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Gradinsko utvrdenje na brdu Sutilija koje sa sjeverozapadne
strane nadvisuje trogirsko Malo polje, jedno je od najznacajni-
jih lokaliteta za poznavanje prapovijesti i protopovijesti trogir-
sko-kastelanskog podrucja. To se najbolje ogleda u masivnosti
osipine bedema, kompleksnosti vidljivih struktura i visokoj
koncentraciji povrsinskih nalaza, ukljucujuci i importirane ke-
ramike. Unatoc tome, ali i zbog devastacije koju je lokalitet
doZivio tijekom moderne eksploatacije tehnicko-gradevnog
kamena, njegova je materijalna bastina gotovo u potpunosti
nepoznata. U radu se donosi pregled dosadasnjih istraZivanja
nedestruktivnim metodama na brdu Sutilija koje su za cilj
imale dokumentiranje zatecenog stanja te prosirivanje znan-
stvenih spoznaja o znacajkama i znacenju nalaziSta. Poseban
je naglasak stavljen na analizu razli¢itih kategorija povrsinskih
nalaza, od prapovijesne lokalne loncarije, amfora i ostalih ke-
ramickih importa do drugih nalaza osobne, odnosno prakticne
uporabe. Prethodno nepoznati nalazi sugeriraju s jedne strane
Siru dinamiku antropogene aktivnosti na ovom lokalitetu, a s
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The hill-fort on the Sutilija hill, towering over Trogir’s
Malo polje from the north-west, is one of the most important
sites for understanding the prehistory and protohistory of the
Trogir-KaStela area. This is best reflected in the huge volumes
of collapsed ramparts, the complexity of visible structures
and the high concentration of surface finds, including import-
ed pottery. Despite this, but also due to the devastation of
the site during the modern exploitation of technical-building
stone, its material heritage is almost completely unknown.
The paper provides an overview of previous research using
non-destructive methods on the Sutilija hill, which aimed to
document the present state and expand scientific knowledge
about the properties and significance of the site. Particular
emphasis is given to analysis of various categories of surface
finds, from prehistoric local pottery, amphorae and other
pottery imports to other finds for personal and/or practical
use. Previously unknown finds suggest a broader dynamics
of anthropogenic activity at this site, as well as economic
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druge gospodarsko-kulturne promjene koje ovo nesumnjivo
znacajno Zeljeznodobno srediste dozZivljava u 4. st. pr. n. e.
Rezultat je to sve aktivnije regionalne trgovine i multikultu-
ralne interakcije, koja se odvijala u kontekstu protopovijesne
preobrazbe srednjodalmatinskih Zeljeznodobnih zajednica.

Kljucne rijeci: srednja Dalmacija, gradina Sutilija, neinvazivna

istraZivanja, povrsinski nalazi, prapovijesna keramika, amfore, fina
keramika, fibula tipa Baska, protopovijesna trgovina
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and cultural changes that this undoubtedly significant Iron
Age centre experienced in the fourth century BCE. It was the
result of increasingly active regional trade and multicultural
interaction, which took place in the context of protohistoric
transformation of Central Dalmatian Iron Age communities.

Key words: Central Dalmatia, Sutilija hill-fort, non-invasive
research, surface finds, prehistoric pottery, amphorae, fine pot-
tery, Baska-type fibula, protohistoric trade
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uvobD

Kompleksno nalaziSte na brdu Sutilija (305 mnv) smjesteno
iznad sjeverozapadne strane trogirskog Malog polja uz povi-
jesnu je jezgru samog Trogira (anticki Tragurion/Tragurium)
najznacajnije nalaziSte trogirskog podrucja. Uz kontinuitet
antropogene aktivnosti potencijalno ve¢ od gornjeg paleoli-
tika, nalaziste obiljezavaju dvije istaknute zone. Prominentno
prapovijesno gradinsko utvrdenje s romani¢kom crkvicom

sv. llije markira vr$nu zonu brda, dok se u podnozju njegovih
juznih i isto¢nih padina nalaze impresivni ostaci dugotrajne
eksploatacije kamena, stare 2000 godina.

Anticko porijeklo branja kamena na Sutiliji i povijesno je
poznat podatak.' Uz ranije spoznaje o eksploataciji i naglase-
nom potencijalu kamenoloma na Sutiliji za proucavanje rim-
skodobnoga graditeljstva i kamenarstva u kontekstu dalmatin-
ske ekonomije kao i religijskih aspekata i Stovanja Herakla,? ali i
poznate podatke o srednjovjekovnoj, novovjekovnoj i moder-
noj eksploataciji,® recentnom studijom materijalnih tragova
kamenarstva u Dalmaciji naglaena je uloga dobro sac¢uvanih
povijesnih kamenoloma na Sutiliji za proucavanje razvoja
kamenarske tehnike od helenisticko-rimskog do modernog
razdoblja, kao i potencijala za daljnja istraZivanja i povezivanje
materijalnih tragova eksploatacije s povijesnim graditeljskim
zahvatima i arhivskim izvorima, posebice u samome Trogiru.*

U isto vrijeme, znacajke gradinskog nalaziSta - masivnost
osipine bedema, kompleksnost sacuvanih arhitektonskih
struktura, visoka koncentracija povrsinskih nalaza, a poseb-
no nalazi importirane crvenofiguralne keramike i keramike
Alto-Adriaticos - pokazuju da je rije¢ o znacajnom nalazistu

1 Plin. Sec., Nat. Hist. Ill 141: Tragurium civium Romanorum marmore
notum. O izvjesnom pocetku eksploatacije ve¢ u helenistickom raz-
doblju: Sui¢ 1991 i starija literatura kod Buri¢ 2020, str. 13, bilj. 13.

2 Tijekom 20. stoljeca, posebno nakon Drugoga svjetskog rata, prili-
kom uklanjanja otpadnih gomila u Kaci¢evoj kavi, poznatoj tradicio-
nalno kao “rimska kava” (Cava Romana), i u njezinoj blizini nailazi se
na nalaze iz rimskog razdoblja, uklju¢ujuéi i tri Zrtvenika posvec¢ena
Heraklu, od kojih je posljednji pronaden 1999. godine, neposred-
no uz otkriveni izlazni hodnik rimskog kamenoloma, koji je prema
nalazima datiran najkasnije u prvu polovicu 1. stoljeca; vidi Fiskovi¢
1957, str. 218, sl. 5, bilj. 13; Jelici¢ 1981, str. 98-100, 102, 103, sl. 1;
Mileti¢ 2005, str. 136-137; Marsi¢ 2007. O tome koliko je trogirski
mramor bio cijenjen u rimskom razdoblju, osim poznatog podatka
da je koristen za izgradnju Dioklecijanove palace (Jeli¢i¢ 1981, str.
102, bilj. 21), govori i novija analiza arhitektonskih elemenata zadar-
skog foruma, kojom je utvrdeno da su “najveci i najvazniji kameni
elementi zadarskog anti¢kog foruma i hrama dosli upravo iz kame-
noloma sv. Ilija” (Parica, Horvat 2020, str. 218).

3 Podatke o eksploataciji i brojnim graditeljskim zahvatima i spome-
nicima za koje je koriSten segetski (trogirski) kamen tijekom sred-
njega i novog vijeka te 20. stoljeca vidi kod Parica, Horvat 2020,
literatura citirana na str. 212, bilj. 5, 6; 218, bilj. 25.

4 Parica 2014a; 2014b; Parica, Horvat 2020.

5 Fiskovié 1957, str. 218; Skobalj 1970, str. 339, 341, 348, sl. 285; Babi¢
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INTRODUCTION

Together with the historic core of Trogir (ancient Tragurion/
Tragurium), the complex site on the Sutilija hill (305 MASL),
located above the north-west side of Trogir’s Malo polje, is
the most important site in the Trogir area. Along with the
continuity of anthropogenic activities, potentially ever since
the Upper Palaeolithic, the site is featured by two distin-
guished zones. The prominent prehistoric hill-fort with the
Romanesque church of St. Elijah marks the peak zone of the
hill, while at the foot of its southern and eastern slopes are
marked by the impressive remains of 2000 years long quarry-
ing activity.

The ancient origin of stone mining on Sutilija is a histori-
cally known fact." In addition to previous knowledge about the
stone exploitation and the distinct potential of the quarries on
Sutilija for the study of Roman architecture and stone mining
in the context of the Dalmatian economy, including religious
aspects and the worship of Heracles,? as well as known infor-
mation on mediaeval and modern-age quarrying,’ recent stud-
ies of material traces of stone mining in Dalmatia emphasize
the role of the well-preserved historic quarries on Sutilija for
investigations of the development of stone mining techniques
from the Hellenistic-Roman to Modern periods, as well as
the potential for further research and association of material
traces of quarrying with historic construction activities and
archival sources, particularly in Trogir itself.*

At the same time, the properties of the hill-fort site - the
imposing volumes of collapsed ramparts, the complexity of

1 Plin. Sec., Nat. Hist. I11 141: Tragurium civium Romanorum marmore no-
tum. For a definite beginning of quarrying as early as the Hellenistic
period, see Sui¢ 1991, and earlier literature in Buri¢ 2020, p. 13, fn.
13.

2 In the course of the 20th century, especially after World War II,
during the removal of spoil heaps in Kaci¢eva kava, traditionally
known as the “Roman quarry” (Cava Romana), and in its vicinity,
finds from the Roman period were discovered, including three al-
tars dedicated to Heracles. The last one was unearthed in 1999, im-
mediately next to the discovered exit corridor of the Roman quarry,
dated to no later than the first half of the first century based on the
finds; see Fiskovi¢ 1957, p. 218, Fig. 5, fn. 13; Jeli¢i¢ 1981, pp. 98-100,
102, 103, Fig. 1; Mileti¢ 2005, pp. 136-137; Marsi¢ 2007 Trogir marble
was quite valued in Roman times. In addition to the known fact
that it was used for the construction of Diocletian’s Palace (Jeli¢i¢
1981, p. 102, fn. 21), a recent analysis of architectural elements of
the Zadar Forum established that “the largest and most important
architectural elements of the ancient forum and temple in Zadar
were brought from the quarry of St. Ilija” (Parica, Horvat 2020, p.
218).

3 Forinformation on quarrying and numerous construction activities
and monuments for which Seget (Trogir) stone was used during the
Middle Ages and modern times and the 2oth century, see Parica,
Horvat 2020, the literature cited on p. 212, fns. 5, 6; 218, fn. 25.

4 Parica 2014a; 2014b; Parica, Horvat 2020.

43



VAHD 113-1, 2020. - 2021., 41-99

za razumijevanje prapovijesnoga razdoblja na trogirskome
podrugju te dinami¢nih meduodnosa lokalnih zajednica tro-
girsko-kaStelanskog podrucja i jadranskih Grka u protopovi-
jesnom razdoblju, s naglaSenom prostornom, a potencijalno
i administrativnom povezano$¢u sa samo 2,5 km udaljenim
protopovijesnim naseljem u samome Trogiru, smjeStenim na
obali u srediStu trogirskog Malog polja.

Unutar prapovijesnog krajolika trogirskog podrugja koji
karakterizira izrazena mreza gradinskih utvrdenja i gomila na
istaknutim vrhovima i padinama brda koja okruzuju trogir-
sko Malo polje te markiraju kopnene komunikacijske pravce
prema zaledu (draga Stracaj u Segetu Gornjem, Labinska draga
u Prgometu),” naglasena je uloga Sutilije u kontroli plovnih
putova u trogirskom i srednjodalmatinskom akvatoriju,® kao i
magistralne kopnene komunikacije izmedu trogirskog obalnog
prostora i zaleda.® Znacenje prapovijesne, a potom i antic-
ke komunikacije™ koja je prolazila s isto¢ne strane Sutilije,
odnosno izmedu Sutilije i danaSnjeg zaseoka Baradici u Segetu
Gornjem naglaSeno je izrazenom koncentracijom prapovije-
snih nalaziSta na prostoru Sutilija - zaselak Baradici, gdje se u
podnozju Sutilije sa zapadne strane komunikacije nalazi veci
broj gomila,” dok komunikaciju i prilaze gornjosegetskom polju
kontroliraju Velika gradina i Baturova gomila, po svemu sudedi
najveca gomila u srednjoj Dalmaciji (50 x 38 m, visina 8 m),
smjeStene na uzviSenju zapadno od Lusic¢a kose u Baradi¢ima.™

NaZalost, spoznaje o povijesnom i znanstvenom znacenju
kompleksnog nalazista nije pratila njegova primjerena valo-
rizacija i zaStita. Moderna eksploatacija tehnicko-gradevnog
kamena na sjeveroistocnoj padini brda Sutilija i njezino nekon-
trolirano Sirenje u posljednje 23 godine rezultirali su masivnom
destrukcijom krajolika, u kojoj je u potpunosti izbrisana 1/5
brda, pri ¢emu je nestao i istocni dio osipine bedema prapo-
vijesnog utvrdenja u duZini od oko 60 m, zajedno s isto¢nom
terasom srediSnjeg dijela utvrdenja te potencijalnim grobovima
sa sjeverne strane bedema (sl. 1. desno gore).” Opseg uniStenja

1980, str. 62; 1991, str. 32; Mileti¢ 2008; Kirigin 2010.

6 Cale 1992, str. 36; Mileti¢ 2008, str. 135, 137; Kirigin 2010, str. 28-
30, 37-39; Cace, Milivojevi¢ 2017, str. 437; Buri¢ 2020, str. 13-14,
bilj. 13. Za protopovijesni Trogir: Petri¢ 1992; Babi¢ 2020; Kirigin,
Paraman 2020.

7 Babic¢ 1980, s kartom na kraju; Babi¢ 1991, str. 28 (karta), 31, 32, 35,
36; Babic 2020, str. 13, sl. 10.

8 Babic 1980, str. 62; Mileti¢ 2008, str. 135, 137; Kirigin 2010, str. 28-
30.

9 Babic 1980, str. 62; Babi¢ 1991, str. 32, 49, bilj. 36.

10 Mileti¢ 1993a, str. 77; 1993b, str. 147.

1 §kobalj 1970, str. 341; Babic 1980, str. 62; 1991, str. 32, 38; detaljno
kod Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, str. 248-249.

12 Skobalj 1970, str. 339, 341, 350. sl. 286; Babi¢ 1980, str. 62; 1991, str.
32, 38. Rezultate dokumentiranja i terenskog pregleda na ovim lo-
kalitetima vidi kod Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, str. 248-250.

13 Mileti¢ 2008, str. 136, bilj. 2; Kirigin 2010, str. 26, sl. 2; 27, bilj 10;
29, sl. 4; 30-31. Eksploataciju prate probijanje makadamskih puto-
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preserved architectural structures, the high concentration of
surface finds, especially the imported red-figure and Alto-Adri-
atico potterys — indicate that this is a significant site for the
understanding of the Prehistoric Period in the Trogir area and
the dynamic relations between the local communities of the
Trogir-Kastela area and the Adriatic Greeks in the Protohistoric
Period, with a distinctive spatial and potentially administrative
connection with the 2.5 km distant protohistoric settlement
in Trogir, located on the coast in the centre of Trogir’s Malo
polje.®

In the prehistoric landscape of the Trogir area, character-
ized by a distinct network of hill-forts and cairns on prominent
peaks and slopes of the hills surrounding Trogir’s Malo polje
and marking the land communication routes to the hinterland
(the Stracaj creek in Seget Gornji, Labinska draga in Prgomet),”
the role of Sutilija was significant in the control of Trogir and
Central Dalmatian waterways,® as well as of the main land
communication between the Trogir coastal area and the hin-
terland.® The significance of the prehistoric, and subsequently
the ancient communication™ that passed on the east side of
Sutilija, i.e. between Sutilija and the present-day hamlet of
Baradici in Seget Gornji, is emphasized by the conspicuous
concentration of prehistoric sites at Sutilija - the hamlet of
Baradici area, with a number of cairns located at the foot of
Sutilija, west of the line of communication,” while the line of
communication and approaches to the polje of Seget Gornji
were controlled by the Velika gradina hill-fort and the Baturo-
va gomila cairn, arguably the largest cairn in central Dalmatia
(50 x 38 m, 8 m high), located on a rise west of LuSi¢a kosa in
Baradici.”

Unfortunately, the knowledge about the historical and sci-
entific significance of the complex site has not been support-
ed by proper valorization and protection. Modern quarrying
of technical-building stone on the north-eastern slope of the
Sutilija hill and its uncontrolled spread in the last 23 years have
resulted in massive destruction of the landscape, in which
one-fifth of the hill has been completely wiped out, including

5 Fiskovi¢ 1957, p. 218; §kobalj 1970, pp. 339, 341, 348, Fig. 285; Babic
1980, p. 62; 1991, p. 32; Mileti¢ 2008; Kirigin 2010.

6 Cale 1992, p. 36; Mileti¢ 2008, pp. 135, 137; Kirigin 2010, pp. 28-30,
37-39; Cace, Milivojevi¢ 2017, p. 437; Buri¢ 2020, pp. 13-14, fn. 13.
For protohistoric Trogir, see Petri¢ 1992; Babi¢ 2020; Kirigin, Para-
man 2020.

7 Babic¢ 1980, with a map at the end; Babi¢ 1991, pp. 28 (the map), 31,
32, 35, 36; Babic 2020, p. 13, Fig. 10.

8 Babi¢ 1980, p. 62; Mileti¢ 2008, pp. 135, 137; Kirigin 2010, pp. 28-30.

9 Babic 1980, p. 62; Babi¢ 1991, pp. 32, 49, fn. 36.

10 Mileti¢ 1993a, p. 77; 1993b, p. 147.

1 §kobalj 1970, p. 341; Babi¢ 1980, p. 62; 1991, pp. 32, 38; for details,
see Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, pp. 248-249.

12 §kobalj 1970, pp. 339, 341, 350. Fig. 286; Babi¢ 1980, p. 62; 1991, pp.
32, 38. For the results of documenting and field surveys at these
sites, see Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, pp. 248-250.
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Slika 1. Figure 1.

Geografski poloZaj brda Sutilija iznad Trogira (izradio: D. Tresi¢
Pavici¢, izvor: land.copernicus.eu, EU-DEM v 1. o; foto: I. Suta (2007.),
L. Paraman (2019.)

Geographical position of the hill of Sutilija above Trogir (made by: D.
Tresic PaviCic, source: land.copernicus.eu, EU-DEM v 1. 0; photograph:
I. Suta [2007], L. Paraman [2019])

ponajbolje ilustrira podatak da je izmedu 2001. i 2011. godine,
kada je daljnje Sirenje eksploatacije napokon zaustavljeno,
kamenolom Seget-sjever povecao obujam za 1/4, dok se 35 %

the approximately 60-metre long eastern part of prehistoric
collapsed ramparts, together with the eastern terrace of the
central part of the hill-fort and potential graves north of the
povecanja dogodilo nakon zastite nalazi$ta 2006. godine (sl.
2).* Retrospektivna analiza Stete pokazuje da je u posljednjih
50 godina nestalo i do 1/3 cjelokupnoga prapovijesnog zapisa
na Sutiliji, dok bi realizacija projekta sanacije juzne litice kame-

ramparts (Fig. 1, top right).® The extent of the destruction

is best illustrated by the information that the Seget-North
quarry increased in volume by one-fourth between 2001 and
2011, when further expansion of quarrying was finally halted.
In addition, the increase amounted to 35 % after the site had
been protected in 2006 (Fig. 2)."* A retrospective damage
analysis shows that as much as one-third of the entire pre-

noloma Seget-sjever' (ali i svako daljnje Sirenje eksploatacije)
znacila daljnje uniStenje kako prapovijesnog utvrdenja, tako i
sjevernog dijela zone povijesnih kamenoloma.” Uskladenje s
mjerama i opsegom zaStite nalaziSta postignuto je 2016. godi-

13 Mileti¢ 2008, p. 136, fn. 2; Kirigin 2010, p. 26, Fig. 2; 27, fn. 10; 29,

va, koriStenje teske mehanizacije i povremeno miniranje, Sto
kontinuirano umanjuje vrijednost zasti¢enog nalaziSta i okolnog
krajolika. Osamdesetih godina 20. st. makadamski put probijen je
kroz sjeverni dio bedema utvrdenja, gdje su uz bedem oStecene i
suhozidne strukture na isto€nom rubu srediSnjeg “platoa” utvrde-
nja (sl. 2). U posljednjih nekoliko godina uz ovaj se pristupni put
nelegalno deponira otpad, s ve¢om koli¢inom gradevinskog otpada
deponiranog uz sam bedem.

14 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 40-41.

15 Rudarsko-geoloSko-naftni fakultet 2008.

16 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 47, sl. 6; 49, sl. 9; 51.

Fig. 4; 30-31. Quarrying is accompanied by the making of macadam
roads, use of heavy machinery and occasional blasting, which con-
tinuously reduces the value of the protected site and the surround-
ing landscape. In the 1980s, a macadam road was made through the
northern part of the hill-fort’s ramparts, where dry-stone struc-
tures on the eastern edge of the central “plateau” of the hill-fort
were damaged together with the ramparts. In recent years, waste
has been illegally deposited along this access road, with a large
amount of construction waste deposited along the very ramparts

(Fig. 2).

14 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ PaviCi¢ 2020, pp. 40-41.
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Slika 2.

Sirenje kamenoloma 1967. - 2011. s naznacenim planom Sirenja prema
projektu iz 2008. (prema: Sirovica, Paraman, Tresic¢ PaviCi¢ 2020, 52,
sl. 14)

ne, kada je eksploatacija ogranicena na postojeci opseg.”
PREGLED ISTRAZIVANJA

Muzej grada Trogira (MGT) je 2013. zapoceo projekt monito-
ringa i sustavnog istrazivanja neinvazivnim metodama na brdu
Sutilija s ciljem dokumentiranja zatecenog stanja te prosiriva-
nja znanstvenih spoznaja o znacajkama i znacenju nalazista.
Osim terenskog istraZivanja projekt je ukljucio prikupljanje i
analizu opseznih arhivskih i prostornih podataka o nalaziStu
(arhivske fotografije, povijesne i recentne zracne fotografije,
povijesne karte i katastarski podaci), identifikaciju i analizu
struktura, preliminarnu analizu nalaza prikupljenih terenskim
pregledom kao i procjenu gubitka vrijednosti prapovijesnog za-

Figure 2.

Expansion of the quarry from 1967 to 2011 with the marked expansion
plan according to the 2008 project (after: Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢
Pavici¢ 2020, 52, Fig. 14)

historic record has disappeared in the last 50 years at Sutilija,
while the implementation of the remediation project for the
southern cliff of the Seget-sjever quarry™ (as well as any fur-
ther spread of activities) would mean additional destruction
of the prehistoric hill-fort and the northern part of the zone
of historic quarries.” Compliance with the measures and scope
of site protection was achieved in 2016, when quarrying was
limited to the existing scale.”

REVIEW OF RESEARCH

In 2013, the Trogir Town Museum initiated a project of mon-
itoring and systematic research by non-invasive methods on

17 Pasali¢ et al. 2016.
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15 Faculty of Mining, Geology and Petroleum Engineering 2008.
16 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, p. 47, Fig. 6; 49, Fig. 9; 51.
17 Pasali¢ et al. 2016.
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pisa zbog kontinuirane eksploatacije kamena na brdu Sutilija.®

Uz preliminarni terenski pregled usmjeren na prikupljanje
podataka o distribuciji i uCestalosti vidljivih struktura i povr-
Sinskih nalaza®™ terensko je istraZivanje obuhvatilo detaljno
fotogrametrijsko dokumentiranje i topografsko snimanje cjelo-
kupnog brda Sutilija*® te prapovijesnog krajolika s potencijal-
nim grobljem pod tumulima na zaravnjenom sedlu u sjeveroza-
padnom podnoZju brda Sutilija (Seget Gornji, zaseok Carije),”
¢ime je kreirana temeljna dokumentacija u visokoj rezoluciji za
povrsinu od oko 115 ha.

Analiza i usporedba podataka prikupljenih 3D fotograme-
trijom s povijesnim zracnim fotografijama? i katastarskim po-
dacima?* omogucila je detaljno kartiranje postojeéih struktura,
uvid u topografiju unistenog dijela brda te rekonstrukciju dis-
tribucije i kartiranje antropogenih struktura unistenih moder-
nom eksploatacijom kamena na Sutiliji, odnosno modernom
izgradnjom u zaseoku Carije (sl. 3).25 Rezultati preliminarnoga
terenskog pregleda® u sacuvanom dijelu vrine zone brda

18 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavi¢i¢ 2020, s detaljnim pregledom is-
traZivanja i rezultatima navedene analize. Opéenito o moguéno-
stima procjene vrijednosti arheoloSkog zapisa te metodologiji proc-
jene gubitka vrijednosti kod Sirovica 2019.

19 Terenski pregled zone povijesnih kamenoloma obavljen je u suradnji
MGT-a i Mate Parice, s Odjela za arheologiju SveuciliSta u Zadru,
u sklopu istrazivanja za doktorsku disertaciju (Parica 2014a), dok
je dio pregleda zone prapovijesnog utvrdenja obavljen u suradnji s
Filomenom Sirovicom iz Arheolo$kog muzeja u Zagrebu.

20 Topografsko snimanje arheoloSke zone na brdu Sutilija obavljeno je
2015. godine u suradnji MGT-a i tvrtke Kaducej d. 0. o.; vidi Paraman,
Tresic Pavici¢ 2015.

21 Topografsko snimanje i kartiranje prostora sedla obavljeno je 2019.
godine u okviru 2. godine istraZivanja u sklopu projekta Trogir
Through Time, medunarodne suradnje MGT-a, Instituta za arhe-
ologiju u Zagrebu i Austrijskog arheoloSkog instituta Austrijske aka-
demije za znanost u Becu; vidi Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020,
str. 248-250.

22 Zasvako snimanje generiran je 3D model visoke rezolucije, iz kojeg
su izradeni digitalni model povrsine (DMP), digitalni model tere-
na (DMT) te istinska ortofotografija; vidi Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢
Pavicic 2020, str. 40, sl. 2.

23 Od Drzavne geodetske uprave Republike Hrvatske (DGU) pribavlje-
no je 11 serija zracnih fotografija u rasponu od 1959. do 2011. godine.

24 Drzavni arhiv u Splitu, Arhiv mapa za Istru i Dalmaciju. Katastar Dal-
macije 1830-1975, 174 Seget, br. 13.

25 Kartirane antropogene tvorevine preliminarno su klasificirane u
8 kategorija: osipina prapovijesnog bedema, suhozidne strukture
(medasni zidovi i podzidi), putovi, potencijalni tumuli, gomile i
kréevine, sipine, povijesni kamenolomi, recentne strukture; vidi
Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 41-42. Recentne struk-
ture odnose se na vedi broj cisterni, mitraljeskih gnijezda, grudo-
brana, zaklona i sl. zabiljeZenih u osipini bedema i na strukturama
sredi$njeg dijela utvrdenja, koje su vjerojatno povezane s aktivno-
stima tijekom Drugoga svjetskog rata, kada je utvrdeni poloZaj ko-
ristila njemacka vojska.

26 Osim zone prapovijesnog utvrdenja obavljen je terenski pregled
i detaljno kartiranje ostataka povijesnih kamenoloma na juznim i
isto¢nim padinama brda. Dokumentirani su ostatci tradicionalne
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the Sutilija hill with the aim of documenting the present state
and expanding scientific knowledge about the properties and
significance of the site. Together with field research, the pro-
ject included the collection and analysis of extensive archival
and spatial data on the site (archival photographs, historical
and recent aerial photographs, historical maps, and cadastral
data), identification and analysis of structures, preliminary
analysis of finds collected through field survey, and a value
loss assessment for the prehistoric record due to the continu-
ous quarrying on the Sutilija hill.*®

In addition to a preliminary field survey aimed at collecting
data on the distribution and frequency of visible structures
and surface finds,” the field survey included detailed photo-
grammetric documenting and topographic survey of the entire
Sutilija hill>* and the prehistoric landscape with a potential
cemetery under tumuli on the saddle of the north-western
foot of the Sutilija hill (Seget Gornji, the hamlet of Carije),”
which formed the base high-resolution documentation for an
area of approximately 115 ha.?

Analyses and comparisons of information collected by
3D photogrammetry with historical aerial photographs and
cadastral data* facilitated detailed mapping of the existing
structures, access to the topography of the destroyed section
of the hill, and reconstruction of distribution and mapping of
anthropogenic structures devastated by modern quarrying at

18 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, with a detailed overview of
the research and the results of the analysis. For general informa-
tion on the possibilities of estimating the value of archaeological
records and the value loss assessment methodology, see Sirovica
2019.

19 The field survey of the zone of historic quarries was made in coop-
eration between the Trogir Town Museum and Mate Parica, from
the Department of Archaeology, University of Zadar, as part of re-
search for doctoral dissertation (Parica 2014a), while the survey of
the prehistoric hill-fort zone was made in collaboration with Filo-
mena Sirovica from the Archaeological Museum in Zagreb.

20 The topographic survey of the archaeological zone on the hill of
Sutilija was made in 2015 in cooperation between the Trogir Town
Museum and the Kaducej d. o. o. company; see Paraman, Tresi¢
Pavici¢ 2015.

21 The topographic survey and mapping of the saddle were made in
2019 as part of the second year of research under the Trogir Through
Time project, an international cooperation of the Trogir Town Mu-
seum, the Institute of Archaeology in Zagreb and the Austrian Ar-
chaeological Institute, Austrian Academy of Science, Vienna; see
Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, pp. 248-250.

22 A high-resolution 3D model was generated for each image, from
which a digital surface model (DSM), a digital terrain model (DMT),
and a true orthophoto were made; see Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢
Pavici¢ 2020, p. 40, Fig. 2.

23 Eleven series of aerial photographs from 1959 to 2011 were obtained
from the State Geodetic Administration of the Republic of Croatia
(SGA).

24 State Archives in Split, Map Archive for Istria and Dalmatia. Cadas-
tre of Dalmatia 1830-1975, 174 Seget, No. 13.
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Slika 3.
Plan nalaziSta s klasifikacijom kartiranih struktura (izradio: D. Tresi¢
Pavicié; pozadina: DGU, foto 1967_4465)

Figure 3.
Site plan with a classification of mapped structures (made by: D.
Tresic¢ PaviCic; background: SGA, photo 1967_4465)

Sutilija, i.e. by modern construction in the hamlet of Carije
(Fig. 3). The results of the preliminary field survey® in the

Sutilija?” pokazuju intenzivnije rasprostiranje nalaza na povrsini
od oko 8,5 ha. Najvisa pak ucestalost nalaza zabiljeZena je na
podrugju srediSnjeg dijela samoga gradinskog utvrdenja, uklju-
Cujudi osipinu i prostor pruzanja Zeljeznodobnoga groblja na

ravnom? te na izdvojenim terasama u donjem dijelu jugoza-

padne padine brda, na ukupnoj povrsini od oko 4,5 ha (sl. 4).2

27

28
29

48

tehnike vadenja kamena tzv. blok metodom (detaljno o tehnikama
eksploatacije kod Parica 2014b), prisutni u obliku ostataka umjetnih
litica s tragovima rucnih alata (strije) i ostacima uklesanih kanala
(pasarini); Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 40. Detaljnu
analizu ostataka povijesnih kamenoloma na Sutiliji vidi kod Parica,
Horvat 2020.

Uz ranije registrirani manji pripecak (polupecinu) uz hrbat brda, oko
85 m juzno od crkve sv. llije (Kirigin 2010, str. 31, bilj. 24), u profilu
unistenja istocne terase utvrdenja zabiljeZeni su ostaci jo$ jednog
speleoloskog objekta (jama?); vidi sl. 4, 5.

Kirigin 2010, str. 32-33.

Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 42.

25

26

The mapped anthropogenic features were preliminarily classified
into eight categories: collapsed prehistoric ramparts, dry-stone
structures (boundary walls and retaining walls), roads, potential tu-
muli, cairns and glades, screes, historic quarries, recent structures;
see Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavi¢i¢ 2020, pp. 41-42. The recent
structures comprise a number of cisterns, machine gun nests, para-
pets, shelters, and suchlike, recorded in the collapsed section of the
ramparts and on the structures of the central part of the hill-fort.
These are probably related to activities during World War I, when
the fortified position was used by the German Army.

In addition to the zone of the prehistoric hill-fort, the remains of
historic quarries on the southern and eastern slopes of the hill were
also surveyed and mapped in detail. The remains of the tradition-
al quarrying technique by the so-called block method (for details
on quarrying techniques, see Parica 2014b), in the form of remains
of artificial cliffs with traces of hand tools (striae) and remains of
carved channels (pasarini); Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, p.
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Slika 4.

Ucestalost povrsinskih nalaza u zoni gradinskog utvrdenja s poloZajem
speleoloskih objekata u odnosu na DMT (izradio: D. Tresi¢ PaviCic;
pozadina: DGU, foto 1985_5364)

Na temelju rekonstrukcije vidljivih antropogenih struktu-
ra na uniStenom dijelu utvrdenja, moguce je zakljuciti da je
duzina luénog bedema utvrdenja bila oko 350 m, dok kore-
lacija svih kartiranih struktura sa zabiljezenom distribucijom
povrsinskih nalaza na sacuvanom dijelu brda ukazuje na to da
je unutrasnji prostor prapovijesnog utvrdenja prije uniStenja
modernom eksploatacijom obuhvacao povrsinu od oko 8,5 ha,
dok je recentno zahvaceni sredisnji dio utvrdenja uz bedem
obuhvacao povrsinu od oko 2,8 ha (sl. 3).

Rekonstrukcija struktura na zaravnjenom sedlu sjeveroza-
padno od utvrdenja vidljivih prije moderne izgradnje, rezulti-
rala je registracijom 23 gomile promjera od 4 do 35 m, koje s
obzirom na zabiljezene podatke o nalazima na tom prostoru
predstavljaju vjerojatno ostatke groblja pod tumulima.®* Dva

Figure 4.

Frequency of surface finds in the hill-fort zone with the position of
speleological formations relative to the DMT (made by: D. Tresi¢
Pavici¢; background: SGA, photo 1985_5364)

preserved part of the peak zone of the Sutilija hill*” indicate
a more intensive distribution of surface finds over an area of
some 8.5 ha. The highest frequency of finds was recorded in
the central part of the very hill-fort, including the collapsed
rampart and the area of the Iron Age “flat” cemetery?® and on
separate terraces in the lower section of the south-western
slope of the hill, over a total area of about 4.5 ha (Fig. 4).
Based on the reconstruction of visible anthropogenic

30 Skobalj 1970, str. 341, Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, str. 248,
bilj. 13.

40. For a detailed analysis of the remains of historic quarries on Sut-
ilija, see Parica, Horvat 2020.

27 In addition to a previously recorded small abri (semi-cave) by the
ridge of the hill, about 85 m south of the church of St. Elijah (Kirigin
2010, p. 31, fn. 24), the remains of another speleological formation
(a pit?) were recorded in the profile of the destroyed eastern ter-
race of the hill-fort; see Fig. 4, 5.

28 Kirigin 2010, pp. 32-33.

29 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ PaviCi¢ 2020, p. 42.
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potencijalna tumula zabiljeZena su i pred pretpostavljenim za-
padnim ulazom u utvrdenje.> Recentnim terenskim pregledom
uz pomoc¢ tima obucenih pasa tragaca, markacijom 9 pozicija
intenzivnog ljudskog mirisa potvrdeno je pruzanje nekropole
na ravnom uz sjeverozapadni dio bedema, sjeverno od pretpo-
stavljenog ulaza u utvrdenje (sl. 5).3

Kako bi se omogudile nove spoznaje o razvoju i znacenju
gradine Sutilija, u nastavku se donosi pregled i analiza razli-
Citih kategorija pokretnog materijala koji se cuva u Muzeju
grada Trogira, a prikupljen je prilikom navedenih neinvazivnih
istrazivanja.

KONTEKST PRIKUPLJENIH NALAZA

U MGT pohranjena su ukupno 1063 ulomka pokretnog materi-
jala prikupljenog na brdu Sutilija, od cega vedi dio Cini keramic-
ki materijal (952 ulomka). Skupina od 492 ulomka odnosi se

na materijal prikupljen prilikom terenskog pregleda prapovije-
snog utvrdenja. Dio materijala sakupljen je tijekom obilazaka
ranijih istraZivaca,® najceSée na prostoru osipine bedema te u
isto¢nom, terasastom dijelu srediSnjeg “platoa” (sl. 5). Rijec je
169 ulomaka koji se odnose vec¢inom na dijagnosticke ulomke
posuda lokalne proizvodnje te manji broj ulomaka uvoznog
posuda, dok se 24 ulomka odnose na kameno orude, ostatke
prehrane, ulomke kuénog lijepa te komade troske. Kao izdvo-
jene kontekste moguce je spomenuti nalaze finog lokalnog i
uvoznog stolnog posuda (tab. 1. 32, 45, 78, 138; T. 2. 32; T. 3.
45; T. 5. 78; sl. 8. 138), Zrvnja (tab. 1. 143; T. 10. 143), Zivotinjskih
kostiju, kuénog lijepa i troske prikupljene u pripecku na juznoj
terasi, uz srediSnji hrbat brda oko 85 m juzno od crkve sv. llije
(sl. 4, 5; bilj. 27) te skupinu nalaza prikupljenu u kulturnim slo-
jevima vidljivim u profilima uniStenja podzida na isto¢nom rubu
srediSnjeg “platoa” (sl. 5; bilj. 13)3* gdje je uz ulomke lokalnog
posuda (tab. 1. 12, 17, 22, 23, 25, 27, 31, 34, 35, 40, 43, 49-52, 54,
59, 67, 88,102,106, 113; T. 1, 12; T. 2. 17, 22, 23, 25, 27, 31; T. 3.
34, 35, 40-52,54; T. 4. 59, 67; T. 6. 88; T. 7. 102; T. 8. 106, 113) i
nekoliko ulomaka finog uvoznog posuda prikupljen ulomak ra-
stiraca i brus (tab. 1. 139, 141; T. 10. 139, 147) te liticki materijal,
ulomak kuénog lijepa i morski puzevi. Od ostalih prikupljenih
nalaza istie se ulomak fine stolne posude prikupljen na juznoj

structures on the destroyed part of the hill-fort, it can be con-
cluded that the curved rampart of the hill-fort was about 350
metres long. Correlations of all mapped structures with the
recorded distribution of surface finds on the preserved part of
the hill indicate that the interior space of the prehistoric hill-
fort covered an area of some 8.5 ha before its devastation by
modern quarrying, while the recently affected central part of
the hill-fort next to the rampart covered an area of some 2.8
ha (Fig. 3).

Reconstruction of the structures on the saddle north-
west of the hill-fort, visible before modern building, resulted
in the registration of 23 cairns with diameters from 4 to 35
metres. According to the recorded information on the finds in
this area, they are probably the remains of a cemetery under
tumuli.3® Two potential tumuli were also recorded in front
of the presumed western entrance to the hill-fort.> A recent
field survey with a team of trained search dogs marked nine
positions with intense human scent and confirmed that the
necropolis on flat soil stretched along the north-western part
of the rampart, north of the presumed entrance to the hill-
fort (Fig. 5).

To allow for new information about the development and
significance of the Sutilija hill-fort, an overview and analysis of
various categories of surface finds kept in the Trogir Town Mu-
seum, collected during the non-invasive research, are provided
below.

CONTEXT OF COLLECTED FINDS

A total of 1,063 fragments of surface finds collected on the
Sutilija hill are kept in the Trogir Town Museum, the bulk of
which is pottery (952 fragments). A group of 492 fragments
consists of the material collected during the field survey of
the prehistoric hill-fort. Part of the material was collected
during the previous researchers’ visits,* most often in the area
of the collapsed ramparts and the eastern, terraced part of the
central “plateau” (Fig. 5). It comprises 169 fragments, mostly
diagnostic, of locally produced ware, and a small number of
fragments of imported ware, while 24 fragments consist of
stone tools, food scraps, daub and pieces of slag. Certain finds

31 Mileti¢ 2008, str. 136, 138, sl. 1.

32 Terenski je pregled obavljen 2020. godine u sklopu projekta Tro-
gir Through Time i planiranih iskopavanja na podru¢ju potencijal-
nog Zeljeznodobnog groblja, u suradnji s Centrom za obuku pasa
posebne namjene S.PAS, pod vodstvom Christiana Nikoli¢a i Ve-
drane Glavas; potanje kod Nikoli¢ 2020.

33 Mileti¢ 2008; Kirigin 2010, str. 31. Nalaze koje su na Sutiliji prikupi-
li lvan Suta 2002. i Slobodan Cace 2006. godine predao je Muzeju
grada Trogira Branko Kirigin 2014. godine, na ¢emu mu ovim putem
zahvaljujemo.

34 Zahvaljujemo kolegi Ivanu Suti na novim preciznijim podacima o lo-
kaciji.
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30 §kobalj 1970, p. 341, Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, p. 248, fn.
13.

31 Mileti¢ 2008, pp. 136, 138, Fig. 1.

32 The field survey was made in 2020 as part of the Trogir Through
Time project and planned excavations in the area of the potential
Iron Age cemetery, in cooperation with the S.PAS Special-Purpose
Dog Training Centre, led by Christian Nikoli¢ and Vedrana Glavas;
for more details, see Nikoli¢ 2020.

33 Mileti¢ 2008; Kirigin 2010, p. 31. The finds collected on Sutilija by
Ivan Suta in 2002 and Slobodan Cae in 2006. were handed over to
the Trogir Town Museum by Branko Kirigin in 2014, for which we
would like to thank him.
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terasi srediSnjeg dijela utvrdenja (tab. 1. 137; sl. 8. 137).

Drugi dio materijala prikupljen je preliminarnim terenskim
pregledom u sklopu prethodno opisanog projekta Sutilija.
Gusta vegetacija uvjetovala je biljeZenje nalaza na podrucjima
bolje vidljivosti, odnosno na vidljivim kamenim strukturama
ili u njihovoj blizini, iznimno na povrsini tla na podrucjima s
manje vegetacije ili bez nje. Buduci da je cilj pregleda bilo pri-
kupljanje op¢ih podataka o distribuciji i ucestalosti povrsinskih
nalaza, koncentracija nalaza zabiljezZena je u 3 kategorije: kao
visoka, srednja i niska (sl. 4).3 S ciljem pronalaZenja podata-
ka o vremenskom odredenju koristenja prostora, prikupljani
su dijagnosticki ulomci keramike i drugi materijal koji sadrzi
informativni potencijal. Na taj su nacin sakupljena 323 ulomka
(233 ulomka keramike). S obzirom na loSiju sacuvanost i frag-
mentiranost keramickih ulomaka na povrsini, dijagnosticki
ulomci i ostali materijal nadeni su ve¢im dijelom na najvisoj
terasi kamenoloma Seget-sjever, gdje se ispire materijal iz
kulturnih slojeva unistene istocne terase i osipine bedema.
Najveci broj keramickih nalaza (135 ulomaka) pronaden je u
blizini unistenja sjevernog bedema, gdje su u profilu kameno-
loma dokumentirani ostaci uniStenog speleoloskog objekta
(sl. 4, 5; bilj. 27). Osim ulomaka lokalnog posuda (tab. 1. 9, 11,
18,19, 26, 31, 36, 37, 51, 54, 63, 67-76, 82-87, 89-91, 94, 96, 97,
103, 104, 109-112, 114, 116, 117; T. 1, 9, 11; T. 2. 18, 19; T. 26. 31; T.
3.36,37; T. 4. 51, 54, 63, 67; T. 5. 68-76; T. 6. 82-87, 89-91, 94;
T. 7. 96, 97,103, 104; T. 8. 109-112, 114, 116, 117), amfora (sl. 7.
120) i finog uvoznog posuda (tab. 1, 131, 133, 135; sl. 8. 131, 133,
135) prikupljena je i veca koli¢ina zooarheoloskih ostataka (51
ulomak Zivotinjskih kostiju, morski puzeva i Skoljkis®), a poseb-
no su zanimljivi nalazi bron¢ane pincete i ulomka fibule koji
je pronaden u neposrednoj blizini (tab. 1, 144, 145; T. 10. 144;
sl. 9. 145), te privjeska od probusenog morskog puzi¢a Colum-
bella rustica (tab. 1, 2; sl. 6. 2). Medu ostalim nalazima iz profila
unistenja isticu se ulomci amfora i finog slikanog posuda (tab.
1, 121, 124, 128, 129, 132, 134; T. 9. 121, 124, 128, 129, sl. 8. 132, 134)
te kameni brus (tab. 1, 142; T. 10. 142), a potrebno je spomenuti
i ulomak kuénog lijepa te veci broj kruznih plocica izradenih od
recikliranih stijenki lokalnog posuda. Medu nalazima na ostalim
dijelovima prapovijesnog utvrdenja valja jos spomenuti ulomke
rastiraca i crnopremazane posude prikupljene u isto¢nom
dijelu srediSnjeg “platoa” (tab. 1, 136, 140; sl. 8. 136; T. 10. 140),
dok su ulomci troske, osim u profilu unistenja oko sjevernog
bedema, zabiljeZeni u isto¢nom dijelu sredi$njeg “platoa”, u
izdvojenoj zoni jugozapadne terase te na jugoisto¢nom peri-
fernom dijelu nalaziSta. Izvan zone prapovijesnog nalazista, u
blizini ulaza u Kaci¢evu kavu na juznoj padini Sutilije prilikom

35 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresic¢ Pavici¢ 2020, str. 39.

36 Uz vedi broj puzeva vjetrenjaca (Cerithium vulgatum), u manjoj mjeri
zastupljeni su volci (Bolinus brandaris/Hexaplex trunculus) i ogrci
(Monodonta turbinata), od Skoljaka prugaste kapice (Acanthocardia
tuberculata) i dagnje (Mytilus galloprovincialis).
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can be regarded as isolated contexts: fine local and imported
tableware (Table 1. 32, 45, 78, 138; Pl. 2. 32; PI. 3. 45; PI. 5. 78;
Fig. 8.138), a millstone (Table 1. 143; PI. 10. 143), animal bones,
daub and slag collected in an abri on the south terrace, along
the central ridge of the hill about 85 m south of the church

of St. Elijah (Fig. 4, 5; fn. 27), and a group of finds collected in
cultural strata visible in the profiles of the destroyed parts of

l“

the retaining wall on the eastern edge of the central “plateau”
(Fig. 5; fn. 13)3* where, together with fragments of local pot-
tery (Table 1. 12, 17, 22, 23, 25, 27, 31, 34, 35, 40, 43, 49-52, 54,
59, 67, 88,102, 106, 113; PI. 1,12; PIl. 2. 17, 22, 23, 25, 27, 31; Pl. 3.
34, 35, 40-52, 54; Pl. 4. 59, 67; PI. 6. 88; Pl. 7. 102; PI. 8. 106,
113) and several fragments of fine imported ware, a fragment
of a handstone and a whetstone (Table 1. 139, 1471; Pl. 10. 139,
141) were discovered with lithic material, a fragment of daub
and a sea-snail shell. As to other collected finds, a fragment of
a fine table vessel, discovered on the southern terrace of the
central part of the hill-fort, is worth mentioning (Table 1. 137;
Fig. 8.137).

The other part of the material was collected during the
preliminary field survey as part of the previously described
Sutilija project. Dense vegetation restricted the record-
ing of finds to areas of better visibility, i.e. on unconcealed
stone structures or in their vicinity, exceptionally on the soil
surface in areas with less or no vegetation. Since the aim of
the survey was to collect general information on the distri-
bution and frequency of surface finds, the concentration of
finds was classified into three categories: high, medium and
low (Fig. 4).35 In order to gather information on the dates of
the occupation, diagnostic fragments of pottery and other
material with informational potential were collected. In this
way, 323 fragments (233 fragments of pottery) were collected.
Due to the poorer state of preservation and fragmentation of
pottery sherds on the surface, diagnostic fragments and other
material were mostly found on the highest terrace of the
Seget-sjever quarry, where material from the cultural layers
of the destroyed eastern terrace and collapsed ramparts is
being washed down. The largest number of pottery finds (135
fragments) was discovered near the destroyed northern ram-
part, where the remains of a shattered speleological formation
were documented in the profile of the quarry (Fig. 4, 5; fn.
27). In addition to fragments of local ware (Table 1. 9, 11, 18, 19,
26, 31, 36, 37, 51, 54, 63, 67-76, 82-87, 89-91, 94, 96, 97, 103,
104, 109-112, 114, 116, 117; Pl. 1, 9, 11; Pl. 2. 18, 19; PI. 26. 31; PI.

3. 36, 37; Pl. 4. 51, 54, 63, 67; Pl. 5. 68-76; PIl. 6. 82-87, 89-91,
94; Pl. 7. 96, 97, 103, 104; PI. 8. 109-112, 114, 116, 117), ampho-
rae (Fig. 7. 120) and fine imported ware (Table 1, 131, 133, 135;

34 We thank our colleague Ivan Suta for new, more precise location
data.
35 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, p. 39.
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terenskog pregleda kamenoloma prikupljena je i kamena jezgra
(tab.1,1; sl. 6.1).

Skupina od 571 ulomka odnosi se na zastitno iskopavanje
provedeno na Sutiliji 2014. godine u sklopu planiranog projekta
sanacije juzne litice kamenoloma Seget-sjever na Sutiliji. Istra-
Zivanje koje je provela tvrtka Delmat Galiot d.o.o. ukljucilo je
sondazno iskopavanje i dokumentiranje struktura na podrucju
uz juznu liticu kamenoloma Seget-sjever (sl. 2), odnosno na pa-
dini i rubnim terasama istocnog dijela prapovijesnog utvrdenja
te sjevernom dijelu zone povijesnih kamenoloma s ostacima
srednjovjekovne i novovjekovne eksploatacije.’” U isto¢nom
dijelu prapovijesnog utvrdenja, oznacenom kao sektor 1,
dokumentirani su ostaci vidljivih podzida i urusenja potenci-
jalnih kamenih struktura te je istraZzeno 18 sondi i jedan tzv.
rov, odnosno ukupna povrsina od 185,23 m? (sl. 5). U istraZzenim
sondama prosjecnih dimenzija 3 x 3,5 m, prema izvjestaju je
zabiljeZen jednoli¢an sloj s nalazima keramike te Zivotinjskih
kostiju i Skoljaka, ¢ija dubina varira od 0,10 do 0,80 m, ovisno
o konfiguraciji terena.®® S obzirom na izrazite metodoloske
manjkavosti i parcijalnost obavljenog istraZivanja,® nije mogu-
¢e povezati podatke prikupljene iskopavanjem s dokumentira-
nim strukturama niti donijeti smislene zakljucke o distribuciji
prapovijesnog materijala na istraZzivanom podrudju, o nastanku
i funkciji vidljivih struktura te koriStenju prostora uz isto¢ni
rub prapovijesnog utvrdenja. Prikupljeni ulomci odnose se na
468 ulomaka lokalnog posuda medu kojima je zastupljeno 126
dijagnostickih, ¢esto jako fragmentiranih ulomaka (T. 1. 6-8,
15, 17, 25, 33, 42, 43, 50, 60, 61; T. 1. 6-8,15,17; T. 2. 25; T. 3.

33, 42, 43, 50; T. 4. 60, 61) te 88 ulomaka amfora medu kojima
je 14 dijagnostickih (tab. 1, 122, 123, 125, 127, 130; T. 9. 122, 123,
125, 127, 130). Ostali materijal odnosi se na nekoliko ulomaka
Zivotinjskih kostiju i morskih puZeva.

37 Galiot 2014. IstraZivanje je financirao koncesionar Alas-Seget d. o.
0., Split.

38 Galiot 2014, str. 8-11.

39 Kvalitetu istrazivanja i prikupljenih podataka najbolje ilustrira po-
datak da je cjelokupni prostor sektora 1istrazen u 8 radnih dana, pri
¢emu je kolicina prikupljenih nalaza progresivno opadala s brojem
istraZzenih sondi (u prvoj istrazenoj, sondi 4, prikupljeno je 147 ulo-
maka, dok u posljednjim istrazenim sondama, 10, 11,17 i 18, nije prik-
upljen ni jedan nalaz). Zanimljiv je i zakljucak “stru¢nog” izvjeStaja,
u kojemu se - unato¢ tome $to su na isto¢nom dijelu istrazivanog
podruc¢ja dokumentirani ostaci srednjovjekovne i novovjekovne
eksploatacije (litice kamenoloma sa strijama, pasarini, suhozidi...),
a na prostoru istocne padine i ruba gradinskog utvrdenja dokumen-
tirani ostaci suhozidnih struktura (“novije provenijencije”) te veca
koli¢ina pokretnog materijala (koji “nije moguce datirati niti povuci
analogije”) u istrazenim sondama, dok je u sondi 16 definiran i sloj
u jasnom stratigrafskom meduodnosu s podzidom rubne terase —
zaklju€uje da na prostoru nema znacajnijih arheoloskih ostataka;
vidi Galiot 2014, str. 3, 28-29. Takoder, usporedbom predane do-
kumentacije i pokretnog materijala ustanovljeno je da dio prikup-
lienog materijala nije predan u Muzej (sonda 4, sonda 16).
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Fig. 8. 131, 133, 135), a quantity of zooarchaeological remains
was also collected (51 fragments of animal bones, sea-snails
and shells3®). The finds of a bronze tweezers and a fragment
of a fibula discovered in the immediate vicinity (Table 1, 144,
145; Pl. 10. 144; Fig. 9. 145), and a pendant made of a pierced
Columbella rustica sea-snail shell are particularly interesting
(Table 1, 2; Fig. 6. 2). With respect to other finds from the
profile of the destroyed part, fragments of amphorae and fine
painted ware (Table 1, 121, 124, 128, 129, 132, 134; Pl. 9. 121, 124,
128, 129, Fig. 8. 132, 134) and a whetstone (Table 1, 142; PI. 10.
142) are worth mentioning, as well as a fragment of daub and
a number of circular sherds made of recycled walls of local
ware. As to the finds from other sections of the prehistoric
hill-fort, fragments of a headstone and a black-coated vessel

I“

discovered in the eastern part of the central “plateau” (Table
1,136, 140; Fig. 8. 136; Pl. 10. 140) are worth mentioning. In
addition, fragments of slag were recorded in the profile of the
destroyed part around the northern rampart, as well as in the
eastern section of the central “plateau”, in a separate zone of
the south-western terrace and in the south-eastern peripheral
part of the site. During the field survey of the quarry, a stone
core was discovered outside the zone of the prehistoric site,
near the entrance to Kaciceva kava on the southern slope of
Sutilija (Table 1, 1; Fig. 6.1).

A group of 571 fragments was discovered during the 2014
rescue excavations at Sutilija under the planned project of
rehabilitation of the southern cliff of the Seget-sjever quarry
at Sutilija. The investigation was conducted by the company
of Delmat Galiot d. o. 0. and included test excavations and
documenting of structures in the area along the southern
cliff of the Seget-sjever quarry (Fig. 2), i.e. on the slope and
boundary terraces of the eastern part of the prehistoric hill-
fort and the northern section of the zone of historic quarries
with remnants of mediaeval and modern-age quarrying.?” In
the eastern part of the prehistoric hill-fort, marked as Sector
1, the remains of visible retaining walls and collapsed potential
stone structures were documented, and 18 test pits and one
so-called trench, covering a total area of 185.23 m? (Fig. 5).
According to the report, a uniform layer with finds of pottery
and animal bones and shells was recorded in the investigated
test pits with average dimensions of 3 x 3.5 m. The depth of
the layer varies from 0.10 to 0.80 m, depending on the lay of
the land.®® Given the apparent methodological deficiencies and

36 Viz. a number of gasteropoda (Cerithium vulgatum), murices (Bolinus
brandaris/Hexaplex trunculus) while turbinate monodonts (Mono-
donta turbinata) are less represented. As to shells, there are rough
cockles (Acanthocardia tuberculata) and mussels (Mytilus gallopro-
vincialis).

37 Galiot 2014. The research was funded by the concessionaire, Alas-
Seget d. o. 0., Split.

38 Galiot 2014, pp. 8-11.



Lujana Paraman, Marina Ugarkovi¢ Gradinsko utvrdenje Sutilija: nove spoznaje temeljene na...
The hill-fort of Sutilija: new knowledge based on...

Slika 5.

Vidljive strukture gradinskog utvrdenja Sutilija s naznacenim
poloZajem istraZivanja 2014. godine (izradio: D. Tresi¢ Pavicic;
pozadina: MGT 2015)

ARHEOLOSKI NALAZI SA SUTILIJE

Najstariji su nalazi koji sugeriraju koriStenje prostora Sutilije

i u starijim razdobljima prapovijesti, moguce veé u razdoblju
gornjeg paleolitika. Rijec je o privjesku od probusenog mor-
skog puzica Columbella rustica, kakvi su se kao dio nakita nosili
najvise u razdoblju gornjeg paleolitika i mezolitika te kamenoj
jezgri koju je mogucée okvirno datirati u razdoblje gornjeg
paleolitika (sl. 6).#° Ovo se uklapa u kontekst recentnih objava
litickog materijala iz Trogira i istraZivanja u trogirskom Malom
polju koje ukazuju na to da je uZi prostor Trogira i kulturoloski

40 Za privjeske od puzi¢a Columbella rustica vidi kod Kuko¢ 2012, str.
183, s literaturom. Kamenu jezgru kronoloski je determinirao kolega
Dario Vujevi¢, s Odjela za arheologiju SveuciliSta u Zadru, na ¢emu
mu ovim putem zahvaljujemo.

Figure 5.

Visible structures of the Sutilija hill-fort with the position of the
excavation in 2014. (made by: D. Tresic¢ PaviCi¢; background: TTM
2015)

the incompleteness of the research,* it is not possible to asso-

39 The quality of the research and collected data is best illustrated by

the fact that the entire area of Sector 1 was investigated in eight
working days, while the quantity of collected finds progressively
decreased with the number of investigated test pits (in the first
one, test pit 4, 147 fragments were collected, while in the last in-
vestigated test pits 10, 11, 17 and 18, no finds were collected what-
soever). The conclusion of the “expert” report is also interesting, in
which - despite the documented remains of mediaeval and mod-
ern-age quarrying in the eastern part of the researched area (quarry
cliffs with striae, carved channels, dry-stone walls ...), and the re-
mains of dry-stone structures (of “newer provenance”) in the area
of the eastern slope, and a large quantity of collected finds (which
“cannot be dated or analogies drawn”) in the investigated test pits,
while in test pit 16 a layer was defined in a clear stratigraphic re-
lationship with the boundary terrace retaining wall - it is inferred
that there are no significant archaeological remains in the area; see
Galiot 2014, pp. 3, 28-29. Furthermore, by comparing the submit-
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bio dijelom Sirega trogirsko-kastelanskog prostora na kojem se
biljeZi jaci intenzitet obitavanja i kretanja skupina paleolitic-
kih lovaca skupljaca u potrazi za hranom i sirovinom za izradu
oruda.*

Keramiéki nalazi

Od dokumentiranih nalaza najbrojniji su keramicki ulomci, koji
su sagledani prema definiranim keramickim vrstama, oblicima i
kronologiji. U tu svrhu pozornost je usmjerena na morfoloske
znacajke, ukljucujuéi i debljinu stijenki, ukras te makroskopsku
analizu fakture i obradu povrsine.

Lokalno prapovijesno posude

Od sveukupne keramicke grade najveci se postotak odnosi

na ulomke lokalnog prapovijesnog posuda (749 ulomaka),

od kojih je 48,20 % dijagnosticko (dijelovi oboda, dna, ru¢-

ki ili ukrasa*?). Radeno je ru¢no i peceno na otvorenom ili

u ukopanim jamama®, a karakteristi¢na je grublja faktura,
smedih do narancastih i crvenih tonova, uz vidljive primjese
razli¢itih oblika, boja i zastupljenosti (najceS¢e zdrobljenog
vapnenca i kvarcnog pijeska, ali i drugih primjesa). Vecina (oko
dvije tre¢ine) ulomaka ima zabiljeZene razlike u boji povrsine i
presjeka stijenke posude, Sto je Cesta pojava na prapovijesnom
posudu, koja ukazuje na neujednacenost procesa proizvodnje,
odnosno cestu prisutnost i redukcijskih i oksidacijskih kom-
ponenata.** Povrsine posuda u vecini su sluc¢ajeva obradene,
Cesto i glacanjem. Keramicki materijal pripada posudu koje se
u svakodnevnom Zivotu koristilo za skladiStenje, pripremu i
konzumaciju namirnica. lako rekonstrukcija cjelovitih oblika
uglavnom nije moguca, od onih osnovnih su prisutni lonci,
Salice i zdjele.*s Dna posuda uglavnom su ravna, ponekad blago

41 PerhoC 20009, str. 28-41, tab. 1-3, sl. 2, 5-7, 10; Karavanic, Paraman
2018, str. 19; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, 32, 33, sl. 31.

42 Medu dijagnostickim ulomcima zabiljeZeno je 12 % ulomaka s ukra-
som, $to odgovara situaciji dokumentiranoj u Trogiru, gdje ukraseni
ulomci €ine 11,62 % dijagnostickih, odnosno 1,38 % svih ulomaka (Ki-
rigin, Paraman 2020, str. 36, bilj. 26), a sli¢no je zabiljeZeno i na gra-
dinama Rat na Bracu (Barbari¢ 2016, str. 125) i OrioviS¢ak (Orije3¢ak)
kod Vini$¢a (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, str. 258, sl. 13).

43 Barbari¢ 2016, str. 124.

44 Barbari¢ 2011, str. 38-471; §e§elj, Vukovi¢ 2013, str. 338, 339.

45 Vazno je istaknuti da je rije¢ o dosta fragmentiranom materijalu,
stoga nije moguce sa sigurnoscu potvrditi pojedini tip/podtip po-
sude, $to je ograniCilo kako moguénost precizne statistike, tako i
mogucnost komparacije s objavljenim materijalom. Takoder, ne-
dostatak tipoloSko-kronoloSke analize prapovijesnog keramickog
materijala srednjodalmatinskog podrucja kao i nedostatak sigurni-
jih stratigrafskih i kronoloskih odrednica za publicirani materijal
oteZavaju atribuciju poznatih oblika pojedinim fazama broncanog
ili Zeljeznog doba. Sustavni pristup analizi i obradi kasnobron¢ano-
dobnog i Zeljeznodobnog materijala na podrucju Dalmacije zapoceo
je u novije vrijeme Vedran Barbari¢, koji je dao tipologiju do sada ob-
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ciate the information collected by the excavations with docu-
mented structures or draw meaningful conclusions about the
distribution of prehistoric material in the area under research,
the origin and intended use of the visible structures and the
occupation along the eastern edge of the prehistoric hill-fort.
A total of 468 fragments of local vessels was collected, among
which 126 are diagnostic, often highly fragmented sherds (PI.
1. 6-8, 15, 17, 25, 33, 42, 43, 50, 60, 61; Pl. 1 6-8, 15, 17; Pl. 2.
25; Pl. 3. 33, 42, 43, 50; Pl. 4. 60, 61) and 88 are fragments of
amphorae, of which 14 are diagnostic (Table 1, 122, 123, 125, 127,
130; Pl. 9. 122, 123, 125, 127, 130). The remaining material com-
prises several fragments of animal bones and sea-snail shells.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FINDS FROM SUTILIJA

The earliest finds indicate the occupation of Sutilija even

in earlier prehistoric periods, possibly as early as the Upper
Palaeolithic period. These are the pendant made of a pierced
Columbella rustica sea-snail shell, worn as parts of jewellery
mostly in the Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic periods, and a
stone core which can be roughly dated to the Upper Palae-
olithic period (Fig. 6).4° This fits into the context of recent
publications of lithic material from Trogir and the research

in Trogir’s Malo polje, which indicate that the area of Trogir
proper was culturally a part of the broader Trogir-Kastela area
characterized by a more intense occupation and movement of
groups of Palaeolithic hunter-gatherers searching for food and
raw materials for tool-making.#

Ceramic finds

The most numerous documented finds are pottery fragments,
classified according to defined pottery classes, forms and
chronology. For that purpose, attention was focused on mor-
phological properties, including wall thickness, decorations,
macroscopic fabric analysis and surface treatment.

Local prehistoric ware
The largest percentage of the total ceramic finds comprises

fragments of local prehistoric ware (749 sherds), of which 48.20
% are diagnostic (parts of rims, bases, handles or ornaments#?).

ted documentation and finds, a part of the collected material was
found to not have been handed over to the Museum (test pit 4,
test pit 16).

40 For Columbella rustica sea-snail shell pendants, see Kuko¢ 2012, p.
183, with literature. The stone core was chronologically determined
by our colleague Dario Vujevi¢ from the Department of Archaeolo-
gy, University of Zadar, for which we would like to thank him.

41 Perhoc 2009, pp. 28-41, Tables 1-3, Fig. 2, 5-7, 10; Karavanic, Para-
man 2018, p. 19; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 32, 33, sl. 31.

42 Among diagnostic fragments, 12 % have decorations, which cor-
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Slika 6.

Kamena jezgra i probuseni
morski puZi¢ Columbella
rustica (foto: L. Paraman)

Figure 6.

Stone core and a pierced
Columbella rustica sea-snail
shell (photograph: L. Paraman)

konkavna, s prijelazom prema dnu koje moZe biti gotovo pod
pravim kutom, ali je ¢eS¢e blago udubljeno formirajuci manje
ili viSe naglaSenu profilaciju dna (T. 8. 106-119).

Najzastupljeniji su ulomci koji se s ve¢om ili manjom sigur-
noscu pripisuju loncima, odnosno dubljim posudama zatvorene
forme. Izdvaja se nekoliko tipova ponajprije samog oboda, koji
se javljaju tijekom duljega razdoblja i ne omogucuju precizni
kronoloski oslonac.#¢ Vec¢e dimenzije pojedinih primjeraka uka-
zuju na to da se radi o posudama koje su mogle biti koriStene
za skladistenje namirnica. Rijec je o ulomku posude zadeblja-
nog oboda (T. 1. 3), posudama koso ili horizontalno izvu¢enog
oboda (T. 1. 4-6) te posudama jednostavnog obrisa s ravnim
obodom (T. 1. 7-8), za koje je odredene paralele moguce naci u
Vaganackoj pecini, ali i na obliznjem Putalju, u Vranjicu, u Ratu
na Bracu te na Hvaru.#

javljenog materijala te smjernice za kronoloske odrednice pojedinih
oblika i ukrasa (Barbari¢ 2011; Barbari¢ 2016), dok je tipolosko-kro-
noloska analiza kerami¢kog materijala iz Vranjica omogucila za sada
i jasno izdvajanje karakteristicnih kasno ranobronéanodobnih i
srednjobroncanodobnih oblika i ukrasa (Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi
2020).

46 Zatipologiju lonaca kasnog bronc¢anog i Zeljeznog doba iz Dalmaci-
je: Barbari¢ 2011, str. 40-81.

47 Za ulomak sa zadebljanim obodom: Cace 2001, str. 70, br. 36, dati-
ran od srednjeg bronc¢anog do starijeg Zeljeznog doba; za ulomke
jednostavnog obrisa: Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, T. 10. 5; Radi¢
Rossi 2011, T. LXIII. 1; Barbari¢ 201, T. VII. 54; Viskovi¢ 2019, T. 2. 6,
datirani u kasno bronc¢ano doba i pocetak Zeljeznog doba. Posuda
sli¢nog oblika poznata je i iz Radovina: Batovi¢ 1968, T. XXV. 1.
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It was made by hand and fired in open or buried pits®. It is
characterized by a coarser fabric, with brown to orange and

red tones and visible inclusions of various shapes, colours and
proportions (usually crushed limestone and quartz sand, as well
as other inclusions). The bulk (about two-thirds) of the frag-
ments have recorded differences in the colour of their surfaces
and cross-sections of vessel walls, a common occurrence on
prehistoric ware, indicating varying production processes, viz.
frequent presence of reducing and oxidizing components.**

In most cases, the surfaces of the vessels were treated, often
burnished. Ceramic material consists of wares that were used in
everyday life for storage, preparation and consumption of food.
Although it is mostly impossible to reconstruct complete forms,
the basic represented items include pots, cups and bowls.s
Vessel bases are mostly flat, sometimes slightly concave. The
transition to the base can be almost at a right angle, but is more
often slightly inflected, forming a more or less marked profile of
the base (Pl. 8. 106-119).

The most common are fragments that can be attributed
with greater or lesser certainty to pots, i.e. deeper vessels of
closed form. Several types stand out, primarily with regard to
the rim. They were in use over a long period of time and do not
offer precise chronological support.*¢ Larger dimensions of cer-
tain specimens indicate containers that could have been used
for food storage. Such is a fragment of a vessel with a thickened
rim (PI. 1. 3), or vessels with an obliquely or horizontally pulled-
out rim (PI. 1. 4-6) and vessels of simple shape with a flat rim
(Pl. 1. 7-8), for which certain parallels can be found in the cave

responds to the situation documented in Trogir, where decorated
fragments account for 11.62 % of diagnostic or 1.38% of all fragments
(Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 36, fn. 26). A similar situation was record-
ed at the hill-forts of Rat on the island of Brac¢ (Barbari¢ 2016, p.
125) and Oriovis¢ak (OrijeS¢ak) near ViniS¢e (Paraman, Ugarkovic,
Steskal 2020, p. 258, Fig. 13).

43 Barbari¢ 2016, p. 124.

44 Barbari¢ 2011, pp. 38-41; §e§elj, Vukovié 2013, pp. 338, 339.

45 Itis important to point out that the material is rather fragmented,
so it is not possible to confirm the relevant types/subtypes of the
vessels with certainty, which limited both the possibility of accu-
rate statistics and the possibility of comparison with the published
material. In addition, the lack of a typological-chronological anal-
ysis of prehistoric pottery from central Dalmatia, as well as the
lack of sounder stratigraphic and chronological markers for the
published material make it difficult to attribute known forms to
respective phases of the Bronze or Iron Ages. Recently, Vedran Bar-
bari¢ initiated a systematic approach to the analysis and processing
of Late Bronze Age and Iron Age material in Dalmatia. He provided
a typology of material published to date and guidelines for chrono-
logical determinants of respective forms and decorations (Barbari¢
2011; Barbari¢ 2016). Likewise, a typological-chronological analysis
of the pottery material from Vranjic has enabled a clear separation
of the characteristic late Early Bronze Age and Middle Bronze Age
forms and decorations (Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi 2020).

46 For a typology of pots from the Late Bronze and Iron Ages from
Dalmatia, see Barbari¢ 2011, pp. 40-81.
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Tabla 1. Plate 1.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crtezi i foto: M. Koric) Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings and photographs: M.
Koric)
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Medu loncima takoder su prisutni oblici jednostavnog
obrisa s ravnim, na vrhu zaobljenim obodom (T. 1. 9-10) ili uvu-
cenim, na vrhu zaravnjenim obodom (T. 1. 14), a zabiljeZen je i
primjerak sa zaravnjenim, trokutasto zadebljanim obodom (T.
1. 15), kakav je u Dalmaciji za sada dokumentiran u Vranjicu te
na Ratu.*® Veci broj ulomaka moze se pripisati loncima zaoblje-
ne forme s ravnim viSe-manje cilindri¢nim vratom te na vrhu
zaobljenim, ponekad i blago zadebljanim obodom (T. 1. 11-13,
16, 17), loncima s blago izvijenim obodom (T. 2. 18) te loncima
sloZenijeg obrisa s vise ili manje koso izvucenim obodom (T. 2.
21-26), koji su zastupljeni u razli¢itim oblicima na lokalitetima
(kasnog) broncanog i Zeljeznog doba diljem isto¢nojadranske
obale.** Oblici lonca blago izvijenog, na vrhu prosirenog oboda
(T. 2.19, 20) te kratkog, blago izvijenog oboda (T. 2. 28-32)
snaznije ukazuju na bronc¢anodobnu tradiciju,>® a njoj se mozda
moze pripisati i ulomak lonca s prelomljenim, horizontalno
izvu€enim obodom (T. 2. 27).5" Loncima pripada i viSe primjera-
ka dokumentiranih horizontalnih rucki (T. 6. 86, 87), masivnijih
trakastih vertikalnih rucki (T. 5. 79-80), kao i potkovastes? (T.
6. 88; T. 7, 95) te jezicaste drke (T. 6. 89-92) i drSke u obliku
dva roscica (T. 6. 93-94). UkraSavanje je prisutno na manjem
broju ulomaka.s3 U zoni oboda na nekoliko je ulomaka zabilje-
Zen ukras izveden utiskivanjem (T. 2. 18, 19, 23) i urezivanjem
(T. 7.104), dok je na pojedinim ulomcima ispod zone oboda
zabiljezen i ukras u obliku udubljenih linija (T. 7. 102, 103).

48 Barbari¢ 2011, T. 2. 10, 11, datiran u razdoblje od 8. do 3. st. pr. n. e,;
Radi¢ Rossi 2011, T. LIX. 4, 6, datiran u kasno broncano doba.

49 Za lonce s cilindri¢énim vratom: Bribir (KoroSec, Korosec 1980, sl.
19. 2, 4, 6), Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, T. 6. 1),
Ri¢ul (Celhar, Parica, Vujevi¢ 2017, T. 2. 3, 4), Trogir (Kirigin, Para-
man 2020, T. 1. 5), Oriovi$¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T.
3. 4, 5); za lonce s blago izvijenim obodom: Putalj (Cace 200, str.
65, br. 17), Trogir (Kirigin, Paraman 2020, T. 1. 3), OrioviS¢ak (Para-
man, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 2. 6, 8); za lonce sloZenog obrisa s
koso izvué¢enim obodom: Nin (Batovi¢ 1970, sl. 21), Bribir (Korosec,
Korosec 1980, sl. 19. 3, 5, 7), Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranji-
can 1985, T. 11. 1), Radovin (§e§elj, Vukovi¢ 2013, T. 1. 10, 12; T. 2. 1),
Oriovisc¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 2. 1, 2).

50 Za lonce s prosirenim obodom: Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher,
Vranjican 1985, T. 11. 8); OrioviSéak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal
2020, T. 4. 8-11); za lonce s kratkim, blago izvijenim obodom: Va-
ganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, T. 8. 6, 7), Bogomolje
(Govedarica 1989, T. XXXVILI. 1); Necajno (Ore¢ 1978, T. XII. 1, 2); Hat-
eljska pecina (Marijanovi¢ 2000, T. LIX. 1; T. L. 3), Oriovi$¢ak (Para-
man, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 3. 9, 10).

51 Radi¢ Rossi 201, T. LIX. 8.

52 Potkovaste drSke na hercegovackom se podrucju biljeze od rane
faze bron€anog doba (vidi Covié 1989, T. I. 1, 3; T. VII. 1; Marijanovi¢
2000, T. XXXV. 2; T. XXXVI. 2; T. XLVIII. 1), dok su na dalmatinskim
nalaziStima prisutne od kraja srednjeg bron¢anog doba; vidi Foren-
baher, Vranjican 1985, T. 10. 5; Caée 2001, str. 76, br. 22; Radié Rossi
20m, T. LXIII. 1-3; Celhar, Parica, Vujevié¢ 2017, T. 1. 2, 7; T. 9. 8. Ob-
javljeni trogirski primjerci sugeriraju upotrebu i do pocetka mladeg
Zeljeznog doba (vidi Petri¢ 1992, str. 28, sl. 2. 2-5; 30).

53 Vidi bilj. 42.
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of Vaganacka pecina, as well as in nearby Putalj, Vranjic, Rat on
the island of Brac¢, and on the island of Hvar.#

Among the pots, there are also forms of simple shape with
a flat rim, rounded at the top (PI. 1. 9-10) or an inflected rim,
flattened at the top (PI. 1. 14), as well as a specimen with a
flattened, triangularly thickened rim (PI. 1. 15), such as hith-
erto recorded in Dalmatia in Vranjic and at Rat.*®* A number
of fragments can be attributed to pots of round shape with a
flat, more or less cylindrical neck and a rounded, sometimes
slightly thickened rim at the top (PI. 1. 11-13, 16, 17), pots with
a slightly curved rim (PI. 2. 18), and pots of a more complex
shape with a more or less obliquely pulled-out rim (PI. 2.
21-26), represented in various forms at sites from the (Late)
Bronze and Iron Ages throughout the eastern Adriatic coast.*
The forms of pots with a slightly curved rim, widened at the
top (PI. 2. 19, 20), and a short, slightly curved rim (PI. 2. 28-32),
are a stronger indication of the Bronze Age tradition.=° A frag-
ment of a pot with a broken, horizontally pulled-out rim (PI. 2.
27) can perhaps also be attributed to it.5" A number of pieces
of documented horizontal handles (PI. 6. 86, 87) also belong to
pots, as well as heftier banded vertical handles (PI. 5. 79-80),
horseshoes (PI. 6. 88; PI. 7, 95) and tongue-shaped handles (PI.

47 For the fragment with a thickened rim, see Cace 2001, p. 70, No. 36,
dated from the Middle Bronze to the Early Iron Age; for the frag-
ments of plain shape, see Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, PI. 10. 5; Radi¢
Rossi 2011, PI. LXIII. 1; Barbari¢ 2011, Pl. VII. 54; Viskovi¢ 2019, PI. 2.
6, dated to the Late Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age.
A vessel of similar shape is also known from Radovin; see Batovic¢
1968, Pl. XXV. 1.

48 Barbari¢ 201, PI. 2. 10, 11, dated to the period from the eighth to the
third century BCE; Radi¢ Rossi 2011, PI. LIX. 4, 6, dated to the Late
Bronze Age.

49 For pots with a cylindrical neck, see Bribir (KoroSec, Korosec 1980,
Fig. 19. 2, 4, 6), Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, PI. 6.
1), Ricul (Celhar, Parica, Vujevié¢ 2017, Pl. 2. 3, 4), Trogir (Kirigin, Para-
man 2020, Pl. 1. 5), OrioviS¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020,
Pl. 3. 4, 5); for pots with a slightly curved rim: Putalj (Cace 2001, p.
65, No. 17), Trogir (Kirigin, Paraman 2020, PI. 1. 3), Oriovis¢ak (Para-
man, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, Pl. 2. 6, 8); for pots of a complex
shape with an obliquely pulled-out rim, see Nin (Batovi¢ 1970, Fig.
21), Bribir (KoroSec, Korosec 1980, Fig. 19. 3, 5, 7), Vaganacka pecina
(Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, PI. 11. 1), Radovin (§e§elj, Vukovic¢ 2013,
Pl. 1. 10, 12; PI. 2. 1), Oriovi$¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020,
Pl. 2.1, 2).

50 For pots with an extended rim, see Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher,
Vranjican 1985, Pl. 11. 8); Oriovis¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovié, Steskal
2020, Pl. 4. 8-11); for pots with a short, slightly curved rim, see Va-
ganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, PI. 8. 6, 7), Bogomolje
(Govedarica 1989, Pl. XXXVII. 1); Necajno (Ore¢ 1978, PI. XIl. 1, 2);
Hateljska pecina (Marijanovi¢ 2000, PI. LIX. 1; Pl. L. 3), Oriovis¢ak
(Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, PI. 3. 9, 10).

51 Radi¢ Rossi 2011, PI. LIX. 8.

52 In Herzegovina, horseshoe-shaped handles were in use from the
early phase of the Bronze Age (see Covic 1989, PI. I. 1, 3; PL. VIL. 1;
Marijanovi¢ 2000, Pl. XXXV. 2; Pl. XXXVI. 2; PI. XLVIII. 1), whereas at
Dalmatian sites they were in use from the end of the Middle Bronze
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Tabla 2. Plate 2.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crtezi i foto: M. Koric) Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings and photographs: M.
Koric)

58



Lujana Paraman, Marina Ugarkovic¢

Nesto je ¢eSce zastupljeno ukraSavanje apliciranjem najéesce
horizontalne plasticne trake (T. 7. 96, 98, 99), koja je na dva
primjerka dodatno ukraSena utiskivanjem, dok je ispod oboda
zabiljeZeno apliciranje kose i polukruzne plasti¢ne trake (T. 1.
10, 14; T. 7. 95).

Dokumentiran je i veéi broj ulomaka manjih posuda zatvo-
rene forme koje bi se mogle pripisati vréevima i Salicama (T. 3.
33-46). Dva ulomka ukazuju na posude viSeg vrata s ravnim,
blago izvijenim obodom (T. 3. 33-34), kakve nalazimo primjeri-
ce na Putalju i u Vranjicu.>* Na potencijalni raniji bron¢anodob-
ni kontekst ukazuju oblici kratkog koso izvué¢enog®s ili na vrhu
zaobljenog obodas® (T. 3. 35, 38), dok su ulomci ravnog, s vanj-
ske strane manje ili viSe polukruzno ili trokutasto zadebljanog
oboda po svoj prilici znatno kasniji (T. 3. 39-43).5 Kontekstu
ranijih faza bron¢anog doba mozda pripada i ulomak cilindri¢-
nog vrata s prstenasto zadebljanim obodom (T. 3. 44).5® Dva
ulomaka recipijenta sa sa¢uvanim donjim dijelom ru¢ke mogu
se takoder pripisati Salicama. Prvi ulomak ukazuje na bikoni¢nu
formu, koja je u najsirem dijelu bila ukrasena kaneliranim ukra-
som (T. 3. 45),% dok drugi ulomak ukazuje na nesto zaobljeniju
formu, dobro dokumentiranu primjerice u Putalju, gdje je
takoder ukrasena bradavicastim ukrasom (T. 3. 46).%° Slicnim
posudama vjerojatno pripadaju i dva ulomka s bradavicastim
ukrasom (T. 7. 100, 101), a Salicama bi se moglo pripisati i neko-
liko finije modeliranih i manjih vertikalnih rucki (T. 5. 81; T. 6.
82-85), medu kojima je zabiljeZena i rucka koja nadvisuje obod
(T. 6. 84), koja je na podru¢ju sjeverne Dalmacije, ali i u Trogiru
dokumentirana u okviru starijega Zeljeznog doba.® Medu ruc-

54 Za Putalj: Cacée 2001, str. 60, br. 5, datirani u drugu polovicu
bron¢anog doba i u starije Zeljezno doba; za Vranjic: Radi¢ Rossi
2011, LVII. 1, 2, datirani u kasno bron¢ano doba.

55 Kaiser, Forenbaher 2002, sl. 9. 7; Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi 2020,
str. 28, sl. 2.2, 9.

56 Marijanovi¢ 2000, T. XXXIX. 1-3; T. LII. 2-5.

57 Trokutasto zadebljani obod dokumentiran je na zdjeli poznatoj iz
Rata na Bracu, u sloju datiranom izmedu 8. i 3. st. pr. n. e. (Barbari¢
201, str. 234, T. V. 35; str. 259), a sli¢no zadebljane obode doku-
mentirane na Salici iz Vaganacke pecine te zdjeli s Beretinove gra-
dine takoder je moguce vezati uz starije Zeljezno doba (Forenbaher,
Vranjican, 1985, str. 14, T. 9. 2; §e§e|j, Vukovic 2013, T. 1. 1).

58 Prstenasto zadebljani obodi biljeZe se od razdoblja eneolitika (npr.
Govedarica 1989, T. XXV. 2; Marovic 1991, str. 141, sl. 63. 16; 153, sl.
69.15-19; 168, sl. 77. 1, 8-16), a dokumentirani su i u ranom/srednjem
broncanom dobu (Kaiser, Forenbaher 2002, sl. 8. 1, 3).

59 Ukrasavanje posuda Zlijebljenjem i kaneliranjem relativno je ces-
to u Zeljeznodobnoj keramografiji na podrucju sjeverne Dalmacije
(Batovi¢ 1980, T. VIII. 1-4; KoroSec, KoroSec 1980, T. XI-XIII; §e§e|j,
Vukovi¢ 2013, T. 2. 9; Vukovi¢ 2014, kat. br. 17, 18, 19, 34, 35, 42;
Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, T. 5. 7, 9, 11), dok je u srednjoj Dalmaciji slabije
dokumentirano. U tom kontekstu znacajno je spomenuti ulomak
zabiljeZen u Trogiru (Kirigin, Paraman 2020, T. 2. 11) te nedavno do-
kumentiran ulomak na Dridu kod Marine (Jeronci¢ 2017, str. 17, sl.
57; 40, PN 108).

60 Cacle 2001, str. 61, 62, br. 8, 9.

61 Za sjevernu Dalmaciju: Batovi¢ 1970, sl. 12; Batovi¢ 1980, T. X. 1;
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6. 89-92), and handles in the form of two small horns (PI. 6.
93-94). Only a small number of fragments is decorated.s3 Sev-
eral fragments have impressed (PI. 2. 18, 19, 23) and incised (PI.
7.104) decorations in the rim zone, whereas some fragments
have a decoration in the form of impressed lines below the rim
zone (PI. 7. 102, 103). Applied decorations are somewhat more
frequent, mostly in the form of a horizontal plastic strip (PI.
7. 96, 98, 99), with additional impressed decorations on two
examples, as well as a recorded applied oblique and semicircu-
lar plastic strip below the rim (PI. 1. 10, 14; PI. 7. 95).

A number of fragments of smaller closed vessels that could
be attributed to jugs and cups were also documented (PI.
3. 33-46). Two fragments indicate vessels with taller necks
with a flat, slightly curved rim (Pl. 3. 33-34), such as those
discovered in Putalj and Vranjic, for instance.s* A potential
earlier Bronze Age context is indicated by the forms of short
obliquely pulled-outss rims or those rounded at the tops® (PI.
3. 35, 38), while fragments of flat, more or less semicircular or
triangularly thickened rims on the outside probably date from
a much later period (Pl. 3. 39-43).5 A fragment of a cylindri-
cal neck with an annularly thickened rim may also belong to
the context of the earlier phases of the Bronze Age (PI. 3.
44).58 Two fragments of a container with the preserved lower
part of the handle can also be attributed to cups. The first
sherd indicates a biconical form, once decorated with a fluted
ornament at its widest part (Pl. 3. 45),5 while the second

Age; see Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, Pl. 10. 5; Ca&e 2001, p. 76, No.
22; Radi¢ Rossi 2011, PI. LXIII. 1-3; Celhar, Parica, Vujevi¢ 2017, Pl. 1.
2, 7; Pl. 9. 8. The published Trogir specimens indicate their use as
late as the beginning of the Late Iron Age (see Petri¢ 1992, p. 28, Fig.
2.2-5; 30).

53 See fn. 42.

54 For Putalj, see Cace 2001, p. 60, No. 5, dated to the second half of
the Bronze Age and the Early Iron Age; for Vranjic, see Radi¢ Rossi
201, LVIL. 1, 2, dated to the Late Bronze Age.

55 Kaiser, Forenbaher 2002, Fig. 9. 7; Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi
2020, p. 28, Fig. 2. 2, 9.

56 Marijanovi¢ 2000, Pl. XXXIX. 1-3; PI. LII. 2-5.

57 A triangularly thickened rim is recorded on a bowl known from Rat on
theisland of Bra¢, in a layer dated between the eighth and third century
BCE (Barbari¢ 20m, p. 234, Pl. V. 35; p. 259), while similarly thickened
rims, documented on a cup from Vaganacka pecina and a bowl from Be-
retinova gradina, can also be associated with the Early Iron Age (Foren-
baher, Vranjican, 1985, p. 14, Pl. 9. 2; §e§elj, Vukovi¢ 2013, PI. 1. 7).

58 Recorded annularly thickened rims date from the Copper Age on-
wards (e.g. Govedarica 1989, Pl. XXV. 2; Marovi¢ 1991, p. 141, Fig. 63.
16; 153, Fig. 69. 15-19; 168, Fig. 77. 1, 8-16), as well as from the Early/
Middle Bronze Age (Kaiser, Forenbaher 2002, Fig. 8.1, 3).

59 The decoration of vessels by grooving and fluting is relatively com-
mon in Iron Age ceramography in northern Dalmatia (Batovi¢ 1980,
Pl. VIII. 1-4; KoroSec, KoroSec 1980, Pls. XI-XIlI; §e§e|j, Vukovic
2013, Pl. 2. 9; Vukovi¢ 2014, Cat. Nos. 17, 18, 19, 34, 35, 42; Celhar,
Borzi¢ 2016, PI. 5. 7, 9, 11), while in Central Dalmatia it is less doc-
umented. In this context, it is important to mention the fragment
recorded in Trogir (Kirigin, Paraman 2020, PI. 2. 1), and the recently
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Tabla 3. Plate 3.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crteZi: M. Koric, D. Zani¢; foto: M. Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings: M. Kori¢, D. Zanic;
Kori¢, L. Paraman) photographs: M. Kori¢, L. Paraman)
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kama se izdvaja ulomak loSije modelirane trokutaste rucke (T.
5. 81) koja bi mogla pripadati tipu tzv. koljenastih rucki, koje u
gornjem dijelu zavr3avaju horizontalnim proSirenjem (,,ploci-
com®) i ¢ija je pojava vezana uz razdoblje ranoga bron¢anog
doba, a prisutne su sve do kasnog bron¢anog doba.®

Vedi broj prikupljenih ulomaka mozZe se pripisati otvorenim
recipijentima, odnosno zdjelama, kod kojih se moZe uociti
nekoliko oblika. Prvi je zadebljan s vanjske i unutrasnje strane
(T. 3, 47-48), a vezuje se uz oblik zdjele koja se na istocnom
Jadranu javlja tijekom eneolitika,® ali je u razlicitim varijaci-
jama prisutna tijekom bron¢anog i pocetkom Zeljeznog doba,
s trenutno najmladim primjerkom pronadenim u kontekstu
starijega Zeljeznog doba (8. st. pr. n. e.).% Od najbliZih sred-
njodalmatinskih lokaliteta gdje je evidentiran ovaj oblik zdjela,
mozemo istaknuti Trogir, Oriovis¢ak i Vranjic.®s Oblik koni¢ne
ili blago zaobljene zdjele s dubljim recipijentom i jednostav-
nim, najcescée ravno postavljenim obodom (T. 3. 49, 50; T. 4.
51-56; T. 5. 69), na kojemu je zona ispod oboda ¢esto ukrasena
plasticnom trakom (na nekoliko primjeraka u obliku valovni-
ce: T. 6. 97), dosta je dobro dokumentiran u lon¢arskom stilu
sjeverne, ali i srednje Dalmacije od srednjeg broncanog doba pa
nadalje.®® Medu primjercima se izdvaja i nesto plici recipijent,
koji se po obliku pribliZava pladnjevima, s ravnim kosim obo-
dom i plasticnom trakom na prijelazu prema ravnom i debelom
dnu (T. 4. 56). lako su pladnjevi prisutni na vise nalazista, u
pravilu su daleko manje zastupljeni od ostalih oblika.®”

U kontekstu kasnoga bronéanog i Zeljeznog doba poznate
su hemisferi¢ne zdjele najcesce jednostavnog obrisa, ponekad
blago uvucenog i zadebljanog s unutrasnje strane (T. 5. 68,
70-75).¢¢ Cesto dolaze u kombinaciji s plasti¢nim drskama ili
bradavicama (T. 5. 72, 73, 74), dok je na jednom primjerku obod
trokutasto prosiren s vanjske strane (T. 5. 71).° S druge strane,

Korocec, Korosec, 1980, str. 119. sl. 15. 1; Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985,
T. 9. 2; za Trogir: Petri¢ 1992, str. 29, sl. 3. 5.

62 Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, str. 11-12, i ondje navedena literatura.

63 Zaprimjerke iz cetinske kulture: Govedarica 1989, T.VII. 7; T. XXII. 4;
iz posuske kulture: Covic 1989, str. 76. sl. 10. 3.

64 Spomenuti primjerak dolazi iz tumula na Ljubackoj kosi (Ravni ko-
tari), Vujevic€ 2011, str. 21, T. IV prvi primjerak.

65 Kirigin, Paraman 2020, T. 1. 15, 16; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T
4.13-15, s navedenim analogijama; Radi¢ Rossi 2011, str. 305, 306, T. LX.

66 Sjeverna Dalmacija: Radovin (Batovi¢ 1968, T. XXVIII. 2); Nin (Ba-
tovic 1970, sl. 23-25); Bribir (Batovi¢ 1980, T. X. 3; KoroSec, Korosec
1980, sl. 22. 14-15); Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, T.
7. 4); Ri¢ul (Celhar, Parica, Vujevi¢ 2018, T. 9. 2); srednja Dalmacija:
Putalj (Cace 2001, str. 70. br. 35); Rat (Barbari¢ 2011, T. I. 8; T. 6. 50);
Oriovisc¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovié, Steskal 2020, T 4. 2-5).

67 Za primjerke s OrioviS¢aka: Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 7.
1-3, i ondje navedena literatura.

68 Batovic¢ 1970, sl. 11; KoroSec, KoroSec 1980, sl. 18. 3, 5; sl. 21. 21; sl.
22.15; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, T. 4. 5; T. 5. 1, 6.

69 Slicno zadebljani obod dokumentiran je na gradini Rat, datiran u
kasno broncéano doba i pocetak Zeljeznog doba; vidi Barbari¢ 2011,
str. 228, T. XII. 84.
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one points to a somewhat more rounded form, already well
documented in Putalj, for example, where it is also decorated
with a wart-like ornament (PI. 3. 46).5° Two other fragments
with wart-like decorations also probably belong to similar
vessels (PI. 7. 100, 101), while several more finely modelled and
smaller vertical handles could be attributed to cups (PI. 5. 81;
Pl. 6. 82-85). Among them, a handle exceeding the rim was
recorded (PI. 6. 84), as documented and dated to the Early Iron
Age in northern Dalmatia, as well as in Trogir.*" A fragment of a
poorly modelled triangular handle (PI. 5. 81) stands out among
the handles. It could belong to the type of the so-called flat-
top handles, ending in a horizontal widening in the upper part
(a “platelet”). Their appearance is associated with the Early
Bronze Age, and they were in use until the Late Bronze Age.®
A number of collected fragments can be attributed to open
containers, i.e. bowls, with several manifest forms. The first
one is thickened on the outside and inside (PI. 3, 47-48), and
is associated with the form of the bowl used in the eastern
Adriatic during the Copper Age,® but was present in diverse
variations during the Bronze and the Early Iron Ages. Current-
ly, the latest specimen was discovered in the context of the
Early Iron Age (the eighth century BCE).®* As to the nearest
central Dalmatian sites where this form of bowl has been
recorded, Trogir, OrioviS¢ak and Vranjic can be pointed out.s
The form of a conical or slightly rounded bowl! with a deeper
interior and a simple, usually flat rim (PI. 3. 49, 50; PI. 4. 51-56;
Pl. 5. 69), on which the area below the rim is often decorated
with a plastic strip (in the form of a wavy line on several spec-
imens: Pl. 6. 97), is quite well documented within the pottery
style of northern and central Dalmatia from the Middle Bronze
Age onwards.*® A somewhat shallower container stands out
among such specimens. It is close to platters in shape, with a
flat oblique rim and a plastic strip where the body turns into
a flat and thick base (PI. 4. 56). Although platters have been

documented fragment from Drid near Marina (Jeroncic¢ 2017, p. 17,
Fig. 57; 40, PN 108) are significant.

60 Cace 2001, pp. 61, 62, Nos. 8, 9.

61 For northern Dalmatia, see Batovi¢ 1970, Fig. 12; Batovi¢ 1980, PI.
X. 1; Koro3ec, KoroSec, 1980, p. 119. Fig. 15. 1; Forenbaher, Vranjican
1985, Pl. 9. 2; for Trogir, see Petri¢ 1992, p. 29, Fig. 3. 5.

62 Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985, pp. 11-12, and bibliography therein.

63 For specimens from the Cetina culture, see Govedarica 1989, PI. VII. 7;
Pl. XXII. 4; from the Posusje culture, see Covi¢ 1989, p. 76. Fig. 10. 3.

64 This specimen originates from a tumulus at Ljubacka kosa (Ravni
kotari), Vujevic¢ 201, p. 21, PI. 1V, first specimen.

65 Kirigin, Paraman 2020, Pl. 1. 15, 16; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal
2020, Pl. 4. 13-15, with cited analogies; Radi¢ Rossi 2011, pp. 305,
306, Pl. LX.

66 Northern Dalmatia: Radovin (Batovi¢ 1968, Pl. XXVIII. 2); Nin (Batovic¢
1970, Figs. 23-25); Bribir (Batovi¢ 1980, PIl. X. 3; Korosec, Korosec
1980, Fig. 22. 14-15); Vaganacka pecina (Forenbaher, Vranjican 1985,
Pl. 7. 4); Ri¢ul (Celhar, Parica, Vujevi¢ 2018, PI. 9. 2); central Dalmatia:
Putalj (Cace 2001, p. 70. No. 35); Rat (Barbari¢ 201, PI. I. 8; PI. 6. 50);
Oriovisc¢ak (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, PI. 4. 2-5).
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Tabla 4. Plate 4.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crteZi: M. Koric, D. Zani¢; foto: M. Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings: M. Kori¢, D. Zanic;
Kori¢, L. Paraman) photographs: M. Kori¢, L. Paraman)
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zdjele po svoj prilici zaobljenog recipijenta i vise ili manje
izvucenog, ponekad izvijenog ili zadebljanog oboda (T. 4. 57-
60, 62, 64, 65, 76, 77) moguce je povezati i s ranijjom bronca-
nodobnom tradicijom,” a sli¢no su datirane i koni¢ne zdjele s
izvijenim ili ravno izvu¢enim obodom (T. 4. 61, 66).”

Medu zdjelama se izdvaja i nekoliko ulomaka koji bi mogli
pripadati zdjelama nesto sloZenijeg obrisa. Prvi ulomak ukazuje
na posudu naglasenog, koso izvijenog oboda, koji je uz rub
ukraSen plasti¢nim cik-cak motivom izvedenim utiskivanjem
predmeta ili pomagala (T. 4. 63). Gotovo istovjetan ukras
nalazimo na obodu zdjele s Velikog gradca u Privali (JZ Bosna)
u okviru faze Privala A, datirane u rano bron¢ano doba,”> dok
je slican, ali neSto finiji i/ili izraZajniji ukras izveden Zigosa-
njem zabiljeZen i u kontekstu starijega Zeljeznog doba (8. - 5.
st. pr. n. e.) na Podu (Pod C i D) u srediSnjoj Bosni.”? Drugi
ulomak po svemu sudeci pripada skupini plicih ili dubljih zdjela
s prelomljenim i koso izvucenim obodom (T. 4. 67), kakve su u
sjevernoj Dalmaciji dokumentirane u kontekstima od kasnoga
srednjeg broncanog do starijega Zeljeznog doba, na ¢ijem su
ramenu Cesto aplicirane jezicaste drske ili drske s dva roscica
poput primjerka sa Sutilije.”

Medu ulomcima prikupljenim na Sutiliji posebno se istice
ulomak tijela veée posude sa saéuvanom horizontalnom
drSkom, koji karakterizira fina faktura te jako fino zagladena
povrsina (T. 5. 78). Rucka nepravilnog presjeka zavrsava na kra-
jevima plasti¢nim polukruznim zadebljanjem u obliku uzdignu-
tog roscica,” dok je iznad nje djelomiéno sac¢uvan ukras izve-

70 Ore¢ 1978, T. XIII. 5, 9; Covi¢ 1989, str. 76, sl. 10. 5. Minijaturne
zdjelice poput primjerka br. 77 zabiljeZene su u Baradi¢ima u Segetu
Gornjem i na Oriovi$¢aku (Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 1. 3;
T. 4.16).

71 Korosec, Korosec 1980, sl. 21. 5; Cace 2001, str. 72, br. 43; Barbari¢
201, T. IV. 49; Viskovi¢ 2019, T. 4. 1; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal
2020, T. 4. 12.

72 Govedarica 1982, str. 119-128; T. Il. 7. NeSto Siri ukras izveden na
slican nacin, ¢esto na obodu zdjela prosirenog oboda, poznat je u
Dalmaciji i u okviru cetinskog keramicarskog stila, npr. Govedarica
1989, T. IV. 9; T. XXIX. 3; T. XXXI. 3, 7; Marovic 1991, str. 53, sl. 12. 2;
69, sl. 28. 1.

73 Gavranovi¢ 201, str. 102, sl. 133; 105, sl. 139. 10. Zanimljive para-
lele ovog tipa ukrasa kao i cik-cak trake formirane urezivanjem
nasuprotno postavljenih Srafiranih trokuta mogu se pronadi i na
bron¢anim predmetima datiranim od 11./10. st. do 8. st. pr. n. e.; vidi
Barbari¢ 2016, str. 127-128, sl. 5.

74 Npr. KoroSec, KoroSec 1980, sl. 17. 2; sl. 19. 5, 7; Forenbaher, Vranji-
can 1985, T. 8. 3-5, 14; T. 11. 2. O obliku i distribuciji vidi kod Barbari¢
2016, str. 130-132, sl. 10, 11.

75 Gotovo istovjetan zavrietak rucke nalazimo u Ninu (Batovi¢ 1970,
str. 54, sl. 34), dok je isto modelirana rucka dokumentirana u Ha-
teljskoj pecini u kontekstu srednjega broncanog doba (Marijanovic¢
2000, T. LVIIL. 5) i u KoSutici u isto€noj Bosni, u kontekstu srednje-
ga ili kasnog broncanog doba (Covi¢ 1965, T. XXIIl. 7). Modelirane
bradavicaste aplikacije uz zavrietak rucke karakteristi¢ne su i za
loncarsku tradiciju Beretinove gradine u Radovinu (Vukovi¢ 2014,
kat. br. 27, 48).

Gradinsko utvrdenje Sutilija: nove spoznaje temeljene na...
The hill-fort of Sutilija: new knowledge based on...

unearthed at a number of sites, they are generally far less
represented than other forms.”

Hemispherical bowls are known in the context of the
Late Bronze and Iron Ages. They are usually simple in shape,
sometimes slightly inflected and thickened on the inside (PI. 5.
68, 70-75).% They are often combined with plastic handles or
nubs (Pl. 5. 72, 73, 74). The rim on one specimen is triangularly
widened on the outside (PI. 5. 71).%® On the other hand, bowls
with probably rounded bodies and more or less pulled-out,
sometimes curved or thickened rims (Pl. 4. 57-60, 62, 64,

65, 76, 77) can also be associated with the earlier Bronze Age
tradition.” Conical bowls with a curved or flat pulled-out rim
are dated similarly (PI. 4. 61, 66).”

With regard to bowls, several fragments that could belong
to specimens somewhat more complex in shape stand out. The
first fragment indicates a vessel with a prominent, obliquely
curved rim, decorated along its edge with a plastic zigzag motif
made by pressing an object or implement (Pl. 4. 63). An almost
identical decoration can be found on the rim of the bowl from
Veliki Gradac in Privala (SW Bosnia) from Phase Privala A, dated
to the Early Bronze Age.”2 Another similar, but somewhat finer
and/or a more expressive decoration made by stamping was also
recorded in the context of the Early Iron Age (the eighth-fifth
century BCE) at the site of Pod (Pod C and D) in central Bosnia.”3
The second fragment seems to belong to a group of shallower or
deeper bowls with a sharply bent and obliquely pulled-out rim (PI.
4. 67), as documented in northern Dalmatia in contexts from the
late Middle Bronze Age to the Early Iron Age. They often have
tongue-shaped handles or handles with two small horns applied
on their shoulders, like the specimen from Sutilija.”

67 For the specimens from OrioviS¢ak, see Paraman, Ugarkovic,
Steskal 2020, PI. 7. 1-3, and bibliography therein.

68 Batovi¢ 1970, Fig. 11; Korosec, KoroSec 1980, Fig. 18. 3, 5; Fig. 21. 21;
Fig. 22. 15; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, Pl. 4. 5; PI. 5.1, 6.

69 A similarly thickened rim was documented on the hill-fort of Rat,
dated to the Late Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age; see
Barbari¢ 2011, p. 228, PI. XII. 84.

70 Ore& 1978, Pl. XIlI. 5, 9; Covi¢ 1989, p. 76, Fig. 10. 5. Miniature bowls
like specimen No. 77 were recorded in Baradici in Seget Gornji and
at Oriovi$cak (Paraman, Ugarkovic, Steskal 2020, PI. 1. 3; Pl. 4. 16).

71 Korosec, KoroSec 1980, Fig. 21. 5; Cace 2001, p. 72, No. 43; Barbari¢
2011, Pl. IV. 49; Viskovi¢ 2019, PI. 4. 1; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal
2020, Pl. 4. 12.

72 Govedarica 1982, pp. 119-128; PI. II. 7. A somewhat wider decoration
executed in a similar way, often on the rims of bowls with widened
rims, is known in Dalmatia and within the Cetina pottery style, e.g.
Govedarica 1989, PI. IV. 9; PI. XXIX. 3; Pl. XXXI. 3, 7; Marovi¢ 1991, p.
53, Fig. 12. 2; 69, Fig. 28. 1.

73 Gavranovi¢ 2011, p. 102, Fig. 133; 105, Fig. 139. 10. Interesting par-
allels of this type of decoration, as well as zigzag bands formed by
incised confronted hatched triangles can also be found on bronze
objects dated from the eleventh/tenth century to the eighth cen-
tury BCE; see Barbari¢ 2016, pp. 127-128, Fig. 5.

74 E.g. Korosec, Korosec 1980, Fig. 17. 2; Fig. 19. 5, 7; Forenbaher, Vran-
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Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crteZi: M. Koric, D. Zani¢; foto: M.

Korié, L. Paraman)
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Plate 5.
Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings: M. Kori¢, D. Zanic;
photographs: M. Kori¢, L. Paraman)
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den utiskivanjem uzice ili tzv. “pseudouzice’} poznat i kao tzv.
“pseudosnur”® Isti je ukras zabiljeZen na jo$ jednom ulomku
finije fakture, sacuvan u tri linije (T. 7. 105). Ovaj je nacin ukra-
Savanja u kulturnom krugu sjeverne Hrvatske i Bosne poznat
vec u kasno bronc¢ano doba, dok se u Istri vezuje za razdoblje
9.1 8. st. pr. n. e.,”7 a slicna datacija predloZena je nedavno i za
primjerke iz Dalmacije.”® Otprije poznatim nalazima ovog tipa s
Bribirske glavice,” Beretinove gradine,®° iz Vranjica,® s gradine
Basta na Biokovu,®? potencijalno i iz Stobreca,® pridruzujemo
uz primjerak sa Sutilije i nedavno otkrivene ulomke s Drida kod
Marine i iz Trogira.®* Najblize analogije za ulomke trogirskog
kruga ne samo u nacinu izvedbe samog ukrasa nego i u izvede-
nim motivima mogu se naci upravo na Bribirskoj glavici.s

76 Sli¢an nacin ukrasavanja poznat je i u okviru tzv. litzen keramike,
koja je u raznim varijacijama na Jadranu prisutna od razdoblja kas-
nog eneolitka do srednjega broncanog doba. Nove spoznaje o ovom
nacinu ukraSavanja s preglednom literaturom i popisom dalma-
tinskih i hercegovackih nalaziSta vidi: Tomas 2016; Forenbaher 2018,
str. 136-137.

77 Urem 2012, str. 98 i ondje navedena literatura.

78 S. Batovi¢ datira ih u razdoblje od 8. do 5. st., dok se V. Barbari¢
zalaZe za neSto raniju dataciju, u 9. - 8. st. pr. n. e.; Barbari¢ 201,
str. 35-37, s ranijom literaturom; Barbari¢ 2016, str. 128, 129. Na ra-
niju dataciju ukazuju i recentna istraZivanja u Nadinu (zahvaljujemo
kolegici Martini Celhar, voditeljici istraZivanja, na ovom podatku).

79 Batovi¢ 1980; Korosec, KoroSec 1980; Batovic 1987, str. 373.

80 Batovic¢ 1968, str. 58.

81 Radi¢ Rossi 2011, T. L.XX. 1, 4.

82 Tomasovi¢ 2008, str. 142, sl. 23; 148, T. 2. 4, datiran u rano Zeljezno
doba.

83 Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, str. 48-49, T. 1. 1.

84 Za Drid: Jeronci¢ 2017, str. 33, 36, 42. Za Trogir: Beg Jeronci¢ et al.
2018, str. 21, sl. 17, 18; 80, 82, PN 37, 38. Trogirski ulomci pronadeni su
u sloju starijega Zeljeznog doba, u kojemu je dokumentiran i ulomak
apulskog pitosa, po svoj prilici iz 6. i 5. st. pr. n. e. (vidi Kirigin, Para-
man 2020, str. 38).

85 Batovic¢ 1980, T. IX. 1-3; KoroSec, Korosec 1980, T. IX; T. X; T. XIV. 2; T.
XVI. 3.
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Among the fragments collected on Sutilija, a fragment
of a larger vessel body with a preserved horizontal handle
stands out. It is characterized by its fine fabric and a very
finely smoothed surface (PI. 5. 78). The handle with irregular
cross-section ends with a plastic semicircular thickening in the
form of a raised small horn,”s with a partially preserved deco-
ration above it, made by pressing a cord or a so-called “pseu-
docord”7¢ The same ornament is recorded on another frag-
ment of a finer fabric, preserved in three lines (Pl. 7. 105). This
manner of decoration, known in the culture circle of northern
Croatia and Bosnia, dates as early as the Late Bronze Age,
while in Istria it is associated with the period of the ninth and
eighth centuries BCE.”” A similar dating has also been proposed
recently for specimens from Dalmatia.”® Previously known
finds of this type from Bribirska glavica,” Beretinova gradina,®°
Vranjic,® the hill-fort of Basta on the Biokovo Mountain,®* and
potentially from Stobrec,® can now be associated with the
specimen from Sutilija and the recently discovered fragments
from Drid near Marina and from Trogir.®* The closest analogies
for the fragments of the Trogir circle, not only in terms of the
method of execution of the decoration, but also of the very
motifs, can be found at Bribirska glavica.’s

jican 1985, PI. 8. 3-5, 14; PI. 1. 2. For the form and distribution, see
Barbari¢ 2016, pp. 130-132, Figs. 10, 11.

75 An almost identical end of the handle can be found in Nin (Batovi¢
1970, p. 54, Fig. 34), while a handle modelled in the same way was
documented in the Hateljska Cave in the context of the Middle
Bronze Age (Marijanovi¢ 2000, PI. LVIII. 5) and in KoSutica in east-
ern Bosnia in the context of the Middle or Late Bronze Age (Covi¢
1965, Pl. XXIIIl. 7). Modelled wart-like applications next to the end
of the handle are also characteristic of the pottery tradition of Be-
retinova gradina in Radovin (Vukovi¢ 2014, Cat. Nos. 27, 48).

76 A similar manner of decoration is known in the so-called Litzen pottery,
present on the Adriatic coast in different variants from the late Copper
Age to the Middle Bronze Age. For new knowledge on this manner of
decoration, with comprehensive bibliography and a list of Dalmatian
and Herzegovinian sites, see Tomas 2016; Forenbaher 2018, pp. 136-137.

77 Urem 2012, p. 98 and bibliography therein.

78 S. Batovi¢ dates them to the period from the eighth to the fifth
century BCE, while V. Barbari¢ argues for a somewhat earlier dating,
viz. the ninth-eighth century BCE; Barbari¢ 2011, pp. 35-37, with
earlier literature; Barbari¢ 2016, pp. 128, 129. Recent research in Na-
din also indicates an earlier dating (we are grateful to our colleague
Martina Celhar, the research leader, for this information).

79 Batovic 1980; Korosec, Korosec 1980; Batovic¢ 1987, p. 373.

80 Batovic 1968, p. 58.

81 Radic Rossi 2011, Pl. L.XX. 1, 4.

82 Tomasovi¢ 2008, p. 142, Fig. 23; 148, Pl. 2. 4, dated to the Early Iron Age.

83 Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, pp. 48-49, Pl. 1. 1.

84 For Drid, see Jeronci¢ 2017, pp. 33, 36, 42. For Trogir, see Beg Jeroncic et
al. 2018, p. 21, Figs. 17, 18; 80, 82, PN 37, 38. The Trogir fragments were
discovered in the Early Iron Age layer. A fragment of a documented
Apulian pithos, presumably from the sixth or fifth century BCE, also
originates from the same layer (see Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 38).

85 Batovic¢ 1980, PI. IX. 1-3; KoroSec, Korosec 1980, PI. IX; PI. X; PI. XIV.
2; PL. XVI. 3.
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Tabla 6. Plate 6.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crtezi i foto: M. Koric) Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings and photographs: M.
Koric)
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Tabla 7. Plate 7.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crteZi: M. Koric; foto: M. Koric, L. Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings: M. Kori¢; photographs:

Paraman) M. Koric, L. Paraman)
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Tabla 8. Plate 8.
Ulomci prapovijesne loncarije (crteZi i foto: M. Koric) Fragments of prehistoric pottery (drawings and photographs: M.
Koric)
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Slika 7.
Ulomak amfore tipa Korint B
(foto: L. Paraman)

Figure 7.

Fragment of a Corinthian
B amphora (photograph: L.
Paraman)

Amfore

Medu keramickim materijalom prikupljenim na Sutiliji prisutan
je 151 ulomak importirane keramike, od kojih 16 ulomka pripada
kategoriji finoga stolnog i toaletnog posuda, a 135 ulomaka
transportnim amforama, a mozda i ve¢im stolnim amforama.
lako je rije¢ o uzorku koji ne moZzemo smatrati reprezentativ-
nim, te fragmentiranim ulomcima koji sa sobom donose niz
poteskoca u identifikaciji tipa amfore, potencijalno i njezinog
proizvodnog sredista, moguce je ipak osvrnuti se i na neke
aspekte ove kategorije materijala, prethodno potpuno nepo-
znatog sa Sutilije.¢

Mogu se izdvojiti ulomci amfora Korint B (sl. 7. 120; T. 9.
121, 122, 128), koje karakterizira srcoliko tijelo, kratak cilin-
dri¢ni vrat, kratak Siljak, obod trokutastog presjeka te cesto
deformirani otvor. PredloZeno je da se izvorno ovaj tip amfore
proizvodio u razdoblju od kraja 6. do 3. st. pr. n. e. u Korkiri
na otoku Krfu, iako se danas navodi i proizvodnja u samom
Korintu,®” a lokalne su imitacije zabiljezene u Libiji, na Siciliji i u
juznoj Italiji, u jadranskoj Apoloniji te Faru na otoku Hvaru.®® U
Dalmaciji je najgusc¢a koncentracija amfora Korint B zabiljeZena
u samom Faru i akvatoriju oko njega,® ali se primjerci prona-
laze i na drugim dalmatinskim otocima, poput Visa i viskog

86 Mnogobrojni ulomci tijela amfora, daleko viSe nego njihovi dijag-
nosticki dijelovi, indiciraju da je rije¢ o proizvodima razlicitih radi-
onica i/ili kronologija, ali je na osnovi njihove makroskopske analize
nepouzdano spekulirati o mogucoj tipoloskoj pripadnosti i podrijet-
lu.

87 Koehler1978; 1992; Whitbread 1995, str. 260-261.

88 Goransonn 2007, str. 89-97; Katic¢ 2005, str. 51-59.

89 Petri¢ 1999a, str. 50-56; Kati¢ 2000, str. 41-46; Kirigin 2018, str.
401-404.
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Amphorae

Among the ceramic material collected on Sutilija, there are 151
fragments of imported pottery, of which 16 belong to the cat-
egory of fine tableware and oil vessels, while 135 fragments are
from transport amphorae, perhaps even large table amphorae.
Although such a sample cannot be considered representative,
and the sherds are fragmented and therefore make it diffi-
cult to identify the types of amphorae, and potentially their
production centres, it is still possible to consider some aspects
of this category of material, previously completely unknown
on Sutilija.®

Fragments of amphorae of the Corinthian B type (Fig. 7.
120; PI. 9. 121, 122, 128) can be singled out. They are charac-
terized by a heart-shaped body, short cylindrical neck, short
spike, rim of triangular cross-section and often deformed
opening. It is suggested that this type of amphora was origi-
nally produced in the period from the end of the sixth to the
third century BCE in Corcyra on the island of Corfu, although
production in Corinth itself is also mentioned.®” Local imita-
tions have been recorded in Libya, Sicily and southern Italy, in
Adriatic Apollonia, and Pharos on the island of Hvar.® In Dal-
matia, the densest concentration of amphorae Corinthian B has
been recorded in Pharos and its surrounding sea area.®® How-
ever, specimens have also been discovered on other Dalmatian
islands, such as Vis and its seabed, at the sites of Krava and
Host off the port of Vis, in a shipwreck near the island of Zirje,
in the Gradina cove near Vela Luka on the island of Korcula, on
the seabed of the island of Maun and on the island of Lastovo,
as well as in Trogir and Stobre¢, and in the context of several
Iron Age hill-fort sites (e.g. Kopila near Blato on the island of
Korcula, the hill-fort at the foot of the Klis Fortress, the hill-
fort of Rat on the island of Bra¢, Gradina in Dragisi¢ near Sibe-
nik, the hill-fort in Zemunik near Zadar), to which Sutilija can
now be added.®® According to morphological features, the rim
specimens from Sutilija are close to the late variant of the Co-
rinthian B amphorae, dated to the period from the mid-fourth
to the mid-third century BCE, in line with most other eastern
Adriatic specimens. They differ in the colour of the cross-sec-

86 Numerous fragments of amphora bodies indicate far more than
their diagnostic parts that they are products of different work-
shops and/or chronologies. However, based on their macroscopic
analysis, it is unreliable to speculate on possible typological affilia-
tions and origins.

87 Koehler 1978; 1992; Whitbread 1995, pp. 260-261.

88 GoOransonn 2007, pp. 89-97; Kati¢ 2005, pp. 51-59.

89 Petri¢ 1999a, pp. 50-56; Kati¢ 2000, pp. 41-46; Kirigin 2018, pp.
401-404.

90 Jurisi¢ 2000, p. 5; Kati¢ 2005, pp. 53-54, fn. 11; Brusi¢ 2000, p. 5, PI.
XXIX. 2-3; Borzi¢ 2009, p. 84; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, p. 85, Pl. 21. 4-6;
Borzi¢ 2017b; Radi¢ Rossi 2017; Kirigin 2018, p. 401, Fig. 7; Kirigin,
Paraman 2020, p. 60; Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, p. 53, Pl. 3. 20.
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podmorja, na lokalitetima Krava i Host ispred viske luke, u
brodolomu kod otoka Zirja, u uvali Gradina kod Vele Luke na
otoku Korculi, u podmorju otoka Mauna i na otoku Lastovu, ali
i u Trogiru i Stobrecu te u kontekstu nekoliko Zeljeznodobnih
gradinskih nalaziSta (npr. Kopila kod Blata na otoku Korculi,
gradina podno KliSke tvrdave, gradina Rat na Bracu, Gradina u
Dragisi¢u kod Sibenika, gradina u Zemuniku kod Zadra), kojima
se sada moze pridruziti i Sutilija.° Prema morfoloskim znacaj-
kama primjerci oboda sa Sutilije bliski su kasnoj varijanti amfo-
ra Korint B, koja se datira u razdoblje od sredine 4. do sredine
3. st. pr. n. e., a kojoj odgovara i vecina ostalih isto¢nojadran-
skih primjeraka. Razlikuju se u boji presjeka i povrsine stijenke,
koja je svijetlosmeda-oker (s bijelim primjesama: sl. 7. 120; T. 9.
121, 128) ili narancasta (s rijetkim bijelim primjesama: T. 9. 122),
s tim da kod jednog primjerka (T. 9. 121) izostaje tipi¢an Zlijeb
ispod oboda. Po profilaciji bi i primjerak rucke (T. 9. 129) mogao
pripadati tipu Korint B, te bi ona svojom stijenkom Zute boje

s ruzic¢astom povrSinom odgovarala opisanim makroskopskim
znacajkama korintskih primjeraka.”” Razli¢ite fino procisc¢ene
fakture, krem-Zucékasta i crveno-smeda, zabiljeZene su i na
primjercima s gradine kod Zemunika Donjega, gdje je istaknuta
njihova sli¢nost s opisima korkirskih proizvoda;** B. Kirigin pak
izdvaja Cetiri fakture amfora Korint B iz Fara.®® NeSto grublja
faktura zamjecuje se na primjerku oboda od srednje procisce-
ne gline narancaste boje, s dosta bijelih i rjede crveno-smedih
primjesa, neSto nepravilnije zadebljanog s vanjske strane i

s blagim udubljenjem ispod zaobljenog ruba na unutrasnjoj
strani (T. 9. 123). Prisutnost amfora tipa Korint B grublje fakture
prethodno je sugerirana primjerkom pronadenim na gradini
Stine na otoku Korculi.#* Spomenuti ulomak sa Sutilije, koji
ukazuje na odredene slicnosti s obodom amfore iz pomorske
zbirke Muzeja Staroga Grada,®s morfoloski, pak, viSe odgovara
jednoj od varijanti oboda tzv. prijelaznih tipova amfora, koje
oblikovno stoje izmedu Korint B i gréko-italskih amfora.>¢
Stovise, moglo bi se re¢i da i primjerak oboda 122, kao jedne
od kasnijih Korint B produkcija, svojom morfologijom nasluéuje
upravo prve oblike prijelaznih tipova, ¢ija je profilacija idejno

90 Jurisi¢ 2000, str. 5; Kati¢ 2005, str. 53-54, bilj. 11; Brusi¢ 2000, str.
5, T. XXIX. 2-3; Borzi¢ 2009, str. 84; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 85, T.
21. 4-6; Borzi¢ 2017b; Radi¢ Rossi 2017; Kirigin 2018, str. 401, fig. 7;
Kirigin, Paraman 2020, str. 60; Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, str. 53, T.
3. 20.

91 Koehler1992.

92 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 85.

93 Kirigin 2018, str. 402. Nedavna arheometrijska istraZivanja koja su
provedena na ulomcima amfora Korint B iz Fara nisu pruZila pot-
vrdu lokalne farske proizvodnje ovog tipa amfore, ali su izdvojila
tri skupine importa, od kojih se jedna smjesta u korintsko-korkirski
proizvodni krug, a druga u juznoitalski (Mise et al. 2019).

94 Borzi¢ 2017b, str. 8, br. 3, sl. 1.

95 Kirigin 1994, str. 21, 22, sl. 5, br. 18; Kati¢ 2005, str. 56, bilj. 18.

96 Kati¢ 2005, str. 56. Zahvaljujemo kolegi Miroslavu Kati¢u, koji je
pregledao materijal i ponudio svoje komentare.
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tion and surface of the walls, which is light brown-ochre (with
white inclusions: Fig. 7. 120; PI. 9. 121, 128) or orange (with rare
white inclusions: Pl. 9. 122). However, one specimen (Pl. 9. 121)
does not have the typical groove below the rim. According

to its profile, the specimen of a handle (PI. 9. 129) could also
belong to the Corinthian B type. Its yellow wall with a pink
surface would correspond to described macroscopic features
of Corinthian specimens.” Various finely refined fabrics,
creamy-yellowish and red-brown, were also recorded on pieces
from the hill-fort near Zemunik Donji, where their similarity
with the descriptions of Corcyrian products was pointed out.’
B. Kirigin singles out four fabrics of the Corinthian B amphorae
from Pharos.” A slightly coarser orange fabric can be seen on
the specimen of a rim of medium refined clay, with plenty of
white and rarely red-brown inclusions. It is somewhat more
irregularly thickened on the outside and has a slight inflection
below the rounded edge on the inside (PI. 9. 123). The presence
of amphorae of the Corinthian B type with coarser fabric was
previously suggested by a piece discovered on the hill-fort of
Stina on the island of Kor¢ula.* The mentioned fragment from
Sutilija, which indicates certain similarities with the rim of the
amphora from the maritime collection of the Stari Grad Mu-
seum,®s morphologically, however, corresponds more to one

of the variants of the rim of the so-called transitional types of
amphorae, whose forms are in-between between the Corin-
thian B and Graeco-Italic amphorae.”® Moreover, one could say
that that the morphology of rim specimen 122, as one of the
later Corinthian B products, heralded the very first forms of
transitional types, whose profiles were conceptually designed
to resemble Corinthian B amphorae, but that was no longer the
same type. Although he does not exclude other Mediterranean
productions of the so-called transitional forms, M. Kati¢ con-
siders that such types of amphorae of smaller capacity “made
of red clay mixed with finely ground limestone”, were made

in Pharos from the middle or second half of the fourth to the
beginning of the third century BCE.”” Several rim specimens,
with walls mostly orange-brown in colour and visible white
inclusions, are more difficult to classify typologically with pre-
cision. It is probable that they should also be regarded in the

91 Koehler1992.

92 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, p. 85.

93 Kirigin 2018, p. 402. Recent archaeometric research on fragments
of Corinthian B amphorae from Pharos did not confirm the local
Pharian production of this type of amphora. However, they dis-
tinguished three groups of imports, one of which is attributed to
the Corinthian-Corcyrean production circle, and the other to the
southern Italic (Mise et al. 2019).

94 Borzi¢ 2017b, p. 8, No. 3, Fig. 1.

95 Kirigin 1994, pp. 21, 22, Fig. 5, No. 18; Kati¢ 2005, p. 56, fn. 18.

96 Kati¢ 2005, p. 56. We would like to thank our colleague Miroslav
Kati¢ for reviewing the material and offering his comments.

97 Kati¢ 2005, p. 56; 2009, pp. 89, 90.
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oblikovana tako da podsjeca na amforu Korint B, no to vise nije
taj tip. lako ne iskljucuje druge mediteranske produkcije tzv.
prijelaznih oblika, M. Kati¢ smatra da su se takvi tipovi amfora
manjeg kapaciteta ,,od crvene gline mijesane s fino usitnjenim
vapnencem® tijekom sredine/druge polovice 4. do pocetka

3. st. pr. n. e. proizvodili u Faru.*” Nekoliko primjeraka oboda,
uglavnom naranéasto-smede boje stijenke s vidljivim bijelim
primjesama teZe je tipoloski precizno klasificirati, a vjerojatno
je dai njih valja promatrati u istom kontekstu te ih svrstati

u tzv. prijelazne oblike prema gréko-italskim amforama (T. 9.
124-127). Sli€no se moze zakljuciti i za primjerak kra¢eg oboda,
koji je izraden od srednje prociscene gline, s dosta bijelih pri-
mjesa (T. 9. 127). Odredena morfoloska bliskost prema Faros 3
amfori, za koju M. Kati¢ takoder pretpostavlja farsku proizvod-
nju®®, moZze se zamijetiti kod jednog od oboda (T. 9. 124), iako
ne moZemo potvrditi da je u ovom slucaju rije¢ o istom tipu.®
Ulomak oboda (T. 9. 125) izraden je od fakture karakteristic-
ne za primjerke grcko-italskih amfora koje su u ve¢em broju
pronadene u Dalmaciji, Sto dodatno osnazuje ideju da mozda
pripada nekom njihovom ranijem obliku ili prethodniku.°
Sli¢ne je fakture i viSe ulomaka tijela te rucka (T. 9, 130), koja je
sukladno tome datirana u razdoblje izmedu 3.i1.st. pr.n.e., a
po nhjezinoj bi se zaobljenosti moglo pretpostaviti, uz stanovit
oprez, da takoder pripada spomenutom tipu, premda odrede-
na masivnost govori u prilog i neSto kasnijim amforama tipa
Lamboglia 2, koje su takoder zabiljeZene u prethodno nave-
denoj fakturi. S obzirom na fragmentiranost nalaza te nedo-
voljnu istrazenost tipolosko-kronoloSkog razvoja u razlicitim
radionicama i prisutnosti eventualnih prijelaznih oblika, ova
atribucija ostaje otvorena. Proizvodnja grcko-italskih amfora
regionalno zastupljenih u velikom broju veZe se uz razdoblje
od 4. do 2. st. pr. n. e., a odvijala se u velikim broju radionica
juzne Italije/Sicilije, duZ tirenske obale te zapadnog i isto¢nog
Jadrana (predloZeno za Isu).” Kontinuirana potraznja za vinom
tijekom posljednjih stoljeca stare ere dozZivjela je svoj vrhunac
pri kraju tog razdoblja, $to je indicirano bogatom zastuplje-
nos¢u amfora Lamboglia 2, koje su se od druge polovice 2. st.
pr. n. e. pa sve do Augustova doba proizvodile u nizu radionica
na zapadnom, a mozda i isto€nom Jadranu.? Nalazi ovog tipa

97 Kati¢ 2005, str. 56; 2009, str. 89, 90.

98 Kati¢ 2000, str. 51,52,56, T. 1. 2. 3.

99 Naknadnim pregledom materijala utvrden je jos jedan ulomak oboda
amfore, kojega je M. Kati¢ identificirao kao primjerak Faros 3 amfore.

100 Kirigin 1994; Kirigin, Katunari¢, Se3elj 2005; Suta 2017 i tamo do-
nesena literatura; Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, str. 53.

101 Kirigin 1994; Vandermersch 1994, str. 85-87; Buora 1997; Olcese
2004; Kirigin, Katunarié, Se3elj 2005, str. 13 s ranijom literaturom;
§e§elj 2010, str. 456-460; Cipriano, Mazzocchin 2017, fig. 1.

102 Kirigin, Katunaric, §e§elj 2005, str. 11, s ranijom literaturom; Carre,
Pesavento Mattioli, Monsieur 2014, str. 426-427; Pesavento Matti-
oli 2014, str. 194-195; Cipriano, Mazzocchin 2017.
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same context and classified in the so-called transitional forms
towards to Graeco-Italic amphorae (PIl. 9. 124-127). A similar
conclusion could also be drawn with regard to the specimen
with a shorter rim, made of medium refined clay, with a lot of
white inclusions (PI. 9. 127). A certain morphological affiliation
with the Pharos 3 amphora, for which M. Kati¢ also assumes
Pharian production,®® can be perceived in one of the rims (PI. 9.
124), although it cannot be confirmed that it is the same type
in this case.®® The fabric of a rim fragment (PI. 9. 125) is specific
to examples of Graeco-Italic amphorae discovered in large
numbers in Dalmatia. This further reinforces the idea that it
may belong to one of their earlier forms or a predecessor.”*®

A number of body fragments and a handle (PIl. 9, 130) have
similar fabrics. The latter is accordingly dated to the period be-
tween the third and first century BCE. Based on its roundness,
it could be assumed with some caution that it also belongs

to the mentioned type, though a certain heftiness speaks in
favour of somewhat later amphorae of the Lamboglia 2 type,
also recorded in the context of the mentioned fabric. Con-
sidering the fragmentation of the finds and the fact that the
typological-chronological development in various workshops
and the presence of possible transitional forms are underre-
searched, this attribution remains open. The production of
Graeco-Italic amphorae, regionally represented in large num-
bers, is associated with the period from the fourth to the sec-
ond century BCE. It took place in myriad workshops in south-
ern Italy/Sicily, along the Tyrrhenian coast and the western
and eastern Adriatic (as proposed for Issa).” The continuous
demand for wine during the last centuries before the Common
Era reached its peak at the end of that period, as indicated by
the abundance of the Lamboglia 2 amphorae, produced from
the second half of the second century BCE until the time of
Augustus in a series of workshops in the western and possibly
the eastern Adriatic.’ Finds of this type of amphorae from
Trogir and the KaStela Bay™3 are associated with a number of
specimens documented along the eastern Adriatic coast, but
they have not yet been witnessed with certainty on Sutilija.
On the other hand, the documented presence of several types

98 Kati¢ 2000, pp. 51, 52, 56, Pl. 1. 2. 3.

99 Subsequent examination of the material revealed yet another rim
fragment of an amphora, which M. Kati¢ identified as a specimen of
a Pharos 3 amphora.

100 Kirigin 1994; Kirigin, Katunari¢, Se3elj 2005; Suta 2017 and bibliog-
raphy therein; Ugarkovi¢, Konestra 2020, p. 53.

101 Kirigin 1994; Vandermersch 1994, pp. 85-87; Buora 1997; Olcese
2004; Kirigin, Katunaric, §e§elj 2005, p. 13 with earlier literature;
Seselj 2010, pp. 456-460; Cipriano, Mazzocchin 2017, Fig. 1.

102 Kirigin, Katunari¢, Se3elj 2005, p. 11, with earlier literature; Carre,
Pesavento Mattioli, Monsieur 2014, pp. 426-427; Pesavento Matti-
oli 2014, pp. 194-195; Cipriano, Mazzocchin 2017.

103 Suta 2017 and relevant bibliography; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 60,
Pl. 7. 5; Paraman et al. 2020, pp. 402, 405.
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Tabla 9. Plate 9.
Ulomci amfora (crteZi i foto: M. Koric) Fragments of amphorae (drawings and photographs: M. Koric)
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133

137
[ — —
Slika 8.
Ulomci fine keramike (crteZi: M. Koric; foto: M. Koric, Figure 8.
L. Paraman) Fragments of fine wares (drawings: M. Kori¢; photographs: M. Koric,
L. Paraman)

amfora iz Trogira i Kastelanskog zaljeva™ pridruzuju se brojnim
primjercima koji su dokumentirani duz istocnojadranske obale,
ali zasada nisu sa sigurno$¢u posvjedoceni na Sutiliji. Nasuprot
tome, kao znacajno se isti¢e dokumentirano prisustvo neko-
liko tipova amfori druge polovice 4. i 3. st. pr. n. e., po svemu
sudeci barem dijelom regionalne produkcije.

Fino posude

Fina je keramika jako fragmentirana, Sto oteZava njezinu atri-
buciju pojedinim keramickim vrstama i produkcijskim srediSti-
ma, a ¢esto i samim oblicima.

Od slikane keramike najbolje je sacuvan ulomak tijela
zatvorene forme, po svemu sudedi lekita, na kojemu je ukras
izveden u tamnoj boji na svjetlijoj glinenoj podlozi, a moze-
mo ga pripisati apulskoj crnooslikanoj keramici (sl. 8. 132).1°4
MoZzemo ga takoder atribuirati i kategoriji mrezastih lekita,
nazvanoj tako prema karakteristicnom mrezastom ukrasu koji
prekriva veci dio tijela.’s Osim kod apulske crnooslikane kera-

103 Suta 2017 i relevantna bibliografija; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, str. 60, T.
7. 5; Paraman et al. 2020, str. 402, 405.

104 Palmentola 2007.

105 O mrezastim lekitima kod Hurschmann 1995; Lanza 2004; Gobbi,
Milletti 2014, str. 139-142.

of amphorae from the second half of the fourth and the third
century BCE, by all accounts at least some of which seem to
be regionally produced, should be pointed out as significant.

Fine ware

Fine pottery is highly fragmented, which makes difficult its at-
tribution to respective pottery classes and production centres,
and often to the very forms.

With respect to painted pottery, the best-preserved
example is a fragment of a closed body, seemingly a lekythos.
Its decoration is made in a dark colour on a lighter clay base,
and it can be attributed to Apulian black-painted pottery (Fig.
8.132).°4 It can also be attributed to the category of net-pat-
terned lekythoi, named after the characteristic net decora-
tion that covers most of the body.™s In addition to Apulian
black-painted ware, net-patterned lekythoi also appear in
polychrome-painted black-coated pottery of the Gnathia
type, but in that case the net decoration is painted in a light

104 Palmentola 2007.
105 For net-patterned lekythoi, see Hurschmann 1995; Lanza 2004;
Gobbi, Milletti 2014, pp. 139-142.
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mike mreZasti se lekiti javljaju i u crnopremazanoj polikromno
slikanoj keramici tipa Gnathia, ali je u tom slucaju mrezasti
ukras u svijetloj boji (bijeloj) izveden na crnom premazu.® Kod
primjerka sa Sutilije mreZasti je ukras u obliku manje ili vise
pravilnih romboida omeden s donje strane tanjom horizontal-
nom linijom, dok ga sa suprotne strane deblja oslikana traka
dijeli od pojasa s ponavljaju¢im motivom meandra. lako se

kod mrezastih lekita ¢esto na ramenu javljaju i drugi motivi
(npr. valova ili spirala™?), nisu nam prema dostupnoj literaturi
poznate analogije u kombinaciji s meandrom. Upotreba ovog
motiva ima dugu tradiciju u okviru juznoitalske loncarije, a da
je koriSten za oslikavanje drugih keramickih vrsta neposred-
no prije proizvodnje mreZastih lekita te dijelom i istodobno s
njom, lijepo ilustrira niz apulskih keramickih vrsta, ukljucujuci
i slikanu keramiku poznatu kao ceramica sovradipinta apula.’*®
Ondje je motiv meandra ne samo Cest i raznolik™® ve¢ se medu
upotrebljavanim meandrima mogu zamijetiti i potpuno isto
izvedeni primjerci kao na nasem lekitu.™ Lekiti ovog tipa u
juznoj su Italiji poznati iz grobova grckih i domorodackih za-
jednica druge polovice/zadnje trecine 4. st. pr. n. e., dok su na
isto¢nom Jadranu, za sada, pronadeni kao grobni nalazi u Isi (6
primjeraka, koji se pripisuju trima razli¢itim tipovima, apul-
skom, apulsko-lukanskom i kampanskom, od kojih su posebno
vazni prilozi iz zatvorenog konteksta grobova 65 i 90 nekro-
pole na Vlaskoj njivi) i Budvi (1 primjerak).™ Sukladno tome,
primjerak sa Sutilije pripisujemo apulskom importu, i datiramo
ga u drugu polovicu 4. i/ili pocetak 3. st. pr.n.e. ™

colour (white) on a black background.® The net ornament

on the Sutilija specimen is in the form of more or less regular
rhomboids bordered by a thinner horizontal line on its bottom,
while a thicker painted band on the opposite side separates it
from the strip with a repeated meander motif. Although other
motifs (e.g. waves or spirals'®’) often appear on the shoul-
ders of net-patterned lekythoi, we know of no analogies in
combination with the meander from the available literature.
The use of this motif had a long tradition in southern Italic
pottery. Its application in painting of other pottery classes
shortly before the manufacture of net-patterned lekythoi, and
in part simultaneously with it, is well illustrated by a number
of Apulian pottery classes, including painted pottery known
as ceramica sovraddipinta apula.’*® The meander motif was not
only common and diverse there,”® but pattern identical to
that on our lekythos can be seen among the meanders.™ Le-
kythoi of this type are known in southern Italy from graves of
Greek and indigenous communities of the second half and last
third of the fourth century BCE. In the eastern Adriatic, they
have been discovered as grave finds in Issa (six specimens,
attributed to three different types, Apulian, Apulian-Lucanian
and Campanian, of which the goods from the closed context
of graves 65 and 90 in the necropolis of Vlaska njiva are par-
ticularly significant), and Budva (one piece).™ Accordingly, the
specimen from Sutilija is regarded as an Apulian import, and

is dated to the second half of the fourth/the beginning of the
third century BCE.™

106 U keramici tipa Gnathia mrezasti se ukras javlja na lekitima i boca-
ma, vidi Lanza 2005, str. 77-84; za primjerke iz viSkih grobova: Cargo
2017, str. 180-184, br. 6-13; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, |, str. 81; I, str. 30 (65.16/
GN 78), 51(90.16/GN79). Za ostale boce tipa Gnathia, s Martvila, G 3:
Cambi, Kirigin, Marin 1981, T. X. 27; Vlaske njive: Ugarkovi¢ |, str. 81, I,
str. 99 (51.1/GN 80); za ulomak boce iz spilje Raca na otoku Lastovu:
Radmilli 1985, str. 134, 135; vidi takoder i MiSe 2015, str. 29, 30.

107 Za primjerke s valovima iz Ise: Cargo 2017, str. 178, 179, br. 2-4; Ugar-
kovi¢ 2019, |, str. 71, sl. 75; Il, str. 51 (90.15/ACS 2); za spiralu: Lanza
2004, br. 6.

108 Naslikani motiv nesto drugacijeg meandra pojavljuje se i na skifima
tradicije Alto-Adriatico (npr. Berti, Bonomi, Landolfi 1997, str. 48,
fig. 12, iz Spine; str. 77, cat. 52.01, iz Adrije; Kirigin 2010, str. 48, 49,
br. 6, sl. 12.c, iz Sutlije), no ona, koliko nam je poznato iz dostupne
literature, ne poznaje mrezasti motiv.

109 De Juliis 2002, str. 155-157, T. lll.

110 De Juliis 2002, str. 155, T. IIl. 35; 157.

11 Lanza 2004. Za primjerke iz Ise, po svemu sudeci s nekropole
na Martvilu: Cargo 2017 str. 176, 179, br. 1-3; za primjerke iz Ise s
nekropole na Vlaskoj njivi: Cargo 2017, br. 4 i 5; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I,
str. 71, Il, str. 20 (izvan groba 9, 9.1.1/ACS 3), str. 31 (grob 65, 65.17/
ACS 1), 51 (grob 90, 90.15/ACS 2) i relevantna bibliografija; za Bud-
vu: Popovi€ 1994, str. 286, br. 470. O moguéem lekitu s mreZastim
ukrasom iz groba u Vi€joj luci: Marovié, Nikolanci 1977, str. 23, br. 9,
T. VI; Cargo 2017, str. 183.

112 Tri ulomka crvenofiguralne keramike iz Trogira pripisana su juzno-
italskom importu kasnog 5. i/ili 4. st. pr. n. e. (Kirigin, Paraman
2020, str. 42 i bilj. 59).
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106 The Gnathia pottery has net ornaments on lekythoi and bottles;
see Lanza 2005, pp. 77-84; for specimens from Vis graves, see Car-
go 2017, pp. 180-184, Nos. 6-13; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I, p. 81; II, p. 30
(65.16/GN 78), 51 (90.16/GN 79). For other bottles of the Gnathia
type: from Martvilo, G 3, see Cambi, Kirigin, Marin 1981, PI. X. 27;
from Vlaska njiva, see Ugarkovic I, p. 81, Il, p. 99 (51.1/GN 80); for a
fragment of a bottle from the Raca Cave on the island of Lastovo,
see Radmilli 1985, pp. 134, 135; see also Mise 2015, pp. 29, 30.

107 For specimens with waves from Issa, see Cargo 2017, pp. 178, 179,
Nos. 2-4; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, |, p. 71, Fig. 75; Il, p. 51 (90.15/ACS 2); for
spirals, see Lanza 2004, No. 6.

108 A painted motif of a slightly different meander can also be found on
skyphoi of the Alto-Adriatico tradition (e.g. Berti, Bonomi, Landolfi
1997, p. 48, Fig. 12, from Spina; p. 77, Cat. 52.01, from Adria; Kirigin
2010, pp. 48, 49, No. 6, Fig. 12.c, from Sutilija), which, as far as we
know from the available literature, had no net motifs.

109 De Juliis 2002, pp. 155-157, PL. III.

110 De Juliis 2002, p. 155, PI. IlI. 35; 157.

111 Lanza 2004. For specimens from Issa, apparently from the necropo-
lis at Martvillo, see Cargo 2017 pp. 176, 179, Nos. 1-3; for specimens
from Issa from the necropolis on Vlaska njiva, see Cargo 2017, Nos.
4 and 5; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I, p. 71, Il, p. 20 (outside grave 9, 9.1.1/ACS
3), p- 31 (grave 65, 65.17/ACS 1), 51 (grave 90, 90.15/ACS 2) and rele-
vant bibliography; for Budva, see Popovi¢ 1994, p. 286, No. 470. For
a possible lekythos with a net decoration from a grave in Vi¢ja luka,
see Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, p. 23, No. 9, PL. VI; Cargo 2017, p. 183.

112 Three fragments of red-figure pottery from Trogir are attributed as
southern Italic imports from the late fifth and/or the fourth centu-
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Preostala dva ulomka slikane keramike nesto je teze sa
sigurnos¢u opredijeliti. Fragment od fino prociséene gline s
vidljivim tinjcem i stijenkom oker boje, na kojemu je sacu-
van dio ukrasa koji se sastojao od nekoliko oslikanih debljih i
nepreciznih vertikalnih linija i barem jedne horizontalne linije,
u kombinaciji s premazanom zonom na lijevoj strani (sl. 8. 133),
dio je posude zatvorenog tipa. Za njega moZzemo tek krajnje
oprezno pretpostaviti da pripada Zeljeznodobnoj juznoital-
skoj slikanoj keramici, na kojoj se moZe naci slican ukras," ali
njegova tipoloSko-kronoloska klasifikacija i radioni¢ka pripad-
nost temeljem sacuvanog ulomka nije pouzdana. Prisutnost
te keramicke vrste na Sutiliji ne bi bilo iznenadujuce s obzirom
na rasprostiranje takvih nalaza diljem isto¢nojadranske obale,
ukljucujuéi i sam Trogir.™

Drugi ulomak otvorene forme izraden je od fino prociS¢ene
gline s presjekom ruzicaste boje, a krasi ga i slikani trakasti
ukras, ovaj put izveden u crveno-smedoj boji, u obliku koncen-
tricnih debljih traka na vanjskoj i unutrasnjoj strani posude (sl.
8.137). Moguce je da pripada keramici a fasce, koja se proi-
zvodila u grékim (od 7. st. pr. n. e.), a potom i domorodackim
(od 6. st. pr. n. e., negdje i kasnije) juznoitalskim sredistima do
4.,0dnosno 3. st. pr. n. e., a karakteriziraju je specificni oblici
ukraseni na povrsini gline s trakama razlicitih debljina, ponekad
u kombinaciji s drugim motivima, posebice u domorodackim
sredistima (di stile misto)."s Nalazi ove keramicke vrste poznati
su otprije u Dalmaciji,™ ali ne uz prisutnost kanelura, koje su
vidljive na vanjskoj povrsini naSeg primjerka, te im temeljem
dostupne bibliografije ne pronalazimo analogije u kombinaciji
s ukrasom.

Pronadeno je i vise sitnih ulomaka crnopremazane kerami-
ke (sl. 8. 134-136), otvorenih oblika, te nekoliko ulomaka ljevka-
stih oboda vrceva, na kojima nisu sacuvani tragovi premaza."”
Od ovih potonjih zanimljiv je ulomak oboda na koji se spaja
pocetak rucke, sa Siljastom istakom na unutrasnjoj strani (sl.
modelirani zavrsetci rucki sa Siljastim istakama poznati na
nizu primjera keramike tipa Gnathia kasnog 4.1 3. st. pr. n. e,,
pronadene u isejskim grobovima. Morfoloski najbliza analogija
poznata nam je iz grobnice 180 na Vlaskoj njivi i enohoje za
koju se pretpostavlja lokalna isejska proizvodnja sredine/druge

113 Za slican ukras na rucki krateriska pripisanog juznoitalskoj geo-
metrijskog keramici 6. st. pr. n. e., Gasparri 1973, str. 14, 15, br. 17;
De Juliis 1978, T. Il. 2 (olla canosina).

114 O ovoj keramickoj vrsti u sjevernoj Dalmaciji: Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016,
str. 74-76; na gradini Kopili na otoku Koréuli: Borzi¢ 2017a, str. 63; u
srednjoj Dalmaciji: Petri¢ 1999b; Seselj 2010, str. 433.

115 O ovom tipu keramike: Riccardi 2007 i relevantna bibliografija.

116 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 76, i relevantna bibliografija; Ugarkovié
2019, str. 111-115.

117 O crnopremazanoj keramici u Dalmaciji: §e§elj 2010, str. 71-81; Mise
2015, str. 55-58; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, |, str. 85-97 i relevantna bibli-
ografija.
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The remaining two fragments of painted pottery are some-
what more difficult to determine with certainty. A fragment
made of finely refined ochre fabric, with visible mica has a part
of the decoration which consisted of several painted thick and
uneven vertical lines and at least one horizontal line, com-
bined with a coated zone on the left (Fig. 8. 133), and is part of
a closed vessel. It can only be assumed with extreme caution
that it belongs to Iron Age southern Italic painted pottery
with a similar ornament,™ but its typological-chronological
classification and workshop affiliation are not reliable based
on the preserved fragment. The presence of this pottery type
on Sutilija would not be surprising considering the distribution
of such finds throughout the eastern Adriatic coast, including
Trogir itself."

The second fragment of an open form is made of finely
refined clay with a pink cross-section. It is adorned with a
painted banded decoration, this time made in red-brown col-
our, in the form of concentric thick bands on the outside and
inside of the vessel (Fig. 8. 137). It is possible that it belongs to
a fasce pottery, produced in Greek (from the seventh century
BCE), and then in indigenous (from the sixth century BCE, or
even later in some places) southern Italic centres until the
fourth and third century BCE. It is characterized by specific
forms decorated on the clay surface with bands of different
thicknesses, sometimes combined with other motifs, especial-
ly in indigenous centres (di stile misto)." Finds of this pottery
type are already known in Dalmatia,™ but not with grooves,
which are visible on the outer surface of our specimen. Based
on the available literature, there are no analogies in combina-
tion with the ornament.

A number of small sherds of black-coated pottery (Figs. 8.
134-136), open forms, and several fragments of funnel-shaped
rims of jugs, with no traces of coating preserved, were also
discovered." As to the latter, it is worthy to note a frag-
ment of a rim at the point of junction with the handle, with
a pointed projection on the inside (Fig. 8. 131). The fragment
probably belonged to an oenochoe, whose similarly modelled
ends of the handles with pointed projections can be seen on a

ry BCE (Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 42 and fn. 59).

113 For a similar ornament on the handle of a krateriskos attributed to
southern Italic geometric pottery from the sixth century BCE, see
Gasparri 1973, pp. 14, 15, No. 17; De Juliis 1978, PI. II. 2 (olla canosina).

114 For this pottery type in northern Dalmatia, see Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016,
pp- 74-76; on the hill-fort of Kopila on the island of Korcula, see
Borzi¢ 2017a, p. 63; in Central Dalmatia, see Petri¢ 1999b; '§e§elj
2010, p. 433.

115 For this type of pottery, see Riccardi 2007 and relevant bibliogra-
Ehy.

116 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, p. 76, and relevant bibliography; Ugarkovic¢
2019, pp. 111-115.

117 For black-coated pottery in Dalmatia, see Seselj 2010, pp. 71-81;
Mise 2015, pp. 55-58; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I, pp. 85-97 and relevant
bibliography.
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polovice 3. st. pr. n. e.™®

U pripecku na juznoj terasi dokumentiran je ulomak oboda
i vrata stolne amfore (sl. 8. 138). Izradena je od fino procis¢ene
gline bez vidljivih primjesa, sa stijenkom svijetlosmede boje,
a sacuvani ulomak karakterizira izvijeni i potom kraci oko-
miti obod te djelomi¢no sacuvani crveni premaz. Prema tim
znacajkama valja ju povezati s kasnohelenistickom crvenopre-
maznom keramic¢kom vrstom." Stovise, moguce je i da je rije¢
o stolnoj amfori isejske proizvodnje kasnog 2. i 1. st. pr. n. e.,
Ciji su bliski primjerci oboda keramicke vrste s crvenim i sivim
premazom pronadeni u grobnicama na Visu, za koje se pretpo-
stavlja lokalna proizvodnja.™°

Da je opisana slika tek blijedi odraz stvarne uporabe fine
stolne keramike u ovoj zajednici, jasno je posvjedoceno otprije
poznatim keramickim nalazima sa Sutilije, za koje se pretpo-
stavlja su iz pogrebnog konteksta.”” Vise od tisucu crnopre-
maznih i slikanih ulomka spojeno je u nekolicinu kratera i
skifa, koji se atribuiraju crvenofiguralnoj keramici i keramici
Alto-Adriatico iz 4. st. pr. n. e

Metalni nalazi: nosnja i toaletni pribor

Medu materijalom koji se ispire iz profila terase unistene
kamenolomom pronadena su i dva broncana predmeta: pinceta
i ulomak fibule. Cjelovito sacuvana bron¢ana pinceta, kao dio
toaletnog pribora, ima izduZene krakove s trapezasto prosi-
renim krajevima (T. 10. 144). UzduZ rubova krakova jasno se
uocava ukras u obliku vertikalnog pojasa kracih ureza. Pincete
se tijekom cijelog Zeljeznog doba javljaju u grobnom kontekstu
isto¢nojadranskog priobalja i zaleda, iako su, barem u nekim
dijelovima, npr. Liburniji, neSto ¢e3ce zabiljezZene tijekom
posljednjih stoljeca pr. n. e.” U literaturi se ovi predmeti, uk-
lju€ujuci i one slicnih morfoloskih znacajki, vezuju uz musku,*
ali i Zensku's toaletnu opremu. lako su pincete kronoloski
manje osjetljiv nalaz, primjerci slicnih morfoloskih obiljezja
zastupljeni su u posljednjim fazama kultura Liburna i Japoda te
sjevernije Vinice™, ali i u srednjoj Dalmaciji, Sto je evidentno iz

118 Ugarkovi¢ 2019, Il, str. 109 (180.3/GN 13).

119 O crvenopremazanoj keramickoj vrsti: §e§elj 2010, str. 176, 177;
Mise 2015, str. 59-60; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 81, 82; Ugarkovié¢
2019, |, str. 107, 108 i relevantna bibliografija.

120 Za crvenopremazane primjerke bliskih oblika oboda: Ugarkovi¢
2019, Il, str. 184 (grob 71, 71.1/CRP1) i str. 230 (grobnica 142, 142.7/
CRP 2); za sivopremazane primjerke: Ugarkovi¢ 2019, Il, str. 196
(91.1/SP3), 245 (142a.2/SP 6), 256 (150.9/SP8). O stolnim amforama
trece faze isejske helenisticke keramicke proizvodnje: MiSe 2015,
str. 33, 156.

121 Kirigin 2010.

122 Kirigin 2010.

123 Batovic 1974, str. 218; Mihovili¢ 2013, str. 280.

124 Barbari¢ 2006, str. 55.

125 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 175.

126 Lo Schiavo 1970, T. XLII. 6; Drechsler Bizi¢ 1987, str. 411, 413, sl. 25.
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number of examples of the Gnathia type pottery from the late
fourth and the third century BCE, discovered in Issaean graves.
The closest morphological analogy is known from tomb 180
in Vlaska njiva, and an oenochoe assumed to be made locally
in Issa in the middle or the second half of the third century
BCE.™

A fragment of the rim and neck of a table amphora was
documented in an abri on the south terrace (Fig. 8. 138). It is
made of finely refined brown fabric, without visible inclusions,
and the preserved fragment is characterized by a curved, and
then shorter, vertical rim and a partially preserved red coating.
According to these properties, it should be associated with
the late Hellenistic red-coated pottery type.™ Furthermore, it
is possibly a table amphora of Issean production from the late
second and the first century BCE, whose related specimens,
also presumably locally made, with rims of the red and grey
slipped pottery were found in tombs on the island of Vis.z°

The description is but a pale reflection of the actual use of
fine table ware in this community, as clearly corroborated by
the previously known pottery finds from Sutilija, assumed to
have come from the funeral context.” More than a thousand
black-coated and painted fragments have been joined togeth-
er into a few craters and skyphoi, attributed to red-figure pot-
tery and Alto-Adriatico pottery from the fourth century BCE.™?

Metal finds: costume and toiletry items

Among the material washed from the profile of the terrace
destroyed by the quarry, two bronze objects were discovered,
i.e. a pair of tweezers and a fragment of a fibula. The fully
preserved bronze pair of tweezers, as part of toilet/cosmetic
equipment, has elongated arms with trapezoidal expanded
ends (PI. 10. 144). A decoration in the form of a vertical band
of short incisions is clearly visible along the edges of the arms.
Tweezers appear throughout the Iron Age in the burial context
of the eastern Adriatic coast and hinterland, although they are
somewhat more frequently recorded during the last centu-
ries BCE, at least in some parts, e.g. Liburnia.” In the litera-
ture, these items, including those with similar morphological

118 Ugarkovi¢ 2019, Il, p. 109 (180.3/GN 13).

119 For red-slipped pottery type, see Se3elj 2010, pp. 176, 177; Mise
2015, pp. 59-60; Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, pp. 81, 82; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, 1,
pp. 107, 108 and relevant bibliography.

120 For red-slipped specimens of related rim forms, see Ugarkovic¢ 2019,
I, p. 184 (grave 71, 71.1/CRP 1) and p. 230 (tomb 142, 142.7/CRP 2);
for grey-slipped specimens, see Ugarkovic¢ 2019, Il, p. 196 (91.1/SP 3),
245 (142a.2/SP 6), 256 (150.9/SP 8). For table amphorae of the third
phase of Issean Hellenistic pottery production, see Mise 2015, pp.
33, 156.

121 Kirigin 2010.

122 Kirigin 2010.

123 Batovic 1974, p. 218; Mihovili¢ 2013, p. 280.
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Slika 9.

Ulomak fibule tipa Baska
(crtez: D. Zani¢; foto: L.
Paraman)

Figure 9.

Fragment of a Baska-type
fibula (drawing: D. Zani¢;
photograph: L. Paraman)

sacuvanih grobnih inventara.” Ove su pincete srodne oblikom,
ali ne uvijek i ukrasom, koji moze, ali i ne mora biti prisutan, a
osim urezivanja uz rub moze biti izveden po sredisnjem dijelu,
gdje se kao jedan od ceS¢ih motiva isticu utisnute koncen-
tri¢ne kruznice (najcescée po 3). Od geografski blizih lokaliteta
valja spomenuti Vi¢ju luku na otoku Bracu, gdje su oblikom
srodne pincete pronadene u grobnicama II-1V, koje se datiraju
u razdoblje od 5. do 3. st. pr. n. e.™ Na liburnskom se kulturom
prostoru morfoloski bliske pincete nalaze u grobovima (npr.
DragiSi¢,”” Nin,3° Aserija), ali su zabiljeZzene i u ostavi Jagodnje
Gornje.’® Medu njima se istice i ukrasom (dijelom) analogan
primjerak iz groba 5 u Aseriji, na kojemu je uz vodoravne

ureze na srediSnjem dijelu kraka prikazan i stilizirani motiv
zmije.’* Analogije oblika, od kojih su neki primjerci takoder po
tijelu i uz rubove ukraSeni urezanim linearnim/geometrijskim

Gradinsko utvrdenje Sutilija: nove spoznaje temeljene na...
The hill-fort of Sutilija: new knowledge based on...

features, are associated with men’s,?+ as well as women’s'?s
toilet accessories. Although tweezers are chronologically less
sensitive finds, specimens of similar morphological features
are represented in the final phases of the Liburnian and lapo-
dian cultures and Vinica further north,”® as well as in central
Dalmatia, as apparent in the preserved grave inventories.”
These tweezers are related in shape, but not always in decora-
tion, which may or may not be present. In addition to inci-
sions along the edge, it can be made in the central part, with
impressed concentric circles (usually in groups of three) as one
of the more common motifs. Among the geographically closer
sites, we should mention Vi¢ja luka on the island of Brac,
where similar tweezers were found in tombs 11-1V, dated to
the period from the fifth to the third century BCE.® In the Li-
burnian culture area, morphologically affiliated tweezers have
been found in graves (e.g. DragiSi¢, Nin,*° Asseria), and re-
corded in the Jagodnja Gornja hoard.™ A specimen from grave
5 in Asseria stands out among them with its (partly) analogous
decoration on the central part of the arm, viz, a stylized snake
motif in addition to horizontal incisions. Analogies of forms,
with some specimens also decorated on their bodies and along
the edges with incised linear-geometric motifs, can also be
found in Osor in the Kvarner region.s From the lapodian area,
in addition to a number of morphologically related specimens
known from graves, for example in Jezerine™* and Ribi¢,s the
most similar pair of tweezers are from Kompolje, embellished
with the same decoration.’s

According to morphological features of its foot fragment,
the appurtenant fibula (Fig. 9. No. 145) is attributed to the
Baska type,” known in earlier literature under a now obsolete
term Adriatic “early La Téne-like fibula”'3® The basic features
of this type of fibulae include a circular or more often oval

10; T. XLIIl. 8; Batovi¢ 1987, str. 363, sl. 19. 26; T. XLI. 7, 12; Klarin
2001, str. 38; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 175.

127 Barbari¢ 2006, str. 56.

128 Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, str. 12, br. 7, sl. 3. 1; str. 18, br. 18 i 19, str.
46-47, 50; Barbari¢ 2006, str. 48, 49, 55.

129 Brusi¢ 2000, str. 63, T. II. 13, Glogovi¢ 2014, str. 62, T. 5d. 65.

130 Batovié, Batovic 2013, str. 54, i ondje donesena literatura. Za obli-
kom nesto drugaciju pincetu iz groba u Ninu, bez ukrasa: Batovi¢,
Batovic 2013, str. 25, T. XXIIl. 94.

131 Batovi¢ 1974, T. XXIV. 32.

132 Klarin 2001, str. 30, 33, 60, T. 16. 2; T. 25. 2.

124 Barbari¢ 2006, p. 55.

125 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, p. 175.

126 Lo Schiavo 1970, PI. XLII. 6; Drechsler BiZi¢ 1987, pp. 411, 413, Fig. 25.
10; PI. XLIII. 8; Batovi¢ 1987, p. 363, Fig. 19. 26; PIl. XLI. 7, 12; Klarin
2001, p. 38; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, p. 175.

127 Barbari¢ 2006, p. 56.

128 Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, p. 12, No. 7, Fig. 3. 1; p. 18, Nos. 18 and 19,
pp- 46-47, 50; Barbari¢ 2006, pp. 48, 49, 55.

129 Brusi¢ 2000, p. 63, Pl. II. 13; Glogovi¢ 2014, p. 62, PI. 5d. 65.

130 Batovi¢, Batovi¢ 2013, p. 54, and bibliography therein. For a pair of
tweezers of a slightly different form from a grave in Nin, undeco-
rated, see Batovic, Batovi¢ 2013, p. 25, Pl. XXIII. 94.

131 Batovi¢ 1974, Pl. XXIV. 32.

132 Klarin 20071, pp. 30, 33, 60, PI. 16. 2; PI. 25. 2.

133 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, pp. 175, 176, Fig. 63 A.

134 E.g. in graves 88, 171, 244, and 359; see Mari¢ 1968, PI. Il. 9, 36; PI.
V. 26.

135 E.g. in graves 56 and 122 (Mari¢ 1968).

136 Drechsler BiZi¢ 1987, PI. XLIII. 8 (grave 107).

137 The name derives from an assemblage of silver jewellery discovered
in Baska on the island of Krk (Vinski 1956, pp. 23-24).

138 Batovic 1974, pp. 190-192.
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motivom, nalazimo i u Osoru na Kvarneru.’3 S japodskog je
prostora, uz niz morfoloski srodih primjeraka koje poznajemo
iz grobova npr. u Jezerinama'+ i Ribi¢u™s, najsli¢nija pinceta iz
Kompolja, na kojoj je uocen i istovjetan ukras.¢

Prema morfolo3kim znacajkama ulomka noge pripadajuca
se fibula (sl. 9. br. 145) pripisuje tipu Baska,’’ koji je u starijoj
literaturi poznat i pod danas napustenim terminom jadranska
»ranolatenoidna fibula”"® Osnovna obiljeZja ovog tipa fibule
uklju€uju kruzni ili neSto cesce ovalni presjek luka, jednostav-
nu spiralu od dva do tri navoja te noZicu koja se $iri u oblik
pravokutnika s jezicastim zavrSetkom J-presjeka. Veliki je broj
tih fibula pronaden na prostoru Liburnije, gdje se pretpostavlja
i njihov razvoj, a danas se ovaj specifi¢ni oblik uobicajeno
promatra kao univerzalni izri¢aj noSnje u grobovima isto¢noja-
dranskih zajednica.° U skladu s time fibule tipa Baska osobito
su rasprostranjene na prostoru sjeverne Dalmacije,*" medu
kojima se istiu primjerci iz grobova (npr. u Ninu,*> Nadinu,
Aseriji,"** DragiSic¢u,s na Dugom otoku™¢) i ostava (Jagodnja
gornja’) te na Kvarneru (npr. nekropola Kastav,“® Kavanela -
Osor,*® Gromacica na Rabu,'s° Sinigoj - Krk's' te ostava Baska
na Krku's?). Osim u Liburniji nosile su se i u srednjoj i juznoj
Dalmaciji, te u Hercegovini i Lici, a u manjoj su mjeri zastuplje-
ne u Istri, Sloveniji te srednjoj i juznoj Italiji.’s* U srednjoj Dal-
maciji primjerci su pronadeni u grobnicama Il i IV nekropole
Vi¢ja luka na otoku Bracu'>* i u grobu 65 na isejskoj nekropoli

133 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 175, 176, fig. 63 A.

134 Npr. u grobovima 88, 171, 244 i 359, Mari¢ 1968, T. Il. 9, 36; T. IV. 26.

135 Npr. u grobu 56 i 122 (Mari¢ 1968).

136 Drechsler BiZi¢ 1987, T. XLIII. 8 (grob 107).

137 Naziv potjece iz skupnog nalaza srebrnog nakita pronadenog u
Baskoj na otoku Krku (Vinski 1956, str. 23-24).

138 Batovic 1974, str. 190-192.

139 Batovi¢, 1974, str. 190-192; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 75.

140 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 77.

141 Za primjerke s nepoznatih nalazista u sjevernoj Dalmaciji, Lo Schia-
VO 1970, str. 450.

142 Batovic 1976, sl. 32. 6, 8.

143 Za primjerke iz groba 1 u Nadinu: Batovi¢, Batovi¢ 2013, str. 20, T.
XIV. 23-24; T. XV. 25-26.

144 Za primjerke iz groba 27, zapadni bedem: Brusi¢ 2005, sl. 8. 1-3, sl.
9. 4-6; za primjerke iz grobova 1, 3-6: Klarin 2001, T. 10. 1, 2, 5; T. 11.
1,2;T.12.1,2; T.13.1-4; T. 14. 1-2; T. 16. 1; T. 17. 2-5; T. 18. 4, 8.

145 Za primjerke iz grobova 2, 4a-c, Brusi¢ 2000, T. |. 2, 4; T. lll. 4-6, 8-9;
T.V.1-3; T.VI.1-3, 7-8.

146 Celhar 2009, str. 88-89, 95, 96, kat. br. 1-3, T. 1. 1-3.

147 Batovi¢ 1974.

148 Bleci¢ 2002, kat. br. 1.5.1.-1.5.3.

149 Glogovi¢ 1989, T. 26. 4-6; T. 29. 3, 4; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 26-28.

150 Glogovi¢ 1989, T. 28. 6.

151 Polonijo, Buli¢ 1931, T. I. 1. 2.

152 Vinski 1956, str. 23-24, sl. 1.

153 Glogovi¢ 1989, str. 31; 2003; OdZa 2009, str. 19; Mihovili¢ 2013, str.
270. sl. 194. Za kartu rasprostranjenosti vidi Bleci¢ 2007, str. 117, sl.
8. Takoder vidi Tonc 2015, str. 107-122, s relevantnom bibliografijom.

154 Marovié, Nikolanci 1977, sl. 9. 1-3; sl. 14. 1-5; Barbari¢ 2006, str. 51.
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cross-section of the bow, a simple spiral of two to three
threads, and a foot that expands into a rectangular shape
with a tongue-shaped end with J cross-section. A number of
these fibulae has been found in the area of Liburnia, where
their development is presumed.™ Today, this specific form is
usually regarded as a universal item of costume in graves of
eastern Adriatic communities.*® Accordingly, the fibulae of the
Baska type are particularly widespread in northern Dalmatia,*'
among which, specimens from graves (e.g. in Nin,"*> Nadin,*3
Asseria,** Dragisi¢,s on Dugi otok*¢) and hoards (Jagodnja
gornja¥’) stand out, and, in the Kvarner region (e.g. the ne-
cropolis of Kastav,® Kavanela - Osor,"® Gromacica on Rab,'s°
Sinigoj - Krk,s' and the Baska hoard on Krk's2). In addition to
Liburnia, they were also worn in central and southern Dalma-
tia, as well as in Herzegovina and Lika, and to a lesser extent
in Istria, Slovenia and central and southern Italy.’s3 In central
Dalmatia, specimens were discovered in tombs Ill and IV in the
necropolis of Vi¢ja luka on the island of Bra¢'s* and in grave 65
in the Issean necropolis of Vlaska njiva on the island of Vis,s
while one specimen was unearthed in Pharos.’s® Even though
there is still an obvious lack of reliably dated closed units,
based on which the chronology of these items of costume
would be consolidated, most authors place their development
in the period from the fourth century to the second century
BCE, while their earliest appearance is associated with the
turn of the fourth century BCE.'” For the same reason, as well

139 Batovic, 1974, pp. 190-192; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, p. 75.

140 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, p. 77.

141 For specimens from unknown sites in northern Dalmatia, see Lo
Schiavo 1970, p. 450.

142 Batovi¢ 1976, Fig. 32. 6, 8.

143 For the specimens from grave 1in Nadin, see Batovi¢, Batovi¢ 2013,
p. 20, Pl. XIV. 23-24; PIl. XV. 25-26.

144 For the specimens from grave 27, western rampart, see Brusi¢
2005, Fig. 8.1-3, Fig. 9. 4-6; for the specimens from graves 1, 3-6:
Klarin 2001, Pl. 10. 1, 2, 5; Pl. 11. 1, 2; Pl. 12. 1, 2; Pl. 13. 1-4; Pl. 14. 1-2;
Pl. 16. 1; Pl. 17. 2-5; Pl. 18. 4, 8.

145 For the specimens from graves 2, 4a-c, see Brusi¢ 2000, Pl. I. 2, 4;
PI. Ill. 4-6, 8-9; PI. V. 1-3; Pl. VI. 1-3, 7-8.

146 Celhar 2009, pp. 88-89, 95, 96, Cat. Nos. 1-3, Pl. 1. 1-3.

147 Batovic 1974.

148 BleCi¢ 2002, Cat. Nos. 1.5.1.-1.5.3.

149 Glogovi¢ 1989, Pl. 26. 4-6; Pl. 29. 3, 4; Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, pp. 26-28.

150 Glogovic¢ 1989, PI. 28. 6.

151 Polonijo, Buli¢ 1931, T. I. 1. 2.

152 Vinski 1956, pp. 23-24, Fig. 1.

153 Glogovi¢ 1989, p. 31; 2003; OdZa 2009, p. 19; Mihovili¢ 2013, p. 270.
Fig. 194. For a distribution map, see Bleci¢ 2007, p. 117, Fig. 8. See
also Tonc 2015, pp. 107-122, with relevant bibliography.

154 Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, Fig. 9. 1-3; Fig. 14. 1-5; Barbari¢ 2006, p. 51.

155 Ugarkovié 2019, |, pp. 162, 163; Il, 33-35.

156 The fibula is part of the permanent exhibition of the Stari Grad
Museum, Inv. No. STG 714. We would like to thank our colleague
Andrea Devlahovi¢, Museum curator, for this information.

157 Glogovi¢ 1989, pp. 31-32; Bleci¢ 2007, p. 116; Brusi¢ 2005, p. 11.
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Vlaska njiva na otoku Visu,s dok je jedan primjerak iz Fara.'s
lako je jos uvijek evidentan nedostatak pouzdano datiranih
zatvorenih cjelina sukladno kojima bi se ucvrstila i kronologija
ovih predmeta nosnje, vecina autora njihov razvoj smjesta u
razdoblje od 4. st. do u 2. st. pr. n. e., dok se njihova najranija
pojava vezuje uz prijelaz s 5. na 4. st. pr. n. e’ Iz istog razloga,
kao i obicaja visestrukog ukapanja koji je zabiljezen na mnogim
od spomenutih nekropola, u vecini slucajeva ovaj tip nosnje ne
moZemo vezati uz dob i rod pokojnika. Ipak, da su nedvojbeno
bile (i) dio Zenske no3nje, ukazuje nalaz iz groba na Dugom
otoku, gdje se ovaj tip fibule naSao uz pokojnicu.’s® Isejski grob
65 s nekropole na Vlaskoj njivi, koji je prema svojem inventaru
datiran u zadnju trecinu 4. st. i pocetak 3. st. pr. n. e., indicira
da se u toj zajednici ovaj oblik fibula koristio kao dio pogrebne
nosnje muskih i Zenskih pokojnika.s

Prema znacajkama tehnoloske izvedbe i nacina ukrasa-
vanja razlikujemo nekoliko inacica fibule tipa Baska.*® Male
dimenzije i oblik jezicca primjerka sa Sutilije upu¢uju na jednu
od varijanti starije tzv. klasicne inacice fibule, koja se inace
veZe uz radionicka sredista u sredi$njoj Liburniji, na kojoj se
ponekad javlja i minimalni linearni ukras.” Najblize su analo-
gije, pak, zabiljeZene na nekoliko lokaliteta za sada iskljucivo
srednjeg Jadrana i njegova zaleda, odnosno u DragiSicu, Isi,’s3
Faru, Vi¢joj luci®* i nepoznatom nalazistu vjerojatno u Her-
cegovini,’s gdje se datiraju u 5. st. pr. n. e.,’*® odnosno prema
kontekstu u 4. - rano 3. st. pr. n. e’

Kameni nalazi: ostali predmeti svakodnevne uporabe

Od ostalih predmeta svakodnevne uporabe na Sutiliji je zabi-
lieZen pribor za oStrenje oruda i/ili oruzja, koji je predstavljen
s dva mala brusa (T. 10. 141, 142), od kojih su na jednom vidljivi
tragovi uporabe. Brusovi su nerijetko bili i dijelovi grobnih

155 Ugarkovic¢ 2019, |, str. 162, 163; I, 33-35.

156 Fibula je dio stalnog postava Muzeja Staroga Grada, inv. br. STG
714. Zahvaljujemo kolegici Andrei Devlahovi¢, kustosici Muzeja, na
ovom podatku.

157 Glogovic 1989, str. 31-32; Bleci¢ 2007, str. 116; Brusi¢ 2005, str. 11.

158 Celhar 20009, str. 93.

159 Ugarkovic¢ 2019, II, str. 23-25.

160 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 75.

161 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, str. 75, 76.

162 Za bliske primjerke iz npr. grobnica 4C i 14, Brusi¢ 2000, str. 8,9, T.
5.7; 6. 7; Glogovi¢ 2014, str. 69, T. 9b. 49.

163 Ugarkovic¢ 2019, Il, str. 23-40.

164 Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, str. 27, sl. 14. 2 (grobnica IV).

165 OdzZa 20009, str. 18, 19, 46-49, kat. br. 21-24, naziva ih latenoidnom
fibulom jadranskog tipa.

166 OdZa 20009, str. 18, 19, 46-49.

167 Brusi¢ 2000, str. 8, 9; Barbari¢ 2006, str. 56; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, II, str.
23-25.

Gradinsko utvrdenje Sutilija: nove spoznaje temeljene na...
The hill-fort of Sutilija: new knowledge based on...

as the custom of multiple burials as recorded in many of the
mentioned necropolises, in most cases this type of costume
cannot be associated with the age and gender of the deceased.
Notwithstanding, the fact that they were (also) undoubtedly
part of female costume is indicated by a find from a grave on
Dugi otok, where this type of fibula was discovered next to
the dead body of a woman.™s® Issaean grave 65 from Vlaska
njiva necropolis, dated to the last third of the fourth century
and/or the beginning of the third century BCE based on its
inventory, indicates that in this community the particular form
of fibula was a part of the funeral costume of both male and
female deceased.™®

Based on the properties of technological design and the
manner of decoration, several variants of the Baska type fibu-
lae can be distinguished. The small dimensions and tongue-
shaped form of the specimen from Sutilija indicate one of
the earlier, so-called classical variant of the fibula, otherwise
associated with the workshop centres in central Liburnia, and
sometimes adorned with a minimal linear decoration.” The
closest analogies, on the other hand, have been recorded at
several sites so far only in the central Adriatic and its hinter-
land, namely in Dragisi¢,” Issa,’® Pharos, Vicja luka®* and an
unknown site, probably in Herzegovina.’s where these have
been dated to the fifth'® and according to the context fourth
(early third) centuries BCE.™”

Stone finds: other items of everyday use

With regard to other items of everyday use, instruments for
sharpening tools and/or weapons were recorded on Sutilija

in the form of two small whetstones (PI. 10. 141, 142), one of
which shows traces of use. Whetstones were frequently parts
of grave inventories, where they are often associated with
aspects of male funeral equipment.’®

158 Celhar 2009, 93.

159 Ugarkovic¢ 2019, Il, pp. 23-40.

160 Blecic¢ Kavur 2015, p. 75.

161 Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, pp. 75, 76.

162 For close specimens from e.g. tombs 4C and 14, Brusi¢ 2000, pp. 8,
Pl. 9, T. 5. 7; 6. 7; Glogovi¢ 2014, pp. 69, Pl. 9b. 49.

163 Ugarkovic¢ 2019, Il, pp. 23-40.

164 Marovi¢, Nikolanci 1977, pp. 27, Fig. 14. 2 (tomb 1V).

165 OdZa 2009, pp. 18, 19, 46-49, Cat. Nos. 21-24, refers to them as
latenoid fibulae of the Adriatic type.

166 Odza 2009, pp. 18, 19.

167 Brusi¢ 2000, pp. 8-9; Barbari¢ 2006, pp. 56; Ugarkovic 2019, Il, pp.
23-40.

168 For the examples of whetstones from graves in Liburnia, see Kukog,
Celhar 2009, p. 91, and relevant literature in fns. 20-25; for the
specimens from Issa, Vlaska njiva, grave 93, from the first century
BCE, see Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I, p. 159, Il, pp. 213, 214 (93.14/KAM 1 and
93.15/KAM 2); for specimens from the southern Adriatic/hinter-
land, see the necropolis of Vele Ledine (Gostilj) in Basler 1969, p. 28,
G 27, PL.VI. 27/5; 41, G 117, Pl. XXII. 1, G 119, PL. XXIII. 8.
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inventara, gdje se Cesto vezuju uz aspekte muske pogrebne
opreme.'s®

Alatke za pripremu i obradu namirnica (i drugih pripravaka)
zastupljene su s dva ulomka rastiraca (T. 10. 139, 140) i ulom-
kom Zrvnja (T. 10. 143). Sli¢ni primjerci rastiraca zabiljezeni su
i na obliznjim prapovijesnim lokalitetima, poput samoga grada
Trogira' i gradine Oriovis¢ak.” Zrvanj je izraden od kamena
vulkanskog podrijetla, a nedavna analiza petrografskih i geo-
kemijskih znacajki ulomaka Zeljeznodobnih Zrvnjeva s Bribirske
glavice te s albanskih lokaliteta (Apolonije i Butrinta) poka-
zala je da za prvo nalaziste podrijetlo sirovinskog materijala
treba traziti na lokacijama u Italiji, na Siciliji i u isto¢noj Egeji,
odnosno za druga, juznija, na Siciliji i na otoku Melosu (Cikla-
di).” Osim za mljevenje Zita pretpostavlja se da su zrvnjevi bili
koristeni i za fino mljevenje sirovine u loncarskoj proizvod-
nji.””2 Po svemu sudedi nas je primjerak bio dio tipa Zrvnja s
pravokutnim recipijentom (gornja ploca s otvorom, na koju je
uglavljivana drvena poluga) i plo¢om (donja ploca s dva niza
kosih Zljebova), poznat i kao Olythnus mill i hopper rubber .73
Smatra se da je nastao na prostoru isto¢nog Mediterana, te se
preko Grcke i njezinih naseobina proSirio diljem Mediterana i
Crnog mora putovima gréke kolonizacije i trgovine, ukljucu-
juci i rubna podrucja, kao Sto su unutrasnjost Balkana i alpsko
podrucje.” Obi¢no se datiraju u kasno klasi¢no i helenisticko
doba te izumiru s izumom rotirajuceg Zrvnja u rimsko doba.”s
U srednjoj Dalmaciji vise je primjeraka pronadeno u Isi i drug-
dje na otoku Visu, kao i Sikulima, gdje se datiraju u poodmaklo
2.1 1. st. pr. n. e,,”¢ ali i u nedavnim istrazivanjima u Trogiru.””
Moguca je i odredena uloga Ise u distribuciji ovog tipa Zrvnja
na prostoru srednje Dalmacije, indicirana u pronalasku sli¢nog
zrvnja u moru pokraj Visa, kod hridi Krava, u kontekstu brodo-
loma 4.-3. st. pr. n. e."”®

168 Za primjere brusova u grobovima na prostoru Liburnije vidi Kukog¢,
Celhar 2009, str. 91, i relevantnu literaturu u bilj. 20-25; za prim-
jerke iz Ise, Vlaska njiva, grob 93, iz 1. st. pr. n. e.: Ugarkovi¢ 2019,
1, str. 159, Il, str. 213, 214 (93.14/KAM1 i 93.15/KAM 2); za primjerke
iz juznog Jadrana/zaleda vidi nekropolu Vele Ledine (Gostilj) kod
Basler 1969, str. 28, G 27, T. VI. 27/5; 41, G 117, T. XXIl. 1, G 119, T.
XXIII. 8.

169 Kirigin, Paraman 2020, str. 33-34.

170 Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, T. 7. 11.

171 Gerke et al. 2006; Simat, Lugovi¢ 2011.

172 Popovié¢, Kapuran 2007, str. 89.

173 Alonso, Frankel 2017. Kod Popovié, Kapuran 2007, oznacen kao tip
B.

174 Francisci 2020, sl. 3.

175 Popovié, Kapuran 2007, str. 88.

176 Suta 201, str. 105-108; Suta, Cargo, Gluhak 2017.

177 Beg Jeroncic et al. 2018, str. 10-12, 72.

178 Radic Rossi 2008, str. 465; 2017, str. 16, sl. 3.
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Tools for the preparation and processing of food (and other
formulations) are represented by two fragments of hand-
stones (PI. 10. 139, 140) and a fragment of a millstone (PI. 10.
143). Similar examples of handstones have also been recorded
at nearby prehistoric sites, such as the town of Trogir*® and
the hill-fort of Oriovis¢ak.”° The millstone is made of stone
of volcanic origin. A recent petrographic and geochemical
analysis of fragments of Iron Age millstones from Bribirska
glavica and Albanian sites (Apollonia and Butrint) showed that
the origin of raw materials for the first site should be sought
in Italy, Sicily, and eastern Aegea, and for the second, southern
sites, on Sicily and the island of Melos (the Cyclades).” It is as-
sumed that millstones were used not only for grinding grains,
but also for fine grinding of raw materials in pottery produc-
tion.”> Apparently, our specimen was part of a millstone type
with a rectangular hopper (the runner with an opening, with
a wooden handle affixed onto it) and a base (the bedstone
with two rows of oblique furrows), also known as Olynthus
mill and hopper rubber.” It is believed to have originated in
the eastern Mediterranean, and spread across Greece and its
settlements throughout the Mediterranean and the Black Sea
on the routes of Greek colonization and trade, including fringe
areas such as the interior of the Balkans and the Alps.7* They
are usually dated to the late Classical and Hellenistic eras and
became extinct with the invention of the rotating millstone
in Roman times.””s In central Dalmatia, several specimens have
been found in Issa and elsewhere on the island of Vis, as well
as in Siculi, where they are dated to the advanced second and
the first centuries BCE.”® They have also been unearthed dur-
ing recent research in Trogir.”” Issa may have played a certain
role in the distribution of this type of millstone in central
Dalmatia, as indicated by the discovery of a similar specimen
in the sea off Vis, near the Krava Reef, in the context of the
fourth-third century BCE shipwreck.”®

169 Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 33-34.

170 Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020, PI. 7. 11.

171 Gerke et al. 2006; Simat, Lugovic 2011.

172 Popovié, Kapuran 2007, p. 89.

173 Alonso, Frankel 2017. Designated as Type B in Popovi¢, Kapuran
2007.

174 Francisci 2020, Fig. 3.

175 Popovié, Kapuran 2007, p. 88.

176 Suta 201, pp. 105-108; Suta, Cargo, Gluhak 2017.

177 Beg Jeroncic et al. 2018, pp. 10-12, 72.

178 Radi¢ Rossi 2008, p. 465; 2017, p. 16, Fig. 3.
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ZAKLJUCNA RAZMATRANJA

lako su odredeni aspekti materijalne kulture gradinskog
utvrdenja Sutilija prethodno poznati i sagledani u kontekstu
dinamike protopovijesnih trgovackih i kulturoloskih odnosa na
podrucju srednje Dalmacije, predstavljena analiza povrsinskih
nalaza prva je objava prapovijesne keramike i amfora s ovog
nalaziSta.

Unatoc ogranic¢enjima koja proizlaze iz nedostatka kontek-
sta nalaza, kao i opcenito nedostatka jasnog tipolosko-kro-
noloskog okvira za srednjodalmatinski prapovijesni keramicki
materijal, uvid u prapovijesni materijal sa Sutilije sugerira da je
odredeni dio ulomaka moguce snaznije povezati uz razdoblje
broncanog doba. Rezultati svakako nisu iznenadujuéi u kon-
tekstu dosadasnjih spoznaja o prapovijesnom naselju u Trogiru,
Ciji je pocetak razvoja temeljem rezultata analiza *C moguce
sigurnije vezati uz razdoblje srednjega bron¢anog doba,” uz
odredeni materijal koji ukazuje i na starija razdoblja,’® dok re-
centna istrazivanja uzega i Sireg trogirskog podrucja potvrduju
intenzivnije naseljavanje i koriStenje prostora od kraja eneoli-
tika, odnosno pocetka broncanog doba.”® Sli¢no je potvrdeno
i recentnom studijom keramickog materijala iz Vranjica, koja
ukazuje na naseljavanje priobalja Kastelanskog zaljeva od ka-
sne faze ranoga bron¢anog doba.™?

S druge strane, nove spoznaje bitno mijenjaju dosadasnju
percepciju gradinskog utvrdenja Sutilija i njegovu interpre-
taciju iskljucivo u okviru Zeljeznodobne faze™: te pridonose
daljnjoj raspravi o meduodnosu s prapovijesnim i protopovije-
snim naseljem u Trogiru, osnazujuci pritom i pretpostavku da
je (barem u razdoblju Zeljeznog doba) rije¢ o dvojnom nase-
lju jedinstvene “trogirske” zajednice.® U kontekstu mreze
prapovijesnih nalaziSta trogirskoga Malog polja i njegova blizeg
okruzenja'™s geografski smjestaj utvrdenja ukazuje na njegovu
kljuénu ulogu u vizualnoj kontroli teritorija zajednice, odnosno
u nadzoru kopnenih komunikacija i plovidbenih pravaca te eko-
nomski iskoristivih resursa (polja, pasnjaci, Sume, izvori soli?)
bronc¢anodobne i Zeljeznodobne zajednice.™®

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Although certain aspects of the material culture of the
Sutilija hill-fort were previously known and studied in the
context of the dynamics of protohistoric trade and cultural
relations in central Dalmatia, the presented analysis of surface
finds is the first publication of prehistoric pottery and ampho-
rae from this site.

Despite the limitations arising from the lack of context
of the finds, as well as the general lack of a clear typologi-
cal-chronological framework for central Dalmatian prehistoric
pottery, the prehistoric material from Sutilija suggests that
some fragments can be more strongly associated with the
Bronze Age. The results are certainly not surprising in the
context of previous knowledge about the prehistoric settle-
ment in Trogir, whose initial development can be more reliably
associated with the Middle Bronze Age based on the results of
“C analyses.” Some material indicates even earlier periods,’®
while recent research of the area of Trogir, both narrow and
broad, confirms more intensive settlement and occupation
from the end of the Copper Age, or the beginning of the
Bronze Age.® Similarly, a recent study of pottery from Vranjic
has indicated settling in the coastal area of the Kastela Bay
from the late phase of the Early Bronze Age.™?

On the other hand, new knowledge significantly changes
the current perception of the Sutilija hill-fort and its interpre-
tation solely within the Iron Age phase.™ It also contributes to
further discussions on the correlation with the prehistoric and
protohistoric settlement in Trogir, all the while strengthening
the assumption that this was a dual settlement of the unique
“Trogir” community (at least in the Iron Age).™* In the context
of the network of prehistoric sites of Trogir’s Malo polje and
its immediate surroundings,’®s the geographical location of the
hill-fort indicates its key role in the visual control of the com-
munity’s territory, i.e. of land communications and navigable
routes and economically usable resources (fields, pastures,
forests, salt-pits?) of the Bronze and Iron Age communities.’

179 Babi¢ 1991, str. 40, 41, bilj. 26; 2020, str. 12-13; Beg Jeron¢i¢ et al.
2018; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, str. 32, 35-39, T. 1; T. 2.

180 Petric¢ 1992, str. 24-30, sl. 1.1, 2; sl. 3.1, 2.

181 Paraman, Suta 2017; Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavi¢i¢ 2020, bibli-
ografija citirana na str. 44; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020 i bib-
liografija citirana na str. 246.

182 Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi 2020.

183 Cade 1992, str. 36; Suta, Bartulovié 2007, str. 16, gdje se Sutilija
navodi kao “potkovicasti” tip gradine, kakav je u JZ Bosni datiran
izmedu 8. i 6. st. pr. n. e.; Mileti¢ 2008.

184 Cace 1992, str. 36.

185 Babi¢ 1980; Paraman, Suta 2017; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020,
str. 248-250.

186 lzvrstan primjer analize sustava kontrole teritorija podvelebitskih
prapovijesnih zajednica vidi kod Glava$ 2014. Za rezultate pros-
tornih analiza komunalnih teritorija prapovijesnih zajednica na pod-
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179 Babi¢ 1991, pp. 40, 41, fn. 26; 2020, p. 12-13; Beg Jeroncic et al. 2018;
Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p. 32, 35-39, PIl. 1; PI. 2.

180 Petri¢ 1992, pp. 24-30, Fig. 1.1, 2; Fig. 3.1, 2.

181 Paraman, Suta 2017; Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavici¢ 2020, the bib-
liography listed on p. 44; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020 and the
bibliography listed on p. 246.

182 Arena, Barbari¢, Radi¢ Rossi 2020.

183 Cale 1992, p. 36; Suta, Bartulovi¢ 2007, p. 16, where Sutilija is re-
ferred to as a “horseshoe-shaped” hill-fort, such as those in SW
Bosnia, dated between the eighth and sixth century BCE; Mileti¢
2008.

184 Cae 1992, p. 36.

185 Babic 1980; Paraman, Suta 2017; Paraman, Ugarkovi¢, Steskal 2020,
pp. 248-250.

186 For an excellent example of an analysis of the territorial control
system used by prehistoric communities in the area below Mt.
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Dokumentirane proporcije i materijalni ostaci utvrdenja
kao i povrsinski materijal, posebno onaj vezan za mlade Zelje-
zno doba, ukazuju za sada na jedinstvenost znacenja prapo-
vijesnog zapisa na Sutiliji u kontekstu dosadasnjih spoznaja o
prapovijesnim nalazistima na Sirem podrucju od Rogoznice do
Solina.®” Ve¢ sama visoka koncentracija databilnih povrSinskih
nalaza koji se povezuju sa 4. i (ranijim?) 3. st. pr. n. e. svjedoci
o sudjelovanju Sutilije i trogirske zajednice te njezinog mladeg
Zeljeznodobnog naselja/luke™® u sve dinamicnijoj pomor-
skoj trgovini, koja dobiva svojevrsni zamah osnutkom grékih
gradova u Dalmaciji,® i promjenama koje je obiljezavaju kao
lokalnu zajednicu c¢iji druStveni mehanizmi aktivno odgovaraju
globalnim povijesno-kulturnim transformacijskim procesima.
Prvi put zabiljeZeni nalazi amfora upotpunjuju sliku regional-
ne trgovine vinom te indiciraju lokalnu aproprijaciju kulture
ispijanja vina, koja se sve detaljnije ocrtava na nizu gradinskih
nalaziSta duz istocnog Jadrana.”® Jednako tako fragmentirani
ulomci fine keramike omogucuju naznake koje govore u prilog
Sutiliji kao jednom od trziSta prekojadranske robe, prema tre-
nutno dostupnim nalazima s naglaskom na 4. i 3. st. pr. n. e,,
ali i o moguénosti starijega Zeljeznodobnog i kasnijeg isejskog
importa, te istodobno otvaraju pitanja o ulozi novih predmeta
unutar lokalnih praksi (npr. pogrebnih obicaja).™’

Za sada ne mozemo pouzdano zakljuciti kada je Sutilija pre-
stala funkcionirati kao naselje stalnog karaktera. Nesto slabije
zastupljeni nalazi prema samom kraju helenisti¢kog razdoblja
te izostanak nedvojbeno rimskodobnih nalaza indikacija su
drugacije dinamike razvoja Sutilije u tom razdoblju, i znacajnih
promjena potencijalno povezanih s urbanizacijom Tragurija i
pocetkom eksploatacije kamena na juznim padinama brda,*
ali i procesima vezanim uz rimsku uspostavu vlasti na ovom
podrucju. No prije donosenja konkretnijih i preciznijih za-
kljucaka valja pricekati rezultate sustavnih istrazivanja. Treba
svakako naglasiti ograni¢enu dostupnost istraZivanja prapovi-
jesne faze samog Trogira, ne samo zato Sto je rije¢ o urbanom
srediStu vec zbog Cinjenice da se ostaci prapovijesnog Trogira
nalaze duboko ispod morske povrsine. Sukladno tome upravo
se Sutilija izdvaja kao klju¢no nalaziSte za proucavanje uzeg
konteksta u kojemu se razvija trogirska prapovijesna zajednica,

ru¢ju sjeverne Dalmacije: Cace 1982; Chapman, Shiel, Batovi¢ 1996,
str. 273-280; Cace 2006, str. 68-71.

187 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavi€i¢ 2020, bibliografija citirana na str.
44; Paraman, Ugarkovié, Steskal 2020 i bibliografija citirana na str.
247.

188 Petri¢ 1992, str. 31-26; Kirigin 2010, str. 37; Kirigin, Paraman 2020,
str. 29-30, 40-46.

189 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 85; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, I, str. 205.

190 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, str. 86; Borzi¢ 2017b; Glava$, Konestra, Tonc
2020.

191 O mogucem pogrebnom kontekstu crvenofiguralne keramike i
keramike Alto-Adriatico: Kirigin 2010.

192 Vidi bilj. 1.
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For the time being, the documented proportions and
material remains of the hill-fort, as well as the collected finds,
especially that related to the Late Iron Age, indicate the
uniqueness of the significance of the prehistoric record on
Sutilija in the context of previous knowledge about prehis-
toric sites in the broader area from Rogoznica to Solin.®” The
very high concentration of datable surface finds associated
with the fourth and (earlier) third centuries BCE demonstrates
the participation of Sutilija and the Trogir community, as well
as its later Iron Age settlement/port,®® in the increasingly
dynamic maritime trade, which gained momentum with the
founding of Greek cities in Dalmatia,”® and the changes that
characterize it as a local community whose social mechanisms
were actively responding to global historical-cultural trans-
formation processes. The first recorded finds of amphorae
complete the picture of regional wine trade and indicate the
local adoption of wine-drinking, increasingly outlined in a
number of hill-fort sites along the eastern Adriatic coast.”® By
the same token, fragmented sherds of fine pottery provide in-
dications that speak in favour of Sutilija as one of the markets
for trans-Adriatic goods, according to currently available finds
with emphasis on the fourth and third centuries BCE, but also
about possible earlier Iron Age and later Issean imports. Simul-
taneously, they raise questions about the role of new objects
in local practices (e.g. funeral customs).™'

At present, it cannot be reliably determined when Sutilija
ceased to function as a settlement of a permanent character.
Somewhat less represented finds from the period towards the
very end of the Hellenistic period and the absence of undoubt-
edly Roman finds are indications of different dynamics of de-
velopment of Sutilija during that period, exhibiting significant
changes potentially associated with the urbanization of Tragu-
rion and the beginning of quarrying on the southern slopes,?
as well as the processes related to the Roman establishment
of power in this area. However, before making more concrete
and precise conclusions, one should wait for the results of sys-
tematic research. The limitations in research of the prehistoric
phase of Trogir itself should certainly be pointed out, not only

Velebit, see Glava$ 2014. For the results of spatial analyses of com-
munal territories of prehistoric communities in northern Dalmatia,
see Cale 1982; Chapman, Shiel, Batovié¢ 1996, pp. 273-280; Cace
2006, pp. 68-71.

187 Sirovica, Paraman, Tresi¢ Pavic¢i¢ 2020, the bibliography listed on p.
44; Paraman, Ugarkovié, Steskal 2020 and the bibliography listed
on p. 247.

188 Petri¢ 1992, pp. 31-26; Kirigin 2010, p. 37; Kirigin, Paraman 2020, p.
29-30, 40-46.

189 Celhar, Borzi¢ 2016, p. 85; Ugarkovi¢ 2019, |, p. 205.

190 Celhar, Borzié 2016, p. 86; Borzi¢ 2017b; Glavas, Konestra, Tonc
2020.

191 For a potential funeral context of red-figure and Alto-Adriatico pot-
tery, see Kirigin 2010.

192 See fn. 1.
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pri ¢emu vec i inicijalne analize materijalnih ostataka nalazi-
Sta i povrSinskog materijala ukazuju na znac¢ajan informativni
potencijal za raspravu o sloZzenim drustvenim i ekonomskim
procesima i transformacijama koji se dogadaju na prijelazu
broncanog u Zeljezno doba te krajem Zeljeznog doba - proce-
sima koji su na prostoru Liburnije relativho dobro dokumenti-
rani,’®? a o kojima u srednjoj Dalmaciji znamo vrlo malo ili nista.
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Najljepse zahvaljujemo kolegicama Martini Celhar i Andreji Kudeli¢
te kolegama Igoru Borzicu i Miroslavu Katicu na komentarima
vezanim za keramicke nalaze, kolegici Asji Tonc i kolegama Marku
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i suradnji te recenzentima na konstruktivnim komentarima.

because it is an urban centre but also due to the fact that the
remains of prehistoric Trogir are located deep below the sea
surface. Accordingly, it is precisely why Sutilija stands out as
a key site for studying the narrower context in which Trogir’s
prehistoric community developed. Initial analyses of material
remains from the site and collected finds have already shown a
significant informational potential for discussions on complex
social and economic processes and transformations at the
transition from the Bronze Age to the Iron Age and at the
end of the Iron Age. Such processes from the area of Liburnia
are relatively well documented,™ but very little or nothing is
known about them in central Dalmatia.
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KATALOG / CATALOGUE

Kat.br./ Lokalitet

Cat. No.

/ Site

Polozaj / Find-spot

Vrsta nalaza /
Find type

Opis /
Description

Br. ulom.
/ No. of
fragm.

The hill-fort of Sutilija: new knowledge based on...

Gradinsko utvrdenje Sutilija: nove spoznaje temeljene na...

Crtez/foto
/ Drawing/
photo

Kaciceva kava, JI od izlaznog hodnika| N o5; TGR: L. . .
1 SUTILIJA ... . . litika kamena jezgra 1 sl. / Fig. 6,1
/ Kaciceva kava, SE of exit corridor 2743
iz profila uniStene | terase: s e
speleoobjekt / from profile of N 103; TGR: | privjesak : " ;
2 SIS dZstro eil E térrace-z eleological 290 . peanant / / pierced seasnail ! sl. / Fig- 6,2
y +SP g 909 P Columbella rustica
formation
lokal d .
3 | suTiLyA |/ N 26 okalno posude /| 4/ tim 1 |[T./PLy,3
local ware
lokalno posude .
4 SUTILIJA | ) terasa/ S terrace N 55 P d obod / rim 1 T./PlL1,4
local ware
s SUTILJA iz profila uniStene | terase / from N 86 lokalno posude / obod / fim . T./PLas
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
I : 2/E lokal .
6 SUTILIJA NS SR, ?J d N 09 (2014) CLEO PEETLRY obod / rim 1 T./PL1,6
boundary terrace: test pit 6, SU 2 local ware
| ina: 1,S) 2/ Eslope: .
. SUTILJA Padma Sonda 1, S) 2 / E slope: test N 02 (2014) lokalno posude / obod / fim ) T./PL17
pit1,SU 2 local ware
| padina: Sonda 1, S) 2 / E slope: test lokal di .
8 | sutiLya | 'Ppadina:Sondat, Sj2/Eslopertest | |\ ) oy | lokalnoposude/ | oy im 1 |T./PL8
pit1,SU 2 local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
I jekt / fi file of lokal
5 SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile o ' N 108 okalno posude / obod / rim ] T./PL19
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
lokal d .
10 SUTILJA | / N 28 elelliw| et obod / rim 1 T./Pl.1,10
local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
n | suriLya | Selecobjekt /from profile of N 03 okalno posude /|~ 4/ rim 1 |[T./PLam
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal d .
12 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 14 Igczlrxal::w e/ obod / rim 1 T./PlL1,12
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase / from lokalno posude .
13| suTiLya | ZPromaunm / N 57 posude /| 104 / rim 1 T/PLL13
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
sredisnji plato: J od crkve sv. llije / lokalno posude /
14 SUTILIJA | central plateau: S of church of St. N 158 P obod / rim 1 T./Pl.1,14
. local ware
Elijah (PT 3030)
I padina: Sonda 2, S) 2 / E slope: test lokal di .
15 SUTILIJA Pa na: Sonda 2, ) 2/ E slope: tes N 04 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim 1 T./PL1,15
pit 2, SU 2 local ware
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
. lokalno posude .
16 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local wa[:e / obod / rim 1 T./Pl.1,16
destroyed part of E retaining wall
I padina: Sonda 1, S) 2 / E slope: test lokal di .
17 SUTILIJA !Ja Ina: Sonda 1, 5) 2 / E slope: tes N 06 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim 1 T./PlL1,17
pit1,SU 2 local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
I jekt / fi file of lokal
18 SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile o . Mg okalno posude / obod / rim ] T./Pl.2,18
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
9 SUTILUA speleoobjekt / from profile of N 03 lokalno posude / obod / rim ] T./Pl2,19

destroyed E terrace: speleological
formation

local ware
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iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of

lokalno posude /

20 SUTILIJA . N 95 obod / rim T./ Pl 2,20
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal di .
21 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 IZC:Ir\]:aE::SU e/ obod / rim T./PL2,21
destroyed part of E retaining wall
diSnji plato: | t tral lokal d .
i~ SUTILIA sredisnji plato: | terasa / centra N 47 okalno posude / obod / rim T./PL2, 22
plateau: E terrace local ware
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
. lokal di .
23 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 IECZIrxa[r)gsu e/ obod / rim T./Pl 2,23
destroyed part of E retaining wall
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
) lokalno posude .
24 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local waFr)e / obod / rim T./ Pl 2,24
destroyed part of E retaining wall
I : 2/E lokal .
25 SUTILIJA rubna terasa: Sonda 5, ?J / N 08 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl 2,25
boundary terrace: test pit 5, SU 2 local ware
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal d .
26 SUTILYA | SPeIeoobe / from profile of N 03 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl. 2,26
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
diSnji plato: I t tral lokal d .
27 SUTILIA sredisnji plato: | terasa / centra N 47 okalno posude / obod / rim T./PL2, 27
plateau: E terrace local ware
i fila uniStene I t fi lokal
28 SUTILJA iz profila unistene | terase / from N 57 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl.2, 28
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
. lokal di .
29 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 26 Izc:Irxa}::SU e/ obod / rim T./Pl 2,29
destroyed part of E retaining wall
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal di .
30 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 26 IZchl\faI::SU e/ obod / rim T./Pl. 2,30
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
3 SUTILIA speleoobjekt / from profile of. N 108 lokalno posude / obod / fim T./Pl 2, 31
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
. . lokalno posude / .
32 SUTILIJA | ) terasa: pripecak / S terrace: abri N 37 obod / rim T./Pl 2,32
local ware
I rubnat :Sonda4,S)2/E lokal d .
33 SUTILIJA rubna terasa: sonda 4, .J / N o1 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl 2,33
boundary terrace: test pit 4, SU 2 local ware
srediSnji plato: profil unistenja |
. lokalno posude .
34 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 14 local wa':e ude / obod / rim T./Pl 2,34
destroyed part of E retaining wall
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja I
. lokal di .
35 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 IZcZIr\]/saI::SU e/ obod / rim T./PL3,35
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal d .
36 SUTILYA | SPeieoobe / from profile o . N 95 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl.3,36
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
37 SUTILIJA P jekt / P . N 68 posude / obod / rim T./Pl 3,37
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
) lokalno posude .
38 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 26 P / obod / rim T./Pl 3,38

destroyed part of E retaining wall

local ware
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iz profila uniStene | terase / from

lokalno posude /

SUTILIJA N 86 bod / ri T./PL
39 ) profile of destroyed E terrace local ware obod / rim /Pl-3,39
sredisnji plato: I dio / central lokalno posude / .
TILIJA 1 T. /Pl
40 SUTILI plateau: E part (PT 3031) - local ware obod /rim /P340
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
A lokalno posude .
41 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local waFr)e ude / obod / rim T./PL 3, 41
destroyed part of E retaining wall
| rubna terasa: Sonda 4, S) 2/ E lokal sud .
42 SUTILIJA u er N .J d N o1 (2014) oLl R obod / rim T./ Pl 3,42
boundary terrace: test pit 4, SU 2 local ware
| padina: Sonda 1, S) 2 / E slope: test lokal di .
43 SUTILA | | Padind: sondatl, ) 2/ E slope: tes N 02 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim T./ Pl 3,43
pit1,SU 2 local ware
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
) lokalno posude .
44 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 14 local waFr)e / obod / rim T./PL 3, 44
destroyed part of E retaining wall
. . lokalno posude tijelo, rucka
45 SUTILJA | ) terasa: pripecak / S terrace: abri N 38 posude / ’ ucka / T./ Pl 3,45
local ware body, handle
46 SUTILJA iz profila unistene | terase / from N1 lokalno posude / tijelo, rucka / T./PL.3, 46
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware body, handle
i fila unistene I t fi lokal di .
. SUTILUA iz profila uniStene | terase / from N 141 okalno posude / obod / rim TPl 3, 47
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
i fil i3 | fi lokal
48 SUTILUA iz profila unistene | terase / from N 129 okalno posude / obod / rim T./PL3, 48
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal di .
49 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 IZcZIl\faf:SU e/ obod / rim T./PL3, 49
destroyed part of E retaining wall
<o SUTILUA | Padlna: Sonda1, S) 2/ E slope: test N 06 (2014) lokalno posude / obod / fim T./PL. 3, 50
pit1,SU 2 local ware
iz profila unistene | terase:
I jekt / fi file of lokal
. SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile o . N okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl 4, 51
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
5 SUTILUA iz profila uniStene | terase / from N 04; TGR: | lokalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl 4, 52
profile of destroyed E terrace 2683 local ware
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
. lokalno posud .
53 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local wa[:e ude / obod / rim T./ Pl 4,53
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
54 SUTILYA | SPeIeoobe / from profile o . N 68 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl. 4,54
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal di .
55 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 08 lzc;l:/jal::su e/ obod / rim T./ Pl 4,55
destroyed part of E retaining wall
sredisnji plato: gomila sa S strane lokalno posude .
56 SUTILIJA P . g N 144 P / obod / rim T./ Pl 4,56
crkve sv. llije local ware
S bedem: profil uniStenja / N lokalno posude /
57 SUTILIJA | rempart: profile of destroyed part N 151 P obod / rim T./ Pl 4,57
local ware
(PT 952)
srediSnji plato: profil unistenja |
) lokalno posude .
58 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local waFr)e ude / obod / rim T./ Pl 4,58
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase / from lokalno posude .
so | sutiya | P / N 129 posude /| 0d / rim T./Pl. 4,59
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
I rubna t :Sonda 4,S)2/E lokal di .
60 SUTILIJA rubna terasa: sonda 4, .J / N 01 (2014) okalno posude / obod / rim T./ Pl 4,60
boundary terrace: test pit 4, SU 2 local ware
| padina: Sonda 15, S) 2 / E slope: test lokalno posude .
61 SUTILIJA P 552/ P N 16 (2014) P 4 obod / rim T./ Pl 4, 61

pit 15, SU 2

local ware
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sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |

lokalno posude /

62 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 06 local ware obod / rim T./ Pl 4,62
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of N 03; TGR: | lokalno posude .
63 | suiLya | SPelecobekt/from p . 3 posude /| bod / rim T./Pl. 4,63
destroyed E terrace: speleological 2676 local ware
formation
i fila unistene | t fi lokal di .
64 SUTILIA iz profila unistene | terase / from N 116 okalno posude / obod / rim T./ Pl 4, 64
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
, lokalno posude .
65 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N o7 local wal:e / obod / rim T./ Pl 4,65
destroyed part of E retaining wall
lokal di .
66 | SUTILVA | / N 27 okalno posude /| 4/ tim T./Pl. 4,66
local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
67 | sutiLya | °P jekt / from p . N 104 P P e i T./Pl. 4,67
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
68 SUTILIJA spelecobjekt / from profile o . N 64 okalno posude / obod / rim T./PlL 5,68
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokal osud .
69 | suTiLya | Spelecobjekt/ from profile of N 68 [l Rosude A o Arim T./Pl.s, 69
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
| jekt / fi file of lokal
70 suTiLyA | °P¢ eoobjekt / from profile o . N 68 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pls5,70
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
71 SUTILIJA spelecobjekt / from profile o . N 68 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl 5,71
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
72| suTiLya | P jekt / from p ) N 03 posude /| 1 od / rim T./Pl.s,72
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
| jekt / fi file of lokal
5 SUTILIA speleoobjekt / from profile o . Nes okalno posude / obod / fim T./Pls, 73
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
74 SUTILYA | SPEe00D® / from profile of N 68 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl.s5,74
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
75 | suriLya | SPelecobjekt/from p . N 68 posude /| od / rim T./Pl.s5, 75
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
76 SUTILYA | SPeieoobe / from profile o ) N 95 okalno posude / obod / rim T./Pl.s5,76
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
S bedem: profil unistenja / N
lokalno posude / .
77 SUTILJA | rempart: profile of destroyed part N 153 obod / rim T./Pl. 5,77

(PT 954)

local ware
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lokalno posude /

tijelo, rucka /

78 SUTILIJA | ) terasa: pripecak / S terrace: abri N 45 local ware body, handle T./Pls5,78
sredisnji plato: | terasa / central lokalno posude .
79 SUTILIJA P d N 48 P d rucka / handle T./ Pl 5,79
plateau: E terrace local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase / from lokalno posude
80 SUTILIJA 2P an / N 58 posude / rucka / handle T./PLs5, 80
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
i fila unistene | t fi lokal d
g1 | suTiLya | ZProfila uniStene | terase /from |\ okalnoposude A o)/ handle T./Pl5, 81
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
| jekt / fi file of lokal
82 suTiLya | °P¢ eoobjekt / from profile o . N 69 okalno posude / ru¢ka / handle T./Pl.6,82
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal d
83 SUTILIJA spelecobjekt / from profile o . N 69 LD RS / rucka / handle T./Pl. 6,83
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokal sud
84 | suTiLya | Spelecobjekt/ from profile of N 62 noposude/ | a1a / handle T./Pl.6,84
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
85 SUTILIJA P ) d P . N 69 P d rucka / handle T./ Pl 6, 85
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal d
86 SUTILIJA spelecobjekt / from profile o . N 69 okalno posude / rucka / handle T./Pl.6,86
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal d
87 | SUTILyA | Spelecobjekt /from profile of N 78 ORIMEEERER | L el T./Pl.6,87
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja |
) lokal d . .
88 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 10 Izc:Ir\]/:aE;)SU e/ drska / grip T./ Pl 6,88
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
89 SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile of. N 62 lokalno posude / dréka / gflp T./Pl.6, 89
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di .
90 SUTILYA | SPeIeoobe / from profile of N 104 okalno posude / drika / grip T./Pl.6,90
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
o1 | sutiya | P jekt / from p . N 78 A T./Pl. 6,91
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
i fila unistene | t fi lokal di .
92 SUTILJA iz profila uniStene | terase / from N 58 okalno posude / drika / grip T./Pl6 02
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
lokalno posude .
93 SUTILIJA | / N 30 P d drska / grip T./Pl. 6,93
local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude .
o4 | suTiLya | °P jekt / from p . N 62 P "1 drika/ grip T./Pl. 6, 94
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase / from lokalno posude tijelo - ukras
95 SUTILIJA P / N o4 P / ) / T./Pl. 7,95

profile of destroyed E terrace

local ware

body - ornament
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iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of

lokalno posude /

tijelo - ukras /

6 SUTILIJA . N 70 T./ Pl 7,96
° ) destroyed E terrace: speleological 7 local ware body - ornament /Pl.7,9
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude tijelo - ukras
97 | suriLya | SPelecobjekt/from p . N 64 posude /|t / T./Pl.7,97
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware body - ornament
formation
lokal di tijelo - uk
98 SUTILJA | / N 28 okalno posude / ljelo - ukras / T./Pl.7,98
local ware body - ornament
iz profila unistene | terase / from lokalno posude tijelo - ukras
99 SUTILJA P / N 141 P / ) / T./Pl.7,99
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware body - ornament
lokal di tijelo - uk
100 | SUTILJA | / N 29 okalno posude /| tijelo - ukras / T./Pl.7,100
local ware body - ornament
i fila uniStene | fi lokal tijelo - uk
101 SUTILJA iz profila unistene | terase / from N M okalno posude / ijelo - ukras / T./Pl. 7, 101
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware body - ornament
sredisnji plato: profil unistenja | "
. lokal di tijelo - uk
102 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 15 okalno posude / ljelo - ukras / T./Pl.7,102
. local ware body - ornament
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude tijelo - ukras
103 | suTiLya | SPelecobjekt/from p . N 106 posude /|t / T./Pl.7,103
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware body - ornament
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
104 SUTILIA speleoobjekt / from profile of. N 64 lokalno posude / tijelo - ukras / T./Pl.7,104
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware body - ornament
formation
dem: profil unistenj i
S bedem: profil uniStenja / N lokalno posude / tijelo - ukras /
105 SUTILJA | rempart: profile of destroyed part N 153 T./ Pl 7,105
local ware body - ornament
(PT 954)
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |
. lokal d
106 SUTILJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 11 IZc:IrxaE:SU e/ dno / bottom T./ Pl 8,106
destroyed part of E retaining wall
lokalno posude
107 | SUTILUA | / N 31 posude /| 415 / bottom T./Pl. 8,107
local ware
i fila uniStene I t fi lokal di
108 | suTILya | 2Profilaunistene | terase / from N 124 okalno posude /|~ 415 / bottom T./Pl.8,108
profile of destroyed E terrace local ware
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude
109 | suTiLya | SPelecobjekt/from p . N 63 posude /| 415 / bottom T./Pl. 8,109
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of lokal di
110 SUTILYA | SPeIe0obe / from profile of N 63 okalno posude / dno / bottom T./PL. 8,110
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude
m | sutiLya | SPelecobjeke/ from p . N 63 posude /| 415 / bottom T./ Pl 8,
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase:
I jekt / fi file of lokal
12 SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile o N 71 okalno posude / dno / bottom T./PL 8, 112

destroyed E terrace: speleological
formation

local ware
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sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja |

lokalno posude /

13 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 11 local ware dno / bottom T./PL 8, 113
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude
na | suTiLya | SPelecobiekt/from pr . N 63 posude /| 45 / bottom T./ Pl 8,14
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
lokal d
15 SUTILIJA | / N 31 IchIIxaFr)Zsu e/ dno / bottom T./ Pl 8,115
iz profila uniStene | terase:
speleoobjekt / from profile of lokalno posude
16 SUTILIJA P ) / P . N 63 P / dno / bottom T./ Pl 8,116
destroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
iz profila unistene | terase:
| jekt / fi file of lokal d
n7 SUTILIJA ZPe eoobjekt / from profile o . N 63 L e [ESe dno / bottom T./ Pl 8,117
estroyed E terrace: speleological local ware
formation
srediSnji plato: | terasa / central lokalno posude
18 SUTILIJA ! J_' P / N 49 posude / dno / bottom T./PL 8,118
plateau: E terrace local ware
S bedem: profil uniStenja / N lokalno posude /
19 SUTILJA | rempart: profile of destroyed part N 154 local wal:e dno / bottom T./ Pl 8,119
(PT 955)
iz profila unistene | terase: importirano
leoobjekt / fi file of . .
120 SUTILIJA spelecobjekt / from profile o . N 139 posude / obod / rim sl. / Fig. 7
destroyed E terrace: speleological imported ware
formation P
. . importirano
fil tene | t fi .
21 | suTiLya | [ZPprofilauniStene | terase /from |\ posude / obod / rim T./Pl. 9, 121
profile of destroyed E terrace i
importirano
I rubna t :Sonda16,S)2/E .
122 SUTILJA rubna terasa: sonda . )2/ N 14 (2014) | posude / obod / rim T./Pl. g, 122
boundary terrace: test pit 16, SU 2 imported ware
importirano
I rubna t :Sonda7,S)2/E .
123 | suTiLya | |Tubnaterasa:Sondaz,5)2/ N 10 (2014) | posude / obod / rim T./Pl 9,123
boundary terrace: test pit 7, SU 2 Imporsediware
. . importirano
fil tene | t fi .
124 SUTILJA iz profila uniStene | terase / from N 93 posude / obod / rim T./ Pl 9,124
profile of destroyed E terrace imported ware
importirano
| rubna terasa: Sonda 6,S) 2/ E .
12 SUTILIJA > 201 di bod T./Plo9, 12
: ) boundary terrace: test pit 6, SU 2 N9 (2014) Posu S CLLE ALY /Pl.9,125
imported ware
A . importirano
d lato: 1d tral .
126 SUTILIJA sredisnji plato: | dio / centra N 159 posude / obod / rim T./ Pl 9,126
plateau: E part (PT 3031) imported ware
importirano
| rubna terasa: Sonda 4, S) 2/ E .
127 SUTILIJA N .J / N o1 (2014) posude / obod / rim T./Pl. 9,127
boundary terrace: test pit 4, SU 2 .
imported ware
iz profila uniStene | terase / from importirano
128 SUTILIJA P N 128 posude / dno / bottom T./Pl o9, 128

profile of destroyed E terrace

imported ware
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iz profila unistene I terase / from importirano
129 SUTILIJA P N 118 posude / rucka / handle T./ Pl 9, 129
profile of destroyed E terrace .
imported ware
. importirano
| padina: Sonda 3, S) 2 / E slope: test N
130 SUTILIJA i SU 2 35 P N 07 (2014) | posude / rucka / handle T./ Pl 9,130
PIL3, imported ware
iz profila unistene | terase: . 5
speleoobjekt / from profile of importirano
131 SUTILIJA P . N 76 posude / obod / rim sl. / Fig. 8,131
destroyed E terrace: speleological .
. imported ware
formation
. . importirano .
iz profila uniStene | terase / from importi tijelo - ukras / wall .
132 SUTILIJA N 92 posude / sl. / Fig. 8,132
profile of destroyed E terrace . - ornament
imported ware
iz profila unistene | terase: importirano
speleoobjekt / from profile of P tijelo - ukras / wall .
133 SUTILIJA . N 107 posude / sl. / Fig. 8,133
destroyed E terrace: speleological . - ornament
. imported ware
formation
. . importirano .
iz profila uniStene | terase / from P tijelo - ukras / wall .
134 SUTILIJA N 114 posude / sl. / Fig. 8,134
profile of destroyed E terrace . - ornament
imported ware
iz profila unistene | terase: Teens
speleoobjekt / from profile of " g
135 SUTILIJA P jekt / P . N 75 posude / tijelo / wall sl. / Fig. 8,135
destroyed E terrace: speleological .
. imported ware
formation
N . importirano
d lato: I d tral " .
136 SUTILJA sredisnji plato: | dio / centra N 160 posude / tijelo / wall sl. / Fig. 8,136
plateau: E part (PT 3032) .
imported ware
importirano "
tijelo - uk .
137 SUTILIJA | ) terasa/ S terrace N 53 posude / IR = ELEE/ sl. / Fig. 8,137
. body - ornament
imported ware
importirano
138 SUTILIJA | ) terasa: pripeéak / S terrace: abri N 44 posude / obod / rim sl. / Fig. 8,138
imported ware
sredisnji plato: profil uniStenja | rastirac /
139 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 23 SN . ulomak / fragment T./Pl. 10,139
destroyed part of E retaining wall
disnji plato: | di tral tirac
140 SUTILIJA sredisnji plato lo / centra N 161 rastirac / ulomak / fragment T./ Pl.10, 140
plateau: E part (PT 3032) sandstone
srediSnji plato: profil unistenja |
141 SUTILIJA | podzida / central plateau: profile of | N 22 brus / whetstone / T./ Pl. 10, 141
destroyed part of E retaining wall
iz profila unistene | terase / from
142 SUTILIJA N o1 brus / whetstone / T./ Pl 10,142
profile of destroyed E terrace
143 SUTILIJA | ) terasa: pripecak / S terrace: abri N 43 Zrvanj / millstone dno / bottom T./Pl. 10,143
iz profila unistene | terase:
leoobjekt / fi file of o1; TGR: incet
™ SUTILJA speleoobjekt / from profile o . N o1; pinceta / / T./ Pl 10, 144
destroyed E terrace: speleological 2673 tweezers
formation
iz profila uniStene | terase / from .
145 SUTILIJA N 103 fibula noga / foot sl. / Fig. 9

profile of destroyed E terrace
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