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U ¢lanku se obraduje arheoloski lokalitet Tor iznad Jelse na
kojem se nalazi grcka Cetvrtasta kula naslonjena na prethisto-
rijsku gomilu. Opisane su tri razvojne faze lokaliteta. Prva je
tzv. limitni tumul, koji je imao kultnu ulogu; u drugoj fazi se
na njegovoj juznoj strani podiZe bedem, a u trecoj se ispred
gomile gradi kula. Autor smatra da je bedem druge faze $titio
grcko ruralno naselje orijentirano na JelSansko polje i sredis-
nji brdski prostor otoka Hvara. Slican nacin utvrdivanja ilir-
ske gomile megalitskim zidom nalazi se u Daorsonu (Gradina
u OS$ani¢ima kod Stoca). Kula na Toru je otprilike u razdoblju
od sredine do druge polovine 4. stoljeca prije Krista zajedno
sa starijim bedemom izgradenim na juznoj strani limitnog tu-
mula bila spojena u jedinstvenu fortifikacijsku cjelinu. Nakon
osnivanja Farosa uredena je njegova hora u danasnjem Staro-
gradskom polju, a na rubu brdskog prostora sredi$njeg dijela
otoka Hvara osnovano je grcko ruralno naselje vazno za gospo-
darski zivot kolonije.
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The article discusses the archaeological site of Tor above
Jelsa, where a square Greek tower is situated leaning against a
prehistoric mound. The developmental phases of the site are
described. The first is the so-called limit tumulus, which had
a cultic role; in the second phase, a wall is erected on its sout-
hern side; and in the third, a tower is built in front of the mo-
und. The author believes the second phase wall protected the
Greek rural settlement oriented towards the Jelsa Plain (Jel-
Sansko polje) and the central hilly area of the island of Hvar. A
similar method of fortifying an Illyrian mound with a mega-
lithic wall can be found in Daorson (Gradina in OStaniéi near
Stolac). The tower on the Tor hill, together with the older ram-
part wall built on the southern side of the limit tumulus, was
connected to a unified fortification complex dating from mid-
to-the second half of the 4th century BCE. After the foundati-
on of Pharos, its chora was organised in today’s Stari Grad Pla-
in, while a Greek rural settlement, important for the economic
life of the colony, was established on the edge of the hilly area
in the central part of the island of Hvar.

1 Arsen Duplanci¢ proveo je svoj radni vijek u knjiZnici Arheolosko-
ga muzeja u Splitu, gdje su generacije studenata, arheologa i dru-
gih znanstvenika osim knjiga i znanja nalazili Arsenovu susretljivost
i pomoc¢. Sa zahvalno$¢éu pridruZujem ovaj rad ostalim tekstovima
Zbornika.

1 Arsen Duplancic spent his entire career at the library of the Archae-
ological Museum in Split, where generations of students, archae-
ologists and other scientists found not only books and knowledge
but also Arsen’s helpfulness and assistance. With gratitude, | add
this work to the other articles in the Journal.
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Slika 1.

Pogled na gréku kulu i pret-
historijsku kamenu gomilu s
istocne strane

Figure 1.

East-side view of the Greek
tower and prehistoric stone
mound

Grcka kula Tor iznad Jelse na otoku Hvaru jedinstven je lokalitet
koji dominira nad jugoisto¢nim dijelom Jel$anskoga polja. Smje-
Stena je na oko 230 m nadmorske visine (sl. 1, 2). S Tora se pruza
izvrstan pogled na okolni akvatorij i cijelo Starogradsko i Jel$an-
sko polje. Cetvrtasta gréka kula nije velika, dimenzija je 7,2 m x
6,2 m, sacuvana do visine oko 8 m. U temeljnim redovima kule
uzidani su veliki pravilno klesani kameni blokovi, dok su u gor-
njim ugradivani blokovi manjih dimenzija. Pretpostavlja se da je
ime Tor poteklo od romanskoga torre, tj. latinskoga turris (toranj,
kula),> no okolna recentna suhozidna gradnja pokazuje da se oko
ilirske gomile u novome vijeku najvjerojatnije utoravala stoka,
a sama kula pastirima je mogla sluZiti kao skloniste. Zato zna-
Cenje imena ne treba traziti izvan funkcije obi¢noga tora za sto-
ku. Stara fotografija iz 1947. godine pokazuje kako je lokalno sta-
novni$tvo brdski okoli§ Tora jos koristilo za ispasu stoke (sl. 3).

Tijekom 19. stoljeca Tor se Cesto opisuje u starijim vodi¢ima i
povijesnim prikazima Dalmacije.3 Zbog kvalitetne obrade kame-
nainacina zidanja kula je ostala sacuvana do danas. Obnavljana
je u viSe navrata: prvi put 1912. godine, na inicijativu jelSansko-
ga Zupnika don Vice Gamulina, drugi put 1972. godine, na poticaj
Vladimira Mirosavljevica, koji je okolni prostor istrazivao u vise
navrata tijekom Sezdesetih godina prosloga stoljeca. Sedamde-
setih godina za konzervaciju su iskoristeni blokovi baceni s kule
u njezino podnoZzje. Rekonstruirana su tri reda kamenih bloko-
va na sjevernoj, zapadnoj i isto¢noj strani kule.#

I bez tih konzervatorskih zahvata ostatci helenisticke kule
Tor izgledali su impresivno u okoli$u sredi$njega brdskog lan-
ca otoka Hvara. Zato ne iznenaduje ¢injenica da je kula zabi-

Zaninovic 1996, str. 70.
Maschek 1873, str. 103; Buli¢ 1892, str. 55; Jeli¢, Buli¢, Rutar 1894, T.
XIV.

4 Zaninovié¢ 1996, str. 70.
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Slika 2.
Zra¢na snimka kamene
gomile, kule i dijela podgrada

Figure 2.

Aerial view of the stone
mound, tower, and part of
the settlement

The Greek tower of Tor above Jelsa on the island of Hvar is a
unique site that dominates the southeastern part of the Jelsa
Field. It is located at about 230 metres above sea level (Fig. 1,
2). Tor offers an excellent view of the surrounding sea and the
whole of Stari Grad and Jelsa Plain. The square Greek tower is
not large, measuring 7.2 m by 6.2 m, with a preserved height of
about 8 m. Large precisely carved stone blocks make up the fo-
undational rows of the tower, while smaller blocks were used
in the upper rows. It is assumed the name Tor originated from
the Romance torre, i.e., Latin turris (tower, turret).? However,
the surrounding newer dry-stone construction indicates that
livestock likely grazed in the modern era around the Illyrian
mound, while the tower itself could have served as a shelter
for shepherds. Therefore, the meaning of the name should not
be sought beyond the function of a typical livestock pen (Croa-
tian: tor, “livestock pen”). An old photograph from 1947 shows
how the local population still used the hilly surroundings of
the Tor for grazing livestock (Fig. 3).

Throughout the 19th century, the Tor tower was often des-
cribed in older guides and historical descriptions of Dalmatia.3
Due to quality stone cutting and masonry, the tower has been
preserved to this day. It has undergone restoration several ti-
mes: first in 1912, initiated by the Jelsa parish priest Don Vice
Gamulin, and then in 1972, prompted by Vladimir Mirosavlje-
vi¢, who conducted multiple surveys of the surrounding area
in the 1960s. In the 1970s, blocks thrown off the tower to its
base were used for conservation. Three rows of stone blocks
were reconstructed on the north, west, and east sides of the
tower.*

2 Zaninovic¢ 19964, p. 73.
3 Maschek 1873, p. 103; Buli¢ 1892, p. 55; Jeli¢, Buli¢, Rutar 1894, T. XIV.
4 Zaninovi¢ 1996, p. 70.
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Slika 3. Figure 3.
Kula Tor, snimljena 1947. Tower of Tor, photographed
godine in 1947

ljeZena u jednom od prvih arheolo$kih zapisa na tlu Hrvatske.
Hvarski dominikanac i humanist Vinko Pribojevi¢ dvadesetih
godina 16. stoljeca opisuje arheolo$ke ruSevine iznad Jelse, a u
njegovu opisu prepoznajemo kasnoanticku utvrdu Gale$nik i
oblizZnju kulu Tor. On piSe: ,Jos i danas postoji medu brdima
gotovo neoStecena gradina dizuci se nad gradom, koji je zapre-
mao istocni dio polja. Na domet strijele od nje nalazi se kula
od Cetverouglastog kamenja neobicne veli¢ine s jednim jedi-
nim uskim ulazom, na kojoj se zbog starine ne vidi nikakav
trag Zbuke.*s

Jakov Bogli¢ u knjizi o povijesti otoka Hvara, tiskanoj 1873.
godine, ,nadopunjuje” Pribojeviceve podatke navodeci kako
su u njegovo vrijeme (1525. godine) postojala manja vrata na
juznoj strani kule.® Znamo da Pribojevi¢ nije preciznije naveo
mjesto gdje se nalazio ,,uski ulaz“ u kulu. U 19. st. viSe mu nije

5 Pribojevi¢ 1951, str. 201.
6 Bogli¢ 1873, str. 11-12.
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Even without these conservation efforts, the remains of
the Hellenistic tower of Tor looked impressive in the central
hill range area of the island of Hvar. Therefore, it is not surpri-
sing that the tower is documented in one of the first archaeo-
logical records on the territory of Croatia. In the 1520s, Vinko
Pribojevi¢, a Dominican friar and humanist from Hvar, descri-
bed the archaeological ruins above Jelsa, identifying the Late
Antique fortress of GaleSnik and the nearby tower of Tor. He
writes: “Even today, among the hills, an almost undamaged
hillfort rises above the town, which occupied the eastern part
of the plain. Just within arrow-range of it stands a tower built
from unusually sized square stones with a single narrow en-
trance, on which, due to its age, there is no trace of plaster.”s

In his book on the history of the island of Hvar published
in 1873, Jakov Bogli¢ “supplements” Pribojevi¢’s data by stating
that in his time (1525), a smaller door existed on the southern
side of the tower.® It is known that Pribojevi¢ did not specify
the exact location of the “narrow entrance” to the tower. By
the 19th century, there was no trace of it, but Bogli¢’s asserti-
on was enough to mistakenly construct a smaller door during
the conservation of the tower at the beginning of the 20th
century,” where it remains to this day. They were not men-
tioned even by the English explorer, writer, soldier, and di-
plomat, Sir Richard Francis Burton, who came to Hvar in 1873
and visited the tower of Tor. He soon published his descripti-
on and several drawings.® This was also the first time the site
was professionally examined. When considering the megalit-
hic walls of the burial plots in the Western Necropolis of Sa-
lona called Hortus Metrodori, Don Frane Buli¢ compared them
to the Tor’s architecture.® It was later determined that these
megalithic walls of burial plots in Salona were a part of a Ro-
man necropolis.

Marin Zaninovi¢ published the results of his research on
the Tor tower in the 1960s.*° He collaborated with Vladimir
Mirosavljevi¢ during 1967 and 1968, when they opened an arc-
haeological trench measuring 1.5 metres in width and 7.5 me-
tres in length near the top of the stone embankment northeast
of the tower. In contrast to the excavations around the tower,
this trench yielded archaeological finds that were described in
Zaninovic’s article.”

During the 1980s, another Hellenistic tower on the island
of Hvar was explored. Its remains are located on the hill of
Maslinovik, north of the Stari Grad plain. The tower was first

5 Pribojevi¢ 1951, p. 201.

6 Bogli¢ 1873, pp. 11-12.

7 Kirigin 2022, p. 76

8 Burton 1876, pp. 275-297.

9 Buli¢ 1910, pp. 8-9, Tab. VI.

10 Zaninovi¢ 19963, p. 78.

11 Zaninovi¢ 19963, pp. 78-90, T. 1-5.



Miroslav Katic

bilo traga, no Boglicev navod bio je dovoljan da se pocetkom
20. st., prilikom konzervacije kule, na juznoj strani pogre$no
izgrade manja vrata’ Ona tu stoje i danas. Nije ih spomenuo ni
engleski istrazivac, pisac, vojnik i diplomat Sir Richard Francis
Burton, koji je posjetio Hvar 1873. godine te tom prilikom obi-
$ao i Tor. Ubrzo je objavio njegov opis i nekoliko nacrta.® To je
ujedno i prva strucna obrada nalaziSta.

Razmatrajuci megalitske zidove grobi$nih parcela zapadne
salonitanske nekropole na lokalitetu nazvanom Hortus Metro-
dori, don Frane Buli¢ usporedio ih je sa arhitekturom Tora.® Po-
slije je utvrdeno kako je u Saloni rije¢ o megalitskim zidovima
grobisnih parcela rimske nekropole.

Marin Zaninovi¢ objavio je rezultate istrazivanja na Toru
iz Sezdesetih godina prosloga stoljeca.”® Bio je suradnik Vladi-
mira Mirosavljevica tijekom 1967. i 1968. godine, kada su pri
vrhu kamenoga nasipa sjeveroisto¢no od kule otvorili arheo-
losku sondu §irine 1,5 m i duZine 7,5 m. Za razliku od iskopa
oko kule, ta je sonda dala arheolo$ke nalaze opisane u Zanino-
vi¢evu €¢lanku.”

Tijekom osamdesetih godina istraZena je jo§ jedna heleni-
sticka kula na otoku Hvaru. Njezini ostatci nalaze se na brdu
Maslinovik, sjeverno od Starogradskoga polja. Kulu je prvi spo-
menuo odvjetnik Gianantonio Botteri 1897. godine,* a istrazi-
vanja su izvedena tijekom osamdesetih godina prosloga stolje-
¢a u okviru projekta Jadranski otoci. Tom su prilikom nadeni
ulomci finije grcke keramike okvirno datirane u 4. - 3. stolje-
Ce prije Krista, kao i brojni ostatci pokrova kule.*# Kirigin i Po-
povi¢ Maslinovik su datirali u 4. - 3. stoljece prije Krista. Na
osnovi vizualne veze izmedu Tora i Maslinovika pretpostavili
su komunikaciju signalima s kule na kulu. Tako su Grci izgra-
dili sustav pomocu kojega se u slucaju opasnosti upozoravalo
stanovnistvo u gradu i u polju. U istom kontekstu ¢uvanja far-
ske hore definirana je i uloga utvrde na Purkinu kuku, izgra-
dene na brdu juZno od Farosa.’s Nedvojbeno je da su kule Tor
1 Maslinovik, te utvrda Purkin kuk sluZile za nadzor i cuvanje
Starogradskoga polja. Za razliku od kule na Maslinoviku, arhe-
oloski lokaliteti Tor i Purkin kuk imali su drugaciji morfolos-
ki razvoj i kompleksniju ulogu u kontekstu gréke kolonizaci-
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mentioned by lawyer Gianantonio Botteri in 1897, and rese-
arch was carried out during the 1980s as part of the Jadranski
otoci (Adriatic Islands) project.? During this investigation, fra-
gments of fine Greek pottery dating roughly to 4th and 3rd
century BCE were discovered, along with numerous remains
of the tower’s covering.*# Kirigin and Popovic¢ dated the Masli-
novik tower to the 4th and 3rd centuries BCE. Based on the vi-
sual connection between the towers of Tor and Maslinovik, a
signal communication between the towers was hypothesised.
This suggests the Greeks built a warning system to alert the
town and the plain population of danger. In the same context
of protecting the Pharos chora, the role of the fortress on Pur-
kin Kuk, built on the hill south of Pharos, was also defined.’
It is undeniable that the Tor and Maslinovik towers, as well
as the fortress of Purkin Kuk, served to monitor and safegu-
ard the Stari Grad plain. In contrast to the tower on the Masli-
novik hill, the archaeological sites of Tor and Purkin Kuk had
a different morphological development and a more complex
role in contextualising the Greek colonisation of the island of
Hvar. It is evident that Purkin Kuk is not a tower but a more
complex fortification structure. The ramparts show masonry
work with large stone blocks with edge anathyrosis, found in
all of the mentioned towers and in Pharos. This architecture
dates from the 4th century BCE.* Purkin Kuk and Tor overla-
id earlier prehistoric sites. They were oriented towards the hi-
lly area of the Hvar Island, effectively located on it, and were
undoubtedly used to protect and monitor this economically
important area of Pharos. It is worth noting that the hilly area
was suitable for breeding small livestock, with animal husban-
dry being an important economic activity for Greek colonists,
no less important than the cultivation of Mediterranean crops
in the chora.

On the northern stretch of the ramparts of Purkin Kuk for-
tress, in addition to large ashlar blocks, “patches” of smaller,
more regular blocks, similar to those on the tower of Tor, are
also visible. Originally, each of these sites contained a larger
stone mound with a new megalithic construction later, during
the 4th-3rd century BCE, incorporated into each one.

7 Kirigin 2022, str. 76.

8 Burton 1876, str. 275-297.

9 Buli¢ 1910, str. 8-9, Tav. VI.

10 Zaninovié¢ 19964, str. 78.

11 Zaninovié¢ 19964, str. 78-90, T. 1-5.

12 Botteri 1897, str. 1.

13 Kirigin 1987, str. 21-24.

14 Kirigin, Popovi¢ 1988, str. 179. Tijekom istraZivanja naden je jedan
karakteristi¢an ulomak crnoglazirane posude na kojoj su sacuvani
tragovi bijele boje. lako je motiv nejasan, nazire se polukruzna bi-
jela linija. Moguce je da se radi o crteZu glave sovice nacrtane bije-
lom bojom. Tako su ukraSavani skifosi izradivani u Farosu oko sredi-
ne 4. stoljeca prije Krista (vidi: Kati¢ 1999-2000, str. 53, T. 3, 1-20).
Kirigin, Popovi¢ 1988, str. 180, sl. 10. 3.

—_
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12 Botteri 1897, p. 1.

13 Kirigin 1987, pp. 21-24.

14 Kirigin, Popovic 1988, p. 179. During the research, a distinctive frag-
ment of a black-glazed vessel was found, on which traces of white
colour are preserved. Although the motif is unclear, a semi-circular
white line is discernible. It is possible that it represents a drawing of
an owl’s head made with white colour. Such decorations were used
on skifoi produced in Pharos around the mid-4th century BCE. (see:
Kati¢ 1999-2000, p. 53, T. 3, 1-20).

15 Kirigin, Popovic 1988, p. 180, Fig. 10. 3.

16 | will delve into the more recent dating of the Pharos fortifications
in Remete Garden in the late 3rd century BCE in more detail else-
where. For now, | will keep to the old dating of the construction of
Pharos walls around the mid-4th century BCE.
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je otoka Hvara. Kod Purkina kuka evidentno je da se ne radi o
kuli, nego o sloZenijem fortifikacijskom zdanju. Na bedemima
je vidljivo zidanje velikim kamenim blokovima s rubnom ana-
tirozom koju nalazimo na svim spomenutim kulama i u Faro-
su. Rijec je o arhitekturi iz 4. stoljeca prije Krista.' Purkin kuk
i Tor nalegli su na ranije prethistorijske lokalitete. Bili su okre-
nuti prema brdskom predjelu otoka Hvara, zapravo su se nala-
zili na njemu, te su nedvojbeno $titili i nadzirali ovo podrucje
vazno za gospodarski zivot Farosa. Valja znati da je brdski pre-
dio bio pogodan za uzgoj stoke sitnoga zuba, a stocarstvo je
bilo bitna gospodarska grana grckih kolonista, niSta manje vaz-
na od uzgoja mediteranskih kultura u hori.

Na sjevernom potezu bedema utvrde Purkin kuk osim ve-
likih obradenih blokova vide se i ,,zakrpe“ napravljene manjim
pravilnijim blokovima sli¢nim onima na Toru. Izvorno je na
svakom ovom lokalitetu bila vec¢a kamena gomila u koju se ka-
snije, tijekom 4. - 3. stoljeca prije Krista, intervenira novom
megalitskom gradnjom.

Kulu Tor u viSe sam navrata pregledao i dokumentirao, naj-
detaljnije tijekom arheolo$kih radova na nedalekoj kasnoantic-
koj utvrdi Gale$nik.”7 Gr¢ka kula i kasnoanticka utvrda imali
su vrlo sli¢nu ulogu u razli¢itim povijesnim razdobljima. Nad-
zirali su kopneni put izmedu Starogradskoga polja i istocnoga
dijela otoka koji se u Hvarskom statutu iz 1643. godine naziva
Plame.®® Takoder su nadzirali pomorske putove od Makarskoga
primorja preko kanala izmedu Braca i Hvara do Splitskih vra-
ta. Otocni prirodni put koji je presjekla prethistorijska gomila
na Toru kasnije je premjeSten oko tristo metara istocnije, gdje
ga je, najvjerojatnije u rimsko doba, prekrila cesta koja je po-
vezivala istoCnu stranu otoka sa zapadnom.” Prije grcke kolo-
nizacije na otoku je Zivjela autohtona ilirska zajednica koja je
etnicki i kulturno bila jedinstvena.?° Gradine isto¢noga dijela
otoka Hvara smjestene su bliZe njegovoj sjevernoj obali.”* Sve

»gledaju” na kopno, odnosno na Podbiokovlje, s kojim su bile u
uskoj prostornoj i kulturnoj vezi. More ovdje nije bilo prepre-
ka, nego poveznica.

Kako navodi Zaninovi¢, arheoloska istrazivanja Sezdesetih
godina pokazala su da je ispod grcke kule Tor postojala i gra-
dina.?? Njeno postojanje relativizira B. Kirigin navodedi: ,Za-
ninovic je pretpostavio da se na strmoj sjevernoj padini Tora
nalazila Zeljeznodobna naseobina. To nije moguce potvrditi.

16 Novijom datacijom farskih fortifikacija u Remetinu vrtu u kraj 3.
stoljeca prije Krista bavit ¢u se opSirnije na drugome mjestu. Za
sada ostajem na staroj dataciji izgradnje farskih bedema oko sredi-
ne 4. stoljeca prije Krista.

17 Arhitektonsku snimku Tora izradio je Robert Marsi¢, a idealnu re-
konstrukciju faza izgradnje na Toru Dalibor Popovic.

18 Dubokovi¢ Nadalini 1988, str. 259.

19 Katic 2021, str. 131-132, sl. 3.

20 Termin lliri, ilirski ovdje koristim u konvencionalnom smislu.

21 Vujnovi¢ 1990, str. 55, sl. 1.

22 Zaninovic 1996, str. 67.
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This author has examined and documented the tower of
Tor on multiple occasions, most extensively during archae-
ological work on the nearby Late Antique fortress of Gales-
nik.” The Greek tower and Late Antique fortress had very si-
milar roles in different historical periods. They monitored the
land route between the Stari Grad Plain and the east part of
the island, referred to as Plame in the Hvar Statute of 1643."®
They also kept watch over maritime routes from the Makar-
ska coast through the channel between Bra¢ and Hvar islands
to the Strait of Split. The natural island path that was interse-
cted by the prehistoric mound on the Tor hill was later relo-
cated about three hundred metres to the east. In all likeliho-
od, it was covered in Roman times by a road connecting the
east and west sides of the island.” Before Greek colonisation,
the island was inhabited by an indigenous Illyrian community
that was ethnically and culturally unique.? The hillforts in the
east of the island of Hvar are located closer to its northern co-
ast.* They all “look” towards the mainland, specifically towar-
ds the area under the Biokovo Mountain, with which they had
a close territorial and cultural connection. In this case, the sea
was not a barrier but a connector.

As stated by Zaninovi¢, archaeological investigations in
the 1960s revealed a hillfort beneath the Greek tower of Tor.?
Its existence is called into question by B. Kirigin, who states:
“Zaninovi¢ presumed an Iron Age settlement existed on the
steep northern slope of the Tor hill. This is impossible to con-
firm. Pottery (local and Greek/Hellenistic) and tiles, as well as
stone blocks found on that steep slope of the Tor, could have
resulted from erosion. A more suitable location for a settle-
ment was S (south, author’s note) of the ‘rampart, but as ob-
served, there is neither much space nor anything indicating
that it ever existed.”” A noteworthy remark follows this text,
where Kirigin notes that during several visits to the site, pre-
dominantly Hellenistic pottery and tiles were found. Among
the surface finds on the slope below the Tor, the dominance of
Greek ceramic material is indeed evident.

Due to this instance where the obvious existence of a “hi-
lifort” settlement is questioned, it is necessary to clarify other,

17 Architectural documentation of Tor was created by Robert Marsic,
and the ideal reconstruction of the construction phases on Tor was
done by Dalibor Popovic.

18 Dubokovi¢ Nadalini 1988, p. 259.

19 Kati¢ 2021, pp. 131-132, Fig. 3.

20 The term lllyrians and lllyrian is used here in the conventional
sense.

21 Vujnovi¢ 1990, p. 55, Fig. 1.

22 Zaninovic 1996, p. 67.

23 Kirigin 2022, p. 102. There is no need to question Zaninovic’s state-
ments about the “hillfort.” It is a textbook example of the forma-
tion of a settlement on a naturally defended slope of a hill. Not
everything is derived from the spatial distribution of movable ar-
chaeological material but from the geomorphological features of
the site, which Kirigin does not recognise.



Miroslav Katic

Loncarija (lokalna i G/H) i crijepovi, kao i kameni blokovi pro-
nadeni na toj strmoj padini Tora mogli su nastati uslijed ero-
zije. Prikladnije mjesto za naselje bilo je J (juZno, op. aut.) od
‘bedema’, no kako smo vidjeli, niti ima puno prostora, niti ice-
ga §to bi ukazivalo na to da je ono ikad postojalo.“2 Indikativ-
na je biljeska koja se nadovezuje na ovaj tekst gdje Kirigin na-
vodi kako je u nekoliko obilazaka lokaliteta nadena pretezno
helenisticka keramika i crjepovi. Medu povrs$inskim nalazima
na padini ispod Tora uistinu se uocava dominacija grékog ke-
ramickog materijala.

Zbog ovog primjera gdje se u pitanje dovodi oCito postoja-
nje ,gradinskog” naselja, treba razjasniti druge, sloZenije mor-
foloske momente i faze gradnje koji se namecu kod lokaliteta
Tor iznad Jelse. Vazno je poceti od pocetka, a pocetak je velika
kamena gomila koja je ostala u sjeni kule. PokuSat ¢u razja-
sniti neke vaznije intervencije na gomili i kona¢nu ,,ugradnju”
kule i formiranje jedinstvenoga grékog fortifikacijskog korpu-
sa na Toru.

Velika kamena gomila (pl. 1) najviSe podsjeca na ,limitne
tumule®, kako ih je nazvao Alojz Benac. On je na Livanjskom,
Duvanjskom i Glamockom polju, dakle na mati¢nom prostoru
Delmata, uocio veci broj velikih gomila koje su bile inkorpori-
rane u bedem ili su stajale samostalno. Javljaju se na §irem za-
padnobalkanskom prostoru tijekom drugoga i prvog tisucljeca
do rimske okupacije.** Benac im daje dvojaku ulogu: obrambe-
nu i kultnu, ovisno o njihovu smjestaju.?s Limitni su tumuli
vecih dimenzija, elipti¢ne osnove, duZine i preko 60 m, a visi-
na im je mogla prelaziti 10 m. Cesto su inkorporirani u bedem,
snazno se isticuci svojom veli¢inom, ¢ine¢i posebnu obram-
benu cjelinu poput glavne gradinske kule. Nalaze se na laksoj
strani prilaza gradinama §tite¢i tako naselja od izravnoga napa-
da. Nekim limitnim tumulima, poput onoga na Mandinoj gra-
dini na Duvanjskom polju®* ili monumentalnim nasipima gra-
dina u Vido§ima i nad VaSarovinama u Livanjskom polju,” ne
moze se odrediti sli¢na uloga jer nista nisu branili ili su ima-
li manju defenzivnu ulogu. Stoga Benac smatra da su sluzili za
kultne obrede.?® Na problematiku limitnih tumula osvrnuo se
i Borivoj Covi¢ na osnovi istrazivanja hercegovackih gradina.
On ih je promatrao kao fortifikacijske dominante.? Sli¢no je
zakljucio i Bosko Marijan u svojoj opseznoj studiji o Zeljeznom

Grcke fortifikacije i ruralno naselje na lokalitetu Tor ...

more complex morphological aspects and construction phases
that arose at the Tor site above Jelsa. It is important to start
from the beginning, i.e., the large stone mound that has rema-
ined in the shadow of the tower. Several important interven-
tions on the mound and the final “incorporation” of the tower,
which formed a unique Greek fortification complex on the Tor,
will be clarified.

The large stone mound (Pl. 1.) most resembles the “limit
tumuli,” as termed by Alojz Benac. He noticed a significant
number of large mounds that were incorporated into rampar-
ts or stood independently on the Livno, Duvno, and Glamoc¢
Fields, the ancestral territory of the Delmatae. They appeared
in the broader West Balkan region during the 2nd and 1st mi-
llennia until Roman occupation.?* Benac gives them a dual role,
defensive and cultic, depending on their location.?s The limit
tumuli are fairly large, with an elliptical base exceeding 60 m
in length, and their height could surpass 10 m. They were of-
ten incorporated into the rampart, prominently standing out
with their size and forming a distinct defensive unit akin
to the main hillfort tower. They are situated on the gentler
approach to the hillforts, thus protecting settlements from di-
rect attacks. Some limit tumuli, such as the one on Mandi-
na Gradina on the Duvno Field* or the monumental embank-
ments of hillforts in Vido$i and above VaSarovine in the Livno
Field,” did not have a similar role in defending or played a mi-
nor defensive role. Consequently, Benac suggests they served
ritualistic purposes.?® Borivoj Covi¢ also addressed the issue
of limit tumuli based on research into Herzegovinian hillforts,
which he considered fortification dominants.? Bo§ko Marijan
drew similar conclusions in his extensive study of the Iron Age
in the south Adriatic area.3° This viewpoint is partly supported
by archaeological research of the Daorson acropolis, i.e., the
hillfort in O$anici near Stolac in eastern Herzegovina, the cen-
tre of the Illyrian Daorsi.* A large stone mound with a diame-
ter of 40 m and a height of up to 4 m was located there.3 Al-
though it was extensively damaged in the 1960s and 1980s in
a research attempt to discover its true role, the Great Mo-
und still dominates the surrounding area. On its eastern side,
Zdravko Mari¢ unearthed the so-called “supporting wall,” bu-
ilt from large stone blocks. It cuts through the mound from
the northern to the southern edge of the acropolis.3* It had

23 Kirigin 2022, str. 102. Uopce ne treba dovoditi u pitanje Zani-
novic¢eve konstatacije o ,gradini“ Rije¢ je o Skolskom primjeru
formiranja naselja na prirodno branjenoj padini brda. Ne proizlazi sve
iz prostorne distribucije pokretnog arheoloSkog materijala, nego iz
geomorfoloSke slike lokaliteta koju Kirigin ne prepoznaje.

24 Benac 2012, str. 47.

25 Benac 1985, str. 198.

26 Ibid., str. 19-20.

27 Ibid., str. 140.

28 Ibid., str. 198.

29 Covic 1987, str. 465-466.

24 Benac 1985, p. 198.

25 Benac 2012, p. 47

26 Ibid., pp. 19-20.

27 Ibid., p. 140.

28 1bid., p. 198.

29 Covi¢ 1987, pp. 465-466.
30 Marijan 2000, p. 114.

31 Mari¢ 1976, pp. 247-254.
32 Basler 1956, p. 81.

33 Cambi 1993, p. 46.

34 Mari¢ 1977, Pl. 1.
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dobu na juznojadranskom podrucju.3° Takvo misljenje donekle
su poduprla i arheolo$ka istrazivanja na akropoli Daorsona, tj.
Gradini u OSani¢ima kod Stoca u isto¢noj Hercegovini - sredi-
Stu ilirskih Daorsa.3 Tu se nalazila velika kamena gomila pro-
mjera 40 m, visine do 4 metra.? Iako je Sezdesetih i osamdese-
tih godina pro$loga stoljeca devastirana u istraZivackom zaru
otkrivanja njezine prave uloge, Velika gomila jo§ dominira
okolnim prostorom. Na njezinoj istocnoj strani Zdravko Mari¢
je iskopao tzv. ,potporni zid“, izgraden od velikih kamenih blo-
kova. On sijece gomilu od sjevernog do juzZnog ruba akropole.34
Na krajevima je imao po jedna vrata. Sjeverna su iskopana 1978.
godine i oko njih je nadeno viSe Zeljeznih komada, poput brave,
rucki, Zeljeznih traka za ojacavanje vrata, obruca za usadivanje
drvenih osovina u prag i nadvratnik, itd. Dvokrilna vrata bila
su umetnuta u prolaz §irine 2 metra.3s Na sjevernoj strani, is-
pod njih, megalitski zid se nastavlja niz padinu. Sirok je od 2,6
do 3 m, ima dva lica izgradena od vecih kamenih blokova. Na
nekima se vide §iljasti utori Siroki oko 12 cm, ljevkastog obli-
ka; sluzili su za umetanje drvenih klinova pomocu kojih su se
u kamenolomu cijepali blokovi. Takoder postoje tragovi stepe-
nastog klesanja gornje strane kamenih blokova zbog boljeg na-
lijeganja sljedeceg reda obrambenog zida. Ovo su jasni tragovi
grckog nacina gradnje, koje nalazimo na Toru i u Farosu. Ma-
ri¢ ,,istocni potporni zid“ gomile datira u 3. stoljece prije Kri-
sta, smatrajuci da raniji ne moze biti.*

Nakon iskopavanja Velike gomile na Gradini u OSanicima
(Daorson) ustanovilo se da ona nema grobnu ulogu pa se po-
Ceo isticati njezin fortifikacijski karakter, na §to je jasno ukazi-
vao spomenuti ,,istocni potporni zid“3” Pritom se manje vodilo
racuna o tome da se radi o kompleksnom objektu s tragovi-
ma uredno podzidanog ruba koji je kroz stoljeca doZivljavao
promjene. Na gomilu je s juzne strane vodilo lijepo izgrade-
no stubiste.3® Skladnost i preciznost njegove izvedbe naglasa-
vali su pristup gomili. Prema tome, ne cudi $to je Alojz Benac
ostao pri misljenju kako je Velika gomila na Daorsonu ipak kul-
tno postrojenje. On istice njezinu povezanost s kasnijim hra-
mom izgradenim uz zapadno podnoZje Velike gomile.3® Hram
na akropoli Daorsona bio je u funkciji negdje od 150. do 50. go-
dine prije Krista. Njegov znakovit smjestaj uz gomilu odraz je
potrebe da se sacuva kultni topos akropole i podigne objekt u
kojem se najvjerojatnije Stovalo isto bozanstvo koje se Stovalo
na vrhu gomile tijekom starijega Zeljeznog doba.

30 Marijan 2000, str. 114.

31 Maric¢ 1976, str. 247-254.

32 Basler 1956, str. 81.

33 Cambi 1993, str. 46.

34 Mari¢ 1977, plan 1.

35 Mari¢ 1992-1997, str. 79-88.

36 Isto, str. 87.

37 Marijanovié 1984, str. 19-22; Mari¢ 1977, str. 30; Marijan 2011, str. 180.
38 Mari¢ 1977, str. 25, 28, plan 18 i 19; Marijanovi¢ 1984, str. 21.

39 Benac 2012, str. 46-47.
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gates at both ends. The northern gate was excavated in 1978,
revealing several iron pieces, including a lock, handles, iron
strips for reinforcing the gate, rings for embedding wooden
axles into the threshold and lintel, etc. The double doors were
inserted into a passage 2 metres wide.3> Below them, the me-
galithic wall continues down the slope on the northern side.
This two-faced wall, between 2.6 and 3 metres wide, is con-
structed from larger stone blocks. Some contain 12-cm-poin-
ted, funnel-shaped grooves, which were used in the quarries
for inserting wooden wedges in order to split the blocks. The-
re are also traces of stepped stone cutting on the upper side of
the blocks for better adhesion to the next row of the defensive
wall. These are clear indicators of the Greek construction style
present in Tor and Pharos. Mari¢ dates the “east supporting
wall” of the mound to the 3rd century BCE, stating it cannot
be dated to an earlier period.:®

After excavating the Great Mound at OSani¢i Hillfort (Da-
orson), it was determined it had no funerary role. Instead, its
defensive nature began to be emphasised, as clearly indicated
by the mentioned “east supporting wall.”3’ Less considerati-
on was given to the fact that it was a complex structure with
traces of neatly built edges that underwent changes over the
centuries. A well-built staircase led to the mound from the so-
uth side.3® The approach to the mound highlighted the har-
mony and precision of its construction. Hence, it is unsurpri-
sing that Alojz Benac maintained the opinion that the Great
Mound on Daorson was a cultic structure. He emphasised its
connection with the temple subsequently built at its western
base.3® The temple on the Daorson acropolis was in use some-
time from 150 to 50 BCE. Its significant position next to the
mound reflects the need to preserve the cultic site of the acro-
polis and erect a structure where some deity, likely worshi-
pped at the top of the mound during the Early Iron Age, co-
uld be revered.

Like the limit tumulus at Tor, Daorson had a large cultic
mound at its most prominent location. This mound was la-
ter fortified with a megalithic wall, somewhere in the transi-
tion from the 4th to the 3rd century BCE. It is reasonable to
agree with Marijanovi¢’s conclusion that this “pseudocyclo-
pean wall,” as he calls it, is older than the eastern rampart wall
with two towers.+°

Very similar fortification solutions at Tor and the Great
Mound of Daorson, as well as similar stone cutting techniques
and masonry methods, along with the abundance of portable

35 Mari¢ 1992-1997, pp. 79-88.

36 Ibid., p. 87.

37 Marijanovic 1984, pp. 19-22; Mari¢ 1977, p. 30; Marijan 2011, p. 180.
38 Mari¢ 1977, pp. 25, 28, Pl. 18 and 19; Marijanovic 1984, p. 21.

39 Benac 2012, pp. 46-47.

40 Marijanovi¢ 1984, p. 22.
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Plan 1.
Fotogrametrijska snimka limitnog tumula i grcke kule ispred njega

Poput limitnog tumula na Toru i Daorson je na najistaknu-
tijemu mjestu imao veliku kultnu gomilu koja je naknadno,
negdje na prijelazu iz 4. u 3. stoljece, utvrdena megalitskim
zidom. Valja se sloZiti s Marijanovicevim zakljuckom da je taj
»pseudokiklopski zid“, kako ga naziva, stariji od isto¢nijeg be-
dema s dvije kule.+°

Vrlo sli¢na fortifikacijska rjeSenja na Toru i Velikoj gomili
Daorsona, kao i slicna tehnika obrade kamena i nacina zidanja

40 Marijanovi¢ 1984, str. 22.

Plane 1.
Photogrammetric survey of the limit tumulus and the Greek tower
in front of it

archaeological artefacts such as Pharos coins# and amphorae
(Faros 2 amphorae)*, demonstrate close economic and cultural
ties between the residents of Pharos and Daorson. Greek bui-
lders were likely brought in from Pharos on the island of Hvar
for the construction of fortifications at Daorson. The opening
of the nearby quarry also must have been their work.

The evolution of Tor from a cultic mound to a fortress and

41 Mari¢ 1973a, pp. 247-248.
42 Katic 2019, p. 125.
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Slika 4.

Bedem s dva lica na
sjeverozapadnoj strani
limitnog tumula

Figure 4.

Double-faced rampart wall
on the north-western side of
the limit tumulus

te brojnost pokretnoga arheoloskog materijala poput farskog
novca# i farskih amfora (amfore Faros 2)** pokazuju uske gos-
podarske i kulturne veze izmedu Farana i Daorsa. Za izgradnju
fortifikacija na Daorsonu najvjerojatnije su dovedeni gréki gra-
ditelji iz Farosa na otoku Hvaru. Otvaranje kamenoloma u bli-
zini naselja takoder je moralo biti njihovo djelo.

Razvoj Tora od kultne gomile do utvrde i grcke kule podi-
jelio sam u tri faze, §to je ilustrirano na pl. 2, gdje su nacrtane
idealne rekonstrukcije njegova razvoja.

Prva faza obiljeZena je podizanjem limitnog tumula.* Slo-
bodan prostor izmedu njegova zapadnog ruba i prirodne liti-
ce, naknadno zatvoren bedemom s dva lica (sl. 4), negira mo-
gucnost fortifikacijske uloge tumula u njegovoj prvoj fazi. Uz
tu Cinjenicu, polozaj velike kamene gomile nepravilnog stepe-
nastog oblika, naknadno reduciranog (presjecenog) izgradnjom
bedema druge faze, pribliZzava nas onome $to je Alojz Benac de-
terminirao kao limitni tumul.

Ne treba zaboraviti da su Tor i kasnobron¢anodobna gra-
dina na obliznjem Gale$niku# nadzirali pomorske putove koji
su vodili iz Makarskoga primorja u morski kanal izmedu oto-
ka Braca i Hvara. Osim toga, Tor se nalazio na prirodnom putu
koji je spajao istocni i zapadni dio otoka. Oko 250 m isto¢ni-
je u rimsko je doba izgradena cesta. Iako su Rimljani prilikom
gradnje cesta dobrim dijelom pratili stare prethistorijske staze
i komunikacijske pravce,* ova je izgradena isto¢nije zbog kon-
figuracije terena koja je omogucavala svladavanje padine $iro-
kim S zavojima.

Limitni tumul bio je podignut na mjestu pogodnom za oku-
pljanje Ilira s istocne i zapadne strane otoka. Pruza se na rubu

41 Mari¢ 1973a, str. 247-248.

42 Katic 2019, str. 125.

43 Preuzeo sam naziv Alojza Benca ,limitni tumu
u struénoj literaturi.

44 Kati¢ 2021, str. 144-150.

45 Bojanovski 1974, str. 26-30.
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Greek tower has been divided into three phases, as illustrated
on Pl. 2, where ideal reconstructions of its evolution are drawn.

The first phase is marked by the construction of the limit
tumulus.® The open space between its western edge and a na-
tural cliff, later enclosed by a double-faced rampart (Fig. 4), eli-
minates the possibility of a fortification role for the tumulus
in its first phase. Along with this fact, the position of a large,
irregular, and stepped stone mound, later reduced (cut throu-
gh) by the construction of the rampart wall in the second phase,
brings us closer to what Alojz Benac defined as a limit tumulus.

It is important to remember that Tor and the Late Bronze
Age hillfort on the nearby Gale$nik+ overlooked the mariti-
me routes leading from the Makarska coast to the sea channel
between the islands of Bra¢ and Hvar. In addition, Tor was si-
tuated on a natural route that connected the east and west
parts of the island. About 250 metres to the east, a road was
built during the Roman era. While the Romans typically ad-
hered to prehistoric paths and communication routes in the-
ir road construction,* this particular road was built to the east
due to the terrain configuration that allowed overcoming the
slope with wide S-turns.

The limit tumulus was erected in a strategic location, ser-
ving as a meeting ground for Illyrians from both the east and
west sides of the island. It extended on the edge of a smaller
plateau in an east-west direction, about 40 metres long and
15 to 20 metres wide. It stands in a hilly landscape between
the cliffs of two ravines and rises about 4.2 metres above the
surrounding terrain. Single-faced dry-stone walls are visible
on its surface, the longer one extending from east to west (Pl
1c) and the shorter one from north to south. They statically se-
cured the massive amount of stone and protected the mound
from dispersion. The original northern face of the mound was
partially preserved up to a height of 3 metres and was built
with irregularly stacked unprocessed stone (Fig. 5). The wall is
slightly inclined towards the interior of the mound.

The remaining wall faces in the mound are barely discer-
nible, and some are marked on the survey of the current situ-
ation (PL 1, 1a). The plans 1b and 1c also show traces of partiti-
on walls. They indicate the mound could have had an irregular,
stepped shape with a flat plateau on top.*® On the southern
side, the penultimate original face of the limit tumulus is visi-
ble, built with irregularly cut stones (Fig. 6).

The next row was built from large ashlar stone blocks from

43 | have adopted the term “limit tumulus,” coined by Alojz Benac, as
it has already been accepted in scholarly literature.

44 Kati¢ 2021, pp. 144-150.

45 Bojanovski 1974, pp. 26-30.

46 These walls will have to be better isolated and documented during
future archaeological research on the mound. Their more compre-
hensive documentation can bring us closer to the original appear-
ance of the limit tumulus on the Tor.
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Slika 5. Figure 5.
Sjeverno lice limitnoga The northern face of the
tumula limit tumulus

manjeg platoa u pravcu istok - zapad, duZine oko 40 m, Sirine 15
do 20 m. Stoji u brdskom krajoliku izmedu litica dvaju klanaca.
Od okolnog terena izdignut je oko 4,2 m. Na njegovoj se povi-
$ini vide suhozidi s jednim licem, duzi u pravcu istok-zapad (pl.
1), a kraci u pravcu sjever-jug. Oni su staticki ucvrscivali gole-
mu masu kamena i ¢uvali gomilu od rasipanja. Izvorno sjever-
no lice gomile mjestimice je sacuvano do 3 m visine, a grade-
no je od nepravilno naslagana neobradena kamena (sl. 5). Zid je
blago nagnut prema unutra$njosti gomile.

Ostala lica zidova u gomili tek se naziru, neka su ucrtana
na snimku postojecega stanja (pl. 1., 1a.). Na planovima 1b. i 1c.
takoder su naznaceni tragovi pregradnih zidova. Oni pokazu-
ju da je gomila mogla imati nepravilan stepenasti oblik s rav-
nim platoom na vrhu.*® S juzne je strane vidljivo predzadnje
izvorno lice limitnoga tumula zidano od nepravilno lomljena
kamena (sl. 6).

Sljededi je red izgraden od velikih klesanih kamenih bloko-
va koji pripadaju drugoj fazi utvrdivanja gradine. Na priloZenoj
idealnoj rekonstrukciji izgleda prve faze limitnoga tumula (pl.
2) nacrtali smo ga stepenasto sa svih strana.

Stepenasta je gomila na juznoj strani reducirana i presloze-
na u drugoj fazi, kada je izgraden megalitski bedem. Stepena-
sti oblik limitnoga tumula vremenom se poceo urusavati i gu-
biti svoj originalni izgled pretvorivsi se u ovalnu gomilu. Jasna
je 1 njegova prostorna veza s gradinom na Gale$niku. Slicne
prostorne odnose imamo npr. kod gradine Sutilija iznad Sege-
ta gornjega i gomila u Baradi¢ima# ili limitni tumul kod gradi-
ne TaleZ na otoku Visu, u Isto¢noj Hercegovini Prenjska gradi-
na kod Stoca i drugi sli¢ni arheoloski lokaliteti koji samostalno
stoje u prostoru redovno na dominantnim tockama.

46 Tijekom buduéih arheoloskih istraZivanja na gomili trebat ¢e ove
zidove bolje izolirati i dokumentirati. Njihova cjelovitija doku-
mentacija mozZe nas pribliZiti izvornom izgledu limitnog tumula na
Toru.

47 Suta, Bartulovi¢ 2007, str. 44.

Slika 6.
Predzadnje izvorno lice limit-
nog tumula na juznoj strani

Figure 6.

Penultimate original face
of the limit tumulus on the
southern side

the second phase of the hillfort fortification process. It has
been illustrated as stepped from all sides in the attached ide-
al reconstruction of the first phase of the limit tumulus (Pl. 2).

The stepped mound on the southern side was reduced and
rearranged in the second phase, when the megalithic rampart
wall was built. The stepped shape of the limit tumulus began
to collapse and lose its original appearance over time, transfor-
ming into an oval mound. Its spatial connection with the hi-
lifort on Galesnik is also evident. Similar spatial relationships
are found, for example, at the Sutilija hillfort above Seget Gor-
nji and the mounds in Baradi¢i* or the limit tumulus near the
Talez hillfort on the island of Vis. In eastern Herzegovina, si-
tes such as the Prenj hillfort near Stolac and other similar ar-
chaeological sites are often strategically located at dominant
points in the landscape.

Future archaeological research will need to provide an an-
swer to whether there might have been a pre-Greek settle-
ment on the northern slopes below the tumulus, for which
the limit tumulus served as protection. It will be necessary to
identify areas with less exposure to erosion. Based on the cu-
rrent situation, it can be stated that limit tumuli originally
stood on the island of Hvar and in eastern Herzegovina at Da-
orson. More extensive research into similar prehistoric forma-
tions will shed further light on these two mounds.

In the second phase, a settlement located on the northern
slope of the hill can be identified. The easiest access was from
the southern side of the Tor Hill plateau, which was protected
by the transformed limit tumulus, finally turned into a strong
fortification. The settlement trapezoidally expanded from the
top downhill, naturally protected on the east and west sides by
deep ravines, while dwellings were erected on terraces. Certa-
in retaining walls of the terraces, built with large stone blocks,
have been preserved to this day. In order to fortify the settle-

47 Suta, Bartulovi¢ 2007, p. 44.
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Pl. 2.

The ideal reconstruction of
the development phases of
Tor above Jelsa (Drawing:
Dalibor Popovic)

Pl. 2.

Idealna rekonstrukcija raz-
vojnih faza Tora iznad Jelse
(Crtez: Dalibor Popovic)

Buduca arheoloska istrazivanja morat ce dati odgovor je li
na sjevernim padinama brda ispod tumula ipak postojalo neka-
kvo predgrcko naselje kojem bi limitni tumul sluzio kao zasti-
ta. Pritom ce trebati naci prostor koji je bio manje izloZen ero-
ziji. Prema sada$njem stanju istraZivanja, misljenja sam da su
na otoku Hvaru i u istocnoj Hercegovini na Daorsonu izvorno
stajali limitni tumuli. Sire istraZivanje sli¢nih prethistorijskih
formacija bolje ¢e osvijetliti navedene dvije gomile.

U drugoj fazi mozemo govoriti o naselju smjestenu na sje-
vernoj padini brda. Najlaksi pristup bio mu je s juZne strane
brdskoga platoa Tora, a Stitio ga je preuredeni limitni tumul
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Slika 7. Figure 7.
Lice bedema nasuprot grékoj Rampart face opposite the
kuli Greek tower

ment as effectively as possible, on the southern side of the li-
mit tumulus, a powerful surface was constructed using hewn
stone blocks, cut in a manner distinct from the blocks incorpo-
rated into the tower. Segments of the rampart near the tower
(Fig. 7) and the shorter stretch somewhat to the east (Fig. 8)
are better preserved. As they were later incorporated into the
outer face of the mound, its longer side was integrated into
the embankment between them and the penultimate face of
the mound, thus reinforcing the wall statics. A similar mason-
ry approach is observed in the Greek fortification architectu-
re in Pharos, where blocks were also inserted into the rampart
with their longer sides.+

Marin Zaninovi¢ commented on this architecture, noting
that the mound on Tor was cut across its entire southern side
during the construction of the tower, acquiring the appearan-
ce that has been preserved to this day. However, he incorre-
ctly attributes the static role of the wall, stating: “To set the
foundations of the tower on solid natural ground, builders
had to cut through an already existing embankment. To pre-
vent its collapse, they underpinned it with a wall that, from
its southern side, gave the embankment the appearance of an
elevated rampart. The tower was positioned in the middle of
this embankment, and there, where this dry-stone wall was
closest to the northern wall of the tower, it also served as su-
pport for that wall.”+ From this, it follows that the builders
of the Greek tower on the adjacent mound created a retaining
wall that took on the appearance of a rampart. However, it is
not just any retaining wall but a fortification, as evidenced
by the continuation of the “retaining wall” towards the west,
where the prehistoric mound was lower, and a more robust
double-faced rampart, approximately 2.5 metres wide, was
built over it (Fig. 4). It closed the free space between the cliff

48 Jeli¢i¢ Radonic, Kati¢ 2015, pp. 45-46.
49 Zaninovic 19964, p. 75.
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Slika 8.
Lice bedema na isto¢noj stra-
ni limitnog tumula

Figure 8.
Rampart face on the eastern
side of the limit tumulus

konacno pretvoren u snaznu fortifikaciju. Naselje se trapezo-
idno $irilo od vrha brda prema podnoZzju, s istocne i zapadne
strane bilo je prirodno za$ti¢eno dubokim klancima, a nastam-
be su bile podizane na terasama. Pojedini podzidi terasa grade-
ni od ve¢ih kamenih blokova ostali su sacuvani do danas. Da bi
se naselje $to bolje utvrdilo, na juznoj strani limitnog tumula
izgradeno je mocno lice od priklesanih kamenih blokova koji
se nacinom izrade razlikuju od blokova ugradenih u kulu. Bo-
lje su sac¢uvani segmenti bedema u blizini kule (sl. 7) i kraéi po-
tez nesto istocnije (sl. 8). Kako su se naknadno inkorporirali u
vanjsko lice gomile, duZom su stranom ugradeni u nasip koji
stoji izmedu njih i predzadnjega lica gomile te je tako pojacana
statika zida. Sli¢an nacin zidanja zamjec¢ujemo kod gréke forti-
fikacijske arhitekture u Farosu, gdje su takoder blokovi svojom
duZom stranom ulazili u ispunu bedema.*

Marin Zaninovic se osvrnuo na ovu arhitekturu primijetivsi
da je gomila na Toru bila presjecena po cijeloj svojoj juznoj stra-
ni pri gradnji kule, dobivsi tada izgled koji je sacuvan do danas.
Ipak, pogresno pripisuje staticku ulogu zida navodeci: ,,Da bi
naime temelje kule postavili na ¢vrstu prirodnom terenu, gra-
ditelji su morali presjeci ve¢ postojeci nasip. Da bi sprijecili nje-
govo osipanje, podzidali su ga zidom koji je nasipu s njegove
juZne strane dao izgled poviSena bedema. Kula se smjestila po
sredini ovoga nasipa i ondje, gdje je ovaj suhozidni bedem bio
najblizi sjevernom zidu kule, a posluZio je i kao potporanj tome
zidu“4 Iz navedenoga proizlazi da su graditelji gréke kule na
susjednoj gomili napravili podzid koji je dobio izgled bedema.
Da se ne radi ni o kakvom podzidu, nego o fortifikaciji pokazu-
je nastavak ,,podzida“ prema zapadu, gdje je prethistorijska go-
mila bila niZa pa se preko nje izgradio ¢vr§éi bedem s dva lica,
Sirine oko 2,5 m (sl. 4). On je zatvorio slobodan prostor izmedu
litice klanca i zapadnoga kraja limitnoga tumula.

48 Jelic¢i¢ Radonic, Kati¢ 2015, str. 45-46.
49 Zaninovic¢ 19964, str. 75.

Slika 9. Figure 9.
Zapadni potez bedema s Western section of the dou-
dva lica ble-faced rampart

of the ravine and the west end of the limit tumulus.

Therefore, a double-faced rampart, 9 metres long and aro-
und 2.5 metres wide (Fig. 4, 9), was constructed over the nort-
hwestern flank of the mound. It was built using large, dressed
stone blocks. In Fig. 9, P1. 1 and 1a, it can be observed that that
section of the rampart lay on the scattered limit tumulus, in-
dicating that it was constructed later. Additionally, its exten-
sion along the entire southern side of the stone mound is evi-
dent: the external face of the western section of the rampart
continues to the east, while the internal face takes over the
old retaining wall of the limit tumulus.

Opposite the northeast corner of the Greek tower, the wall
breaks towards the north at a right angle for a length of 1.5
metres. This L-shaped break allowed for better defence of the
southeast part of the mound, as depicted in the ideal recon-
struction of the mound in the second phase (Pl. 2). From this
point, the enemy attacking the rampart frontally could be tar-
geted laterally. Such breaks in fortifications actually serve as
substitutes for towers. The sharp breaking of the rampart at
a 90-degree angle is often interpreted as a fortification form
preceding the construction of towers, and in later periods, it
appears mainly on steeper terrain.s° The break in the rampart
was made in the middle of the limit tumulus, where the terra-
in is flat. This defensive measure is in conflict with the tower,
as it serves its purpose in an earlier period, suggesting an ol-
der phase of fortification construction later negated by the
tower’s construction.

50 Scranton 1941, p. 154. On the wall cutting across Velika Gomila of
Daorson, there is a noticeable indentation of the northern side of
the wall towards the west. While there is no L-shaped break like on
Tor, bending the defensive wall towards the interior of the mound
achieved the same defensive effect, allowing for lateral strikes on
the enemy attacking the rampart.

201



VAHD 115-1, 2023., 189-212

202

ITraa

Plan 1a Plane 1a
Arhitektonska snimka kule s presjecima Architectural survey of the tower with cross-sections

Plan 1b Plane 1b
Presjek limitnog tumula u pravcu istok - zapad (presjek 3) Cross-section of the limit tumulus in the east-west direction

(section 3)
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Plane 1c

Cross-section of the limit
tumulus in the north-south
direction (section 1)

Plan 1c
Presjek limitnog tumula u
pravcu sjever-jug (presjek 1)

Dakle, preko sjeverozapadnoga plasta gomile podignut je
bedem s dva lica, duZine 9 m i Sirine oko 2,5 m (sl. 4, 9). Bio je
izgraden od velikih priklesanih kamenih blokova. Na sl. 9, pl.
11 1a, vidi se da je taj potez bedema legao na rasuti limitni tu-
mul, §to znaci da je kasniji od njega. Takoder se uocava njego-
vo pruzanje duz cijele juZne strane kamene gomile: vanjsko se
lice zapadnoga poteza bedema nastavlja prema istoku, a unu-
tarnje lice preuzima stari podzid limitnoga tumula.

Nasuprot sjeveroisto¢nom uglu gréke kule zid se prema sje-
veru lomi pod pravim kutom u duzini 1,5 m. Ovaj lom u obliku
slova L omogucavao je bolju obranu jugoistocnoga dijela gomi-
le. Prikazan je na idealnoj rekonstrukciji izgleda gomile u dru-
goj fazi (pl. 2). S njega se bo¢no mogao gadati neprijatelj koji
je frontalno napadao bedem. Ovakvi lomovi na fortifikacijama
zapravo zamjenjuju kule. Ostro lomljenje bedema pod kutom
od 90° Cesto se tumaci kao fortifikacijska forma koja prethodi
gradnji kula, u kasnijim razdobljima javlja se uglavnom na str-
mijim terenima.>° Lom bedema napravljen je po sredini limit-
noga tumula gdje je teren ravan. Takav defenzivni zahvat je u
koliziji s kulom, jer u ranijem razdoblju ima njezinu ulogu, sto-
ga se moze govoriti o starijoj fazi fortifikacijske gradnje, kasni-
je negirane izgradnjom kule.

Od zapadnoga kraja do o$troga loma bedem je dug oko 23 m.
U nastavku, od loma do jugoistocnoga ugla, duzine je oko 13 m.
Na istocnom je potezu dijelom otklizao prema van, a dijelom je
ostao in situ. Na pl. 1a. ispresijecanom linijom naznacen je nje-
gov izvorni pravac pruzanja. Sam jugoistocni ugao bedema vid-
ljiv je u plaStu gomile. Sacuvan je u tri reda kamenih blokova
ukupne visine oko 1,6 m. Od jugoistocnoga ugla utvrde druge
faze zid skrece prema sjeveru, odnosno prema vratima gradine,

50 Scranton 1941, str. 154. Na zidu koji presijeca Veliku gomilu Daorso-
na vidljivo je znatno uvlaenje sjeverne strane zida prema zapadu.
Nema L loma kao na Toru, ali savijanjem obrambenog zida prema un-
utrasnjosti gomile dobiven je isti defenzivni ucinak, tj. moguénost
da se pri napadu na bedem neprijatelj tu¢e bo¢no.

Grcke fortifikacije i ruralno naselje na lokalitetu Tor ...

Plan 1d
Presjek gréke kule u pravcu
istok-zapad (presjek 2)

Plane 1d

Cross-section of the Greek
tower in the east-west direc-
tion (section 2)

From the western end to the sharp bend, the rampart is
about 23 metres long. In the continuation, from the bend to
the southeast corner, it is about 13 metres long. Part of it slid
outward on the eastern stretch, and part of it remained in situ.
On Pl. 13, its original direction is indicated by an intersecting
line. The southeast corner of the rampart is visible on the slo-
pe of the mound. It is preserved in three rows of stone blocks
with a total height of about 1.6 metres. From the southeast
corner of the fortification’s second phase, the wall turns north,
towards the gates of the hillfort, at a right angle of 9o degrees.
On the eastern part of the mound, stone rubble has covered
the rampart, so it is not visible on the surface. Only on the
northeastern part stands a well-preserved square protrusion
resembling a bastion, which was actually the southern side of
the entrance to the settlement (Fig. 10). The east face of the
bastion is around 2.1 metres tall and is preserved in seven to
eight rows of stone blocks. Opposite it, only the poorly pre-
served foundation of the rampart is visible, which stretches
further down the gentle slope for about ten metres to the very
edge of the cliff. It was about 3.5 metres wide. Its east face is
better preserved, which is partly obscured by vegetation and
covered in fallen stones. The last block of that face near the
gate, which is preserved in situ, is 2.5 metres away from the
wall on the south side. That means the entrance to the hillfort
could be 2 to 2.5 metres wide. The entrance to the hillfort is
closed off by a modern dry-stone wall, which covers the east
face of the wall at that point.

The limit tumulus was transformed into a fortification in
the second phase and could have been the last line of defence
in case of an enemy incursion into the settlement.

The northern rampart of the settlement must have been
built somewhere on the lower part of the hillside, possi-
bly on an elevated terrace with a parapet. Most likely decon-
structed during centuries of land cultivation, it should be ve-
rified whether its foundations are preserved in one of the
present-day agricultural terraces. This should definitely be
examined after clearing the retaining wall from vegetation.

203



VAHD 115-1, 2023., 189-212

pod kutom od 90°. Na isto¢nom dijelu gomile kamena sipina
prekrila je bedem pa on nije vidljiv na povrSini. Tek na sjeve-
roisto¢nom dijelu stoji dobro o¢uvana Cetvrtasta istaka poput
bastiona koja je zapravo bila juzna strana ulaza u naselje (sl. 10).
Istocno lice bastiona visoko je oko 2,1 m, a satuvanojeu7- 8
redova kamenih blokova. Nasuprot njemu vidljiv je samo te-
melj loSe ocuvana bedema koji se pruza dalje niz blagu padinu
u duZzini od desetak metara do samoga ruba litice. Bio je §irine
oko 3,5 m. Bolje je sa¢uvano njegovo istocno lice, koje je djelo-
mice zaklonjeno raslinjem i zatrpano uru$enim kamenjem. Za-
dnji blok toga lica uz vrata, koji je sauvan in situ, udaljen je 2,5
m od zida na juznoj strani, §to znaci da je ulaz u gradinu mo-
gao biti Sirok 2 do 2,5 m. Ulaz u gradinu zatvorio je novovje-
kovni suhozid koji je na tom dijelu pokrio istocno lice bedema.

Limitni tumul je u drugoj fazi pretvoren u fortifikaciju i
mogao je biti i zadnja crta obrane u slucaju prodora neprijate-
lja u prostor naselja.

Sjeverni bedem naselja morao je biti podignut negdje u do-
njem dijelu padine brda. On je mogao biti poviSena terasa s
grudobranom. Najvjerojatnije je razgraden tijekom viSestoljet-
ne obrade zemljista. Trebalo bi provijeriti jesu li mu temelji sa-
¢uvani u nekoj od danasnjih poljoprivrednih terasa. To bi sva-
kako trebalo ispitati nakon ¢i§cenja podzida od raslinja.

Treca faza obuhvaca izgradnju grcke kule i njezino spaja-
nje s bedemom limitnog tumula. Podignuta je na kamenom
platou s kojega se prethodno izravnao teren vadenjem kame-
nih blokova. Kula je udaljena samo oko 1,5 m od lica bedema
limitnoga tumula. Kako sam naveo, trecoj fazi pripada popu-
njavanje uskoga prostora izmedu sjevernog lica kule i bedema
limitnoga tumula. Marin Zaninovic je ispravno smatrao da su
isto¢no i zapadno lice ovoga spoja kule i tumula napravljeni
istodobno s kulom. Problem je u tome $to je megalitskom zidu
na gomili pridavao viSe staticku nego fortifikacijsku funkciju.»
Ispuna izmedu kule i gomile s licima izgradenim od velikih ka-
menih blokova postavljenim u nastavku istocnoga i zapadno-
ga zida kule, pokazuje da se ona spojila s bedemom limitnoga
tumula u jedinstven fortifikacijski korpus. U sjeverozapadnom
uglu kule nalazi se veci kameni blok, tzv. ,veznjak® ¢ija je sje-
verna strana za tridesetak centimetara duza od lica ostalih blo-
kova (sl. 11). Ostavljen je u namjeri da se zapadni zid kule bolje
poveze s kamenom ispunom nasutom izmedu limitnog tumu-
la i kule. Taj detalj otkriva nastojanje graditelja da kulu bolje
povezu s postojecim starijim bedemom na juzZnoj strani gomi-
le, $to znaci da kula nije stajala samostalno, nego je izgradena
zbog jaceg utvrdivanja juznoga bedema naselja. Unutrasnjost
kule bila je ispunjena kamenom do razine tjemena gomile (vidi
pl. 1c, pl. 1d).

Veliku zabunu izazvao je rekonstruirani ulaz na juznoj
strani kule. Kiriginova studija arhivskih izvora jasno je poka-

Slika 10.

Sjeverno lice bastiona na koji
su se naslanjala gradinska
vrata

Figure 10.

The northern face of the
bastion against which the
hillfort gates were leaning

The third phase involved the construction of the Greek
tower and its connection with the rampart of the limit tumu-
lus. It was erected on a stone plateau, which was previously
levelled by extracting stone blocks. The tower is only around
1.5 metres away from the face of the limit tumulus rampart.
As previously mentioned, the third phase involved filling the
narrow space between the northern face of the tower and the
rampart of the limit tumulus. Marin Zaninovic correctly belie-
ved that the east and west faces of this junction between the
tower and tumulus were constructed simultaneously with the
tower. The problem with this junction is that the function of
the megalithic wall on the tumulus shifted from being forti-
fied to being static.5 The filling between the tower and the tu-
mulus, with faces built from large stone blocks extending off
of the east and west walls of the tower, shows that it merged
with the rampart of the limit tumulus into a unified fortifica-
tion structure. In the northwest corner of the tower, there is a
larger stone block, known as the “connector,” with a northern
face about thirty centimetres longer than the surfaces of ot-
her blocks (Fig. 11). It was left to better connect the west wall
of the tower with the stone filling between the limit tumu-
lus and the tower. This detail reveals the builders’ efforts to
better integrate the tower with the existing older rampart on
the southern side of the mound, which means the tower did
not stand independently but was constructed to strengthen
the fortification of the southern wall of the settlement. The
interior of the tower was filled with stones up to the level of
the top of the mound (see Pl. 1c, PI. 1d).

A significant amount of confusion arose from the recon-
structed entrance on the southern side of the tower. Kirigin’s
study of archival sources clearly demonstrated that the en-
trance was created during conservation work in 1912, based

51 Zaninovi¢ 19964, str. 75.
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Slika 11.
Kameni blok ,,veznjak® u
sjeverozapadnom uglu kule

Figure 1.

Square “connector” block in
the northwest corner of the
tower

zala kako je taj ulaz napravljen tijekom konzervatorskih rado-
va 1912. godine prema Pribojevi¢evom i Bogli¢evom navodu
o uskom ulazu, odnosno ulazu s juZne strane, kako je Bogli¢
»preciznije“ nadopunio Pribojevicev opis Tora.>* Gamulin i Ber-
valdi smatrali su da se sa sjeverne strane kule nalazio ulaz po-
vezan mostom s gomilom. I Kirigin naginje tom rjeSenju, pi-
$udi: ,,Primamljivo zvuci Gamulinovo i Bervaldijevo tumacenje
- da se na sjevernoj strani kule nalazio drveni ‘pokretni most’
koji je povezivao prvi kat kule s ‘bedemom’, posebice s obzi-
rom na to da je prizemlje unutra$njosti kule, kako smo vidje-
li, bilo zapunjeno zemljom i stijenama do visine ‘bedema’, od-

52 Bogli¢ 1873, str. 11; Kirigin 2022, str. 74-76.

¢
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on Pribojevi¢’s and Bogli¢’s description of a narrow entrance,
specifically an entrance from the south side, as Bogli¢ “more
precisely” supplemented Pribojevié’s description of the Tor
tower.5* Gamulin and Bervaldi believed there was an entrance
on the north side of the tower connected by a bridge to the tu-
mulus. Kirigin also leans towards this solution, writing: “Ga-
mulin and Bervaldi’s interpretation sounds tempting—that
on the northern side of the tower there was a wooden ‘mo-
vable bridge’ connecting the first floor of the tower with the
rampart’, especially considering that the ground floor of the
tower’s interior, as observed, was filled with earth and rocks
up to the height of the ‘rampart’, or up to the level that was
preserved before the restoration in 1912. It is therefore more li-
kely the narrow entrance mentioned by Pribojevi¢ was located
on that side, not on the south side of the tower.”ss

It should be noted that there was no need for a wooden
bridge connecting the mound with the tower. Instead, the
tower was directly incorporated into the southern rampart of
the limit tumulus through short connecting walls, the lower
parts of which have been preserved. In the time of Priboje-
vi¢, at the beginning of the 16th century, the tower was better
preserved, allowing the “narrow entrance” to be discerned on
one of its sides. These did not have to be doors, but one of the
narrow windows. There were certainly three: one each on the
south, east, and west sides of the tower. On the north side, fa-
cing the limit tumulus, a door was located, leading from the
fortress into the newly built tower.

There are differences in the construction of the stone
blocks incorporated into the tower and those embedded in
the rampart of the limit tumulus. They differ both in the met-
hod of construction and in the quarrying technique. The con-
struction method of the tower is identical to the construction
of the Greek rampart from the 4th century BCE found in Re-
mete Garden in Stari Grad on Hvar.5* The deep and well-exe-
cuted anathyrosis at the corners of the tower is similar to the
anathyrosis found at the city gates in Remete Garden and in
Purkin Kuk. The occasional incline of the lateral sides and the
unworked external faces of the stone blocks suggest they were
built by the same builders. The tower could therefore be dated
to the mid-to-late 4th century BCE.

Slanting grooves, around twenty centimetres wide and
ten to fifteen centimetres deep, are visible on certain stone
blocks of the tower. These are remnants of grooves for wedges
used in splitting the stone blocks in the quarry. Traces of stone
extraction are visible in the immediate vicinity of the tower
(see Pl. 13). About fifteen metres southeast of it, on a smaller
rock 1.8 to 2 metres high, clearer traces of stone “harvesting”

52 Bogli¢ 1873, p. 11; Kirigin 2022, pp. 74-76.
53 Kirigin 2022, p. 104.
54 Jelici¢ Radoni¢, Kati¢ 2015, pp. 49-50.
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nosno do razine koja je bila ocuvana prije obnove 1912. Stoga je
vjerojatnije da se uski ulaz koji spominje Pribojevi¢ nalazio s
te, a ne s J strane kule.“s3

Dodao bih da nije trebao postojati nikakav drveni most koji
je spajao gomilu s kulom, nego je kula pomocu kratkih spoj-
nih zidova, ¢iji su donji dijelovi sacuvani, bila izravno inkorpo-
rirana u juzni bedem limitnog tumula. U Pribojeviéevo vrije-
me, pocetkom 16. st., kula je bila bolje ocuvana pa se ,uski ulaz“
mogao nazirati na nekoj od njezinih stranica. To nisu morala
biti vrata, nego jedan od uskih prozora. Sigurno su bila tri: po
jedan na juznoj, istocnoj i zapadnoj strani kule. Na sjevernoj,
prema limitnom tumulu, nalazila su se vrata. Kroz njih se pro-
lazilo iz utvrde u novosagradenu kulu.

Postoje razlike u izradi kamenih blokova uzidanih u kulu i
onih ugradenih u bedem limitnoga tumula. Razlikuju se kako
po nacinu izrade i zidanja, tako i po nadinu vadenja u kame-
nolomu. Nacin zidanja kule identican je nacinu zidanju grcko-
gabedema iz 4. stoljeca prije Krista nadena u Remetinu vrtu u
Starom Gradu na Hvaru.>* Duboka i kvalitetno izvedena ana-
tiroza na uglovima kule sli¢na je anatirozi koju zatjeCemo kod
gradskih vrata u Remetinu vrtu i na Purkinu kuku. Mjestimi-
ce zakoSene bocne strane kamenih blokova i njihovo neobra-
deno vanjsko lice takoder ukazuju na iste graditelje. Stoga bi
se kula mogla datirati u sredinu - drugu polovinu 4. stoljeca
prije Krista.

Na pojedinim kamenim blokovima kule vide se kosi utori
Sirine dvadesetak centimetara, dubine deset do petnaest cen-
timetara. To su ostatci utora za klinove pomocu kojih su se ci-
jepali kameni blokovi u kamenolomu. Tragovi vadenja kamena
vidljivi su u neposrednom okolisu kule (vidi pl. 1a). Petnaestak
metara jugoistocnije od nje, na manjoj litici visine 1,8 do 2 m,
ima jasnijih tragova ,branja“ kamena. I tu se vidi nekoliko uto-
ra za klinove. Ako se prema sjeveroistoku poprati rub ovoga
plitkog kamenoloma, ulazi se u klanac. On je zarastao u gustu
hrastovu Sumu (crnika) pa se teze uocavaju tragovi kamenolo-
ma. Ima dosta odvaljenih blokova, a kamen je prirodno uslojen
u tri do Cetiri reda, svaki debljine oko 90 cm. Takve prirodne
strukture idealne su za vadenje kamenih blokova. Na pocetku
ovoga Sumarka takoder se na kamenu zivcu zamjecuju trago-
vi utora za klinove. Grci su nastojali §to bliZe gradilistu otvo-
riti kamenolom. Oni su bili kratkoga vijeka, eksploatirani koli-
ko je trajala gradnja objekta uz koji su se nalazili. Kamenolomi
za izgradnju kuca i bedema u Farosu takoder su otvarani blizu
grada.ss Medutim, za izgradnju Farosa morao je postojati neki
veci kamenolom koji jo$ nije naden.

Kameni blokovi od kojih je graden bedem druge faze na li-
mitnom tumulu nemaju tragova vadenja pomocu drvenih kli-

can be discerned, as well as several wedge grooves. Following
the edge of this shallow quarry towards the northeast leads
into a ravine. It is overgrown with dense oak (holm) forest,
making it difficult to notice the traces of the quarry. There are
many broken off blocks, and the stone naturally cleaves into
three or four layers, each about 9o centimetres thick. Such na-
tural formations are ideal for extracting stone blocks. At the
beginning of this grove, traces of wedge grooves are also noti-
ceable on a nearby rock. The Greeks aimed to open quarries as
close to the construction site as possible. They were short-li-
ved and exploited for the duration of the construction of the
adjacent structure. Quarries for building houses and rampar-
ts in Pharos were also opened near the city.s> However, a lar-
ger quarry for the construction of Pharos, so far undiscovered,
must have existed.

Stone blocks used in the construction of the limit tumulus’
rampart in the second phase have no traces of extraction using
wooden wedges. The blocks are well processed, but to a lesser
extent than those incorporated into the tower. These blocks
were undoubtedly also “harvested” near Tor.

CONCLUDING CONSIDERATIONS

From what has been discussed, it is evident that Tor above Jel-
sa was a more complex archaeological site. So far, it has been
primarily viewed through the lens of the fascinating Greek
tower, while the limit tumulus remained unrecognised as a
cultic or cultic-fortification architecture.

Mirosavljevic’s research in 1967 and 1968 was conducted
on the tumulus itself and did not cover the residential part.
On that occasion, a distinct layer of burnt material or a hear-
th with bone remains, fragments of roughly made ceramic ve-
ssels, numerous Hellenistic pottery, flint artefacts, and the re-
mains of sea snails and oysters were found. Coins from Issa
and Pharos were discovered around the hearth.s

Alojz Benac also found traces of burnt materials during the
investigation of the limit tumulus on Mandina Gradina on
Duvno Field. Benac considers this hillfort a central cultic loca-
tion of the Duvno Field, giving it a broader cult significance.>
Tor was located on a prehistoric route between the east and
west parts of the island. This space was sought to be directly
controlled for the entire millennium. In the late Bronze Age,
a hillfort existed on the neighbouring Gale$nik, and the cultic
complex on Tor should be examined in this context. Thanks
to Mirosavljevi¢’s research of the limit tumulus, it can be said
it was certainly utilised during the Early and Late Iron Ages.

53 Kirigin 2022, str. 104.
54 Jeli¢i¢ Radonié, Katic 2015, str. 49-50.
55 Popovic¢ 2012, str. 124-125; Jeli¢i¢ Radoni¢, Kati¢ 2015, str. 66-67.
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nova. Blokovi su kvalitetno obradeni, ali loSije od onih ugra-
denih u kulu. Nema sumnje da su i oni ,,brani“ u blizini Tora.

ZAKLJUCNA RAZMATRANJA

Iz reCenoga proizlazi da je Tor iznad Jelse bio sloZeniji arhe-
oloski lokalitet. Do sada je promatran uglavnom kroz atrak-
tivnu gréku kulu, dok je limitni tumul ostao neprepoznat kao
kultna, odnosno kultno-fortifikacijska arhitektura.

Mirosavljevieva istrazivanja 1967. i 1968. godine izvedena
su na samome tumulu i nisu zahvatila stambeni dio. Tom pri-
likom naden je izrazit sloj paljevine, odnosno vatriSte s ostat-
cima kostiju, ulomcima grubih prostorucno izradenih keramic-
kih posuda, brojnom helenistickom keramikom, kremenim
artefaktima, ostatcima morskih puzeva i kamenica. Uokolo sa-
moga vatriSta nadeni su primjerci novca Ise i Farosa.s

Tragove paljevine naSao je i Alojz Benac prilikom istra-
Zivanja limitnoga tumula na Mandinoj gradini na Duvanj-
skom polju. Benac smatra Mandinu gradinu sredi$njim kul-
tnim mjestom Duvanjskoga polja, dajuci joj tako Sire kultno
znacenje.5 Tor se nalazio na prethistorijskoj komunikaciji iz-
medu isto¢noga i zapadnog dijela otoka. Taj se prostor nasto-
jao izravno kontrolirati cijelo tisucljece. U kasnome bronca-
nom dobu egzistirala je gradina na susjednom Gale$niku. U
kontekstu s njom trebali bismo promatrati kultno postroje-
nje na Toru. Zahvaljujuci Mirosavljevicevim istrazivanjima li-
mitnoga tumula, moZemo re¢i da je sigurno bio koriSten tije-
kom starijega i mladega Zeljeznog doba.

Drugu fazu Tora obiljeZava izgradnja bedema od klesanih
kamenih blokova i zatvaranje zapadnoga slobodnog prolaza iz-
medu gomile i litice novim potezom bedema s dva lica, te for-
miranje ulaznih vrata na sjeveroisto¢nom dijelu limitnoga tu-
mula. Naselje se pruzalo niz terase sjeverne padine brda. Neke
su terase umjetno formirane izgradnjom podzida od velikih
kamenih blokova koji se i danas mjestimice uocavaju. Eviden-
tan je utjecaj grckih graditelja u izgradnji bedema. Lom bede-
ma pod o$trim kutom na sredini limitnoga tumula upucuje da
se radi o ranijoj grckoj fortifikacijskoj arhitekturi, vjerojatno
iz prve polovine 4. stoljeca prije Krista, kada su grcki kolonisti,
osim $to su nadzirali Starogradsko polje, nastojali zastiti sta-
novnistvo koje se intenzivnije bavilo stoc¢arstvom u brdskom
pojasu otoka Hvara. Uzgoj stoke sitnoga zuba bio je od egzi-
stencijalne vaznosti za grcke koloniste u prvim desetlje¢ima
doseljenja na otok Hvar.

Veé smo istaknuli sli¢nost ,istonog potpornog zida“ na
Velikoj gomili u Daorsonu s juznim zidom gomile na Toru.
,Podzidavanje“ kultne gomile u Hercegovini, odnosno njezino

56 Zaninovi¢ 19964, str. 79.
57 Benac 1985, str. 19-20.
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The second phase of Tor is characterised by the constructi-
on of ramparts, built of ashlar stone blocks, the closure of the
western passage between the mound and the cliff with a new
section of the double-faced rampart wall, as well as the con-
struction of the entrance gates on the northeast part of the li-
mit tumulus. The settlement extended down the terraces on
the northern slope of the hill. Some terraces are artificially for-
med by building retaining walls from large stone blocks, which
are still partially visible today. The influence of Greek builders
is evident in the construction of the ramparts. The sharp-an-
gled break in the rampart wall in the middle of the limit tumu-
lus suggests an earlier Greek fortification structure, probably
from the first half of the 4th century BCE. Greek colonists, in
addition to overseeing the Stari Grad Plain, sought to protect
the population engaged in livestock farming in the hilly areas
of the island of Hvar. The breeding of small cattle was of cru-
cial importance for the Greek colonists in the early decades of
their settlement on the island of Hvar.

The similarity between the “east supporting wall” at Velika
Gomila in Daorson and the southern wall of the mound in Tor
has already been highlighted. Construction of retaining walls
for the cult mound in Herzegovina, or its subsequent fortifi-
cation using large stone blocks, was adopted from the island of
Hvar. It is hard to escape the impression that this fortification
idea was introduced by Greek builders and stonecutters from
Pharos and that they were the ones who constructed the ram-
parts of Daorson.

The hillfort of Purkin Kuk near Dol can also be observed in
the same context. There, too, the ancient Illyrian mound/hi-
llfort was fortified with large stone blocks. As in Tor, the nort-
hern part of the rampart briefly turns at a sharp angle. Purkin
Kuk was open towards the west, while Tor was open towards
the east part of the hilly area in central Hvar. It is easy to ima-
gine thousands of herds of goats and sheep scattered across the
slopes of Hvar’s hills, intersected with a forest of holm oak and
black pine. The island abounded in Mediterranean vegetation:
sage, rosemary, heather, broom, pyrethrum, and immortelle,
which favoured beekeeping and honey production.s® It was
therefore necessary to organise the hilly terrain by forming ru-
ral settlements for the population primarily engaged in animal
husbandry (Map 1) but also in other agricultural activities.

The settlement on Tor retained its hillfort morphology, but
the Greek fortification architecture clearly indicates dominan-
ce over this area and settlement. Of course, the Illirians, ski-
lled livestock farmers and adaptive to hilly landscapes, cannot
be excluded from it. Diodorus writes that the “Parians who
settled Pharos allowed the barbarians on the island to rema-
in undisturbed in a highly fortified place, while they founded

58 Trbuskovi¢ 2018, pp. 22-23.
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Karta 1.
Prijedlog prostornog nadzora i koriStenja brdskog prostora
sredisnjeg dijela otoka Hvara.

naknadno fortificiranje pomocu velikih kamenih blokova pre-
uzeto je s otoka Hvara. Tesko se oteti dojmu da su tu fortifika-
cijsku ideju prenijeli bas grcki graditelji i kamenoklesari iz Fa-
rosa i da su oni gradili bedeme Daorsona.

U istom kontekstu mozemo promatrati i gradinu Purkin
kuk kod Dola. I tamo je stara ilirska gomila/gradina utvrde-
na velikim kamenim blokovima. Bedem se na sjevernom di-
jelu kratko lomi pod o$trim kutom kao i na Toru. Purkin kuk
bio je otvoren prema zapadnom, a Tor prema isto¢nom dije-
lu brdskoga prostora srediSnjega dijela otoka Hvara. MoZemo
zamisliti tisuce grla koza i ovaca raSirenih po padinama hvar-
skih brda ispresijecanim Sumom ¢esmine i crnoga bora. Otok
je obilovao mediteranskim biljem: kaduljom, ruzmarinom, vri-
jesom, brnistrom, buhacem, smiljem, $to je pogodovalo pce-
larstvu i proizvodnji meda.s® Stoga je trebalo organizirati brd-
ski prostor formiranjem ruralnih naselja za stanovnistvo koje
se primarno bavilo stocarstvom (Karta 1), ali i drugim poljopri-
vrednim aktivnostima.

Naselje na Toru zadrZalo je gradinsku morfologiju, no gr¢-
ka fortifikacijska arhitektura jasno pokazuje tko je dominirao
ovim prostorom i naseljem. Naravno, iz njega ne mozemo is-
Kkljuciti Ilire, vjeSte u uzgoju stoke i Zivotu u brdskom krajoli-

58 Trbuskovi¢ 2018, str. 22-23.
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Map 1.
Proposal for spatial surveillance and utilisation of the hilly terrain
in the central part of the island of Hvar.

a city by the sea and raised a wall around it.”> This informati-
on confirms that local Illyrians continued to live somewhere
in the hilly area, probably on the hillfort in the town of Hvar.*
Before the arrival of the Greeks, their harbour and settlement
lay at the end of the Stari Grad bay. Archaeological remains of
this harbour and settlement were discovered during the rese-
arch of Remete Garden in Stari Grad.® Important sources of
freshwater were located here, and the whole bay was contro-
lled with a system of hillforts: Lompi¢ at the entrance to the
Stari Grad bay, Gradina north of Stari Grad, Purkin Kuk, and
the hillfort settlement in the harbour—at the location that
Pharos would occupy. With the arrival of the Greeks on the
island of Hvar, essential natural resources such as the harbo-
ur, fields, and water sources were taken from the Illyrians. It is
hard to believe they relinquished all of this willingly to the co-
lonists without coercion or some form of agreement, as some
authors thought.®* Nevertheless, some Illyrians remained in
one of the fortified places. They were engaged in animal hus-
bandry and seafaring, thus contributing to the economic life

59 Cace 1997, p. 225.

60 Cace 1994, p. 40; Kirigin 2004, pp. 33-34.
61 Katic¢ 1995-1996, p. 51-55.

62 Cale 1997, p. 225.
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ku. Poznat je Diodorov podatak kako su ,,Parani koji su naselili
Far dopustili barbarima na otoku da nesmetano ostanu na ve-
oma utvrdenom mjestu, dok su oni utemeljili grad kraj mora i
obzidali ga“5® Ovaj podatak potvrduje da su negdje u brdskom
prostoru, vjerojatno na gradini u gradu Hvaru,* ostali Zivje-
ti lokalni Iliri. Oni su na kraju Starogradske uvale, prije dola-
ska Grka, imali svoje pristaniSte i naselje ¢ije smo arheoloske
ostatke otkrili prilikom istrazivanja Remetina vrta u Starome
Gradu.® Tu su se nalazili vazni izvori pitke vode na otoku, ci-
jela uvala kontrolirana je sustavom gradina: Lompi¢ na ulazu u
Starogradsku uvalu, Gradina sjeverno od Staroga Grada, Purkin
kuk i gradinsko naselje u luci - na mjestu koje ce zauzeti Faros.
Dolaskom Grka na otok Hvar Ilirima su oduzeti egzistencijalni
prirodni resursi poput luke, polja i izvora vode. Tesko je povje-
rovati da su sve to prepustili kolonistima bez prisile, odnosno
sklapanjem nekakvog sporazuma, kako su mislili pojedini au-
tori.® Ipak, dio Ilira ostao je Zivjeti na nekom utvrdenom mje-
stu; oni su stocarenjem i moreplovstvom bili ukljuceni u gos-
podarski zivot Farosa. Nije se tu radilo o nekoj velikodus$noj
gesti kolonista, nego o interesu da se osigura egzistencija ko-
lonije u najosjetljivijoj fazi formiranja novoga polisa. Grci su
ove Ilire, pod odredenom kontrolom, ostavili na podrucjima
gdje su se stolje¢ima bavili uzgojem stoke i obradom zemlji-
Sta. Ustupci koje su im dali zasigurno su ih zadrzZali u brdskom
podrucju, iz kojega su Farani dobivali meso, vunu, med i mli-
jeCne proizvode.

Od pocetka 4. stoljeca prije Krista, kada Grci s Parosa osni-
vaju koloniju Faros na otoku Hvaru, viSe ne moZemo govoriti
o gradinskom naselju, nego o grckom ruralnom naselju koje je
bilo prostorno i gospodarski povezano s Farosom. Drugo sli¢-
no ruralno naselje moZemo pretpostaviti na Purkinu kuku kod
Dola. Ako bi se na juznim padinama ispod utvrdene ,akropole
utvrdilo postojanje naselja istodobnog s Farosom, onda bi se i
ovdje moglo govoriti o gr¢kom ruralnom naselju. To bi trebalo

(3

utvrditi arheoloSkim iskopavanjem.

Odavno je utvrdeno da Jel§ansko polje nije bilo parcelira-
no i ukljuceno u sustav farske hore. Marin Zaninovi¢ je pretpo-
stavio kako to ima veze s gradinom na Toru, odnosno da je taj
prostor ostao pod kontrolom Ilira.® Isto smatra i Branko Kiri-
gin, koji piSe da su marginalni isto¢ni dijelovi hore bili prepu-
Steni domorodcima.®

JelSansko polje uistinu je ostavljeno na koriStenje naselju
formiranom na sjevernoj padini brda ispod Tora, ali, opet isti-
¢em, smatram da to nije bilo ilirsko, nego grcko ruralno naselje,
koje su Grci utvrdili na potpuno nov nacin. Naime, Grci ne bi

59 Cace 1997, str. 225.

60 Cace 1994, str. 40; Kirigin 2004, str. 33-34.
61 Katic¢ 1995-1996, str. 51-55.

62 Cale 1994, str. 39.

63 Zaninovic 1996b, str. 31-33.

64 Kirigin 2004, str. 109.
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of Pharos. It was not a generous gesture from the colonists,
but rather an interest in securing the existence of the colony
in the most critical phase of forming a new polis. The Greeks
left these Illyrians under certain control in areas where they
cultivated livestock and land for centuries. The concessions
given to them undoubtedly kept them in the hilly area, whi-
ch provided Pharos with meat, wool, honey, and dairy produ-
cts for centuries.

From the beginning of the 4th century BCE, when the
Greeks from Paros founded the colony of Pharos on the island
of Hvar, the hillfort settlement became a Greek rural settle-
ment that was spatially and economically connected to Pha-
ros. Another similar rural settlement can be assumed at Purkin
Kuk, near Dol. If the existence of a settlement contempora-
neous with Pharos is confirmed on the southern slopes below
the fortified “acropolis,” it would also be considered a Greek
settlement. Archaeological excavations would be necessary to
confirm this.

It has long been established that the Jelsa Plain was not par-
celled and included in the system of the Pharos chora. Marin
Zaninovi¢ assumed this was related to the hillfort on Tor, sug-
gesting that this area remained under Illyrian control. Branko
Kirigin shares a similar view, stating that the marginal eastern
parts of the chora were left to the indigenous population.®

The Jelsa Plain was indeed left for use by the settlement,
which was formed on the northern slope below Tor. However,
it should be emphasised once more that this author believes
the settlement was not Illyrian but Greek and that it was for-
tified by the Greeks in an entirely novel way. In other words,
Greeks would not fortify strategic points near Pharos only to
leave them to the Illyrians, with whom they were in conflict
during the 4th century BCE.

The fortified settlement on Tor was visually connected to
the tower on the Maslinovik hill, built on the hill north of the
Hvar chora. Together, they formed a security system for rai-
sing alarms in case of danger from enemy attacks.

Similar defensive systems for monitoring and defending
a territory are known in Greece from the archaic period, es-
pecially in eastern and central Greece, where they notably de-
veloped after the second quarter of the 4th century BCE.*
Towers often oversaw communication routes between two ci-
ties or regions. In Greece, they were erected by city-states in
uninhabited areas, thus forming robust defensive systems. A
smaller number were associated with agricultural estates.®® In
the case of the island of Hvar, there is a clear orientation of
fortifications and towers towards the Greek chora, controlling

63 Zaninovi¢ 1996b, pp. 31-33.
64 Kirigin 2004, p. 109.
65 Fossey 1993, p. 128.
66 Fossey 1993, p. 128.
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u blizini Farosa utvrdivali strateSke tocke kako bi ih prepustili
Ilirima s kojima se sukobljavaju tijekom 4. stoljeca prije Krista.

Utvrdeno naselje na Toru vizualno je bilo povezano s ku-
lom na Maslinoviku podignutoj na brdu sjeverno od hvarske
hore. Zajedno su ¢inile sigurnosni sustav uzbunjivanja u slu-
¢aju opasnosti od napada neprijatelja.

Sli¢ni defenzivni sustavi za nadzor i obranu nekog teritorija
poznati su u Grckoj jo§ od arhajskoga doba. U istocnoj i sredis-
njoj Gr¢koj do njihova razvoja dolazi osobito od druge Cetvrtine
4. stoljeca prije Krista.®s Kule su ¢esto nadzirale komunikaci-
je izmedu dvaju gradova ili podruéja. U Grc¢koj su ih podiza-
li gradovi drzave na nenaseljenim mjestima, gdje su one cinile
¢vrste defenzivne sustave. Manji je broj bio vezan uz poljopri-
vredna gospodarstva.® U slucaju otoka Hvara ocita je orijenti-
ranost utvrda i kule na gré¢ku horu, kontrolu pomorskih putova,
¢uvanje lokalnog ruralnog naselja i njegova stanovnistva.

Zbog velike slicnosti kula s arhitekturom bedema u Reme-
tinu vrtu u Starome Gradu, miSljenja sam da se podiZu negdje
oko sredine - druge polovine 4. stoljeéa prije Krista paralelno
s izgradnjom bedema u Farosu. To je vrijeme kada se podizu
novi gradski bedemi i kada se Faros kona¢no urbanisticki rede-
finira. Osim zaStite polisa nastojalo se §to bolje zastititi horu, u
kojoj se ve¢ nekoliko desetljeca uzgajaju mediteranske kulture.
Uspostavlja se i bolja kontrola morskih i kopnenih komunika-
cija, posebno onih prema istocnom dijelu otoka.

Ruralni Zivot Farosa nije bio koncentriran samo na horu. Za
koloniste je veliku vaznost imalo brdsko podrucdje sredi$njega
dijela otoka. Taj su prostor Grci nakon osnivanja kolonije zau-
zeli i koristili za uzgoj stoke, lov, proizvodnju meda i nabavu
drva; bio im je od egzistencijalne vaznosti. Na samom sjever-
nom rubu brdskoga podrucja podigli su svoja ruralna naselja
bez kojih gospodarski Zivot antickog Farosa nije bio odrzZiv.

65 Fossey 1993, str. 128.
66 Lawrence 1979, str. 187.
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maritime routes, and safeguarding the local rural settlement
and its population.

Due to the significant resemblance of the towers with the
architecture of the rampart walls in Remete Garden in Stari
Grad, this author believes they were erected around the mid-
to-late 4th century BCE, simultaneously with the constructi-
on of the ramparts in Pharos. This period coincides with the
construction of new city walls and the final urban redefini-
tion of Pharos. Aside from protecting the polis, there was an
effort to better protect the chora, where Mediterranean crops
had been cultivated for decades. Improved control of mariti-
me and land routes, especially those towards the eastern part
of the island, was also established.

The rural life of Pharos was not concentrated solely in the
chora. The hilly area in the central part of the island was of
great importance to the colonists. After the establishment of
the colony, the Greeks occupied and used this area of vital im-
portance for animal husbandry, hunting, honey production,
and woodcutting. At the northern edge of the hilly area, they
built their rural settlements, without which the economic life
of ancient Pharos would not have been sustainable.
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