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U élanku su prikazani rezultati sustavnih arbeoloskib istrazivanja obrambenog susta-
va na gradini Monkodonja u razdoblju izmedu 1997. i 2008. Pojedine karakteristike
gradnje i promjene u gradnji, posebno ulaza, usporedene su s drugim bronéanodobnim
gradinama na podrulju Istre, kao i na podrulju istocnog Sredozemlja. Predlozeni su
mogudi uzroci kao i datacije promjena u gradnji bedema i vrata naselja u skladu s
pojavom novog naaruzvanjzz) a samim time i s promjenama u nacinu ratovanja.

The paper presents the results of the systematic archaeological excavations of the defense
system at Monkodonja Hillfort carried our between 1997 and 2008. Some character-
istics of the construction and changes in it — particularly of the hill fort entrance — are
compared with other Bronze-Age hillforts in Istria and Eastern Mediterranean. The
paper proposes possible reasons for and datings of the changes in the rampart and gate
construction that coincided with the appearance of new weapons and, consequently,
with new methods of warfare.
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Uzduz isto¢ne jadranske obale, na otocima i
u zaledu, ostaci naselja utvrdenih mo¢nim, teh-
nikom suhozida gradenim bedemima, pred-
znacajnijih tipova naselja u broncano i zeljezno
doba. I danas se na mnogim mjestima isticu
kao markantne toc¢ke u krajoliku. Njihovi su
se bedemi djelomi¢no sacuvali do nasih dana
stoga su vidljivi na terenu posebno na mjestima
koja nisu bila kontinuirano nastanjena od pra-
povijesti kroz antiku i srednji vijek do danas.
lako su bila ve¢ davno napustena, ipak se sacu-
valo sjec¢anje na njih, posebno u narodnoj pre-
daji, na $to ukazuju nazivi kao $to su gradina,
kastelir, castelliere..., a na nekima su u kasnoj
antici i u srednjem vijeku izgradene crkvice
koje su ¢uvale svetost mjesta do nasih dana.

Topografska istrazivanja gradina su se vise ili
manje intenzivno odvijala ve¢ od kraja 19. st.
Za Istru se jo$ uvijek istice izniman rad Carla
Marchesettija I castellieri preistorici di Trieste e
della Regione Giulia (1903.), u kojem je zabi-
liezeno i djelomi¢no skicirano oko 300 gradi-
na, $to je tijekom 20. st. dopunjeno daljnjim
terenskim radom prije svega Borisa Badica,
Kristine Mihovili¢ i Klare Bur$i¢-Matijasié.!
Za istrazivanja na Kvarnerskim otocima mo-
ramo takoder najprije navesti C. Marchesetti-
ja, i jo$ posebno, dugogodi$nji rad Vladimira
Mirosavljevi¢a.? Za veéinu topografskih istra-
zivanja u sjevernoj Dalmaciji i otocima po-
sebno je zasluzan upravo neumorni profesor
Sime Batovi®®, dok se topografiji gradinskih
naselja u dalmatinskom zaledu posvetio pri-
je svega Alojz Benac®’. Unato¢ velikom broju

I R.BATTAGLIA, 1958; B. BACIC, 1970; K. MIHOVILIC,
1995; L. BEKIC, 1996; K. MIHOVILC, 1997; K. BURSIC-
MATIJASIC, 2007; K. MIHOVILIC, 2013, 32-57; MON-
KODONJA 1, 2015, 26-43.

2 C. MARCHESETTI, 1924; V. MIROSAVLJEVIC, 1974;
vidi takoder J. CUS-RUKONIC, D. GLOGOVIC, 1988-
1989; B. MADER, 2005.

3 §. BATOVIC, 1973; S. BATOVIC, 1977; S. BATOVIC,
1987a; S. BATOVIC, 1987b; S. BATOVIC, 2004 itd. Vidi
takoder: I. BABIC, 1978; Z. BRUSIC, 1976; M. MENDU-
SIC, 1989; M. MENDUSIC, 1990 itd.

4 A. BENAG, 1985; A. BENAC, 1986; vidi takoder: B. GO-
VEDARICA, 1982; A. MILOSEVIC, 1998 itd.
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Along the east coast of Adriatic, on the is-
lands and in the hinterland, the remains of the
settlements fortified with strong, drywall ram-
parts are one of the most distinctive and most
significant types of Bronze-Age and Iron-Age
settlements. Even today, they stand out as
landmarks in the landscape in many places.
Partially preserved to the present day, their
ramparts are visible on the terrain, particularly
in the places that have not been continually
inhabited through the period spanning pre-
history, Antiquity, Middle Ages and the pres-
ent day. Although long abandoned, they still
live in memory, particularly in folk traditions
— which is indicated by the place names such
as gradina, kastelir, castelliere... On some of
them, small churches were built in Late An-
tiquity and Middle Ages, thus preserving the
sanctity of these places to the present day.

Topographic research of gradine (hillforts)
has been carried out with more or less inten-
sity ever since the late 19" century. The ex-
ceptional work by C. Marchesetti, “I castellieri
preistorici di Trieste e della Regione Giulia
(1903), is still considered seminal for Istria.
The work includes notes and partial sketch-
es of approx. 300 hillforts. In the 20* cen-
tury it was complemented by the field work
of, primarily, B. Ba¢i¢, K. Mihovili¢ and K.
Bursi¢-Matijasi¢'. As for the research on the
islands of Kvarner, featuring prominently is,
once again, the work of C. Marchesetti and
also the longtime work of V. Mirosavljevié’.
For most of the topographic research in north-
ern Dalmatia and the islands, credit is due to
the tireless efforts of Professor Sime Batovi¢.?
As for the topography of the fortified settle-

! See also R. BATTAGLIA, 1958; B. BACIC, 1970; K. MI-
HOVILIC, 1995; L. BEKIC, 1996; K. MIHOVILC, 1997;
K. BURSIC-MATIJASIC, 2007; K. MIHOVILIC, 2013, 32-
57; MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 26-43.

2 C. MARCHESETTI, 1924; V. MIROSAVLJEVIC, 1974;
See also J. CUS-RUKONIC, D. GLOGOVIC, 1988-1989;
B. MADER, 2005.

3 §. BATOVIC, 1973; S. BATOVIC, 1977; S. BATOVIC,
1987a; S. BATOVIC, 1987b; S. BATOVIC, 2004 etc. See
also I. BABIC, 1978; Z. BRUSIC, 1976; M. MENDUSIC,
1989; M. MENDUSIC, 1990 etc.
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topografski dobro lokaliziranih utvrdenih na-
selja, u cijeloj jadranskoj regiji ostvarena su
razmjerno malobrojna arheoloska iskopavanja
i to prije svega manjih razmjera. Medu zna-
¢ajnija sustavna istrazivanja zasigurno spadaju
iskopavanja S. Batovi¢a na Beretinovoj gradi-
ni kod Radovina koja su otkrila protourbano
naselje iz starijega zeljeznog doba koje je pri-
padalo Liburnima.’ Veca arheoloska iskopa-
vanja na liburnskom podrudju, kao npr. na
Bribirskoj glavici kod Bribira® i u Aseriji’ te
u istarskom Nezakciju®, otkrila su prije svega
ostatke rimskih antic¢kih gradova i utvrda, koji
su nadgradili i djelomi¢no sasvim unistili pra-
povijesne ostatke arhitekture. Stoga su gradnja
i koncepti fortifikacijskih sustava kao i unu-
tarnja organizacija prapovijesnih utvrdenih
naselja na podrudju isto¢nog Jadrana prilicno
neistrazeni i nepoznati, $to posebno vrijedi za
gradine bron¢anog doba.” Tek nova iskopa-
vanja na istarskoj gradini Monkodonja, koja
lezi oko 3 km od morske obale i oko 6 km
od grada Rovinja, doprinijela su nove podatke
za bolje razumijevanje fortifikacijskih sustava
u okviru kasteljerske kulture bronc¢anog doba
u Istri. Nadamo se takoder da ¢e publikacije
o Monkodoniji posluziti kao referentna litera-
tura za daljnja istrazivanja naseobina na $irem
podrudju Jadrana i zapadnog Balkanskog po-
luotoka.

U ovom ¢lanku Zelimo sazeto predstaviti
samo glavne rezultate arheoloskih iskopavanja
na Monkodonji, koji se odnose na obrambeni
sustav, iako je monografija sa zaklju¢nim izvje-
$tajem o iskopavanjima i interpretacijom arhi-
tektonskih ostataka nedavno objavljena u 25.
svesku serije Monografije i katalozi Arheolos-
kog muzeja Istre u Puli.’® Na ovom mjestu ¢ini
nam se potrebno napomenuti da su se istrazi-
vanja odvijala u okviru zajednickog istrazivac-

5 §.BATOVIC, 1968a.

¢ §.BATOVIC, 1968b; S. BATOVIC, 1980.

7 Vidi I. FADIC, 2003 i seriju publikacija Asseria, 2003 i da-
lje.

8 K. MIHOVILIC, 1996; G. ROSADA, 1999.

9 Usp. K. MIHOVILIC, B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, 2013.

10 MONKODONJA 1, 2015.

ments in Dalmatian hinterland, most of the
work was done by Alojz Benac*. Despite the
fact that the topographically well-identified
fortified settlements in the entire Adriatic re-
gion are very numerous, a rather small number
of archaeological excavations — mostly small-
scale ones — have been carried out. Among
the most systematic excavations are certainly
the ones at Beretinova gradina near Radovin,
led by S. Batovié, yielding a proto-urban Li-
burni settlement from an earlier Iron Age pe-
riod.” Some large-scale archaeological digs in
the Liburnian area, such as those at Bribirska
glavica near Bribir® and at Asseria’ and Istrian
Nesactium®, yielded primarily remains of Ro-
man cities and fortifications, built atop — and
sometimes fully destroying — the remains of
prehistoric structures below. This is why the
construction and concepts of the fortification
systems and the internal organization of forti-
fied prehistoric settlements in Eastern Adriatic
are little explored and unknown, which par-
ticularly applies to Bronze-Age hillforts’. Only
the recent excavations at the Istrian hillfort of
Monkodonja, some 3km from the coast and
6km from Rovinj, rendered new information
for better understanding of the fortification
system in the context of the Castellieri culture
of Istrian Bronze Age. We also hope that the
publications of the Monkodonja excavations
will be used as reference literature for further
exploration of the settlements in the greater
Adriatic region and in the western Balkans.
Although a monograph containing the final
report on the excavations and an interpreta-
tion of the architectural remains was recently
published in Vol. 25 of the Monographs and
Catalogues of the Archaeological Museum of

4 A.BENAC, 1985; A. BENAC, 1986; See also B. GOVEDA-
RICA, 1982; A. MILOSEVIC, 1998 etc.

5 §.BATOVIC, 1968a.

¢ §.BATOVIC, 1968b; S. BATOVIC, 1980.

7 See I. FADIC, 2003 and the series of publications Asseria,
2003 etc.

8 K. MIHOVILIC, 1996; G. ROSADA, 1999.

®  Cf K. MIHOVILIC, B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, 2013.
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kog projekta Instituta za prapovijesnu arheo-
logiju Slobodnog sveucilista u Berlinu (Znstitut
fiir Prihistorische Archéologie, Freie Universitiit
Berlin) i Arheoloskog muzeja Istre u Puli, a su-
djelovali su takoder Zavi¢ajni muzej grada Ro-
vinja i Arheoloski odsjek Filozofskog fakulteta
Sveudilista u Ljubljani. Iskopavanja i pratedi
restauratorski radovi su se odvijali od 1997. do
2008. godine, po éetiri tjedna svake godine.
U radovima su uz brojne studente razlicitih
nacionalnosti, odnosno sveucilista, sudjelovali
takoder studentice/studenti arheologije sa Sve-
ucili$ta u Zadru i Zagrebu, koji su se iskazali
kao iznimno zainteresirani i odli¢ni suradnici.

In medias res: gradinu Monkodonja mozemo
opredijeliti, obzirom na veli¢inu i obrambeni
sustav (SL. 1), kao jednu od naselja centralnog
karaktera na podru¢ju Rovinjstine, odnosno
na podrudju juzno od Limskog kanala. To po-
tvrduje ¢injenica da je bila okruzena brojnim
manjim, pretezno utvrdenim naseljima, koja
su postavljena na dominantnim to¢kama u
krajoliku. Medu njima postoji dobra vizualna
komunikacija (SI. 2). Osim toga, Monkodonja
ima odli¢an pregled nad zapadnom istarskom
obalom s brojnim otoéi¢ima, i to od oto¢ja
Brijuni sve do ulaza u Limski kanal, $to znaci
da je mogla vizualno kontrolirati znacajni dio
trgovackog puta koji je povezivao juznije sre-
dozemne krajeve s podru¢jem Caput Adriae i
dalje prema Padskoj nizini i srednjoj Europi."

Osnivanje naselja i njegova izgradnja pred-
stavljaju jedinstveni kolonizacijski ¢in, Sto je
razvidno iz ¢injenice da je cjelokupno naselje
strogo i detaljno planirano: cijeli vrh, vjerojat-
no prvotno kupolaste uzvisine, bio je umjetno
zaravnat i podijeljen na razlicito oblikovane
terase jer je prvobitno sluzio kao kamenolom
za pridobivanje kamenih blokova odnosno
kamenog materijala za izgradnju obrambenih
zidina i temelja drugih gradevina. Cjeloku-
pno naselje ovalnog oblika, veli¢ine cca 250 x

" MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 52-61, SL. 15-22; 495-500, SL
331. Vidi takoder: B. HANSEL et al., 2007-2008, 81-95, SI.
1-2, 5 B. HANSEL, et al., 2009, 151-158, Abb. 5.
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Istria series,'” this article offers an outline of
the main results of the archaeological exca-
vations at Monkodonja, dealing in particular
with its fortification system. We should men-
tion here that the research was part of the joint
research project of the Institute of Prehistoric
Archaeology at the Free University of Berlin
(Institut fiir Prihistorische Archiologie, Freie
Universitit Berlin) and the Archaeological
Museum of Istria in Pula and that the Rovinj
Heritage Museum and the Department of Ar-
chaeology of the Faculty of Social Sciences of
the University of Ljubljana also took part in
it. The excavations and the accompanying res-
toration work took place between 1997 and
2008 — four weeks each years. Among the nu-
merous students from various countries and
universities that took part in these activities
were also the students from the Universities of
Zadar and Zagreb, who distinguished them-
selves as collaborators.

In medias res: by its size and defense system
(Fig.1), Monkodonja hillfort can be classified
as one of the central settlements in the Rovinj
area, or in the area south of Lim Bay. The fact
that it was surrounded by numerous small-
er, mostly fortified settlements dominating
the countryside can be seen as evidence of it.
There is good visual communication between
them (Fig. 2). In addition, Monkodonja com-
mands an excellent view of Istria’s western
coast and its numerous islets, from the Brio-
ni Archipelago to the mouth of the Lim Bay,
which means it could have visual control of a
large portion of the trade route that connect-
ed southern Mediterranean with Caput Adriae
and the regions beyond — the River Po valley
and Central Europe.!

The founding and building of the settlement
can be seen as a unique act of colonization be-
cause the settlement has a very precise and de-
tailed plan: the entire peak of what was once

' MONKODONJA 1, 2015.

" MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 52-61, SL 15-22; 495-500, SL
331. See also B. HANSEL et al., 2007-08, 81-95, fig. 1-2, 5;
B. HANSEL et al., 2009, 151-158, Abb. 5.
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SLIKA 1. Gradina Monkodonja, zapadna strana s djelomicno restauriranim bedemima i zidovima gradevina (foto:
B. Hinsel).
FIGURE 1 Monkodonja hillfort, western view, with partly reconstructed ramparts and walls of structures (photo by
B. Hinsel).

160 m, bilo je opasano s oko 800 m dugim
bedemom (SI. 1), izgradenim na rubu klesa-
ne terase visine oko 1 m nad povrsinom padi-
ne uzvisine. Na isti su nadin gradene takoder
zidine akropole i gornjeg grada. O¢ito su veé
kod kamenoklesarskog rada planirali ne samo
opseg naselja, ve¢ takoder smjer toka zidina i
nac¢in njihove gradnje, ¢ime su ve¢ u toj fazi
klesarskog rada pridobili oko 1 m visine vanj-
skog lica bedema. Obzirom da je jos danas na
nekim mjestima sac¢uvani zid visok do 3 m i

probably a domed high ground was levelled
and divided into terraces of various shapes (it
had originally been used as a quarry for the
stone blocks and other stone material for the
construction of the defense walls and founda-
tions of other structures). The settlement had
an oval shape, approx. 250x160m, and was
surrounded by an 800m-long rampart (Fig.
1), built on the edge of a 1m-high terrace cut
in the bedrock above the slope. The walls of

the acropolis and the upper town were built
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SLIKA 2. Monkodonja s okolicom, oznalenim gradinama i vizualnim linijama medu njima (izradio: D. MatoSevic).
F1GURE 2 Monkodonja with neighboring hillforts and visual lines between them (prepared by D. Mato$evic).

s obzirom na koli¢ine kamene rusevine uzduz
bedema procjenjujemo da je bedem bio visok
najmanje 4 do 5 m. Zidine su gradene veli-
kim kamenim blokovima (oko 70 x 50 x 50
cm) u suhozidu, tzv. emplekton tehnici (SL. 3).
Ipak smo kod nasih iskopavanja ustanovili da
su izgradnji prvog, najstarijeg bedema, $irine
priblizno 1,5 m, slijedili brojni popravci, pre-
gradivanja i dogradivanja na glavnom bedemu
najmanje kroz Cetiri faze koje su dovele do
toga da je bedem u zadnjoj fazi dostigao $irinu
izmedu4i5 m."”

2. MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 61-67, sl. 23-28 1 111-147.
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the same way. Clearly, not only the limits of
the settlement, but also the line of the ram-
parts and the technique to be used for their
construction were planned even while the
blocks for them were being cut. Approximate-
ly 1m-high outer face of the rampart was thus
obtained at this stage of construction. Given
the fact that the preserved height of the ram-
part reaches 3 meters in places and based on
the quantity of the rubble along the rampart,
our estimate is that the rampart was not less
than 4 to 5 meters high. Large stone blocks
(approx. 70x50x50cm) and drywall technique
(so-called emplekton technique) were used for
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SLIKA 3. Monkodonja, pogled na originalno sacuvan zid glavnog bedema (foto: M. Roeder).
F1GURE 3 Monkodonja, view of preserved original wall of main rampart (photo by M. Roeder).
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SLIKA 4. Monkodonja, shematski prikaz tlocrta naselja s trodijelnom podjelom na akropolu, gornji i donji grad.
FIGURE 4 Monkodonja, schematic plan of settlement divided into acropolis, upper town and lower town.
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Osim glavnog bedema, koji je opasavao ci-
jelo naselje, postojala su u unutrasnjosti jo$
dva bedema, ¢ime je cijelo naselje podijelje-
no na tri bedemima odvojena predjela (SI. 4).
Sredisnji dio naselja bio je oblikovan u plato
veli¢cine oko 80 x 100 m, opasan mo¢nim be-
demom, stoga je imenovan ,akropola“. Taj
je bedem takoder bio viSekratno popravljan,
najmanje Cetiri do pet puta, njegova Sirina je
nakon posljednjeg pregradivanja iznosila oko
5 m. Plato akropole je bio terasasto razveden,
¢ime su bili ve¢ klesarskim radom oblikovane
Cestice za izgradnju kuca i komunikacija medu
njima. Kako su pokazala iskopavanja u sjeve-
rozapadnom dijelu akropole kao i geofizikalna
mjerenja ve¢ih povrsina na akropoli i takoder
drugdje u naselju, radi se o razmjerno pravilno
organiziranom i jasno prepoznatljivom rasteru
gradevina, koji ukazuje na protourbani znacaj
naselja. Ipak smo primijetili, takoder u unu-
trasnjosti akropole — sli¢no kao i kod zidina —
pri gradnji objekata, vise gradevinskih faza kao
i promjene u njihovom rasporedu, $to smo u
zaklju¢nom izvje$taju prikazali kao dvije glav-
ne faze naseobine na akropoli."

Nekoliko metara nize od platoa akropole bio
je oblikovan sljedeéi plato u osnovi polovice
ovala, usmjeren prema zapadu i isto tako okru-
zen bedemom koji nije bio tako jak kao bedem
akropole, a mjerio je oko 1,2-1,5 m debljine.
Taj je dio naselja imenovan ,gornji grad, a ar-
heoloskim iskopavanjima bio je istrazen samo
njegov isto¢ni dio tik uz bedem akropole te
na jo§ dva polozaja.'* Predio izmedu ,gornjeg
grada® i glavnog obrambenog bedema cjeloku-
pnog naselja je takoder bio podijeljen na vise
izrazitih terasa naselja, koje su bile pretezno
izgradene — kako su pokazala nasa iskopavanja
— s ne$to manjim objektima, s tzv. ,kuéama u
nizu®. Taj je dio stoga imenovan ,,donji grad“."”

Naselje Monkodonja bilo je, dakle, od sa-
mog pocetka koncipirano kao mjesto s tri,

3 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 256-333, 471-581, Prilozi 6-7,
390-421.

¥ MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 342-353.

> MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 354-372.
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the walls (Fig. 3). However, we found out dur-
ing our excavations that the first — the oldest
— rampart (approx. 1.5m wide) underwent
many repairs, alterations and extensions later
on (in not less than four stages on the main
rampart), contributing to the rampart’s width
of 4-5 m in the final stage."

Besides the main rampart that surrounded
the entire settlement, there were also two ram-
parts within it, thus dividing the settlement
into three parts (Fig. 4). The central part was
an 80x100m plateau surrounded by a massive
rampart (and was therefore dubbed “acropo-
lis”). This rampart also underwent repeated
repairs (4 to 5 of them, at least); its width after
the last alteration was approx. 5 m. The pla-
teau with the acropolis was terraced and plots
for future houses and pathways between them
were cut in the terraces. The excavations in the
northwestern part of the acropolis and the ge-
ophysical surveys of large areas carried out at
the acropolis and elsewhere in the settlement
revealed a rather symmetrical and distinctive
roster of structures, indicating the proto-ur-
ban character of the settlement. Nevertheless,
inside the acropolis we identified several stages
of construction of the structures and changes
in their roster — just like on the walls. In our fi-
nal report we interpreted it as two main stages
of the settlement at the acropolis.’

Below the plateau with the acropolis, a few
meters down the slope, another plateau was
shaped. It was half-oval, facing west, also
surrounded by a rampart (not as massive as
the one protecting the acropolis; it was 1.20-
1.50m thick). That part of the settlement was
dubbed the “upper town”. Archaeological ex-
cavations were carried out only in its eastern
part, right next to the rampart of the acropolis
and on two other locations."

The area between the “upper town” and the
main defense wall of the entire settlement was

2 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 61-67, Fig. 23-28 and 111-147.

3 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 256-333, 471-581, Prilozi 6-7;
390-421.

¥ MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 342-353.
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medusobno zidinama izdvojena predjela: s
akropolom, gornjim i donjim gradom (SI. 1 i
4). Takav koncept tumacimo na jednoj strani
sigurnosnim odnosno obrambenim pothva-
tom, ¢ime su se stanovnici postepeno mogli
povlaciti pred moguéim agresorima, jer ako
nije izdrzala obrana na glavnom bedemu od-
nosno vratima, prvo je pao ,donji grad®, ali
je jos uvijek bio zasti¢en ,gornji grad®, a ako i
njegove zidine nisu izdrzale napad, ostajala je
jo$ akropola kao posljednje utociste. S druge
strane je trodijelna podjela naselja vjerojatno
takoder odraz drustvene diferencijacije u smi-
slu hijerarhijske ljestvice unutar monkodonj-
ske populacije, o ¢emu u ovom radu nece biti
rije¢i.'®

U naselje Monkodonju vodila su kroz glavni
bedem najmanje dva ulaza, jedan na zapadnoj,
drugi na sjevernoj strani, koji su arheoloskim
iskopavanjima takoder sustavno istrazeni (SL
1 i4). Glavni ulaz, koji je u zadnjoj fazi dobio
izgled labirinta, bio je okrenut prema moru i
plodnim poljima u dolini prema obali. Pribliz-
no na sredini duZe sjeverne strane glavnog be-
dema, nalaze se manja vrata koja su vodila do
jame — posvedenog prostora u podnozju uzvi-
sine, gdje su se vjerojatno odvijali kultni i vjer-
ski obredi. Taj ulaz je dobio oblik izduzenog
cik-cak hodnika, koji se pred samim vratima
nesto $iri u usko izduzeno ,predvorje®. Treéi
se ulaz mozda nalazio na isto¢noj strani nase-
lja, medutim moze ga se samo pretpostaviti na
osnovi nejasnih anomalija u slici geofizikalnih
mjerenja.'’

Istrazivanjima su takoder otkrivena dvoja
vrata koja su vodila u akropolu i bila su po-
stavljena na zapadnoj strani akropolskog bede-
ma. Za temu naseg priloga vazni su prije svega
glavni ulaz u Monkodonju i zatim vrata na
akropoli stoga slijedi prvo njihov kratki opis.

Glavni ulaz je postavljen na uzem, zapad-
nom kraju ovalno oblikovanog bedema. Radi
se o izuzetno kompliciranoj konstrukeiji, koja

'* MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 461-462, 483-496.
7 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 149-193, 464-468.

also divided into several distinctive terraces:
our excavations showed that those had most-
ly been built for somewhat smaller structures,
so-called “terraced houses”. This part was thus
named the “lower town”."s

Monkodonja settlement was thus from the
very beginning conceived as a place with three
separate parts, each protected with its own
walls: the acropolis, upper town and lower
town (Fig. 1 and 4). On the one hand, this
concept can be interpreted as a defense-ori-
ented venture, enabling gradual retreat of
the population should the invaders manage
to fight their way in through the lines on the
main rampart or gate, because the “upper
town” could still offer protection and — should
its walls also fall — there would still be the
acropolis as the last stand. On the other hand,
this division into three parts probably also re-
flected the social hierarchy of the Monkodonja
population — but it is beyond the scope of this
paper.'®

There were at least two gates in Monkod-
onja’s main rampart, one facing west and the
other facing north. Both were systematically
researched (Fig. 1 and 4). The main gate, that
acquired the shape of a labyrinth in its final
stage, was facing the sea and fertile fields in a
valley on the way to the coast. A smaller gate
can be found approximately in the center of
the main rampart’s longer, northern side. The
gate led to the pit — a consecrated area under-
neath the high ground, where cultic and reli-
gious rituals were probably taking place. This
gate had a shape of a zig-zag corridor tapering
into an elongated “entrance-hall”. There may
have been a third gate on the eastern side of the
settlement, but we can only speculate about it
on the basis of the indistinctive anomalies re-
corded by the geophysical surveys.!”

The excavations also revealed two gates lead-
ing to the acropolis, both on the western part

'  MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 354-372.
16 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 461-462, 483-496.
7 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 149-193, 464-468.
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STADIUM 3 e R ; . | STADIUM4 L

SLIKA 5. Monkodonja, zapadna - glavna vrata u naselje: gore - zracni snimak glavnog ulaza s restauriranim
zidovima, dolje — shematski prikaz Cetiriju glavnih gradevinskih faza ulaznog kompleksa (foto: R. Pasternak).
F1GURE 5 Monkodonja, western gate: above — aerial photo of main gate with reconstructed walls; below -
schematic drawing of four main construction stages of entrance complex (photo by R. Pasternak).
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pokazuje vise gradevinskih faza (SL. 5). One su
odraz postepene gradnje zidova (nacin grad-
nje je bio takav da zidovi nisu fugirani, ve¢ su
prislanjani na postoje¢i zid), a djelomi¢no su
i posljedica promjene obrambenog koncep-
ta, zbog cega je doslo do dogradivanja veceg
opsega. To je dovelo do toga da glavni ulaz u
zadnjoj fazi daje utisak labirinta.

Krenimo od pocetka: u prvoj fazi izgradnje
fortifikacije glavna ulazna vrata bila su gradena
dosta jednostavno, bez posebnih konstrukcij-
skih elemenata, osim $to su imala pet stepenica,
koje su vodile u povi$enu unutrasnjost naselja
i nisu bila $ira od 1 m (SL. 6). Vrata su postav-
ljena neposredno u ugao bedema, gdje zid koji
tece uzduz sjeverne terase pod pravim kutom
zavija u smjeru prema zapadu i nastavlja se jo$
dobrih 12 m, a zatim ponovo mijenja smjer
pod pravim kutom, u kojega je bila ugradena
kula, i zavija prema jugu (SL 5, 1. faza). Pri

tome je potrebno posvetiti posebnu pozornost

i . dwl - VEP

SLIKA 6. Monkodonja, pogled na vrata prve faze sa stepenicama koje su ostale u funkciji kroz cijelo trajanje

of the acropolis rampart. As this paper primar-
ily focuses on Monkodonja’s main gate and
the two gates on the acropolis rampart, we will
first briefly describe them here.

The main gate is located in the narrower,
western part of the oval-shaped rampart. Itis a
very complicated structure that exhibits sever-
al stages of construction (Fig. 5). They reflect
the gradual dynamics of the work (the walls
were not pointed; they were leant against the
existing wall) and, to an extent, the change
of the defense concept that resulted in major
extensions. This is why the main gate started
resembling a labyrinth in its final stage.

But let us start from the beginning: In the
first stage of the fortification work, the main
gate was rather simple, boasting no particular
structural elements — save for the five stairs
(up to 1m wide) leading to the settlement’s el-
evated interior (Fig. 6). The gate is placed at
a corner of the rampart, where the wall that

¥, -~

naselja, osim $to su u drugoj fazi bile u ,drugom planu®, na kraju predvorja (foto: M. Roeder).
F1GURE 6 Monkodonja, gate during first stage, with stairs that remained in use throughout settlement’s existence
(although somewhat “pushed back” to the end of the entrance-hall during stage 2) (photo by M. Roeder).
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dvama grobovima, koji su otkriveni u blizini
glavnih vrata i koji su ocito bili integrirani u
sam koncept izgradnje prvog bedema.

Prvi grob — grob B — oblika kamene grobne
skrinje/ciste pod malim kamenim tumulom,
bio je vjerojatno postavljen ve¢ prije pocetka
izgradnje glavnog bedema, ali ne mnogo ra-
nije. Grob je vrlo vjerojatno sluzio pri grad-
nji bedema kao oznaka, ,,marker u prostoru.
Naime, njime je odreden smjer gradnje juznog
bedema prema zapadu i takoder toc¢ka ugla,
gdje je bedem pod pravim kutom skrenut do
glavnog ulaza. To znadi da je tumul znacajan
takoder i za odredivanje polozaja glavnih vra-
ta, koja su bila skrivena za prvim uglom koji
opasuje tumul, u drugom, nasuprot postav-
lienom uglu bedema. Nad samim grobnim
tumulom izgradena je kula/bastion pravokut-
nog oblika, koji je dodatno $titio glavni ulaz u
naselje (SI. 115). Grob B je ocito bio povezan
sa samim osnivackim ¢inom i pocetkom iz-
gradnje cjelokupne fortifikacije Monkodonje,
a znacajnu ulogu morao je igrati takoder kod
konceptualne obnove bedema odnosno ulaza,
sto pokazuje sekundarni obredni pokop mlade
zenske osobe.'®

Drugi grob — grob A — imao je takoder ulo-
gu u prvobitnom konceptu glavnog ulaza.
Isto tako grob u kamenoj skrinji/cisti, nije
bio prekriven tumulom ve¢ je $krinja bila ob-
zidana kamenim postoljem cetvrtastog obli-
ka, veli¢ine priblizno 3,7 x 3,4 m. Tako je
pred glavnim ulazom stajao slobodnostojeci
spomenik, koji je bio vjerojatno izgraden tik
prije ili na samom pocetku izgradnje bedema
(SL. 5, 1. faza). U njega su pokapali, prema
radiokarbonskim datacijama, kroz duze vre-
mensko razdoblje, a ko$tani ostaci potje¢u od
najmanje 15 osoba. Nasa je pretpostavka da
su u tom grobu bili pokopani ¢lanovi vodede
grupe/porodice (?) osnivac¢a naselja i njihovi
neposredni potomci, stoga mu je pripadalo

¥ MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 211-224, Sl. 154-170. Vidi ta-
koder: B. HANSEL et al., 2007-2008, 95-104, Sl. 9-15; B.
HANSEL et al,, 2009, 161-168, Abb. 9-15.
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extends along the northern terrace turns west
at a right angle, runs for some 12 meters and
then, where a tower once stood, turns at a
right angle again, this time to the south (Fig.
5; stage 1). Particular attention should be paid
to the two graves found near the main gate.
They were obviously integrated in the concept
of the construction of the first rampart.

The first grave — grave B — resembles a stone
burial cist. Found under a little stone tumulus,
it had probably been dug before the construc-
tion of the main rampart, but not much be-
fore it. The grave probably served as a spatial
“marker” during the rampart construction: it
helped designate the southern rampart’s course
towards west and the corner point where the
rampart was to turn to the main gate at a right
angle. This means that the tumulus is also
important for identifying the position of the
main gate, hidden from view in the second,
opposite corner of the rampart, behind the
first corner encompassed by the tumulus. A
rectangular bastion towered above the burial
tumulus, providing additional protection to
the main gate (Fig. 1 and 5). Clearly, grave B
had been connected with Monkodonja’s foun-
dation and the beginning of the construction
of its fortifications. It also must have had an
important role during the conceptual recon-
struction of the rampart and gate, as indicated
by the secondary ritual burial of a young fe-
male.'®

The second grave — grave A — also had a role
in the original concept of the main gate. So
did the grave in the stone cist which, instead
of being covered by the tumulus, was lined by
a square-shaped stone pedestal sized approx.
3.70x3.40m. A detached monument, proba-
bly built immediately before or in the begin-
ning of the rampart’s construction, stood in
front of the main gate (Fig. 5, stage 1). Radi-
ocarbon dating tells us it was used as a place

8 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 211-224, Fig. 154-170. See also
B. HANSEL et al., 2007-08, 95-104, fig. 9-15; B. HANSEL
etal,, 2009, 161-168, Abb. 9-15.
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takoder posebno memorijalno mjesto kod
samog ulaza u naselje. Nadasve zagonetna i
znadajna je ¢injenica da je grob A u drugoj
fazi izgradnje bedema prekriven zidom no-
vokoncipiranog glavnog ulaza. Stoga grob A
predstavlja nesporni terminus post quem za ve-
like radove obnove s izmjenama u konceptu
fortifikacije na Monkodonji."”

Naime, u drugoj fazi glavni ulaz u Monko-
donju ima sasvim razlicit izgled, koncept obra-
ne se ocito sasvim promijenio (SL. 5, 2. faza).
Ugao u kojemu su bila skrivena uska vrata
prve faze glavnog bedema i ugao u kojem je
bio ugraden tumulus nadgraden kulom stav-
ljeni su u drugi plan, gotovo maknuti, odno-
sno odstranjeni s fasade glavnog bedema. Od
ugaone kule (nad grobom B) bedem je u bla-
gom luku produzen u smjeru prema sjevernom
bedemu, ¢ime je prekriven grob A, a zatim se
bez ugla prislonio na sjeverni bedem pribliz-
no 20 m sjeverno od prvotnih vrata (SL. 115,
odnosno Sl. 7). Na taj se nacin postiglo da su
ulazna vrata, koja su sada locirana tik uz kulu
s grobom B, integrirana u kruzni tok bedema i
ocito lakse branjiva. Osim toga, s dogradnjom
polukruznog zida doslo je do dupliranja ulaza
jer je izmedu novog i starog ulaza nastalo dugo
predvorje s, na jednoj strani, dugim uskim ste-
penicama, dok su na drugoj strani dogradeni
polukruzni prostori (jo§ nepoznate funkcije).
U posljednjoj fazi je glavni ulaz bio na vanj-
skoj strani flankiran s jos dvije kule (odnosno s
rizalitima). Dogradnje, koje su slijedile 2. fazu
u okviru glavnog ulaza, oznacene kao faze 3
i 4, dale su mu izgled labirinta (SL. 5, 3. i 4.
faza). Namjera je bila glavni ulaz dodatno za-
Stititi i omoguéiti stvarnu obranu od potenci-
jalnih agresora.

Slicnu gradnju i obnavljanje bedema kao
na glavnom ulazu u naselje pokazuje i utvrda
akropole, koja je na sjevernoj strani istrazena
u duzini od 28 m, a na zapadnoj strani u du-

1 MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 198-211, SI. 140-145. Vidi tako-
der: B. HANSEL et al., 2007-2008, 104-113, SL. 18-24; B.
HANSEL et al., 2009, 168-175, Abb. 18-23.

of burial over an extended period. The bone
remains found in it belong to not less than
15 persons. We believe that it was members
of the leading group/family (?) of the settle-
ment’s founder and their direct descendants
who were buried in the grave. This is why it
had such a special memorial place at the en-
trance to the settlement. Particularly mysteri-
ous and interesting is the fact that grave A was
covered with the wall of the newly conceived
main gate in the second phase. This makes
it an unquestionable terminus post quem for
the large-scale reconstruction work that intro-
duced alterations to the concept of the Mon-
kodonja fortification."”

Monkodonja’s main gate acquired a com-
pletely different appearance in in the sec-
ond stage; obviously, a totally new concept
of defense was chosen (Fig. 5, stage 2). The
corner that hid from view the narrow gate of
the main rampart of the first stage and the
corner underneath the tower, with an in-built
tumulus, had now become less important —
they were almost eliminated from the face
of the main rampart. From the corner tow-
er above grave B, the rampart slightly curves
to the northern rampart, thus covering grave
A, and then, without forming an any angle,
leans against the northern rampart some 20m
north of the original gate (Fig 1 and 5 and
Fig. 7). This way, the gate was now placed
next to the tower with grave B, becoming in-
tegral part of the circular rampart and thus
more easily defendable. Also, the extension of
the semicircular wall resulted in a double gate:
There was now a long entrance-hall between
the new and the old gate, with long, narrow
stairs on one side and extended semicircular
structures (of a still unknown function) on
the other side. In the final stage, the main
gate was on the outer side, flanked by two
other towers (risalits). The extensions that

¥ MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 198-211, SI. 140-145. See also B.
HANSEL et al., 2007-08, 104-113, fig. 18-24; B. HANSEL
etal.,, 2009, 168-175, Abb. 18-23.
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SLIKA 7. Monkodonja, lucni zid 2. faze, koji je na zapadnoj strani branio cijeli ulazni kompleks i bio je prislonjen
na sjeverni bedem (foto: R. Pasternak).
F1GURE 7 Monkodonja, second-stage arched wall, leaning against northern rampart and defending entire entrance
complex on western side (photo by R. Pasternak).

zini od oko 55 m. U prvoj fazi bedem je bio
razmjerno uzak, $irina je na sjevernoj dionici
iznosila oko 2 m, a na zapadnoj tek oko 1,2 m.
Na zapadnoj strani su zidine bile podijeljene u
tri arhitektonska dijela koja su ¢inila simetri¢-
no koncipirano procelje. Sredi$nji dio bede-
ma, duzine priblizno 30 m, bio je pomaknut
za oko tri $irine zida prema vani, u smjeru za-
pada, na svakoj je strani zaklju¢en uglom, gdje
je zid pravokutno zavijao prema istoku za oko
6 m, a zatim ponovo u pravom kutu u duzZini
od oko 15 m prema sjevernoj odnosno juznoj
dionici bedema koje su bile takoder pod pra-
vim kutom povezane s njim. U oba ugla, po-
maknuta prema unutrasnjosti akropole, bili su
locirani uski ulazi/vrata u akropolu, ne $ira od
1 m, do kojih je vodilo nekoliko stepenica.?
Dvoja vrata na zapadnom procelju bedema
akropole bila su, jednako kao i glavna vrata u
naselje, u prvoj fazi uvudéena i skrivena u uga-
onim tockama bedema (SI. 8a, 1. faza). Nema

% MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 278-289, Sl. 218-226, Prilozi 41 6.
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followed the second stage in the main gate
area, designated as stages 3 and 4, made the
gate look like a labyrinth (Fig. 5, stage 3 and
4). The idea was to ensure additional protec-
tion for the gate and increase the chances of
repelling potential invaders.

On the rampart of the fortification around
the acropolis, researched 28 meters in length
in the north and approx. 55 meters in length
in the west, similar construction and recon-
struction works as on the main gate can be
seen. In the first stage the rampart was rela-
tively narrow — its width was approx. 2m on
its northern section and merely 1.20m on
the western section. On the western side, the
walls were divided in three distinctive archi-
tectural parts that formed a symmetrical front.
The central section of the rampart, approx.
30m long, was shifted outward (westward) by
three widths of the wall. It had a corner on
each side. The wall made a right-angle turn to
the east, ran in that direction for around 6m
and then, making another right turn, ran for
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SLIKA 8. Monkodonja, shematski prikaz dviju glavnih faza zapadne strane bedema akropole: A) starija, prva faza;

B) mlada, posljednja faza bedema.

F1GURE 8 Monkodonja, schematic drawing of two main stages of western acropolis rampart: A — earlier (first)

stage; B - later (final) stage.
sumnje da se radi o tipi¢nom konstrukecijskom
elementu obrambenog/fortifikacijskog kon-
cepta vezanog uz samo osnivanje naselja odno-
sno izgradnju bedema.

lako je bedem akropole bio visekratno po-
pravljan i neprestano dogradivan, za nasu je
temu vazna prije svega tzv. 4. faza, odnosno

around 15m towards the northern and south-
ern section of the rampart, respectively. The
two latter sections were also connected with
the wall at a right angle. At both corners shift-
er inward, toward the acropolis, there was a
narrow entrance/gate leading to the acropolis.
The entrances did not exceed 1m in width and
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SLIKA 9. Monkodonja, A - juzna vrata akropole; desno: restaurirane zidine, lijevo: tijekom iskopavanja, B -
shematski prikaz gradevinskih faza juznih vrata akropole (foto: R. Pasternak).

FIGURE 9 Monkodonja, A - south acropolis gate (left: reconstructed ramparts; right: during excavations); B -
schematic drawing of stages of construction of south acropolis gate (photo by R. Pasternak).

2. faza u okviru ovoga ¢lanka, kada je doslo
do korijenite promjene u obnovi zapadnog
dijela bedema akropole (SI. 8b, 2. faza).”' Bili

2! Kako ne bi doglo do nepotrebnog nesporazuma, moramo
spomenuti da smo u ovom ¢lanku oznacili kao 2. fazu ko-
nacnu izgradnju akropolskog zida, a koja je u MONKO-
DONJA 1, 2015 oznacena kao 4. faza.
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several stairs led to them.? Just like the main
gate in the first stage, both gates on the west-
ern part of the acropolis rampart were recessed
and hidden from view in the corners (Fig. 8A,

20 MONKODONTJA 1, 2015, 278-289, Fig. 218-226, Prilozi 4
and 6.
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su eliminirali svi uglovi, zid je tekao nepre-
kinuto u laganom luku od SZ do JZ ugla
utvrde. Kao jedini ulaz u akropolu ostala su u
funkciji samo juzna vrata, a koja su s dograd-
njama i prosirivanjem bedema, prije svega
juzno od vrata, sasvim integrirana u novoiz-
gradenu fasadu bedema (S1. 9). U suprotnosti
s njima, sjeverna vrata 1. faze bila su odstra-
njena i pregradena. Izgraden je sasvim novi
dio bedema i to na sasvim novi nacin u tzv.
kasetnoj gradnji. Samo u jedru bedema bio
je djelomi¢no sacuvan prvotni zid iz 1. faze.
Tim novim na¢inom gradnje bedema s ka-
setama bila je postignuta veda stabilnost zi-
dina i istovremeno puno veda $irina, koja je
iznosila upravo u tom dijelu 4-5 m, a da ne
govorimo o visini.** To je znacilo da je bio iz
svake tocke s vrha tog zida mogu¢ neograni-
eni pregled nad cijelom zapadnom stranom
uzduz bedema akropole, a s obzirom na to
da je bio bez ikakvih uglova ili kutova. Ujed-
no su se lako kontrolirala dogadanja, kako u
»gornjem gradu® odnosno u zapadnom dijelu
naselja, tako i preko glavnog bedema sve do
mora, $to je sigurno omogucavalo bolju i vje-
rojatno pravovremenu obranu.

Ukratko, korjenitom obnovom bedema u
drugoj (odnosno cetvrtoj) fazi kada je bedem
postao mnogo $iri i jali, njegova je zapadna
strana dobila zaobljenu konturu, sli¢no kao
glavni ulaz u zadnjoj fazi, uz dodatno oja-
¢anje juznih i jednih, sada vjerojatno dosta
neupadljivih vrata u jedinstvenom procelju
utvrde (SL. 10). To je sigurno davalo osjecaj
vece sigurnosti, ali je, nazalost, i akropola
podlegla nepoznatim osvajacima, na $to uka-
zuje nekoliko nalaza oruzja, prije svega ispred
zida akropole.”

Ako sazmemo na$a razmisljanja, mozemo
ustanoviti da glavni bedem Monkodonje,
kao i bedem akropole, pokazuju osobine koje

2 MONKODONJA 1, 2105, 293-304, SL. 218-219, 231-239,
Prilozi41i7.

% MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 144-147, 303-305, Sl. 94, 240-
242. Vidi jog: B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MTHOVILIC,
2010; B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC, 2012.

stage 1). Undoubtedly, it is a typical defense/
fortification structure originating from the
very beginning of the settlement and its ram-
parts.

Although the rampart was repeatedly re-
paired and continuously extended, particular-
ly important for us here is the so-called stage
4, or the second stage in this article, when
substantial changes in the reconstruction of
the western section of the acropolis rampart
took place (Fig. 8 B: stage 2)*'. All the corners
were eliminated; without interruption and in
a slightly curved line, the wall ran from the
NW to SW corners of the fortification. The
south gate remained as the only entrance to
the acropolis; after extensions of the rampart
had been made, primarily south of the gate,
the gate became fully integrated into the
rampart’s newly-built front (Fig. 9). Unlike
this gate, the northern gate of stage 1 was re-
moved and sealed up. A completely new part
of the rampart was built, using a completely
new method — so-called cassette or box-like
structure. Only in the rampart’s core was the
original wall from the first stage partially pre-
served. This new building method increased
the stability of the walls while enabling greater
width (reaching 4-5m in this section), not to
mention height.”> This meant that every point
on the top of the wall commanded an unre-
stricted view of the whole western side along
the acropolis rampart (because there were no
corners). It also offered perfect control over
the “upper town” (western part of the settle-
ment) and the main rampart, while providing
a great view of the sea and thus enabling better
and timely defense.

In short, having undergone thorough re-
construction in the second (that is, fourth)
stage, the rampart became much wider and

2 In order to avoid any misunderstandings, it should be no-

ted that the final construction of the acropolis wall is desi-
gnated in this paper as the second stage. In MONKODO-
NJA 1, 2015 it is designated as stage 4.

2 MONKODONJA 1, 2105, 293-304, SL 218-219, 231-239,
Prilozi 4 and 7.
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SLIKA 10. Monkodonja, pogled na vanjsku stranu zapadnog bedema akropole s restauriranim juznim vratima koja

Y =

su ostala u funkciji kroz cijelo vrijeme trajanja naselja (foto: O. Thiel).
FIGURE 10 Monkodonja, view of outer side of western acropolis rampart, with reconstructed south gate that
remained in use throughout settlement’s existence (photo by O. Thiel).

ukazuju da je cijeli obrambeni sustav izgra-
den promisljeno i po istim principima. U pr-
voj fazi izgradnje obrambenih zidina zidovi
nisu tekli sasvim pravocrtno, ve¢ su posebno
na mjestima u blizini ulaza/vrata mijenja-
li smjer i tvorili pravokutne, u unutrasnjost
pomaknute uglove u koje su bila postavljena
vrata (SI. 4, 1. faza i Sl. 8a, 1. faza). Ocito, u
nekom trenutku na taj nacin zasti¢eni ulazi
u naselje i akropolu te razmjerno uski zido-
vi nisu viSe zadovoljavali djelotvornu obranu
naselja, zato su fortifikacijski koncept potpu-
no izmijenili, zapoceli su opseznu obnovu be-
dema, eliminirali su sve kutove u toku zidina,
pa su bedemi ukljucujudéi i glavni ulaz dobili
zaobljenu konturu (SI. 4, 2 faza i Sl. 8b, 2.
faza). Time su vjerojatno zeljeli ostvariti cje-
lovitu neprobojnu obrambenu liniju koja bi
morala smanjiti u¢inak napadackog oruzja i
vjerojatno nove bojne tehnike.

Pored mo¢nih zidina na Monkodonji je ot-
kriven jo$ jedan neobic¢an obrambeni element
kojega nismo posebno provjerili iskopava-
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stronger. Its western section became curved,
like the main gate in the final stage. Its south
gate, now the only one, became rather incon-
spicuous and was additionally strengthened
(Fig. 10). It must have been more reassur-
ing. Despite this, the acropolis succumbed
to unknown invaders, as is indicated by sev-
eral finds of weapons, mostly in front of the
acropolis wall.?

In a nutshell, the features of Monkodonja’s
main rampart and the acropolis rampart in-
dicate that the entire defense system was built
with deliberation and using the same prin-
ciples. In the first stage of the construction,
the defense walls did not run straight; instead,
particularly near the entrances/gates, they
would turn at right angles. The angles were
recessed inward and gates were built in them
(Fig. 4: stage 1 and 8 A: stage 1). Obviously,

2 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 144-147, 303-305, Fig. 94, 240-
242. See also B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC,
2010; B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC, 2012.
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SLIKA 11. onkodon]

a,

nji“ ili ,Spanjolski jahaci“ - na zapadnom obronku

v e

gradine, izmedu zapadnih i sjevernih vrata (foto: K. Mihovili¢).
FIGURE 11 Monkodonja, stone barriers — so-called “Friesian horses” or “Spanish riders” — on hillfort’s western slope,
between western and northern gates (photo by K. Mihovili¢).

njima. Pod glavnim bedemom na obronku
uzvisine, i to desno i lijevo od glavnog ulaza,
postoje, naime, nizovi razmjerno gusto po-
stavljenih i nepravilno razmjestenih, do oko
1 m visokih Siljatih kamenih prepreka, koje
onemogucavaju slobodan pristup do bedema.
Ocito se radi o posebnoj obrambenoj struk-
turi, koju moZzemo usporediti s novodobnim
tzv. frizijskim konjima® (chevaux de fries)
odnosno ,$panjolskim jahacima® (spanische
Reiter) (Sl. 11). Takve obrambene konstruk-
cije su poznate i kod drugih istarskih gradina
kao npr. kod Vréina i Gradca — Turna, i tako-
der drugdje, kao npr. Coppa Nevigata u Apu-
liji i Gla u Gr¢koj.?* Uz to, moramo navesti
da su takve prepreke sluzile prije svega protiv

#  MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 239-243, SI. 181-188. Vidi tako-
der: K. MTHOVILIC, 1997; K. MIHOVILIC, B. HANSEL,
B. TERZAN, 2013, 69-71, Fig. 12-14.

at some point in time, such level of protection
of the gates to the settlement and to the acrop-
olis and the rather narrow walls could not
ensure satisfactory defense of the settlement
any more. As a result, the fortification con-
cept was completely changed; comprehensive
reconstruction of the ramparts began and all
the corners were eliminated from them, thus
giving the ramparts (together with the main
gate) a curved shape (Fig. 4: stage 2 and 8 B:
stage 2). The idea was probably to reduce the
efficiency of the enemy’s weapons and — possi-
bly — of their battle tactics.

In addition to the powerful walls, another
unusual defense element was found at Monko-
donja, although it was outside the focus of our
excavations. Underneath the main rampart,
on the slop of the high ground, both to the
right and to the left of the main gate, numer-
ous stone barriers can be seen. Rather densely
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LEGENDA

0 - nulta faza
1 -fazal
2 -faza?2
3 -faza 3
4 -fazad

SLIKA 12. Gradina na otoku Veliki Brijun, shematski prikaz gradevinskih faza ulaznog kompleksa (doradeno

prema: A. VITASOVIC, 2002).

F1GURE 12 Hillfort on Veliki Brijun island, schematic drawing of stages of construction of entrance complex (A.

VITASOVIC, 2002; modified).

navale konjice odnosno protiv napadaca na
konjima.

Na osnovi nasih saznanja o konceptima
obrambenog sustava na Monkodonji i o pro-
mjenama kod obnove bedema uspjeli smo
slicne konstrukcije prepoznati i interpretirati
takoder i na drugim istarskim gradinama. Ta-
kav primjer je Gradina na otoku Veliki Brijun,
koja je razmjerno dobro istrazena. U gradnji
ulaza prepoznaju su sasvim iste karakteristi-
ke kao kod glavnog ulaza u Monkodonju (SI.
12): u prvoj fazi izgradnje zidina postojao je
jednostavni, razmjerno uski ulaz u naselje, u
zadnjoj fazi s dogradnjom ,,predvorja“ ulazi su
podvojeni, a bedem je bio prosiren u zaoblje-
nu konturu, dakle isto kao kod glavnog ulaza
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scattered, they are pointy and up to 1m high,
hampering access to the rampart. Clearly it is
some special defense structure, comparable to
the “Friesian horses” (“chevaux de fries”) or
“Spanish riders” (“spanische Reiter”) of the
modern age (Fig. 11). Such defense structures
can also be seen at other Istrian hillforts, such
as Vréin and Gradac-Turan, as well as at hill-
forts in other regions, such as Coppa Nevigata
in Apulia and Gla in Greece.?* We should note
here that such barriers were primarily used to
prevent cavalry charges.

*  MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 239-243, Fig, 181-188. See also
K. MIHOVILIC, 1997; K. MIHOVILIC, B. HANSEL, B.
TERZAN, 2013, 69-71, fig. 12-14.
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LEGENDA
1-fazal
2 -faza 2

3-faza3

SLIKA 13. Gradina Karastak, shematski prikaz gradevinskih faza ulaza u naselje (doradeno prema B. BACIC, 1970).
FIGURE 13 Karastak hillfort, schematic drawing of stages of construction of entrance to settlement (B. BACIC,

1970; modified).

u Monkodonju.”

lako je na gradini Karastak arheoloskim
iskopavanjima istrazen samo manji dio pro-
stora vrata, ipak mozemo ustanoviti da su bila
gradena u vise faza (Sl. 13), $to je usporedi-
vo s visefaznom izgradnjom glavnog ulaza u
Monkodonju. Osim toga Karastak pobuduje
pozornost zbog velikih kamenih plo¢a — or-
tostata, koji su vjerojatno tvorili unutarnje
i vanjsko lice bedema, a po veli¢ini se mogu
usporediti s ogromnim blokovima u monko-
donjskom glavnom bedemu u neposrednoj
blizini sjevernih vrata.?

Ulazna konstrukcija u gradinu Vr¢in, koja
je bila iskopana 20-ih godina proslog stolje-
¢a, takoder je nastajala kroz vise gradevinskih
faza, koje su izuzetno zamrsene, jer je podrucje
ulaza sluzilo takoder kao nekropola, u njemu

3 MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 169-170, SI. 118, 323: 9-10. Vidi
takoder A. VITASOVIC, 2002.

2% MONKODONJA 1,2015, 168-179, SL. 117. Vidi takoder B.
BACIC, 1970; K. MIHOVILIC et al., 2001, 58-59.

Based on what we know about the Mon-
kodonja defense system concepts and on the
changes introduced during reconstruction of
its ramparts, we have identified and interpret-
ed similar structures at other Istrian hillforts.
One such example is the hillfort on Veliki Bri-
jun Island, which is rather well studied. The
structure of its gate exhibits identical charac-
teristics as the main gate at Monkodonja (Fig.
12): While the entrance to the settlement in
the first stage of the construction of the walls
was simple and rather narrow, in the final stage
— when an “entrance-hall” was added — it was
doubled and the rampart was widened and it
followed a curved line, just like at the main
gate in Monkodonja.”

Although only small part of the gate at
Karastak hillfort has been unearthed so far,
the archaeological excavations carried out

% MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 169-170, Fig. 118, 323: 9-10. See
also A. VITASOVIC, 2002.
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je bilo postavljeno vise grobova u kamenim
skrinjama koje se nalaze u posebno izgrade-
nim postoljima i obzidanim parcelama. Uspr-
kos tome pokusali smo prikazati da pojedine
gradevne faze dogradivanja bedema i ulaza,
koji je postepeno dobio oblik labirinta, ipak
pokazuju znacajke koje su usporedive s onima
iz glavnog ulaza na Monkodonji.”

Slicne konstrukeije prvobitnog bedema i
dogradivanja mogu se prepoznati takoder na
pojedinim objavljenim skicama ili nacrtima
istarskih gradina, iako se na njima nije jo$
iskopavalo. Kao primjer navodimo gradinu
Monvi kod Rovinja, na skici koje se moze pre-
poznati u prvoj fazi ulaz u uglu bedema, kao u
prvoj fazi Monkodonje, dok je kasnije bedem
dobio polukruznu konturu.?®

Nabrojeni primjeri gradina u Istri pokazu-
ju iste karakteristike i iste promjene u gradnji
obrambenih zidina, prije svega ulaza, kao na
Monkodonji, iako medu njima postoje lokal-
no uvjetovane razlike. Nasa je teza da je u for-
mativnoj fazi kasteljerske kulture u Istri vladao
jedinstven koncept izgradnje fortifikacija, koji
je u odredenom trenutku postao vjerojatno
zbog potencijalnih opasnosti neucinkovit, sto-
ga su bile potrebne korjenite promjene u for-
tifikacijskim sustavima. Eliminirani su bili svi
uglovi i kutovi na zidinama, zaobljene konture
zidova su kroz vrijeme dale obrambenim zidi-
nama novu pobudu i bolju obrambenu spo-
sobnost, koja je trebala biti ucinkovitija na-
spram novim nacinima/tehnikama bojevanja i
vjerojatno novim vrstama oruzja.

Kada se u okviru bron¢anog doba to do-
gadalo ukazuju radiokarbonske datacije koje
smo dobili iz kostanih uzoraka s Monkodo-
nje. Uzorci su bili analizirani u laboratoriju
Sveudilista u Kielu, a statisticki ih je obradio
i modelirao (wigglematching) B. Weninger sa
Sveudilista u Kélnu.?’ Tako raspolazemo s oko

7 MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 170-172, SL. 119-120, 323: 7-8.
Vidi takoder: R. BATTAGLIA, 1958; G. CODACCI-TER-
LEVIC et. al., 2015.

2 H.-D.iE.KASPAR, 2014, 147-149.

2%  MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 424-452, 504-509, SL. 318-320.
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there have helped us establish it was built in
several stages (Fig. 13), just like the main gate
at Monkodonja. Also, Karasak is interesting
because of its large stone slabs — orthostats —
that were once probably embedded in the in-
ner and outer faces of the rampart and that,
by their size, can be compared with the huge
blocks found in Monokodnja’s main rampart
in the immediate vicinity of the north gate.”

The gate at Vrcin hillfort, excavated in the
1920s, had also been built in several stages.
These stages are very complex because the gate
area was also used as a necropolis, containing
a number of stone-cist graves placed on special
pedestals in walled plots. Despite the com-
plexity, we tried to show that the individual
stages of construction, in which the ramparts
were extended and the gate acquired a laby-
rinth-like shape, exhibit the features compara-
ble to those of the main gate at Monkodonja.”

Similar structures of original ramparts and
later extensions were also identified at some Is-
trian hillforts that were sketched or drawn, but
never excavated. One such example is Monvi
hillfort near Rovinj. A sketch reveals an en-
trance in the corner of the rampart in the first
stage of its construction — like in Monkodon-
jas first stage — and a semicircular line of the
rampart formed in a subsequent stage.”®

The abovementioned examples of Istrian
hillforts exhibit the same characteristics and
changes in construction of their ramparts as
the ones found at Monkodonja, although
there are some locally-specific differences, too.
It is our thesis that, in the formative stage of
the Castellieri culture, there was a single forti-
fication construction concept in place in Istria
and that, over time, potential threats probably
made it inefficient, thus triggering substan-
tial changes in the fortification systems. Over

%  MONKODONIJA 1, 2015, 168-179, Fig. 117. See also B.
BACIC, 1970; K. MIHOVILIC et al., 2001, 58-59.

¥ MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 170-172, Fig. 119-120, 323: 7-8.
See also R. BATTAGLIA, 1958; G. CODACCI-TERLEVIC
etal., 2015.

% H.-D.and E. KASPAR, 2014, 147-149.
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40 upotrebljivih i sigurnih datacija na osnovi
kojih mozemo s velikom sigurnos¢u datirati
kako pocetnu fazu bedema tako i glavnu pre-
gradnju bedema prema novom obrambenom
konceptu.

Pocetni gradevni radovi, koji su slijedili pr-
vom konceptu obrambenog sustava, zapoceti
su oko 1800 cal BC, mozda ¢ak i nesto ranije,
tj. u rano bron¢ano doba Bd A2 prema sred-
njoeuropskoj relativnoj kronoloskoj shemi.?
Intenzivni radovi obnove bedema, koji su sli-
jedili izmijenjenom obrambenom konceptu,
vrseni su oko 1600 cal BC, mozda takoder
ve¢ u kasnom 17. st. pr. n. e., ali sigurno jo$
u prvoj polovici 16. st. pr. n. e., sto okvirno
odgovara stupnju Bd A3-B1, znadi prijelazu u
srednje bronc¢ano doba. Naselje je pak dozi-
vjelo katastrofu, odnosno kraj, oko 1500 cal
BC odnosno sredinom 15. st. pr. n. e., $to
odgovara stupnjevima Bd B2-C1. Samo dvije
ili tri radiokarbonske datacije ukazuju na to
da je zivot nakon katastrofalnog pada Mon-
kodonje mozda u manjem opsegu nastavljen
takoder u vrijeme kasnog bronc¢anog doba,
ali tragove obnavljanja gradevinskih radova i
ostataka arhitekture u tijeku iskopavanja ni-
smo otkrili.

To svakako znaci da je doslo do promjene u
strategiji obrane i konstrukciji fortifikacija u
Istri u vrijeme oko 1600 cal BC, dakle stvarno
na prijelazu starijeg bron¢anog doba u sred-
nje bronc¢ano doba, $to dokazuje da je obno-
va uvjetovana $irim povijesnim procesom koji
je zahvatio cijeli europski kontinent pa tako i
Sredozemlje. Sto su bili uzroci takvih promje-
na, na osnovi nalaza s Monkodonje, nazalost,
ne mozemo dati odgovaraju¢a tumacenja.

Mozda se radi o uvodenju novih obram-
benih koncepata po uzoru na fortifikacijske
sustave u Egejskom odnosno isto¢nomedite-
ranskom prostoru, koji su poznati u Kolonni

na otoku Egini ili Troji. Na Egini, gdje se

Vidi takoder: B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC,
2005; B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC, 2007.

%0 Za pregled relativne kronologije vidi B. HANSEL, 2009,
239.

time, all corners were removed from the de-
fense walls and curved lines increased the ef-
ficiency of the walls in order to be a match to
new war tactics and, probably, new weapons.
The radiocarbon dating performed on the
bone samples from Monkodonja has given
us a clue when exactly in the Bronze Age was
this taking place. The samples were analyzed
in the laboratory of the University of Kiel and
were statistically processed and modelled (wig-
glematching) by B. Weninger from the Uni-
versity of Cologne.” As a result, we now have
some 40 usable and positive datings that can
help us establish with high certainty the pe-
riod of the first stage of the ramparts and the
one in which extensions were made in order to
meet the demands of the new defense concept.
The initial construction work that adhered
to the first defense concept began around 1800
cal BC, perhaps even somewhat earlier — in the
Early Bronze Age Bd A2 according to the cen-
tral European relative chronological scheme®.
The subsequent intensive reconstruction of the
ramparts in accordance with the new defense
concept took place around 1600 cal BC, may-
be even in the late 17" century BC, but cer-
tainly in the first half of the 16* century BC.
This roughly corresponds to Bd A3-B1 — the
transition to Middle Bronze Age. The settle-
ment experienced a disaster around 1500 cal
BC (in the mid-15® century BC), which corre-
sponds to Bd B2-C1. Two or three radiocarbon
datings indicate that, even after its disastrous
fall, life in Monkodonja continued into Late
Bronze Age, albeit not nearly as vibrant as be-
fore. However, no traces of efforts to reassume
the construction work and no structural re-
mains were found during our excavations.
This certainly means that the change in the
defense strategy and construction of fortifi-
cations in Istria was introduced around 1600

*  MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 424-452, 504-509, Fig. 318-320.
See also B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MTHOVILIC, 2005;
B. HANSEL, B. TERZAN, K. MIHOVILIC, 2007.

%0 For overview of relative chronology, see B. HANSEL, 2009,
239.
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radi o visefaznom naselju, kojeg poceci sezu
u pocetak 3. tisu¢lje¢a pr. n. e., doslo je do
dodatne izgradnje moénog bedema u VII.-
VIIL. fazi (oko 2000. pr. n. e.), kada je bio
dograden vanjski obru¢ bedema sa zamrseno
strukturiranim ulazima, zasti¢enima lu¢nim
zidovima, kulama i bastionima.?' Iako mozda
usporedba s Trojom izgleda predaleka i hra-
bra, ipak su konceptualne sli¢nosti u obram-
benom sustavu izmedu nje i Monkodonje
frapantne. U Troji se vide bitne promjene u
izgradnji obrambenih zidina izmedu Troje II
i Troje VI (SI. 14). Bedemi u vrijeme Troje
II u svom toku kod izmjene smjerova poka-
zuju niz uglova pod tupim i pravim kutom,
slicno kao bedem Monkodonje u prvoj fazi.
Sasvim razli¢ito teku zidine Troje VI, kojima
je bila pro$irena zona naselja zasti¢ena bede-
mom: naime, bedem u blagom luku okruzuje
naselje, sli¢cno kao na Monkodonji u njenoj
drugoj fazi. Razlika je samo u tome $to su tro-
janske zidine dodatno zasti¢ene s dvije ili tri
kule, od koji su dvije locirane u neposrednoj
blizini ulaza/vrata. Izmedu Troje i Monko-
donje vidi se slicnost takoder u koncipiranju
vrata u naselju. Tako u vrijeme Troje II i Troje
VI u naselje je vodilo vise vrata, koja su se u
obim fazama po konstrukciji sva medusobno
razlikovala. Ta c¢injenica ukazuje vjerojatno
na vrlo promisljenu i profinjenu obrambenu
strategiju. Sli¢no vrijedi takoder za Monko-
donju, gdje se razlikuje zapadni, glavni ulaz,
od sjevernog na glavnom bedemu, i to u po-
¢etnoj kao i u zadnjoj fazi naselja (SI. 1), dok
je na akropoli jedan ulaz napusten i pregra-
den, a drugi utvrden dogradivanjem i bolje
zasti¢en (Sl. 8). Kod toga moramo posebno
istaknuti da je Troja VI bila gotovo istovre-
mena s Monkodonjom, i da obnova njenog
bedema pada u vrijeme 17. st. pr. n. e.”?, da-
kle nije zapocela mnogo prije nego na Mon-

' MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 174-177, Sl. 122-123. Vidi tako-
der: H. WALTER, E FELTEN, 1981.

2 M. KORFMANN, D. MANNSPERGER, 1998, Abb. 41, 45,
48, Beilage 1; M. KORFMANN, 2001, 347-349, Abb. 368,
403; M. KLINKOTT, R. BECKS 2001, 407-414, Abb. 461.
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cal BC, at the turn of the Late and Middle
Bronze Age, proving that the reconstruction
was caused by a large-scale historical process
that had spread throughout Europe, including
the Mediterranean. Unfortunately, the Mon-
kodonja finds have not helped us identify the
causes of these changes.

Perhaps these new defense concepts were
modeled after the fortification systems in the
Aegean region (and Eastern Mediterranean in
general), like the well-known ones in Kolonna
on the island of Aegina and in Troy. The set-
tlement on Aegina, dating back to the early
3" millennium BC, was built in several stag-
es. Its powerful rampart was extended in the
7% or 8" stage (approx. 2000 BC), when the
outer rampart circuit was added, with its in-
tricately structured entrances and protected
arched walls, towers and bastions.?" Although
the comparison with Troy may seem far-
fetched and daring, the conceptual similari-
ties between the defense systems of Troy and
Monkodonja are striking. In Troy, substantial
changes in the construction of defense walls
can be seen between Troy II and Troy VI (Fig.
14). The ramparts from Troy II period change
their directions by making many turns at right
and obtuse angles, just like the Monkodonja
rampart in its first stage. However, the walls
of Troy VI run in a completely different way:
Built to increase the protected zone of the city,
the extended slightly curved rampart encir-
cles it, just like the Monkodonja rampart in
its second stage. The only difference is that
the walls of Troy are additionally protected by
two or three towers, two of which are locat-
ed in the immediate vicinity of the entrance/
gate. So there were several gates that led to the
city during Troy II and Troy VI periods. All
the gates had different structures. This fact
probably indicates a very elaborate and refined
defense strategy. The same applies to Monko-
donja: The western (main) gate differs from

' MONKODONJA 1, 2015, 174-177, Fig. 122-123. See also
H. WALTER, E FELTEN, 1981.
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SLIKA 14. Troja, shematski prikaz s prikazom svih faza, a za nasu temu su znacajne Troja II (oker) i Troja VI
(crvena) (prema M. KORFMANN, D. MANNSPERGER, 1998).

F1GURE 14 Troy, schematic drawing of all stages, including Troy II (ocher) and Troy VI (red), relevant for this paper
(according to M. KORFMANN, D. MANNSPERGER 1998).

kodonji. U Troji su prisutna konceptualna
rjeSenja i promjene pri gradnji obrambenog
bedema koje nisu posve razli¢ite od onih na
Monkodonji i nekim drugim gradinama u
Istri.

Drugi uzrok za promjenu u obrambenoj
strategiji istarskih gradina mozda treba tra-
ziti u novim tehnikama ratovanja.*® Kako je
poznato, u Europi se na prijelazu u srednje
bronc¢ano doba (Bd-B1) uvodi niz novog na-
padackog oruzja, prije svega macevi i koplja,*

*  Promjene u na¢inu ratovanja i obrane u kasno bron¢ano

doba nedavno su obradivali u posebnoj studiji B. HEEB et
al,, 2014, Abb. 29.

O toj temi postoji opsezna struc¢na literatura, zato na ovom
mjestu navodimo samo dvije pregledne studije: vidi A.
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the northern gate in the main rampart, both
in the initial and final stages of the settlement
(Fig. 1); as for the acropolis gates, one was
abandoned and sealed up and the other was
extended and additionally protected (Fig. 8).
We should note here that Troy VI and Mon-
kodonja were almost contemporaries. The re-
construction of Troy’s rampart took place in
the 17™ century BC*? — not much earlier than
at Monkodonja. The conceptual solutions and
changes in the construction of the defense wall
are not totally different from the ones found at

2 M. KORFMANN, D. MANNSPERGER, 1998, Abb. 41, 45,
48, Beilage 1; M. KORFMANN, 2001, 347-349, Abb. 368,
403; M. KLINKOT'T, R. BECKS 2001, 407-414, Abb. 461.
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uz ostalo vjerojatno takoder i naoruzani ko-
njanici (kavalerija)® te nova obrambena bojna
oprema (npr. stozaste kacige® i stitovi*’), zbog
¢ega je doslo do drugadijeg — novog nacina vo-
denja borbe, do ¢es¢ih osvajackih i pljackaskih
pohoda, a kao odgovor na to nastale su nove
strategije u obrani naselja te je posljedi¢no
doslo do obnove zidina. Kao $to je navedeno,
na Monkodonji nismo nasli ostatke, s kojima
bi mogli protumaciti konceptualnu promjenu
u obrambenom bedemu u vrijeme oko 1600.
pr. n. e., ve¢ nekoliko komada oruzja u takvim
uvjetima nalaza koji ukazuju da je bio uzrok
njenog kraja oko 1500. pr. n. e. vojni poraz i
da obrambeni sustav o¢ito nije izdrzao napad
agresora.

Za zaklju¢ak mozemo sazeti da se u fortifi-
kacijskom sustavu na Monkodonji odrazavaju
promjene koje su morale biti u vezi s dvama,
ako ne i trima znacajnim povijesnim procesi-
ma: prva faza predstavlja njen osnivacki — ko-
lonizacijski ¢in, koji je neposredno povezan
s formativnom fazom kasteljerske kulture; u
drugoj fazi s novim fortifikacijskim koncep-
tom dolazi do korjenite obnove bedema kao
odgovor na izazove novog nacina ratovanja; s
njenim padom najavljen je pocetak nemirnog
razdoblja ,previranja“ i migracija te obliko-
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vanja novih vojnih elita,®® $to je kulminiralo

stoljece ili dva kasnije, na prijelazu srednjeg u
kasno bron¢ano doba.

Nasim prilogom, kojeg posvecujemo sjeca-
nju na cijenjenog profesora Simu Batoviéa,
zelimo potaknuti mladu generaciju arheologa
da nastave njegov rad i mozda ¢e takoder, po

HARDING, 2007; B. HANSEL, 2009; i upozoravamo na
tri sveska Archaeologiae Homericae, posveéena nadinu ra-
tovanja: H.-G. BUCHHOLYZ, ]. WIESNER, 1977; H.-G.
BUCHHOLZ et al., 1980; H.-G. BUCHHOLZ, 2010.

%  H.-G. HUTTEL, 1981; H.-G. HUTTEL, 1982, 58-60; A.
COTTERELL, 2004; C. METZNER-NEBELSICK, 2013,
336-337, Abb. 2.

% B. HANSEL, 2003; H.-G. BUCHHOLZ, H. MATTHAUS,
M. WIENER, 2010.

¥ H.BORCHHARDT, 1977, 6-12, Abb. 8: I-IL.

% Kao $to je npr. dokazana s brojnim ratnickim grobovima s
macevima na nekropoli Olmo di Nogara u Venetu, vidi L.
SALZANTI, 2005.
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Monkodonja and some other hillforts in Istria.
Another reason for the change in the defense
strategy of Istrian hillforts should perhaps be
sought in the new warfare techniques.’® As we
know, various new assault weapons were in-
troduced in Europe in the runup to the Mid-
dle Bronze Age (Bd B1), primarily swords and
spears™, but also armed horsemen (cavalry)®
and new accoutrement (e.g. conical helmets®
and shields?). It resulted in new a new kind
of warfare, more frequent conquests and raids
and — consequently — new defense strategies
and rampart reconstructions. As mentioned
above, Monkodonja has not yet yielded finds
that would help us interpret the conceptual
change in the defense wall introduced approx.
1600 BC. Only a few weapons were found,
suggesting that its fall around 1500 BC was
caused by a military defeat and that the de-
fense system failed to fend off the invaders.
As a conclusion, the Monkodonja fortifi-
cation system reflects the changes that must
have been connected with two — if not three
— relevant historical processes: the founding/
colonization of the settlement, directly con-
nected with the formative stage of the Cas-
tellieri culture (stage 1); a new fortification
concept resulting in substantial reconstruction
of the ramparts as an answer to the challenges
of the new warfare (stage 2); and the ensuing
turbulent period of turmoil, migrations and
new military elites®® that would culminate a

#  The changes in warfare and defense in Late Bronze Age

were recently discussed in a separate paper by B. HEEB et

al,, 2014, Abb. 29.

As there is ample literature on the subject, only two review

papers are cited here: See A. HARDING, 2007; B. HAN-

SEL, 2009; We would also like to draw attention to the

three volumes of Archaeologiae Homericae dedicated to

types of warfare: H.-G. BUCHHOLZ, ]. WIESNER, 1977;

H.-G.BUCHHOLZ et al., 1980; H.-G. BUCHHOLZ, 2010.

% H.-G. HUTTEL, 1981; H.-G. HUTTEL, 1982, 58-60; A.
COTTERELL, 2004; C. METZNER-NEBELSICK, 2013,
336-337, Abb. 2.

36 B. HANSEL, 2003; H.-G. BUCHHOLZ, H. MATTHAUS,
M. WIENER, 2010.

% H.BORCHHARDT, 1977, 6-12, Abb. 8: I-IL.

% As it is evidenced, for example, by the numerous warriors’
graves containing swords at Olmo di Nogara necropolis in
Veneto, see L. SALZANI, 2005.
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uzoru na Monkodonju, sustavnim arheolos$-
kim iskopavanjima intenzivirati istrazivanja
prapovijesnih utvrdenih naselja na podrucju
istotnog Jadrana, jer ¢emo samo tako bolje
spoznati i razumjeti nasu proslost, a s njom i
buduénost.

century or two later, at the turn of the Middle
and Late Bronze Ages.

This paper, dedicated to the memory of es-
teemed Professor Sime Batovié, aims at en-
couraging young archaeologists to continue
his work and, with Monkodonja in mind, car-
ry out systematic archaeological excavations
and thus gain a deeper insight into the prehis-
toric fortified settlements in Eastern Adriatic.
This is the only way to better understand our
past and, thus, our future.

Translation: Dusko Cavié
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