ditiona.® Tako su povijesni podatci
oskudni, a arheoloska istrazivanja nedostatna, ¢ini
se posve izglednim da je krajem starog vijeka Sire
kninsko podrugje bilo tromeda ovih triju naroda
Ilirika.

Mati¢ni liburnski teritorij, koji uklju¢uje po-
dru¢je Ravnih kotara i Bukovice, mozZe se pro-
matrati kao izdvojena geografska cjelina koja je sa
zapada i juga zaSti¢ena morem, s istoka kanjonom
rijeke Krke i sa sjevera masivom Velebita. Jedino
podrugje na kojemu nema ovih prirodnih barijera
je medurije¢je Zrmanje i Krke, koje je na istoc-
nom rubu Bukovice siroko od 8 do 10 km (SI. 1).
To je prirodna komunikacija kojom se iz smjera
Knina ulazi u $ire zadarsko zalede, a koristile su je
prometnice u svim povijesnim razdobljima. Osim
toga, taj je prostor u ratnim okolnostima omo-
gucavao laksi nadzor i kontrolu te relativno lako
organiziranje obrane od moguc¢ih napada s istoka.
Ta je geografska pogodnost morala biti posebno
vazna u starijim razdobljima, a osim postojanja
velikog suhozida izmedu Velebita i Krke, potvrde-
na je i odabirom poloZaji na kojima su izgradeni
rimski vojni kasteli i legijski kastrum u Burnumu.
Mogu¢nost uspostave lakse kontrole i nadzora nad
ovim prostorom nije bila zanemariva ni u novijim
razdobljima, kao $to su na primjer vrijeme nepo-
stedno nakon protjerivanja Osmanlija® ili Drugi
svjetski rat.®®

% 1. BOJANOVSKI 1988: 262-263; S. CACE 1989: 88.

6 Nije nevazno napomenuti da je legijski kastrum izgraden na
mjestu najmanje udaljenosti izmedu Krke i Zrmanje (oko 7,8 km),
$to ne znadi da je to bio glavni razlog za odabir lokacije. Uz njego-
vu jugozapadnu stranu najvjerojatnije je postojao manji, pomocni
vojni tabor, izgraden od drvenih palisada i zemljanih nasipa. Jedan
je kastel bio izgraden nekoliko stotina metara isto¢no od kastruma.
Drugi, nedavno otkriveni kastel nalazio se oko 2 km isto¢no od
kastruma, odnosno 300 m zapadno od ostataka velikog suhozida u
Raducicu.

¢ 12 1670. god. potje¢e dokument u kojemu mletacki providur
Antonio Barbaro nareduje knezu Frani Posedarskom da povede
Cetiri Cete i postavi straze u Erveniku, Mokrom Polju, Supljoj cr-
kvi (Burnum) i Roskom slapu te na taj nacin osigura podru¢ja
koja su nedavno oslobodena od osmanlijske vlasti: B. DESNICA
1950: 145-146.

% Podru¢je izmedu Zrmanje i Krke, na isto¢nom rubu Buko-
vice, bilo je granica talijanske provincije sa sjediStem u Zadru od
1941. do 1943. god. Specifi¢ne geografske karakteristike ovog
prostora koriStene su prilikom razgranicenja, vojnih djelovanja i
kontrole podruéja. O tome imamo materijalne ostatke, kao $to su
vojni zakloni ugradeni u ostatke suhozida u Erveniku, Mokrom
Polju i Radudicu, ili pisane podatke, kao $to je izvje$¢e o vojnoj
akciji od 3. lipnja 1942. god.: ,Kada je do$ao njihov red, trupe

kr. vojske u sluzbi pograni¢nog garnizona, nacinile su prepreku
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along the Buti$nica River and upper course of Zr-
manja may have belonged to the people of Ditio-
nes.® Although the historical data are meager and
archaeological research insufficient, it seems likely
that the wider Knin region was a tri-border area of
these three peoples from Illyricum by the end of
Antiquity.

The original Liburnian territory that includes
the regions of Ravni Kotari and Bukovica can be
observed as a separate whole protected by sea on
the western and southern side, with canyon of
the Krka River in the east and the Velebit massif
in the north. The only area without these natural
barriers is the interfluve of Zrmanja and Krka that
spreads from 8 to 10 km in the eastern periphery
of Bukovica (Fig. 1). This is natural communicati-
on area used to approach wider Zadar hinterland
from the direction of Knin, and the roads passed
through it in all historical periods. Furthermore,
this region in the war circumstances enabled easier
surveillance and control as well as relatively easy
defense organization from possible attacks from
the east. This geographical advantage must have
been particularly important in the earlier periods,
and, in addition to existence of the big drystone
wall between Velebit and Krka, it is confirmed by
selection of positions of Roman military castella
and legionary castrum at Burnum.®® The possibi-
lity of establishing easier control and surveillance
over this region was important in more recent pe-
riods, such as the period shortly after the expulsion
of the Ottomans® or the Second World War.*

% 1. BOJANOVSKI 1988: 262-263; S. CACE 1989: 88.

6 Ttis worth mentioning that the legionary castrum was built at
the place of smallest distance between Krka and Zrmanja (about
7.8 km), which does not mean that this was the main reason the
location was selected. A smaller, auxiliary military camp built of
wooden palisades and earth banks was probably located next to
its south-western side. One castellum was built a few hundred
meters east of the castrum. The other, recently discovered castel-
lum was located about 2 km east of the castrum, i.e. 300 m west
of the remains of the big drystone wall in Raduci¢.

¢ ‘There is a document from the year 1670 in which the Vene-
tian providur Antonio Barbaro ordered duke Frane Posedarski to
take four troops and set guard in Ervenik, Mokro Polje, Suplja
crkva (Burnum) and Roski slap to ensure in that way the regions
recently liberated from the Ottoman rule (B. DESNICA 1950:
145-1406).

% The region between Zrmanja and Krka on the eastern periph-
ery of Bukovica was the boundary of the Italian province with cen-
ter in Zadar from 1941 to 1943. Specific geographic characteristics
of this region were used in demarcation, military actions and con-
trol of the regions. We have material remains testifying therein such



S. Vrki¢, Tko je izgradio veliki suhozid na istoku Bukovice?, MHM, 3, 2016 (2017), 25-61

Rimski su povijesni izvori zabiljezili pocetak
delmatske ekspanzije u drugoj polovini 2. st. pr.
Kr., kada su oni iskoristili slabljenje ilirske drzave
i nametnuli svoju vlast slabijim susjedima. Nije
isklju¢eno da su ve¢ tada zauzeli podrucje do ri-
jeke Krke i zaprijetili liburnskom teritoriju, iako
je puno izglednije da se to dogodilo tijekom 1. st.
pr. Kr.% Povijesni izvori nisu zabiljezili nijedan
delmatski napad na mati¢ni liburnski teritorij,
ve¢ samo njihovo otimanje Promone, koja se na-
lazi na lijevoj strani rijeke Krke.”® S. Cace smatra
da je to bio delmatski grad koji su Rimljani pre-
oteli i predali na upravu Liburnima, $to se moglo
dogoditi tijekom vojnog pohoda Gaja Kaskoni-
ja 78. — 76. god. pr. Kr.”"' No, oni je ocito nisu
mogli dugo zadrzati pod svojom kontrolom jer
je poznato da su je Delmati preotimali 51./50. i
34. god. pr. Kr. Sasvim je izvjesno da su Delmati
i njihovi saveznici, zauzimajuéi Promonu, mogli
izbiti na samu rijeku Krku, ¢ime bi postali stvarna
prijetnja mati¢nom liburnskom podru¢ju, ako ne
osvajanjem teritorija, onda svakako povremenim
pljackaskim pohodima.

Za sada ne postoje pisani povijesni izvori i ar-
heoloski nalazi koji bi bili pouzdan dokaz da je
doslo do delmatskih pohoda na podrugje preko
rijeke Krke. Rimski pisani izvori rijetko biljeze
sukobe u kojima ne sudjeluje njihova vojska, a
arheoloski lokaliteti na ovom podrucju gotovo
uopée nisu sustavno istrazivani. Cak ni posto-
janje velikog suhozida ne mozemo smatrati ¢vr-
stim arheoloskim dokazom delmatskih napada
jer je on mogao biti izgraden samo iz preventiv-
nih razloga. Rijetki autori koji su se dotaknuli
ove teme uglavnom sumnjaju u moguénost da
su delmatski napadi mogli ugroziti podruéje na
desnoj strani Krke. S. Bili¢-Dujmusic¢ istice dva
bitna preduvjeta koja je trebalo svladati da bi se
mogli poduzeti pljackaski pohodi na podrudje

Liburnije. Prvi je zauzimanje rije¢nih prijelaza

na liniji Zegar — Ervenik — Mokro Polje i Raduci¢ da bi sprijecile
bjekstvo komunistickih bandi na hrvatski teritorij pod pritiskom
rad¢iS¢avanja crnokosuljasa“: Zbornik NOR 1954: 518.

® V. kod: S. CACE 2013: 25.

70 Kasnija onomasti¢ka grada dokazuje da je to podrucje spa-
dalo u delmatski imenski krug, $to bi znacilo da Promona izvor-
no nije bila liburnski grad, ve¢ je dospjela pod njihovu politicku
kontrolu: S. CACE 1989, 87; S. CACE 2013: 22.

7 S. CACE 1989: 87.
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Roman historical sources have recorded the be-
ginning of the Delmatean expansion in the second
half of the 2nd century BC when they used the dec-
line of the Illyrian state and imposed their power to
weaker neighbors. It is possible that they occupied
the area all the way to the Krka River and threate-
ned the Liburnian territory though it is more likely
that it happened during the 1st century BC.% Hi-
storical sources recorded no Delmatean attacks on
the original Liburnian territory but only their se-
izing of Promona, situated on the left bank of Krka.”
S. Cace believes that it was a Delmatean city seized
by the Romans and given to the Liburnians to go-
vern it, which may have happened during a military
mission of Gaius Cosconius in 78-76 BC.”' Howe-
ver they evidently could not keep it for long as it is
known that the Delmatae reconquered it in 51/50
and 34 BC. It is certain that the Delmatae and their
allies could have come to the Krka River when they
were seizing Promona, becoming in that way an ac-
tual threat to the original Liburnian territory, if not
by territorial conquest, then definitely by occasional
plundering raids.

So far there have been no historical sources or
archaeological finds that would be a reliable confir-
mation that there were Delmatean expeditions to
the area over the Krka River. Roman written sour-
ces rarely record conflicts that do not involve their
army, and almost none of the archacological sites
in this region have been systematically explored.
Even the existence of the big drystone wall cannot
be considered as the firm archaeological evidence
of the Delmatean raids because it could have been
built only preventively. Scarce authors who dealt
with this theme mostly doubt that the Delmate-
an raids could have jeopardized the region on the
right bank of Krka. S. Bili¢-Dujmusi¢ stresses two

as military shelters incorporated in the remains of the drystone wall
in Ervenik, Mokro Polje and Raduci¢, or written information, such
as the report on military action of June 3, 1942: ,, When it was their
turn, troops of the royal army in service of border garrison made a bar-
rier on the line Zegﬂr — Ervenik — Mokro Polje and Raducic to
prevent escape of communist gangs to Croatian territory under pressure
of crnokosuljasi (‘blackshirss). “ (Zbornik NOR 1954: 518).

@ Seein S. CACE 2013: 25.

7 Later onomastic material testifies to the fact that this region
belonged to the Delmatean naming circle meaning that Promona
originally was not a Liburnian city but it got under their political
control (S. CACE 1989: 87; S. CACE 2013: 22).

7 S. CACE 1989: 87.
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na Krki, a drugi probijanje guste mreze jakih
liburnskih gradinskih utvrdenja.”? S. Cale na
jednom mjestu istice da za vrijeme gradanskog
rata Delmati nisu mogli ili nisu Zeljeli probiti
znacajnu barijeru liburnskih gradina uzduz gra-
nice.”” Na drugom mjestu ponovno isti¢e brojna
liburnska utvrdenja na podrucju izlozenom del-
matskom napadu, koja su u slucaju veée opasno-
sti omogucavala u¢inkovitu obranu.”

Iako je neosporno postojanje brojnih gradinskih
utvrdenja na ovom podrudju, upitno je jesu li ona
mogla odvratiti ili zaustaviti delmatske pljackaske
pohode na liburnski teritorij. Ako su se Delmati i
njihovi saveznici (Ditioni?) grupirali na podru¢ju
Knina, njihov bi napad zasigurno dosao preko po-
drudja izmedu Zrmanje i Krke jer u tom slucaju ne
bi trebalo svladavati rije¢ne prijelaze na srednjem
toku Krke za koje je izgledno da su ih kontrolirali
Liburni. Osim toga, ako na tom podruéju nisu bile
stacionirane znacajnije vojne snage, za ocekivati je
da bi se lokalno stanovni$tvo razbjezalo ili zatvori-
lo na dobro utvrdenim gradinama, a neprijatelj bi
mogao nesmetano zalaziti u unutra$njost liburn-
skog teritorija te se, izbjegavajudi eventualne zasje-
de, mogao vratiti s opljackanim plijenom, a da mu
se pri tome nitko ozbiljnije ne suprotstavi. O¢ito
je da za nadzor i kontrolu grani¢nog podrudja nije
bilo dovoljno postojanje gradinskih utvrdenja,
ve¢ je bila neophodna izgradnja velikog suhozida
kojim je u potpunosti pregraden prostor izmedu
Velebita i Krke.

Smatram da se na osnovi svega navedenog iz-
gradnja velikog suhozida na istoku Bukovice moze
okvirno datirati u 2. ili 1. st. pr. Kr., s time da je
puno izglednije da se to dogodilo u razdoblju od
51./50. god. pr. Kr. do 9. god. po Kr. U razdo-
blju poslije 51./50. god. pr. Kr., kada su Delmati
prvi put protjerali Liburne iz Promone, i nakon $to
je propao njihov pokusaj da je povrate uz pomo¢
rimskih vojnih jedinica, ocito su se promijenili od-
nosi snaga i smanjile liburnske ambicije. Za oceki-
vati da je u idu¢im godinama, posebno za vrijeme
trajanja rimskog gradanskog rata, prioritet postao

obrana mati¢nog liburnskog teritorija koji se nasao

72 S, BILIC-DUJMUSIC 2004: 50; S. BILIC-DUJMUSIC
2013: 466.

73 S. CACE 2006: 71-72.

74 S. CACE 2015: 14-15.
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important preconditions that had to be fulfilled to
organize plundering raids to the Liburnia region.
The first one is capturing river crossings on Krka,
and the other is penetrating the dense network of
strong Liburnian hillfort.”? S. Cage once stated that
in the time of the civil war the Delmatae could not
or did not want to penetrate an important barrier
of the Liburnian hillforts along the border.”” On
another occasion he stressed once more the impor-
tance of many Liburnian fortifications in the area
exposed to the Delmatean attack, which enabled
efficient defense in case of greater danger.”

Although presence of many hillfort settlements
in this region is indisputable, the question is if
they could prevent or stop Delmatean plundering
raids on the Liburnian territory. If the Delmatae
and their allies (Ditiones?) did group in the Knin
region, their attack would definitely have been or-
ganized over an area between Zrmanja and Krka,
because that would save them from passing river
crossings in the middle course of the Krka River,
which were most likely controlled by the Libur-
nians. Furthermore if considerable army forces
were not stationed in this region, it would be rea-
sonable to expect that the local population would
run away close to well-fortified hillforts, and the
enemy could freely enter the interior of the Libur-
nian territory and come back with booty without
any serious resistance, escaping possible ambush.
It is evident that the existence of hillfort fortifica-
tions was not enough for surveillance and control
of the border area, but it was necessary to build a
big drystone wall for complete division of the area
between Velebit and Krka.

I believe that on the basis of all the aforementio-
ned the construction of the big drystone wall in the
east of Bukovica can be broadly dated to the 2nd or
Ist century BC, more probably in the period from
51/50 BC to 9 AD. In the period after 51/50 BC
when the Delmatae drove the Liburnians away from
Promona, and after their attempt to come back with
Roman help did not succeed, it is evident that the
balance of power changed and Liburnian ambitions
were lowered. It is expectable that in the subsequ-

72 S, BILIC-DUJMUSIC 2004: 50; S. BILIC-DUJMUSIC
2013: 466.

73 S. CACE 2006: 71-72.

74 S. CACE 2015: 14-15.
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Veliki Ostrik

SLIKA 20. Polozaj subozida i vagnih liburnskib strateskih lokaliteta (izvor Google Earth; oznacio S. Vikic)
F1GURE 20. Locations of the drystone wall and important strategic Liburnian sites (source Google Earth; marked by S. Vikic)

na dohvat pohodima Delmata i njihovih savezni-
ka. Koliko su ti napadi bili izgledni najbolje svje-
doci Apijanova vijest da Delmati deset godina nisu
ispustali oruzje iz ruku. Osim unosne pljacke, njih
je mogla motivirati i Zelja za osvetom Liburnima
koji su sudjelovali u rimskim vojnim operacijama
na delmatskom podrudju.

Liburni su, najvjerojatnije, uz pomo¢ ili poticaj
svojih rimskih saveznika organizirali sustav obra-
ne i nadzor grani¢nog podrucja. Posve je izgled-
no da izgradnja velikog suhozida nije bila jedini
gradevinski poduhvat koji je poduzet u svrhu
zatite liburnskog teritorija. Ostali gradevinski
zahvati mogli su se odnositi na dodatno utvrdi-
vanje gradina, kao $to su Gradina u Puljanima i
Koc¢o u Erveniku, koje imaju neuobi¢ajeno ma-
sivne bedeme na isto¢noj strani, ali i uredenje
manjih utvrda i promatra¢nica koje su koristene
za nadzor grani¢nog podrudja i signalizaciju. Ta-
kvi su se objekti ponajprije mogli nalaziti na do-
minantnim poloZajima uz zapadnu stranu velikog
suhozida, od kojih su najistaknutiji lokaliteti Ja-
godnik u Erveniku, Veliki Ostrik i Raducka glavi-
ca u Mokrom Polju, ili na pogodnim polozajima
iznad rije¢nih prijelaza kao $to su gradine Zasoki
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ent years particularly during the Roman civil war,
defense of the original Liburnian territory became a
priority as it was within reach of the expeditions of
the Delmatae and their allies. A quote from Appian
that the Delmatae did not set aside their weapons
for ten years testifies to the fact that these attacks
were more than likely. Except for lucrative plunder,
they could be motivated by a wish to get even with
the Liburnians who participated in the Roman mi-
litary operations in the Delmatean area.

Most probably the Liburnians organized a sy-
stem of surveillance and control of the border area
with help or encouragement of their Roman allies.
It is very likely that building of the big drystone
wall was not the only construction work under-
taken with an aim of protection of the Liburnian
territory. Other such actions could relate to additi-
onal reinforcement of the hillforts such as Gradina
in Puljani and Koco in Ervenik, that have unusu-
ally massive walls on the eastern side, and also or-
ganizing small forts and observation posts used for
surveillance of the border area and signalization.
Such objects could be located on dominant positi-
ons along the western side of the big drystone wall
such as the sites Jagodnik in Ervenik, Veliki Ostrik
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i Bobodol (SI. 20).

Na kraju treba istaknuti da otkri¢e velikog su-
hozida ide u prilog nekim ve¢ ranije iznesenim
tezama kao $to je pretpostavka da je grani¢ni li-
burnsko-delmatski prostor bio opustosen u ratnim
pohodima. Cale pretpostavlja da je za vrijeme
dugotrajnih borbi prestala postojati najmanje jed-
na liburnska opéina izmedu Zrmanje i Krke, $to
objasnjava kasnije uklju¢ivanje ovog podrucja u
vojni teritorij pod upravom legijskog tabora u Bur-
numu.” Neki autori smatraju da su ovdje vodeni
ograniceni sukobi izmedu lokalnih zajednica,”® $to
ne isklju¢uje moguénost da je doslo do unistava-
nja naselja i povlacenja stanovnistva na podrucje
zapadno od suhozida, mozda i dublje u unutras-
njost liburnskog teritorija. Za to su najsnaznije
indicije gasenje vaznog liburnskog naselja Durina
gromila u Mokrom Polju, za koje se pretpostavlja
da je napusteno u 1. st. pr. Kr.”” Borbe su na ovom
podru¢ju zasigurno vodene i za vrijeme Batonova
ustanka od 6. do 9. god. po Kr., kada su Delmati
i drugi ustanici mogli zauzeti liburnske utvrde uz
rijeku Krku, posebno Burnum (Gradinu u Pulja-
nima), koji Plinije Stariji navodi medu utvrdama

proslavljenima u bojevima.

7. ZAKLJUCAK

Namjera je ovog rada prvenstveno detaljna
obrada i prezentacija ostataka neobi¢ne suhozid-
ne strukture te rasprava o njezinu uzem geograf-
skom i arheoloskom kontekstu. Izneseni zakljuéci
svakako nemaju karakter kona¢nih interpretacija
koje ¢e mozda biti moguce donijeti tek ako se
provedu opseznija arheoloska istrazivanja. Ipak,
na osnovi poznatih povijesnih podataka i onih
prikupljenih terenskim istrazivanjima odlucio
sam se nalaz interpretirati kao ostatak vojno-
obrambene strukture i smjestiti ga u to¢no odre-
deni povijesni kontekst. Pri tome je najznacajnija
bila ¢injenica $to su prilikom izgradnje iskoriste-
ne sve topografske karakteristike prostora, koje

upucuju na vojno-obrambeni karakter suhozida,

75 S. CACE 1989: 79; S. CACE 2013: 35.
76 D. DZINO — A. DOMIC-KUNIC 2013: 145.
77 S. CACE 2013: 33.
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and Raducka glavica in Mokro Polje, or on suita-
ble positions above the river crossings such as the
hillforts Zasoki and Bobodol (Fig. 20).

Finally we need to emphasize that the discovery
of the big drystone wall supports some previous
theses such as the assumption that the border area
between the Liburnians and Delmatae was rava-
ged in war missions. CaCe assumes that at least
one Liburnian municipality between Zrmanja and
Krka had to exist during the lengthy battles whi-
ch would explain later inclusion of this area in the
military territory governed by the legionary camp
in Burnum.”” Some authors believe that this was
the place of conflicts of limited scope between the
local communities.” Still this does not rule out the
possibility that the settlements were destroyed and
population had to retreat to the area west of the
wall, perhaps even deeper into the interior of the
Liburnian territory. The strongest indications the-
rein are the extinction of the important Liburnian
settlement Durina gromila in Mokro Polje, whi-
ch is assumed to be abandoned in the 1st century
BC.” There were battles in this region definitely
during Bato’s rebellion from 6 AD to 9 AD when
the Delmatae and other rebels could have taken the
Liburnian forts along the Krka River, particularly
Burnum (Gradina in Puljani), mentioned by Pliny
the Elder among the forts celebrated in battles.

7. CONCLUSION

The primary intention of this work was detai-
led analysis and presentation of the remains of the
unusual drystone wall structure, as well as discu-
ssion of its precise geographical and archaeological
context. Presented conclusions definitely do not
have character of final interpretations that might
be possible only after comprehensive archaeolo-
gical research. However on the basis of historical
information and data collected in the field surveys
I have decided to interpret the find as the remains
of the military-defensive structure and to set it into
precisely defined historical context. In that regard

75 S. CACE 1989: 79; S. CACE 2013: 35.
76 D. DZINO — A. DOMIC-KUNIC 2013: 145.
77 S. CACE 2013: 33.
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a umanjuje se mogucnost da se radi o ostatcima
teritorijalnog razgranicenja iz nekog povijesnog
ili prapovijesnog razdoblja. Uz to, polozaji na ko-
jima je suhozid izgraden nedvojbeno upucuju da
ga je izgradila strana koja je u tom trenutku zapo-
sjedala podruéje na zapadu.

Smatram da se na osnovi svih poznatih arheo-
loskih, povijesnih i geografskih podataka ostatci
velikog suhozida mogu najbolje objasniti ako se
smjeste u vrijeme liburnsko-delmatskih, odno-
sno rimsko-delmatskih sukoba. Pri tome je naj-
izglednije da je suhozid izgraden u razdoblju od
50. god. pr. Kr. do 9. god. po Kr., u sklopu or-
ganiziranja sustava obrane liburnskog teritorija,
odnosno uspostave kontrole nad grani¢nim po-
dru¢jem i sprjecavanja mogucih napada s istoka,
iz pravca Knina. Na tom su se podruc¢ju mogli
grupirati Delmati i njihovi saveznici (Ditioni?),
nakon ¢ega su, bez svladavanja rije¢nih prijelaza
na rijeci Krki, mogli napadati liburnski terito-
rij, pri ¢emu je pljacka mogla biti glavni motiv
napada.

Za sada postoje samo indicije da su se na tom
podrudju dogadali znacajni sukobi koji su doveli
do uni$tavanja nekih naselja i raseljavanja liburn-
skog stanovnistva, na $to upucuje kasnije ukljuci-
vanje ovog podrucja u legijski teritorij. Povrsinski
arheoloski nalazi ukazuju da je vazno liburnsko
naselje na gradini Durina gromila u Mokrom
Polju napusteno tijekom 1. st. pr. Kr. Postojanje
vojnih sukoba na liburnskom grani¢nom podru¢-
ju potvrduje navod Plinija Starijeg da je Burnum
(Gradina u Puljanima) utvrda proslavljena u bo-
jevima.

Izgradnja velike suhozidne konstrukcije je
zasigurno imala jak politicki i psihicki uc¢inak
na ugrozeno liburnsko stanovnistvo, kojemu je
pruzen osjecaj zastite i sigurnosti, ali i na same
neprijatelje, koje je trebalo sprije¢iti ili odvratiti
od napada na liburnsko podrugje. To je mogla
biti samo jedna od poduzetih mjera u organiza-
ciji sustava obrane u koji je moglo biti ukljuce-
no dodatno utvrdivanje nekih gradina, uredenje
manjih utvrda i promatraénica, $to nije moguce
dokazati bez provodenja opseznih arheoloskih
istrazivanja.

Uspostavom stalnog rimskog vojnog uporista u
Burnumu, na istoku je Bukovice zadrzana linija
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the most important fact was that all topographic
characteristics of the area were exploited in the
building process indicating to military-defensive
character of the drystone wall, and reducing the
possibility that these were the remains of territo-
rial demarcation from some historic or prehistoric
period. Furthermore, the positions on which the
drystone wall was built indicate without any doubt
that it was built by a party that occupied the terri-
tory in the west at the time.

On the basis of all relevant archaeological, histo-
rical and geographical data I believe that the rema-
ins of the big drystone wall can be best explained if
they are set into the time of the Liburnian-Delma-
tean or Roman-Delmatean conflicts. In that regard
it is most likely that the drystone wall was built in
the period from the year 50 BC to 9 AD, within
organization of the system of defense of the Libur-
nian territory i.e. in an attempt to establish control
over the border area and prevent possible attacks
from the east, from the direction of Knin. In this
region the Delmatae and their allies (Ditiones?)
could group and attack the Liburnian territory
without passing over river crossings on the Krka
River, and plundering might have been the main
motive of attacks.

So far there have been only indications that im-
portant conflicts had happened in this region le-
ading to the devastation of some settlements and
scattering of the Liburnian population as indica-
ted by later inclusion of this area into legionary
territory. Archaeological surface finds indicate
that an important Liburnian settlement on Du-
rina gromila hillfort in Mokro Polje was deserted
in the 1st century BC. Existence of military con-
flicts in the Liburnian border area is confirmed by
a quote from Pliny the Elder stating that Burnum
(Gradina in Puljani) was a fort celebrated in ba-
teles.

Construction of the big drystone wall structure
definitely had strong political and psychological
effect on threatened Liburnian population who
were given the feeling of protection and safety, but
it also affected the enemies, supposedly preventing
or diverting attacks on the Liburnian territory. This
could be one of measures in organization of the de-
fense system encompassing also the reinforcement

of some hillforts and building of smaller forts and



S. Vrki¢, Who built the big drystone wall in the east of Bukovica?, MHM, 3, 2016 (2017), 25-61

obrane, a veliki suhozid, s nizom gradinskih utvr-
denja uz njegovu zapadnu stranu, mogao je izgubi-
ti na vaznosti tek nakon gasenja Batonova ustanka
9. god. po K., nakon kojega su uspostavljeni i dru-
gi rimski vojni polozaji, podalje od liburnsko-del-

matskog grani¢nog podrudja.
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observation posts, although that cannot be confir-
med without extensive archaeological research.
When permanent military base was established
at Burnum, line of defence was retained in the east
of Bukovica, and the big drystone wall with a series
of hillfort along its western side could have lost
importance only after crushing Bato’s rebellion in
AD 9 when other Roman military positions were
set up, at some distance from the Liburnian-Del-

matean border area.
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