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U Marinovi¢ima (Selo) u Podgori uzidani su fragmenti ste-
le supruznika za koju se drzalo da je odavno izgubljena. Obja-
vio ju je makarski kanonik Ivan Josip Pavlovié-Luci¢ u djelu
Marmora Macarensia i to tako da je u prvom (venecijanskom)
izdanju djela donio i crteZ spomenika (sl. 1). Od stele su preo-
stala dva vidljiva fragmenta s portretima supruznika okrenu-
tim prema vani (sl. 2, 3) i jo§ nekoliko fragmenata koji bi mogli
pripadati natpisnom polju, nazalost okrenuti (licem?) prema
unutra (sl 3).

U radu se podsjeca na sadrzaj natpisa, analiziraju se imen-
ski obrasci i onomastika (imena) pokojnice i komemoratora,
kao i portreti prikazanih osoba te se na temelju ukupnih po-
dataka predlaZe datacija u tetrarhijsko doba. Muskarac je pri-
kazan u tunici s ogrtacem pravokutnog kroja zakopéanim lu-
kovicastom fibulom na desnom ramenu (sl. 4). Pokojnica je
prikazana kao palliata, odjevena u dugacku tuniku (talaris?) i
ogrnuta palom (palla) koja na grudima formira contabulatio (sl
7). Portreti stilski jasno upucuju na tetrarhijsko doba (sl. 5, 6 i
8). Muskarac ima kratku kosu i tek izraslu bradu (sL. 5, 6), a po-
kojnica nosi Scheitelzopf frizuru (sl. 8). Prezivjeli detalji nat-
pisa i portreta kontinuirano se usporeduju s detaljima crteza.
Zakljucak je da je natpis prenijet relativno to¢no, iako ostaju
neke moguce tocke prijepora, a portreti i no$nja prikazani su s
mnoS§tvom pogre$nih detalja.
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Fragments of a stele featuring two spouses, long believed
lost, were found embedded in a wall in Marinovici (Selo), Pod-
gora. They were first published by the Makarska canon, Ivan Jo-
sip Pavlovi¢-Luci¢, in the work Marmora Macarensia, such that
in the first (Venetian) edition he also provided a drawing of the
monument (Fig. 1). All that remains of the stele are two visi-
ble fragments with the portraits of the spouses turned forward
(Fig. 2, 3) and several more fragments that may have belonged
to the inscription field, unfortunately turned (facing?) inward
(Fig. 3).

This paper recalls the content of the inscription, analyzing
the name formulas and onomastics (of the names) of the dece-
ased and the commemorator, as well as the portraits of these
persons. Based on the overall data, dating to the tetrarchic era
is proposed. The man is depicted in a tunic with a rectangular
robe fastened by a bulbous fibula at the right shoulder (Fig. 4).
The deceased woman is depicted as a palliata, wearing a long
tunic (talaris?) and draped in a palla which forms a contabula-
tio (Fig. 7) at the breast. Stylistically, the portraits clearly po-
int to the tetrarchic era (Fig. 5, 6 and 8). The man has short
hair and a newly-grown beard (Fig. 5, 6), while the deceased
woman has the Scheitelzopf coiffure (Fig. 8). The surviving de-
tails of the inscription and portrait are then compared to the
details from the drawing. The conclusion is that the inscripti-
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Kljucne rijeci: Marinovici (Podgora), stela, supruznici, portre-  on was conveyed rather accurately, even though some points
ti, tetrarhija. of contention remain, while the portraits and attire are depi-
cted with a multitude of erroneous details.

Key words: Marinovici (Podgora), stele, spouses, portraits, te-
trarchy.
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Tragom vijesti o postojanju nekoliko antickih spolija uzida-
nih u starome dijelu Podgore u Marinovi¢ima, koautorica ovog
teksta, Tea Katunari¢ Kirjakov, otkrila je pocetkom 2000-tih
fragmente veoma zanimljive rimske stele CIL III 1895 za koju
se odavno mislilo da je izgubljena.! Fragmente smo zajedno
analizirali u srpnju 2004. godine, kada smo rekognoscirali i
niz drugih arheolo$kih lokaliteta, te se tada rodila ideja o izra-
di rada na temu anticke topografije i bastine Podgore. Do reali-
zacije ideje naZalost nikad nije doslo, a ovom prilikom Zelimo
izvijestiti znanstvenu zajednicu o nadgrobnoj steli s portreti-
ma bra¢nog para koja je nesumnjivo najvazniji anticki nalaz s
prostora Podgore. Rad posvecujemo dragom kolegi Arsenu Du-
planci¢u u prigodi odlaska u mirovinu za sve $to je ucinio na
polju arheoloske i arhivisticke struke. Na§ skromni prilog te-
matski pripada i podrudju istrazivanja koje se uvjetno moze
nazvati ,povijesna arheologija“ te se tako sadrzajno dobro veze
s onime ¢ime se Arsen bavio veci dio svoje znanstvene karijere.

Predmetna portretna stela poznata je od kraja 18. st., a ot-
krivena je u nepoznatim okolnostima. O njoj je prvi izvijestio
makarski kanonik i antikvar Ivan Josip Pavlovi¢-Luci¢ u dje-
lu Marmora Macarensia navodeci u prvom (venecijanskom) iz-
danju knjige da se spomenik nalazi u ,tvrdavi Podgore“ gdje
je iskopan, te donoseci ¢ak i njegov crtez iz pera don Lovre
Mihovila de Ducaginisa, inace autorova zamjenika u Makar-
skoj i lokalnog Zupnika (sl. 1).> U drugom (dubrovackom) izda-
nju knjige crtez je izostavljen, ali je iznova izrijekom istaknu-
to: ,,spomenik je iskopan u tvrdavi Podgore“3 Iako je iz citata
vidljivo da je raspolagao s oba navedena izdanja, Th. Mommsen
je u ,Korpusu latinskih natpisa“ (CIL III 1895) stelu popratio
sljede¢im komentarom: ,,Otkrivena u Podgori, zatim u Makar-
skoj kod Pavlovica. Uzalud sam trazio“+ Vjerojatno se slijedom
te informacije u svim kasnijim radovima o arheoloskim ostat-
cima na makarskom primorju ne navodi vise §to se sa spome-
nikom dogodilo, u kakvom je stanju i gdje se nalazi, iz Cega se
mogao steci dojam kako je zauvijek izgubljen.s To se nasre¢u
pokazalo neto¢nim.

Stela s portretima supruznika iz Marinovi¢a u Podgori

INTRODUCTION

Following reports of the existence of several Roman-era spo-
lia embedded into walls in the old section of Podgora in Mari-
novici, in the early 2000s this paper’s co-author, Tea Katunari¢
Kirjakov, discovered fragments of a rather intriguing Roman
stele, CIL III 1895, which had long been considered lost.! We
analyzed the fragments together in 2004, when we also con-
ducted a reconnaissance of a series of other archaeological si-
tes, and it was then that the idea of a paper on the Roman-era
topography and heritage of Podgora emerged. This idea, un-
fortunately, never came to fruition, but on this occasion we
would like to inform the scholarly community about the gra-
ve stele featuring portraits of a married couple which is undo-
ubtedly the most important find dating to Antiquity from the
wider Podgora area. We dedicate this paper to Arsen Duplan-
Ci€ as he retires for all that he has done for the archaeological
and archival professions. Our modest contribution thematica-
lly belongs to the research field ostensibly known as “histori-
cal archaeology” and thus complements the work which Arsen
has done through most of his scholarly career.

The portrait stele in question has been known since the
end of the 18% century, although its discovery circumstan-
ces remain unknown. The Makarska canon and antiquarian
Ivan Josip Pavlovi¢-Lucic¢ was the first to report about it in
his work Marmora Macarensia, stating in the first (Venetian)
edition of the book that the monument was located in the
“Podgora fortress,” where it was excavated, and he even pro-
vided a drawing of it made by Don Lovro Mihovil de Ducagi-
nis, otherwise the author’s deputy in Makarska and the local
pastor (Fig. 1).2 The drawing was omitted in the second (Du-
brovnik) edition of the book, but it was once more explicitly
stressed that “the monument was excavated in the Podgora
fortress.”s Although it is apparent from the citation that Theo-
dor Mommsen had both editions at his disposal, in the Corpus
Inscriptionum Latinarum (CIL III 1895) he commented on the
stele as follows: “Discovered in Podgora, then held in Makar-
ska with Pavlovic. Sought in vain.”+ Following this observati-

1 Katunari¢ 2005, str. 33 sa sl. Vijest o otkri¢u prenio je kratko i To-
masovié 2006, str. 14. Informaciju o steli podijelila je Smiljana Sun-
de iz Podgore kojoj se ovim putem zahvaljujemo.

2 Pavlovich-Lucich 1789, str. 30-31, br. XX. (Castri Podgorez, ubi mar-
mor defossum extat). Prijevod djela s izvornikom: Pavlovi¢-Luci¢
2002, str. 74 i d., br. XX, bilj. 18. Najbolji prikaz Zivota i djela I. ). Pa-
vlovié-Lu¢iéa donio je M. Spikié. Usp. Spiki¢ 2008, str. 471 d.

3 Pavlovich-Lucich 18102 str. 82, br. XVI. (Marmor effosum est in Castro
Podgorae).

4 CIL111895: Podgoraz (!) reperta, deinde Macarscae apud Paulovichium.
Frustra quaesivi. Mommsenov navod zapravo dokazuje da se spome-
nik nikada nije nalazio kod Pavlovica.

5 Usp. Glavini¢ 1878, str. 189; Medini 1970, str. 37, 51; BoZek, Kunac
1998, str. 97, br. 77; Marsi¢ 2002, str. 296, kat. br. 99.

1 Katunari¢ 2005, p. 33 with images. News of the discovery was also
briefly reported by Tomasovi¢ 2006, p. 14. Information about the
stele was shared by Smiljana Sunde from Podgora, to whom we
hereby thank.

2 Pavlovich-Lucich 1789, pp. 30-31, no. XX (Castri Podgorez, ubi mar-
mor defossum extat). Translation of the work with original: Pav-
lovi¢-Luci¢ 2002, p. 74 ff., no. XX, note 18. The best overview of the
life and work of Pavlovié-Luéi¢ was written by M. Spikié. Cf. Spikic¢
2008, p. 47 fT.

3 Pavlovich-Lucich 1810, p. 82, no. XVI (Marmor effosum est in Castro
Podgorae).

4 CIL Il 1895: Podgoraz (!) reperta, deinde Macarscae apud Paulovichi-
um. Frustra quaesivi. Mommsen’s statement actually proves that
the monument was never in Pavlovi¢’s possession.
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Slika 1.

CrtezZ stele supruznika u
djelu Marmora Macarensia
(prema Pavlovich-Lucich
1789, str. 30, br. XX)

Figure 1.

Drawing of the stele with the
spouses in Marmora Maca-
rensia (after Pavlovich-Lucich
1789, p. 30, no. XX)

Stela je danas, nazalost razbijena u ve¢i broj fragmenata,
uzidana u kuéni broj 14 (vlasnik Alex Herceg) starog i donedav-
no gotovo napustenog zaseoka Marinovici u Podgori, u koji se
postupno vraca Zivot. Na procelju kuce, izmedu ulaznih vrata i
prozora, neposredno uz prozor, uzidan je veéi fragment s mus-
kim likom dimenzija cca 0,65 x 0,35 m (sl. 2, 4). Otprilike na
vrhu stubi$ta koje vodi na kat uzidan je drugi fragment sa Zen-
skim likom dimenzija 0,35 x 0,30 m (sl. 3, 7). Steli neizostavno
pripadaju jo$ najmanje dva fragmenta koja flankiraju Zenski lik
(sl. 3), potencijalno dijelovi s natpisom. Fragmenti se patinom
razlikuju, onaj s muskim likom je Zuckaste, a ostali su sivka-
sto-modre boje, no rijec je bez sumnje o istom sitnozrnatom
vapnencu nepoznata podrijetla.

ANALIZA - NATPIS | PORTRETI

1. J. Pavlovié-Lucic izrijekom se ne izja§njava o izvornom stanju
stele u trenutku otkrica. Crtez koji je reproducirao na prvi po-
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on, all later works on archaeological remains in the Makarska

littoral did not specify what had happened to the monument,
its condition or where it was located, which may have created
the impression that it had been forever lost.5 This, fortuna-
tely, proved inaccurate.

Today the stele is - unfortunately broken into a conside-
rable number of fragments - embedded in the wall of house
number 14 in the old and until recently almost abandoned ha-
mlet of Marinovi¢i in Podgora, where life is gradually retur-
ning. Today the stele is - unfortunately broken into a conside-
rable number of fragments - embedded in the wall of house
number 14 in the old and until recently almost abandoned
hamlet of Marinoviéi in Podgora, where life is gradually re-
turning. A large fragment bearing a male figure with dimen-
sions of ca. 0.65 x 0.35 m (Fig. 2, 4) is embedded in the hou-
se’s facade between the front door and window, immediately
adjacent to the latter. Another fragment bearing a female fi-
gure with dimensions of 0.35 x 0.3 m (Fig. 3, 7) is at roughly
the top of the staircase leading to the upper floor. Two smaller
fragments flanking the female figure (Fig. 3) are also certainly
parts of the stele, potentially the parts containing the inscrip-
tion. The fragments differ in terms of patina; the piece with
the male figure is yellowish, while the rest are gray-blue, but
these are without doubt made of the same fine-grain limesto-
ne of unknown origin.

ANALYSIS - INSCRIPTION AND PORTRAITS

Pavlovi¢-Luci¢ did not explicitly describe the stele’s origi-
nal condition at the time of its discovery. At first glance, the
drawing that he reproduced leads to the reasonable assumpti-
on that it was initially whole, and then later broken into se-
veral pieces, particularly because the drawing does not sug-
gest the existence of fracture lines or fissures. This is further
indicated by the fact that he was able to provide a transcript
of the entire inscription, which would not have been feasible
with the current state of the fragments. Indeed, he presen-
ted the stele as part of the fourth group of monuments un-
der the title “Marmora Miscellanea Affectuum,” and in the fif-
th and final group under the title “Marmorum fragmenta.” In
an attempt to search for the reasons that led to its fragmenta-
tion, the sole coherent reason may be sought in an “accident,”
the distance of the site at which it was found and the difficul-
ty of moving (the entire piece) or the desire to obtain a hig-
her number of “monuments” as materials to decorate the sto-
ne house into which it was embedded. But it is not entirely

5 Cf. Glavini¢ 1878, p. 189; Medini 1970, pp. 37, 51; BoZek, Kunac 1998,
p. 97, no. 77; Marsi¢ 2002, p. 296, cat. no. 99.
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Slika 2. Figure 2.
Pogled na mjesto ugradnje fragmenta s muskim likom (snimio D. View of the site of the embedded fragment with the male figure
Marsic) (photograph by D. Marsic)

Slika 3. Figure 3.

Pogled na mjesto ugradnje fragmenta sa Zenskim likom i dva pret- View of the site of the embedded fragment with the female figure

postavljena fragmenta natpisa (snimio D. Marsic) and two presumed fragments of the inscription (photograph by D.
Marsic)
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gled namece razumnu pretpostavku da je prvotno bila cjelovita,
a kasnije razbijena u viSe dijelova, posebice stoga $to crtez ne
sugerira postojanje crta loma ili napuknuca. Tome u prilog go-
vori i ¢injenica da je autor bio u moguénosti donijeti transkrip-
ciju ¢itavog natpisa, $to bi s aktualnim stanjem fragmenata bilo
tesko izvedivo. Uostalom, stelu je donio unutar cetvrte sku-
pine spomenika naslovljene Marmora Miscellanea Affectuum, a
ne pete i posljednje pod nazivom Marmorum fragmenta. U po-
kusaju traganja za razlozima koji su doveli do njezina cijepanja
jedini suvisli razlozi mogli bi se traZiti u ,,nesretnom slucaju®,
udaljenosti lokaliteta na kojemu je pronadena i te§ko(i prijeno-
sa (cjelovitog komada) ili Zelji da se dobije veci broj ,,spomeni-
ka“ kao grade za dekoraciju kamene kuce u koju je uzidana. No
nije posve nemoguce ni da je crtez zapravo romantizirani pri-
kaz pretpostavljenog izgleda / rekonstrukcije spomenika koji je
od pocetka bio razbijen! Takvo je shvacanje uloge crtace doku-
mentacije svojstveno duhu kraja 18. i pocetka 19. stoljeca, a da
se radi o primjeru spomenute prakse koautori ovog teksta na-
slutili su preko neobi¢nih detalja na crtezu jedne salonitanske
portretne stele s dvama slikovnim poljima, koji je nacinio Du-
brovcanin Rafael Martini.® U tom bi slucaju valjalo pretpostavi-
ti da su fragmenti s dijelovima natpisa bili u kudikamo boljem
stanju i da ih je bilo moguce procitati i povezati. Kako god bilo,
nema nikakve sumnje da je rije¢ o fragmentima nadgrobne ste-
le koju je donio Pavlovié-Luci¢; jedan je portret muski, drugi
Zenski, radeni su u istom formatu i istih su stilskih znacajki, a
kljucan su argument ostatci natpisa ispod portreta muskarca.
Prije negoli se upustimo u pojedinacni opis fragmenata te
analizu no$nje i portreta, podsjetimo se teksta izvornoga nat-
pisa koji je klasificiran kao CIL III 1895, a donose ga i najvaz-
nije digitalne baze latinskih natpisa EDH (HD053667) i EDCS
(EDCS-27500176). Natpis u transkripciji CIL-a glasi:

D M
AVRELIVS FELEX
POSVIT TITVLVM

CONPARI SVAE SERCIAE
5 MAXIMAE IVNIAE VITA
FVNCTAE ANORVM XXXX
CONIVX CARISSIMA MECVM
FECIT ANNO XXI

Restitucija natpisa glasila bi odatle: D(is) M(anibus) / Aureli-
us Felex (!) / posuit titulum / conpari suae Serciaes / Maximae Iu-
niae vita / functae an(n)orum XXXX / coniux carissima mecum /

fecit anno(s) XXI.

Citanje natpisa je razmjerno jednostavno iako postoje sum-
nje u tocnost prijepisa nekih njegovih dijelova (o tome u ko-

6 Marsi¢ 2016, str. 16 i d., osobito str. 19.
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impossible that the drawing is actually an idealized depicti-
on of the presumed appearance/reconstruction of the monu-
ment which had been broken into pieces from the very start!
This was the view of the role of documentary illustrators spe-
cific to the spirit of the late 18™ and early 19® centuries, and
that this is an example of the latter practice was perceived by
this paper’s co-authors on the basis of some unusual details in
a drawing of a Salonitan portrait stele with two image fields
that was done by Rafael Martini of Dubrovnik.® In this case
it would be worthwhile to presume that the fragments with
parts of the inscription had been in somewhat better condi-
tion and that it was possible to read and connect them. Wha-
tever the matter, there can be no doubt that these were fra-
gments of a grave stele that were presented by Pavlovi¢-Luci¢;
one is a portrait of a man, and the other a woman, made in the
same format and with the same stylistic features, while the
remains of the inscription below the man serve as the cru-
cial argument.

Prior to individual descriptions of the fragments and an
analysis of the attire and portraits, we should recall the text
of the original inscription which has been classified as CIL III
1895, and encompassed by the most important digital databa-
se of Latin inscriptions, EDH (HD053667) and EDCS (EDCS-
27500176). The CIL transcript of the inscription reads as:

D M
AVRELIVS FELEX
POSVIT TITVLVM

CONPARI SVAE SERCIAE
5 MAXIMAE IVNIAE VITA
FVNCTAE ANORVM XXXX
CONIVX CARISSIMA MECVM
FECIT ANNO XXI

The restoration of the inscription would read as follows:
D(is) M(anibus) / Aurelius Felex (!) / posuit titulum / conpari suae
Serciaes / Maximae Iuniae vita / functae an(n)orum XXXX / coni-
ux carissima mecum / fecit anno(s) XXI.

The reading of the inscription is relatively simple, even
though there are some doubts as to the accuracy of the trans-
cription or certain parts thereof (this is addressed in the com-
mentary accompanying CIL III 1895). The person who had the
stele made and the commemorator is the first named Aure-
lius Felex. His imperial gentilicium Aurelius is exceptionally
common in the province’s Roman epigraphic materials and
already indicates a later date for the monument’s appearan-
ce (late Principate or after).’” Felex is a variant of the name (co-

6 Marsic 2016, p. 16 fT., esp. p. 19.
7 Alfdldy 1969, p. 46 ff., s. v. Aurelius.
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mentarima uz CIL III 1895). Osoba koja je dala izraditi stelu i
komemorator je prvospomenuti Aurelius Felex. Njegovo carsko
gentilno ime Aurelius iznimno je prisutno na rimskoj epigraf-
skoj gradi provincije i ve¢ na pocetku upucuje na kasniji datum
nastanka spomenika (kasni principat ili kasnije).” Felex je vari-
janta imena (kognomena) Felix (Srecko), dobro zastupljenog u
Dalmaciji, prema Alf6ldyju posebice medu robovima i liberti-
nima, ali ne i medu autohtonim stanovnistvom poput iz njega na-
stalih kognomena.® Je 1i oblik Felex pogre$no inskribirano Felix
(Fel<i=e>x) ili pak vulgarnolatinska promjena vokala i u e, teSko
je sa sigurnos$cu reci.

Felex je stelu, koju se u natpisu naziva titulus, dao podici
Zeni Serkiji (Sergiji) Maksimi preminuloj u cetrdesetoj godini
Zivota. S najdrazom suprugom zivio je 21 godinu, $to znaci da
je ona u brak s njime stupila s 19 godina.

Prema ovdje predocenoj transkripciji pokojnica bi nosila jo§
jedno, trece ime - Iunia. Mommsen je, medutim, u komenta-
rima uz natpis zapisao kako je prema njemu ime Iunia proble-
maticno, ali da se ne usuduje zamijeniti ga s onim $to se prije
ocekuje - izrazom univiriae (dat.).*® Univira, -ae, f. i pridjevski
oblik univiria oznacavaju ,,jednom udanu Zenu*, tj. zenu koja je
za zZivota imala samo jednog supruga, $to se smatralo jednom
od najvaznijih vrlina matrone te simbolom ¢istoce i sklada nje-
zina obiteljskog Zivota. Izraz je to koji se svrstava (i esto na-
vodi) uz druge moralizirajuce epitete, ali je na natpisnoj gradi
znatno rjedi.* Mommsenovu sumnju vjerojatno je dodatno po-
takao sadrzaj kraja petog i poCetka Sestog retka - vita functae
- koji nije toliko ¢est na natpisima rimskoga doba; medutim je
u meduvremenu potvrden na jo$ jednom provincijskom natpi-
su otkrivenom u blizini Tomislavgrada (Delminium).”> Odatle
se ¢ini da se njegovo ¢itanje na steli iz Podgore moZze uzeti kao
razmjerno pouzdano. StoviSe, na oba se natpisa iza vita functae
nastavlja genitiv annorum i broj prozivljenih godina pokojnica,
Sto je ilogicno. Ipak, dvojba ostaje, zbog Cega se nismo odluci-
li prevesti natpis na hrvatski jezik.

Alfoldy 1969, str. 46 i d., s. v. Aurelius.

Alfoldy 1969, str. 201, s. v. Felex, str. 202, s. v. Felix (SPZ).

9 EDCS baza u transkriptu natpisa ime donosi u obliku Felki=e>x, a
EDH stavlja samo uskli¢nik iza imena. Priklonili smo se drugom rje-
Senju, a zbog Cinjenice da ne znamo kako se ime izgovaralo u praksi,
kroz cijeli rad koristimo zabiljeZeni oblik, a ne oblik Felix. O primje-
rima promjene vokala i u e usp. Zovi¢ 2015, str. 170 i d.

10 CIL 111 1895: luniae molestum est; sed non audeo reponere quod expe-
ctes - univiriae. Vjerojatno kao odjek ovog komentara iJ. Medini piSe
izraz malim pocetnim slovom (iuniae) iz Cega bi se moglo razumjeti
da ga nije smatrao imenom: Medini 1970, str. 37.

11 Kao primjere njegove uporabe upucujemo na natpise CILV 7763, CIL
VI 2318, 3604, 13299, 13303, 14701, 25392, 26268, 31711, CIL VIl 11294,
CIL X 3058, CIL XIV 839 i dr.

12 ILjug 786: D(is) M(anibus) / Aeliae Sev([erinae?] / vita func[tae

ann(orum)] / XXXIII P(ublius) [Ael(ius) Severi?]/nus pater fliliae] / cari-

ssimale et ()] / Cl(audius) Capito[linus?] / maritus c[oniu]/gi pientiss[i-
mae] / poss(uerunt!) / sub ascia d[edicaverunt].

oo N
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gnomen) Felix, which is well represented in Dalmatia, particu-
larly common among slaves and freedmen according to Géza
Alfoldy, “but not as common among the indigenous populati-
on as the cognomina that emerged from it.”® It is difficult to
state with any certainty whether the form Felex was a case of
incorrectly inscribing Felix (Fel<i=e>x) or it was a Vulgar Latin
vowel shift from i to e.?

Felex had the stele, which is referred to as a titulus in the
inscription, raised for his wife Sercia (Sergia) Maxima, who died
at the age of 40. He had lived with his dearest wife for 21 ye-
ars, which means that she was 19 at the time of their marriage.

According to the transcript presented herein, the decea-
sed woman should have also had another, third name: Iunia.
However, in his commentary accompanying the inscription,
Mommsen wrote that in his opinion the name Iunia was pro-
blematic, but that he did feel called upon to change it with
what would more rightfully be expected: the term univiriae
(dat.).’® Univira, -ae, f. and the adjectival form univiria refer to

“a once married woman,” i.e., a woman who had only a single
spouse in her life, which was considered one of the most im-
portant virtues of a matron and a symbol of the purity and
harmony of her family life. This is an expression that is cla-
ssified (and often stated) with other morally intoned epithets,
but is considerably rarer in inscription sources.” Mommsen’s
suspicion was probably additionally prompted by the content
of the end of the fifth and beginning of the sixth lines - vita
functae - which is not very common in Roman-era inscripti-
ons; however, it has been confirmed in another provincial ins-
cription discovered near Tomislavgrad (Delminium) in the me-
antime.”? Hence, it would appear that its reading on the stele
from Podgora may be considered relatively reliable. Moreover,
in both inscriptions vita functae is followed by the genitive
annorum and the number of years lived by the deceased wo-
man, which is logical. Even so, doubts remain, which is why

8 Alfoldy 1969, p. 201, s. v. Felex, p. 202, s. v. Felix (SPZ).

9 In its transcription, the EDCS presents the name in the form
Fel<i=e>x, while the EDH places only an exclamation point after the
name. We prefer the latter solution, and due to the fact that we
do not know how the name was actually pronounced, we used the
recorded form rather than Felix throughout this paper. On the shift
of the vowel i to e, cf. Zovi¢ 2015, p. 170 ff.

10 CIL Il 1895: “luniae molestum est; sed non audeo reponere quod ex-
pectes — univiriae” Probably as a consequence of this comment,
even Julijan Medini wrote the term with a lower-case first letter
(iuniae), whence it may be understood that he did not consider it a
name: Medini 1970, p. 37.

11 As examples of its use, we point to the inscriptions CILV 7763, CIL
V12318, 3604, 13299, 13303, 14701, 25392, 26268, 31711, CIL VIII 11294,
CIL X 3058, CIL XIV 839 fT.

12 ILug 786: D(is) M(anibus) / Aeliae Sev[erinae?] / vita func[tae an-
n(orum)] / XXXI1I P(ublius) [Ael(ius) Severi?]/nus pater fliliae] / carissi-
male et ()] / Cl(audius) Capito[linus?] / maritus c[oniu]/gi pientiss[imae]
/ poss(uerunt!) / sub ascia d[edicaverunt].
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Alf6ldy Iunia uzima za cognomen i navodi da je, osim na na-
Sem natpisu, zastupljen jo§ samo na jednom natpisu iz Aseri-
je (Cassia Iunia) koji datira u kasni principat.B Iunia kao ime /
drugi kognomen navodi i EDH, dok se EDCS o tome ne ocituje.
Pokojnicino gentilno ime sigurno glasi Sergia, a dvojbeno osta-
je jedino je li bilo inskribirano s grafemom C ili G (sli¢no poja-
vi zabiljeZenoj primjerice kod imena Caius/Gaius). U Dalmaci-
jije ime razmjerno rijetko i prema Alféldyju prisutno samo na
natpisima kasnog principata.'* Objasnjenje ,srednjega“ imena
Maxima u direktnoj je svezi s kontroverzom postojanja imena
Iunia; ako njega nije bilo, Maxima sigurno stoji u funkciji ko-
gnomena, a ako jest, moguca su dva rjeSenja iz sfere Zenske po-
lionimije (Zenska tria nomina): prvo, da je posrijedi jo§ jedan, tj.
prvi cognomen, i drugo, da se radi o drugom gentiliciju. Alfoldy
se priklanja najjednostavnijem rjeSenju i smatra ga prvim ko-
gnomenom jer su Maximus i njemu slicna imena veoma Cesta
na natpisima u Dalmaciji kroz cijelo carsko razdoblje.’s Ponovi-
mo da takvo tumacenje zastupa i EDH. Ako Iunia nije pogreska
odnosno kriva lekcija, po naSem misljenju mozda bi vrijedilo
razmotriti i mogucnost da je posrijedi stegnuti oblik gentil-
nog imena Maximius, -a (dat. Maximiae > Maximae), potvrden
s par primjera u nekim zapadnim i dunavskim provincijama
Carstva. Slaba strana tog prijedloga je Sto taj gentilicij za sada
ipak nije potvrden u provinciji Dalmaciji. Iz iznesenoga slijedi
kako je jedna mogucnost da je pokojnica bila imenovana tipic-
nom dvoc¢lanom imenskom formulom gentilicium + cognomen,
a druga da je posrijedi jedan od obrazaca Zenskog polionimij-
skog imenovanja o kojemu znanstvena zajednica zivo diskuti-
ra u posljednje vrijeme.”

Od natpisa su danas preostali samo neznatni ostatci. Naj-
dulji ostatak epitafa sauvan je na fragmentu s muskim likom,
odnosno gornjoj desnoj polovici izvornoga spomenika (sl. 4).
Ispod portretnog polja, obrubljenog jednostavnim ravnim
okvirom, ¢itljiva su na kraju prvog reda slova FELEX i na kra-
ju drugog reda vrh slova L, gotovo cijelo slovo V i vrh slova M
(zavrSetak rijeci titulum). Izvedena su krajnje nevjesto i neu-
jednacenim duktusom, prije bi se reklo nakrivljenih nego oko-
mitih hasta, a posebice je upecatljiv oblik slova L koji podsjeca
na udicu. Prvi je red teksta uklesan odmah ispod ravnog okvi-
ra koji natpisno polje dijeli od slikovnog, pa se postavlja pitanje
gdje je onda stajala posvetna formula DM? Preostaje zakljuciti
kako se mogla nalaziti jedino na okviru. I doista, pomnijim se

13 Alfoldy 1969, str. 224, s. v. lunia. Autor upozorava da postoji i isto-
imeni gentilicij (lunius, -a).

14 Alféldy 1969, str. 120, s. v. Sergius, Sercius.

15 Alféldy 1969, str. 242 i d., ss. vv. Maximus, Maxumus, Maxsimus.

16 Usp. OPEL Ill 2000, str. 70, s. v. Maximius.

17 Usp. nedavni rad na temu o tom fenomenu na primjeru kontrover-
ze imena jedne mlade Salonitanke (T. Domitia lanuaria): Cori¢, Mar-
Si¢ 2022, str. 76 i d., gdje se donosi i dr. lit.
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we decided not to translate the inscription.

Alf6ldy understood Iunia as a cognomen and stated that, in
addition to this inscription, it only appears in one other from
Asseria (Cassia Iunia) which he dated to the late Principate.
Iunia as a name/second cognomen is also cited by the EDH,
while the EDCS does not take a stance on this. The deceased
woman’s gentilicium was certainly Sergia, and all that remains
unclear is whether it was inscribed with the letter C or G (si-
milar to the phenomenon noted in, for example, the name Ca-
ius/Gaius). In Dalmatia the name is relatively rare and accor-
ding to Alf6ldy it was present only in inscriptions of the late
Principate.’# The explanation for the “middle” name Maxima
is directly tied to the controversial existence of the name Iu-
nia; if the latter had not been there, Maxima would certainly
function as a cognomen, and if it did, two solutions are possi-
ble from the sphere of female polynymic names (the female
tria nomina): the first is that it is another, i.e., the first cogno-
men, and the second is that it is a second gentilicium. Alfoldy
opted for the simplest solution and considered it the first co-
gnomen, because Maximus and similar names are very com-
mon in inscriptions in Dalmatia throughout the entire impe-
rial period.’s We should reiterate that this interpretation is also
shared by the EDH. If Iunia is not an mistake or erroneous ren-
dering, in our opinion it may be worthwhile to also consider
the possibility that this is a constricted form of the gentilici-
um Maximus, -a (dat. Maximiae > Maximae), confirmed in a few
more examples in certain western and Danubian provinces in
the Empire.*® The flaw in this suggestion is that this gentilici-
um has thus far not been confirmed in the province of Dalma-
tia. Consequently, one possibility is that the deceased woman
was named by the typical dual naming formula, gentilicium +
cognomen, while another is that this is one of the formulas for
female polynymic naming, which has been the subject of live-
ly recent debate in the scholarly community.”

Only negligible remains are left of the inscription today.
The most extensive remains of the epitaph have been preser-
ved on the fragment with the male figure, i.e., on the upper ri-
ght-hand half of the original monument (Fig. 4). Below the
portrait field, bordered by a simple straight frame, the letters
FELEX are legible at the end of the first line, and the top of the
letter L, virtually the entire letter V and the top of the letter M
(end of the word titulum) at the end of the second line. Their

13 Alfoldy 1969, p. 224, s. v. lunia. He pointed out that there is an iden-
tical gentilicium (lunius, -a).

14 Alféldy 1969, p. 120, s. v. Sergius, Sercius.

15 Alféldy 1969, p. 242 fT. ss. vv. Maximus, Maxumus, Maxsimus.

16 Cf. OPEL 1l 2000, p. 70, s. V. Maximius.

17 Cf. the recent paper on this phenomenon based on the example of
the controversy surrounding the name of a young Salonitan woman
(T. Domitia lanuaria): Corié, Marsi¢ 2022, p. 76 ff., wherein other
sources are also cited.
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Slika 4.

Fragment stele supruznika
s portretom Aurelija Feleksa
(snimio D. Marsic)

Figure 4.

Fragment of the stele of
the spouses featuring the
portrait of Aurelius Felex
(photograph by D. Marsic)

promatranjem, iznad slova E i X, uoc¢avaju tragovi koji bi mo-
gli pripadati slovu M.

Polje s portretom muskarca takoder je izradeno unutar
jednostavnog, ravnog okvira (sl. 4). Okomita (desna) strani-
ca okvira je §ira i nastavlja se kao okvir natpisnog polja, dok
su vodoravne nesto uze i jednakih dimenzija; gornja je ujed-
no i vodoravni okvir zabatnog polja, a donja gornji okvir po-
lja s natpisom. Pozadina niSe je ravna, s laganim zaobljenjem
na desnom kraju (koje je sigurno postojalo i na suprotnoj stra-
ni). Muskarcev portret izveden je u visini polufigure sa spu-
$tenim i uz tijelo priljubljenim rukama. Vidljiva je samo desna
ruka zbog ogrtaca koji ju otkriva. Ogrtac je zakopcan lukovica-
stom fibulom na desnom ramenu i ve¢ je na temelju tog deta-
lja moguce zakljuciti kako je rije o ogrtacu pravokutnog kroja.
Fibula je prikazana realisti¢no, nazalost odlomljenih lukovi-
ca (satuvana je samo jedna), ali odli¢no sacuvane noge s pro-
Sirenim krajem u dubljem dijelu reljefa gdje neprirodno ,,visi
u zraku® Oba njome privezana kraja ogrtaca padaju pored de-
sne ruke; jedan sprijeda, pokrivajuci u cijelosti grudi, a drugi
iza nadlaktice spustajuci se niz leda. Draperija prvog elemen-
ta prikazana je krajnje shematizirano, pa se stje¢e dojam po-
stojanja nekakvog plitkog, trapezoidnog elementa dijagonal-

Stela s portretima supruznika iz Marinovi¢a u Podgori
Stele with portraits of spouses from Marinovici in Podgora

rendering is extremely shoddy, with an uneven writing style,
and one would say that the bars are more skewed than vertical.
The shape of the letter L is particularly striking as it recalls a
hook. The first line of the text was carved immediately below
the straight frame that divides the inscription field from the
image, so the question that arises is where the dedicatory for-
mula DM stood. One is left to conclude that it could only have
been in the frame itself. And truly, after more careful exami-
nation, traces can be discerned above the letters E and X whi-
ch may have belonged to the letter M.

The field featuring the portrait of a man was also made in-
side a simple, straight frame (Fig. 4). The vertical (right) side of
the frame is wider and continues as the inscription field’s fra-
me, while the horizontal sides are somewhat narrower with
the same dimensions; the upper side is also the horizontal fra-
me of the pediment field, while the lower side is the upper fra-
me of the inscription field. The background of the niche is flat,
with slight rounding on the right end (which certainly also
existed on the opposite side). The man’s portrait is rendered at
the height of a semi-figure with arms down against the body.
Only the right arm is visible thanks to the robe that reveals it.
The robe is fastened with a bulbous fibula at the right shoul-
der and on the basis of that detail alone it is possible to conc-
lude that the robe had a rectangular cut. The fibula is depicted
realistically, unfortunately with the bulbs broken off (only one
has been preserved), but with a superbly preserved foot ha-
ving an expended end in the deeper part of the relief where
it unnaturally “hangs in the air.” Both ends of the robe attac-
hed to it descend next to the right arm; one in front, covering
the entire chest, and the other behind the upper arm descen-
ding down the back. The draping of the first element is depi-
cted quite sketchily, creating the impression of there is some
sort of shallow, trapezoidal element diagonally formed across
the chest, which recalls the fan-shaped umbo of the so-called
magistrate’s toga (type E).'® However, its existence here is out
of the question, because as a rule in provincial art this toga is
generally not depicted fastened with a fibula, but rather dra-
ped over the body.* This is actually the carver’s unsuccessful
and awkward portrayal of a double-layered robe, i.e., it is fol-
ded over in order to obtain surplus fabric in the upper section,
which could then be thrown over the head as needed and used
as a hood (cucullus). An identical detail has been portrayed on
hundreds of Roman monuments and there is truly no need to
provide specific evidence here. This then means that the depi-
cted robe should not have a specially made hood, which helps

18 On this toga type (E), generally in: Goette 1990, p. 62 ff., Taf. 45 ff.
Cf. also Schénauer 20071, p. 309 ff. Fig. 27.

19 The exception is the so-called toga trabea, which Roman knights
wore on horseback; however, it was considerably shorter and worn
in ancient times, compared to the imperial era styles of draping
togas. Cf. Bonfante Warren 1973, p. 592, 613, s. v. trabea.

379



VAHD 115-2, 2023., 371-391

no formiranog preko grudiju, koji podsjeca na lepezasti umbo
tzv. magistratskog (E) tipa toge.®® Medutim, o njegovu posto-
janju ne moze biti govora jer se toga u provincijskoj umjetno-
sti u pravilu ne prikazuje uévr§éena fibulom, nego drapirana
oko tijela.” Zapravo je rije¢ o neuspjelom i nezgrapnom klesa-
rovu prikazu dvostrukog sloja ogrtaca, tj. njegova preklapanja,
da bi se dobio viSak tkanine u gornjem dijelu, koji se onda po
potrebi mogao prebaciti preko glave i upotrijebiti kao kapulja-
¢a (cucullus). Istovrsni je detalj prikazan na stotinama rimskih
spomenika i ovdje ga doista nema potrebe posebice dokazi-
vati. To onda znaci da prikazani ogrtac ne bi trebao imati po-
sebno skrojenu kapuljacu, $to pomaze u njegovu prepoznava-
nju; u pitanju moze biti sagum, jo$ vjerojatnije paludamentum,
a manje vjerojatno lacerna.?° Donji rub tog dvostrukog sloja
tkanine oznacen je duboko urezanom linijom koja se pruza
od pocetka ruke, iznad okvirne trake sve do pocetka lijevo-
ga ramena (sl. 4).

Ispod ogrtaca muskarac nosi tuniku §irokog kroja koja pa-
dajuci preko desnog ramena formira ,kratki rukav“? Samo je
na taj nacin, naime, moguce objasniti duboki rez koji se prote-
Ze cijelom §irinom desne nadlaktice, malo iznad okvirne trake,
nesumnjivo sa svrhom prikazivanja ruba tunike (sl. 4). Izbor
vrste tunike jako je zanimljiv jer bismo s obzirom na vrijeme
izrade spomenika (o kojemu nesto kasnije) prije ocekivali poja-
vu tunike s dugim rukavom (manicata, tunica manicata);?* nje-
zin bi rukav sigurno bio drugacije prikazan, s okomitim na-
borima u punoj visini, §to ovdje nije slucaj. Pojavu tunike bez
rukava objasnili bismo hrabrom i pomalo drskom tezom: pret-
postavljamo da je spomenik izraden u nekom od toplijih mje-
seci u godini (kraj proljeca - poCetak jeseni) zbog Cega se takva
ikonografija nalogodavcu ili radionici mogla uciniti sasvim pri-
mjerenom.? Draperija u cijelosti pokriva lijevu ruku, a u jed-
nom je dijelu reljef ¢ak i neprirodno ravan. Za kraj rasprave o
muskarcevoj no$nji konstatirali bismo kako ju crtez prikazuje
na nacin koji nema dodirnih tocaka sa stvarnoscu (sl. 1); s nje-

18 O tom tipu toge (E) pregledno: Goette 1990, str. 62 i d., T. 45 d.
Usp. i Schénauer 2001, str. 309 i d., sl. 27.

19 lzuzetak je tzv. toga trabea koju su rimski vitezovi nosili na konju,
medutim ona je bila znatno kraca i nosila se u drevna vremena, u od-
nosu na carskodobne stilove drapiranja toge. Usp. Bonfante Warren
1973, str. 592, 613, s. V. trabea.

20 O glavnim tipovima ogrtaca spajanima na desnom ramenu usp.
Schénauer 2001, str. 403-404, sl. 31-33. Sagum i paludamentum su u
osnovi rimske verzije grékog himatija i hlamide, a podrijetlo lacerne
i dalje ostaje zagonetno.

21 Treba upozoriti da je osnovna rimska muska tunika rijetko imala za-
sebno skrojene kratke rukave, a dojam o njihovu postojanju nasta-
je zbog pada tkanine preko ramena. O tome usp. Goldman 2001, str.
221id, sl. 13. 9. Usp. i Schdnauer 2001, str. 394, sl. 6.

22 Pregledno o toj vrsti tunike: Bonfante Warren 1973, str. 614, s. v. tu-
nica; Schénauer 2001, str. 309 i d., sl. 27.

23 Moguce je da je Felex prikazan u habitu koji je imao/nosio u trenut-
ku izrade stele, jer ne zaboravimo - on je nadZivio suprugu.
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in its recognition; it may be a sagum, but even more likely a pa-
ludamentum, and less likely a lacerna.>® The lower edge of this
double layer of fabric is indicated by a deeply incised line whi-
ch extends from the beginning of the arm, above the frame
band to the beginning of the left shoulder (Fig. 4).

Below the robe, the man wears a widely-cut tunic which,
falling over the right shoulder, forms a “short sleeve.”” This,
namely, is the only way to explain the deep incision which
extends over the entire width of the upper arm, slightly above
the frame band, undoubtedly for the purpose of portraying the
hem of the tunic (Fig. 4). The selection of the tunic type is rat-
her interesting, because given the time when the monument
was made (which will be discussed later), it would be more apt
to expect a tunic with a long sleeve (manicata, tunica manica-
ta);? its sleeve would certainly be portrayed differently, with
vertical pleats in the full height, which is not the case here. We
would explain the appearance of a sleeveless tunic with a bold
and somewhat impertinent hypothesis: we have assumed that
the monument was made during one of the warmer months
of the year (end of spring through the beginning of autumn),
wherein such iconography on the part of Felex or workshop
may seem entirely appropriate.? The draping fabric entirely
covers the left arm and in one section the relief is even unna-
turally flat. To conclude the discussion of the man’s attire, we
point out that the drawing portrays it such that there are not
commonalities with reality (Fig. 1); from it we could conclude
that Felex was shown as a togatus and that his right arm with
the tunic was not seen.

The portrait, as opposed to a bust, has a rather superficia-
lly damaged relief, but it is still preserved in a condition that
may be assessed as very good (Fig. 4, 5). As is typical, the tip of
the chin is damaged, virtually the entire nose has been batte-
red off., and there is a sizeable recess below the left ear and se-
veral smaller ones on the forehead and top of the head. A mi-
ddle-aged man (in his 40s or early 50s) is shown, to which the
inscription testifies. The head is characterized by full cheeks
and a broad chin, the bridge of the nose is as wide as the mo-
uth, the neck is short and the skull is cubical with a small vo-

20 On the primary types of robes attached at the right shoulder, cf.
Schénauer 2001, pp. 403-404, Fig. 31-33. The sagum and paludamen-
tum are basically Roman versions of the Greek himation and hlamida,
while the origin of the lacerna remains a mystery.

21 It is should be noted that the basic Roman men’s tunic rarely had
separately made short sleeves, and the way the fabric descended
over the shoulders created the impression of their existence. On
this, cf. Goldman 2001, p. 221 ff. Fig. 13. 9. Cf. also Schénauer 2001,
p. 394, Fig. 6.

22 For an overview of this tunic type: Bonfante Warren 1973, p. 614, s.
v. tunica; Schénauer 2001, p. 309 ff,, Fig. 27.

23 It is possible that Felex was depicted in the attire he had on/wore
at the time when the stele was made, because we should not for-
get that he had outlived his spouse.
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Slika 5.
Detalj stele s portretom Aurelija Feleksa (snimio D. Marsic)

ga bismo zakljucili kako je Felex bio prikazan kao togatus i kako
mu se desna ruka s tunikom nije vidjela.

Portret je, za razliku od poprsja, povrsinski dosta oStecenog
reljefa, ali jo§ uvijek sa¢uvan u stanju koje se moze ocijeniti
kao vrlo dobro (sl. 4, 5). Standardno je ostecen vrh brade, otu-
¢en gotovo cijeli nos, velika udubina je ispod lijevog uha te ne-
koliko manjih po Celu i tjemenu. Prikazan je muskarac srednje
Zivotne dobi (40-e ili rane 50-e godine zivota) o kojoj neizrav-
no svjedodi i natpis. Glavu mu karakteriziraju punacki obrazi i
Siroka brada, korijen nosa §irok tocno koliko i usta, kratak vrat
ivolumenom manja kubi¢na lubanja. Po sredini $iroko otvore-
nih i ukocenih o¢iju plitko su svrdlane zjenice.

Kosa je sacuvana u opsegu koji na prvi pogled ne ostavlja
mnogo moguénosti za analizu. Ne§to su bolje sauvane partije
frizure iznad usiju (posebice na lijevoj strani glave), dok je dio
na sredini Cela u znatnoj mjeri postradao (sl. 5). Pri pogledu iz
lijevog profila (sl. 6) jasno se zapaza rub kose iznad lijevog oka
koji se blago penje prema sredini cela. Od tog mjesta prema tje-
menu kosa je bila naznacena samo op¢im konturama, bez kon-

Figure 5.
Detail of the stele with the portrait of Aurelius Felex (photograph
by D. Marsi¢)

lume. Shallowly drilled pupils are in the middle of the widely
opened and stiff eyes.

The hair has been preserved to an extent which at first
glance does not leave many possibilities for analysis. The hair
above the ears (particularly on the left side of the head) has
been somewhat better preserved, while the hair in the mi-
ddle of the forehead has been considerably damaged (Fig. 5).
When viewed from the left profile (Fig. 6), the hairline above
the left eye gently ascending toward the middle of the forehe-
ad may be clearly observed. From that point toward the top of
the head, the hair was indicated only in general contours, wit-
hout more specific sculptural rendering, formed simply by the
shallow strokes of a toothed chisel. That this is the hair is in-
dicated by the otherwise rounded skull, which excludes the
possibility that this is a hat with a rectangular shape and ver-
tical edges. In the middle of the forehead, the hairline disappe-
ars, obviously due to surface damage, but based on the details
of the right side, it is possible to conclude that the hair exten-
ded over the middle almost horizontally. Namely, between the
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Slika 6.

Portret Aurelija Feleksa iz
lijevog poluprofila (snimio D.
Marsic)

Figure 6.

Portrait of Aurelius Felex
from the left profile (photo-
graph by D. Marsic)

kretnijeg plasti¢nog tretmana, oblikovana samo plitkim pote-
zima zubatog dlijeta. Da je rije¢ o kosi pokazuje inace zaobljeni
volumen lubanje, $to iskljucuje moguénost da se radi o kapi
koja bi imala Cetvrtastiji oblik s okomitim rubovima. Na sredi-
ni Cela rub kose se gubi, oito zbog povrsinskih ostecenja, ali je
na temelju detalja na desnoj strani, u istoj visini, moguce za-
kljuciti da se kosa pruzala po sredini u gotovo vodoravnoj lini-
ji. Naime, izmedu desnog uha i desnog oka te malo iznad njih
sacuvan je mali trag ruba kose, poput male stube, koji se ocito
penjao okomito i zatim skretao prema sredini Cela; tome jasno
svjedoci mali greben u kamenu koji se jo§ uvijek dobro zapa-
Za to¢no iznad desnoga oka. Kosa je tako u uglovima cela ima-
la blago asimetri¢no oblikovanje.

Pri pogledu na lijevi profil glave uocljivo je da se karakte-
risticna obrada kose (zubatim dlijetom) od tjemena nastavlja
i niZe - ispred i ispod lijevoga uha, tik do udubine u kamenu
(sl. 6). Zanimljivo je da i de Ducaginisov crtez prikazuje neo-
bican detalj pruzanja kose ispod usiju (sl. 1). Smatramo da je to
rezultat istog zapazZanja u vremenu kada su detalji obrade mo-
rali biti i bolje sac¢uvani. Da nije rije¢ o slucajnoj, tj. atmosferi-
lijama uvjetovanoj razlici svjedoci i ¢injenica da je jos$ i danas
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Slika 7.

Fragment stele supruznika s
poprsjem pokojnice (snimio
D. Marsic)

Figure 7.

Fragment of the stele of the
spouses featuring the bust
of deceased woman (photo-
graph by D. Marsic)

right ear and right eye and just above them a slight trace of
the hairline has been preserved, like small stairs, which obvio-
usly ascended vertically and then turned toward the middle of
the forehead; this is clearly shown by a small ridge in the sto-
ne which can still be seen quite well precisely above the right
eye. The hair was thus asymmetrically formed at the corners
of the forehead.

When viewing the left profile, it is apparent that the typi-
cal rendering of the hair (with a toothed chisel) from the top
of the head continues lower: in front and behind the left ear,
right next to a recess in the stone (Fig. 6). It is interesting that
even the drawing by de Ducaginis shows the unusual detail of
the hair extending below the ears (Fig. 1). We believe that this
is the result of the same observations made at a time when
the rendering details had to have been better preserved. That
this is not a coincidental difference, i.e., due to weathering, is
further proven by the fact that even today the surface of the
relief toward the nose and on the forehead is somewhat smo-
other (Fig. 5). Based on this we have concluded that Felex had
certainly been depicted with a beard and moustache that had
just begun to grow. The fuzzy effect was particularly well pre-
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povrsina reljefa prema nosu i na ¢elu kudikamo glada (sl. 5). Iz
toga zakljucujemo da je Felex sigurno prikazan s kratkom od-
nosno tek izraslom bradom i brkovima. Paperjasti oblik pose-
bice se dobro oc¢uvao na lijevom rubu ovala brade (sl. 6). Nagla-
simo da crteZ prikazuje muski lik golih obraza, kratke kovrcave
kose i visokih zalizaka (sl. 1).

Portretno polje nadviSeno je zabatnim poljem sa¢uvanim
u donjoj desnoj polovici (sl. 4). Katete zabata formirali su jed-
nostavni, ravni okviri (trake) ¢iji su donji krajevi bili nesto Siri
od onih u vrhu zabata. U desnom uglu zabata, otprilike iznad
muskarceve glave, djelomice je sacuvan detalj motiva za ¢iju si-
gurnu interpretaciju nema dovoljno elemenata. De Ducagini-
sov crtez u srediStu zabata donosi nekakav okrenuti (akantov?)
busen s, ¢ini se, razlistanim listovima (sl. 1), pa bismo sacuvani
dio mogli shvatiti kao dio lista, ali je veliko pitanje moze li se
crtezu vjerovati s obzirom na ranije spomenuta odstupanja. U
gornjem, desnom uglu je skromni ostatak akroterija bez trago-
va dekoracije, povr§inom neznatno spusten u odnosu na okvir
zabata. Na crtezu su akroteriji visinom znatno nizZi od zabata i
ispunjaju ih motivi dupina (sl. 1), no ostataka desnog dupina na
sacuvanom fragmentu nema. Vjerodostojnost dekoracije zaba-
ta i akroterija ne bismo pod svaku cijenu dovodili u pitanje jer
za raspravu o njima nema dovoljno elemenata.

Na tamnije patiniranom fragmentu sa Zenskim likom nema
tragova natpisa (sl. 3, 7). Vidljivi su tek ostatci ravnog okvira u
donjem dijelu, $to je uz isti format i visinu figure od oko 35
cm, uski polozaj tijela i identi¢ne stilske znacajke glavni argu-
ment zajednicke pripadnosti s prethodno opisanim fragmen-
tom. Dodatni je argument ostatak pozadine reljefa, sacuvan
odmah pokraj Zenina desnog uha, koji pokazuje da fragment
nije mogao pripadati statuarnoj plastici, ve¢ prikazu u tehnici
reljefnog kiparstva. Pokojnicu prema tome treba identificirati
kao Sergiju Maksimu, a razliku u patini zanemariti.

Pokojnicin je lik slicnog stupnja sacuvanosti kao i supru-
gov (sl. 7). Prikazana je u isje¢ku polufigure s izloZenom de-
snom rukom. Ruka je savijena u laktu, u gornjem dijelu obgr-
ljena draperijom ogrtaca nesumnjivo pravokutnog kroja
(palla),** a podlakticom je postavljena gotovo paralelno s do-
njim okvirom. Ra$ireni prsti u njeznoj gesti obuhvacaju Siro-
ku traku preko prsiju prebacene tkanine (contabulatio) drzeci
je da ne padne s lijevog ramena.® Ispod ogrtaca Zena nosi tu-
niku (tunica) ¢iji se zadebljani ovratnik jasno prepoznaje ispod

24 Palla je u biti rimska verzija grékog himatija (himation) i manje-visSe
istovjetna muskome paliju (pallium). Pregledno: Bonfante Warren
1973, str. 607 i d., s. v. himation; str. 610, s. v. pallium, palla. O pali i
njezinu simbolizmu u odijevanju rimskih matrona: Sebesta 2001, str.
48 i d.; Goldman 2001, str. 228, Fig. 13.17.

25 Opisana je gestikulacija s prisutnom kontabulacijom $to se prona-
lazi na cijelom nizu nadgrobnih spomenika isto¢ne obale Jadrana.
Usp. npr. jedan portret Salonitanke u akroteriju njezinoga sarkofa-
ga: Cambi 2016, str. 102, sl. 116, gdje se donosi i starija lit.

Stela s portretima supruznika iz Marinovi¢a u Podgori

served on the left edge of chin’s curve (Fig. 6). We should note
that the drawing shows a man with a shaven face, short curled
hair and high sideburns (Fig. 1).

Above the portrait field is a pediment field preserved in
its lower right half (Fig. 4). The pediment’s sides form simple,
flat frames (bands) of which the lower ends are somewhat wi-
der than those at the pediment’s tip. The detail of a motif is
partially preserved in the pediment’s right-hand corner, rou-
ghly above the man’s head. Not enough elements are left for a
certain interpretation. The drawing by de Ducaginis features
some sort of upturned cluster (of an acanthus?) with, it would
appear, outspread leaves (Fig. 4) in the middle of the pediment,
so we may consider the preserved portion part of a leaf, but
whether the drawing can be trusted is a serious question given
the aforementioned deviations. The upper, right-hand corner
has the modest remains of an acroterion without traces of de-
coration, with a surface negligibly recessed in relation to the
pediment frame. In the drawing, the acroteria are considerably
lower than the pediment and filled with dolphin motifs (Fig. 1),
but the remains of the right-hand dolphin are absent from the
preserved fragment. We would not question the credibility of
the decorations on the pediment and acroteria at all costs be-
cause there are insufficient elements for a discussion thereof.

There are no traces of an inscription on the darker patina-
ted fragment with the female image (Fig. 3, 7). Only the rema-
ins of the straight frame in the lower section are visible, whi-
ch has the same format and figure height of approximately 35
cm. The narrow position of the body and identical stylistic fe-
atures are the primary argument in favour of its common ori-
gin with the previously described fragment. An additional ar-
gument is the remainder of the relief’s background, preserved
immediately adjacent to the woman’s right ear, which shows
that the fragment could not have belonged to statuary sculptu-
re, but rather an image done in the relief sculptural technique.
The deceased woman should thus be identified as Sergia Maxi-
ma, while the different patina should be disregarded.

The deceased woman’s image has been preserved to a si-
milar degree as that of her husband’s (Fig. 7). She is portrayed
in a segment of a semi-figure with the right arm exposed. The
arm is bent at the elbow, the upper part draped by a robe with
an undoubtedly rectangular cut (palla),** while the forearm is
placed almost parallel to the lower frame. The outspread fin-
gers in a gentle gesture grasp a wide band of fabric thrown
over her breast (contabulatio), keeping it from falling from
her left shoulder.>s Below the robe, the woman wears a tu-

24 The palla was essentially the Roman version of the Greek himation
and more or less identical to the men’s pallium. Overview: Bonfan-
te Warren 1973, p. 607 ff., s. v. himation; p. 610, s. v. pallium, palla.
On the palla and its symbolism in the attire of Roman matrons:
Sebesta 2001, p. 48 ff.; Goldman 2001, p. 228, Fig. 13.17.

25 This describes a gesture with the presence of the contabulatio
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Slika 8.
Detalj s portretom pokojnice (snimio D. Marsi¢)

vrata.? Rijec je o gornjoj duzoj tunici, vjerojatno do gleznje-
va (tunica talaris), jer ovratnik nema izduZzeni, trokutasti oblik
tipi¢an za stolu, rasko$nu tuniku rimskih matrona.?” Izborom
odjece i gestikulacijom, pokojnica je prikazana kao palijata

Figure 8.
Detail with the portrait of deceased woman (photograph by D.
Marsic)

nic (tunica) with a thick collar discernible below her neck.?
This is an upper long tunic, probably reaching the ankles (tu-
nica talaris), because the collar does not have the oblong, tria-
ngular shape typical of a stola, the luxuriant tunic of Roman
matrons.” Based on the choice of attire and gesture, the dece-

26 Usp. bilj. 21.

27 Pregledno o tunici talaris: Radicke 2022, str. 256 i d. O znacenju i po-
vijesti stole (vestis longa) s analizom povijesnih vrela: Scholz 1992,
str.13 i d., osobito str.19id., sl. 1i d.; Radicke 2022, str.299id., T. 7
i d. Usp. i bilj. 24 (Sebesta). Stolu je Zena oblacila nakon udaje i bila
je simbol bracnog statusa (matrimonium iustum), tj. udane Zene (ma-
trona). Kroj joj je mogao biti slican obi¢noj tunici, ali je obi¢no bila
dubljih otvora za ruke, duboka, trokutasta izreza i otvorenija prema
struku, gdje se vezivala pojasom. NajceSce je sezala do gleZnjeva i
bila bez rukava, a njezini su se krajevi na oba ramena spajali kratkim
remenom.
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which can be found in an entire series of gravestones in the Eastern
Adriatic seaboard. Cf. for example, the portrait of a Salonitan wom-
an in the acroterion of her sarcophagus: Cambi 2016, p. 102, Fig. 116,
where the older literature is also cited.

26 Cf. note 21

27 Generally on the tunic talaris: Radicke 2022, p. 256 ff. On the signif-
icance and history of the stola (vestis longa) with an analysis of the
historical sources: Scholz 1992, p. 13 ff.,, esp. p. 19 ff., Fig. 1 ff.; Radicke
2022, p. 299 ff,, Pl. 7 ff. Cf. also note 24 (Sebesta). Awoman wore the
stola after marriage and it was a symbol of marital status (matrimo-
nium iustum), i.e., a married woman (matron). It could resemble an
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(palliata).?® Na crtezu su neki detalji prikazani vjerodostojno,
a neki nisu (sl. 1): poloZaj ruke i contabulatio su donekle pogo-
deni, ali je lijeva ruka s ramenom prikazana slobodna i u tu-
nici kratkih rukava, dok je u stvarnosti obgrljena draperijom
ogrtaca.

Opce crte portreta identicne su ili vrlo slicne onima s por-
treta supruga: Zena ima punacke obraze, visoku i §iroku bradu,
kratak vrat, uska usta, dug nos §irokoga korijena i ne$to kubic-
niju lubanju. O¢i su istog bademastog oblika s plitko svrdlanim
zjenicama. USi su manje i skladnije, ali je tjeme voluminozni-
je od suprugova, te ga pokriva kosa ¢iji nacin Cesljanja odgova-
ra Scheitelzopf frizuri.? Pramenovi su po sredini Cela poceslja-
ni na razdjeljak i u laganim valovnicama skupljeni na zatiljku.
Tu je formirana i posuvracena §iroka pletenica Ciji je kraj izvu-
Cen visoko na tjeme, ali ne i spusten prema celu da bi s pred-
nje strane bio jasno vidljiv. Da je sigurno rije¢ o opisanoj frizu-
ri potvrduju krajevi posuvracene pletenice vidljivi ispod i iza
usiju (sl. 7). Kompariramo li ponovno portret s crtezom (sl. 1),
zapazit emo da je na crtezu zabiljeZeno nesto na glavi, $to se
moze shvatiti jedino kao kapa ili mreZa za kosu. Rijec je o jo§
jednom u nizu netocnih detalja.

PODRIJETLO | KONTEKST

Pitanje tocnog mjesta nalaza stele iznimno je vazno, ne toli-
ko zbog popunjavanja podataka ,,0osobne iskaznice“ spomeni-
ka, koliko za poznavanje ukupne anticke povijesti i topografi-
je Podgore.

Iako se u novijoj literaturi s pravom pojavilo razmisljanje
da je mjesto otkri¢a spomenika neizravno naveo sam Pavlo-
vié¢-Luci¢ u drugom izdanju Marmora Macarensia, rijeCima da
je ,iskopan u tvrdavi Podgore®, problem nije ni izdaleka tako
jednostavan.3° U prvom izdanju Pavlovi¢-Lucic isti izraz koristi
u veli¢anju Lovre Mihajla de Ducaginisa, svog makarskog ,,su-
sveéenika“ i ,duSebriznika tvrdave Podgore, iz Cega je razvid-
no da izraz ,.tvrdava“ koristi kao sinonim za cijelo naselje, a ne
s namjerom da istakne poloZaj na kojem je spomenik prona-
den.® Slijedom Fortisova opisa Podgore, nastalog tek nesto ra-
nije od Pavlovi¢-Luciceva teksta, u kojem se ona spominje kao
naselje na brezuljku, jasno je da u ,tvrdavi Podgori“ treba vi-
djeti danas stari dio Podgore, podosta udaljen od mora.> Cini

28 O terminu palijata (palliata) i naj¢eSéim statuarnim tipovima palija-
ta na nadgrobnim spomenicima pregledno: Marsi¢ 2009b, str. 54 i
d., bilj. 244 i d.

29 Scheitelzopf frizura razvila se iz stilova Cesljanja severskoga raz-
doblja. Osnovne napomene: Wessel 1947, str. 66 i d., sl. 3. O razvoju
i varijantama na salonitanskim spomenicima usp. i Marsi¢ 2014, str.
178.

30 Tomasovi¢ 2006, str. 14.

31 Prijevod: Pavlovié¢-Luci¢ 2002, str. 77.

32 Fortis 1984, str. 230.
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ased woman is portrayed as a palliata.?® Certain details are cre-
dibly portrayed in the drawing, while some are not (Fig. 1): the
position of the arm and the contabulatio have been somew-
hat accurately conveyed, but the left arm with the shoulder is
shown free and in a short-sleeved tunic, although it is actu-
ally draped in a robe.

The general lines of the portrait are identical or quite si-
milar to those on the portrait of her spouse: the woman has
rather full cheeks, a high and broad chin, a short neck, narrow
mouth, long nose with a wide bridge and a somewhat more
cubical skull. The eyes have the same almond shape with
shallowly drilled pupils. The ears are smaller and more ali-
gned, but the top of the head is more voluminous that than
of her spouse, and it is covered with hair combed in the Sche-
itelzopf style.® The locks are parted in the middle of the fore-
head and gathered at nape in light strands. Here a wide plait
is formed and brought forward, its end drawn high over the
top of the head, but not descending to the forehead so that it
is clearly visible from the front. The ends of the folded plait
below and behind the ears (Fig. 7) confirmed that this is cer-
tainly the above-described style. If the portrait is once more
compared to the drawing (Fig. 1), we can observe that somet-
hing was indicated on the head, which can be understood as
either a hat or a hair-net. This is one more in a series of ina-
ccurate details.

ORIGIN AND CONTEXT

The question of the precise find-spot of the stele is exceptio-
nally vital, not so much because of the need to supplement the

“«

data on the monument’s “personal identity card” as due to the
need to better understand the overall history and topography
of Podgora in Antiquity.

Even though an understandable view that has appeared in
the more recent scholarly literature posits that Pavlovi¢-Lu-
¢i¢ himself indirectly noted the discovery site in the second
edition of Marmora Macarensia when he said it was “excava-
ted in the Podgora fortress,” the problem is far from being
so simple.3° In the first edition, Pavlovi¢-Luci¢ used the same

expression when extolling Lovro Mihajlo de Ducaginis, his

ordinary tunic, but it normally had deeper openings for the arms and
a triangular neckline, and it was looser at the waist, where it was
tied with a belt. It most often reached the ankles and lacked sleeves,
and its ends at both shoulders were connected by a short strap.

28 Foran overview of the term palliata and the most frequent palliata
statuary types on gravestones, see: Marsi¢ 2009b, p. 54 ff., note
244 fF.

29 The Scheitelzopf coiffure developed from the styles of the Severan
era. Basic remarks: Wessel 1947, p. 66 fT., Fig. 3. On its development
and variations on Salonitan monuments, cf. also Marsi¢ 2014, p. 178.

30 Tomasovic 2006, p. 14.
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se kako je u nastajanju kovanica castellum Podgora ili castrum
Podgora presudnu ulogu odigrala ¢injenica da je u 16. st. na ula-
Zu u mjesto, iz smjera Tucepa i Drasnica, podignut veéi broj
obrambenih kula, tako da je naselje uistinu izgledalo kao skup
manjih tvrdava. Kako je poloZaj kula dobro poznat, a neke su i
danas sacuvane, izrijekom se moze kazati da se izraz ,tvrdava
Podgora“ koristio za prostor od Marinovica na sjeveru, preko
zaseoka Srida Sela u sredi$njem dijelu, do nepoznate granice
s dijelom naselja na jugu. Navod Pavlovi¢-Luci¢a prema tome
treba shvatiti kao makrotoponimsku odrednicu, a nikako kao
mikrotoponim u bilo kakvoj vezi s otkri¢em stele.

Na naseobinskom prostoru Podgore dokumentirani su re-
lativno brojni povrsinski ostatci antickih poloZaja. Uglavnom
je rijeC o gospodarskim imanjima, ali usmena i rukopisna pre-
daja govore i o nekoliko nekropola, od kojih su barem neke
antickoga postanja. Posebice su zanimljivi lokaliteti Grebice
1 Zagrebice blizu izvora Vrutak, nekoliko stotina metara sje-
veroistocno od kuce s uzidanim fragmentima naSe stele. Vi-
jest o otkricu grobova na tom polozaju i grobni prilozi pohra-
njeni u Arheolo§kome muzeju u Splitu jedini su siguran trag
neke nekropole na prostoru naselja Podgore. Na pisanim po-
datcima o tome zahvaljujemo marljivosti pokojnog F. Buskari-
ola koji ih je sabrao u svom registratoru pod rubrikom Podatci
o Omisu i makarskoj rivijeri. Na listu koji donosi podatke o lo-
kalitetu Vrutak/Podgora Buskariol je prilozio pismo don Janka
Pavlinovica od 23. 7. 1956. i napisao kako su prilikom krcenja
vinograda njegova brata (Zane Pavlinovica) nadena tri groba
pokrivena kamenim plo¢ama iz kojih je u Arheoloski muzej
u Splitu poslao jedan mali lon¢ic¢ ¢itav kao i jedan veci, razbijen
dok se kr¢ilo. BuSkariol zatim piSe kako Pavlinovic¢ upozorava i
na spolije na njegovoj rodnoj kuci, dva kamena reljefa s ostatci-
ma natpisa i covjecjim likom, za koja prema boji zakljucuje da se
radi o dva razli¢ita rimska nadgrobna spomenika. Nema nika-
kve sumnje da Pavlinovi¢ govori o fragmentima stele supruz-
nika, §to potvrduju i dimenzije koje je priloZio, a odgovaraju
nasim fragmentima.

Zbog otkrica ¢ak triju epigrafskih spomenika u kontekstu
koji ih neizravno povezuje s naseljem gradinskoga tipa, a vje-
rojatno i duzobalnom komunikacijom, pozornost zavrjeduje
jo$ jedna, nesto udaljenija nekropola na padinama brezZuljka
Sutvid, izmedu Podgore i Tucepa. Smjesten na 431 m nadmor-
ske visine, plato Sutvida krije ostatke gradinskoga naselja i vje-
rojatno kasnoantickog refugija, unutar cijeg se nasipa bedema
zapaZaju i ostatci arhitekture.3 Na juznoj padini Sutvida, kraj
staze koja vodi prema unutrasnjosti i to¢no na raskrizju cesta
za Vrgorac i Podgoru otkrivena je 1901. godine nadgrobna ste-
la veterana 8. dobrovoljacke kohorte L. Oktavija Sabina (CIL III
14629/1), a godinu dana kasnije nekoliko grobova i uz njih ste-

Makarska “co-priest” and “the pastor of the fortress of Po-
dgora,” whereby it is apparent that the expression “fortress”
is used as a synonym for the entire community, and not to
distinguish the site at which the monument was discovered.
Based on the description of Podgora by Fortis, which appea-
red somewhat earlier than Pavlovi¢-Lucié’s text, in which it
is mentioned as a settlement on a hillock, it is clear that the
“Podgora fortress” should be seen as what is today old secti-
on of the community of Gornja Podgora, rather far from the

sea.’* It would appear that when the phrase castellum Podgora

or castrum Podgora was being coined, a crucial role was played

by the fact that in the 16 century a considerable number of
defensive towers had been built at the entrance to the com-
munity from the direction of Tucepi and Drasnice, so that it
truly resembled a set of small fortifications. Since the positi-
on of the towers is well known, and some have been preser-
ved to this day, one may explicitly assert that the expression
“Podgora fortress” was used for the zone from Marinovici in
the north, through the hamlet of Srida Sela in the central se-
ction, to the unknown southern boundary with a part of the

community. Pavlovi¢-Luci¢’s statement should therefore be

understood as a macro-toponymic descriptor, and not as a mi-
cro-toponym with any link to the stele’s discovery.

Rather numerous remains of sites dating to Antiquity have

been documented in the residential area of Podgora. Gene-
rally these are farming properties, but oral and written lore

also speak of several necropolises, of which at least some date

to Antiquity. The Grebice and Zagrebice sites near the Vrutak
spring, several hundred meters north-east of the houses con-
taining the embedded fragments of our stele, are particularly
interesting. Reports of the discovery of graves at this site and

the grave goods stored in the Archaeological Museum in Split

are the only certain traces of a necropolis in the area of Podgo-
ra. We have the late Frane BuSkariol to thank for the written

data on this, which he gathered in his binder under the hea-
ding Data on Omis and the Makarska Riviera. In the list whi-
ch includes data on the Vrutak/Podgora site, BuSkariol attac-
hed the letter by Don Janko Pavlinovi¢ dated 23 July 1956 and

wrote that during the clearing of his brother’s vineyard three

graves covered with stone slabs were found, whence he sent

to the Archaeological Museum in Split a small, whole pot and

a larger one broken during clearing work. Buskariol then wrote

that Pavlinovic also pointed out the spolia in the house of his birth,
two stone reliefs with the remains of an inscription and a human

figure, which based on their colour he concluded were two different

Roman gravestones. There is no doubt that Pavlinovi¢ was spea-
king about the fragments of the stele of the two spouses, whi-
ch is further confirmed by the dimensions that he noted whi-

33 Nalokalitet je prvi upozorio fra L. Marun. Usp. Marun 1897, str. 143-
144.
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32 Fortis 1984, p. 230.
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le starije Zene Klevate (ILJug 1978) i djevojke Oktavije Severine
(ILJug 1977).3* Cini se razumnim pretpostaviti kako su kome-
morirani Oktaviji - Sabin, Severina i Severinina komemorato-
rica Octavia Secundina - osobe u bliskoj rodbinskoj vezi.3s Sva
tri natpisa su iz vremena poslije sredine 2. st. pa u jednom ta-
kvom ambijentu ne bi bilo nemoguce zamisliti i otkrie nase
stele. Zanimljivo je da Fortis prepric¢ava kako su ,,na podrucju
seoceta Tucepa nadeni rimski i gréki natpisi koji su prenijeti u
Italiju®, dovoljno da se netko zapita je li medu njima bila i ste-
la supruznika, ali zapravo odnijeta u Podgoru, da bi se kasnije
pojavila kao ,,iskopana“ (otkrivena) u tom mjestu?

Iako su djelo I. J. Pavlovié-Lucica i objavljeni crtez pokaza-
li cijeli niz nedostataka - krivi dojam da je spomenik u Makar-
skoj, pogresno crtanje detalja no$nje i portreta itd. - drzimo
da se podatku o mjestu otkric¢a ipak moze vjerovati, posebice s
obzirom na sada dokazano postojanje barem jedne nekropole
na podrucdju naselja Podgore. Prednost tom poloZaju treba uo-
stalom dati i iz praktickih razloga - jer je najbliZe danasnjem
mjestu ugradnje.

DATACIJA

S epigrafskog, ikonografskog i stilistickog aspekta stelu su-
pruznika iz Podgore relativno je lako datirati u sam kraj 3. ili
pocetak 4. st. po. Kr., ili konkretnije u tetrarhijsko doba (poce-
tak dominata). To je nesto kasnije od datacije koju su predlo-
zili G. Alf6ldy i J. Medini, koji su se u svojim analizama mogli
osloniti iskljucivo na natpis te su stelu smjestili u kasni prin-
cipat (od sred. 2. do kraja 3. st. po. Kr.).3

Napomenimo najprije da je nalogodavac i komemorator
rimski gradanin iz obitelji ,,novijeg civiteta“ jer je uporaba
gentilnog imena Aurelius gotovo sigurno, na ovaj ili onaj nacin,
odjek antoninske konstitucije (Constitutio Antoniniana) cara
Karakale kojom se 212. g. po. Kr. opée gradansko pravo dodje-
ljuje slobodnim stanovnicima Carstva.?” Istina je da se ono na-
Celno pojavljuje vec ranije, krajem 2. st. po. Kr., kada gradan-
sko pravo dodjeljuju carevi Marko Aurelije i Komod, ali tada u
kombinaciji s prenomenima Marcus ili Titus.?® Njegova prisut-
nost unutar muske dvoclane, dvoimene formule bez prenome-
na i filijacije (duo nomina) karakteristicna je ipak tek za kraj 3.

34 Buli¢ 19071, str. 136-137, A 2967 (stela L. Oktavija Sabina); Buli¢ 1902,
str. 1611 d., A 3172-3173 (stele Klevete i Oktavije Severine). Onoma-
sticku analizu i dataciju spomenika donosi Medini 1970, str. 35 i d.,
T. XIl, sl. 1, T. XIlI, sl. 1-2. Vidi i BoZek, Kunac 1998, str. 107 d., br. 96,
102-103.

35 Identi¢no razmislja Medini 1970, str. 36.

36 Usp. Alféldy 1969, str. 50, s. v. Aurelius, i ovdje bilj. 8, 13-15; Medini
1970, str. 51, 53.

37 Alféldy 1969, str. 46 i d., s. v. Aurelius.

38 Alfoldy 1965, str. 183.
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ch correspond to those of our fragments.

Due to the discovery of as many as three epigraphic monu-
ments in contexts that indirectly link them to a hillfort-type
settlement, and possibly also near coastal traffic, attention sho-
uld also be accorded to another, somewhat more distant necro-
polis on the slopes of Sutvid Hill between Podgora and Tucepi.
Situated at 431 m above sea level, the Sutvid plateau conceals
the remains of a hillfort settlement and probably a Late Antique
refuge, with architectural remains visible inside the rampart
embankment.s In 1901, a grave stele of a veteran of Cohors VIII
voluntariorum, L. Octavius Sabinus (CIL III 14629/1), was found
on Sutvid’s southern slope, next to the path that leads to the in-
terior and right at the intersection with the road to Vrgorac and
Podgora. A year later several more graves were found and with
them a stele of the older woman Clevata (ILJug 1978) and the
girl Octavia Severina (ILJug 1977).3+ It would seem reasonable to
presume that commemorated Octavii, Sabinus and Severina, as
well as Severina’s commemorator Octavia Secundina, were per-
sons with close familial ties.3s All three inscriptions are from the
mid-2™ century, so the discovery of our stele in such a milieu
should not be unthinkable. Fortis recounted that “Roman and
Greek inscriptions were discovered in the area of the small villa-
ge of Tucepi, which were taken to Italy.” This statement is intri-
guing enough to prompt the question as to whether these inc-
luded the stele of the spouses, which were then actually taken
to Podgora, only to later appear as though they were “excavated”
(discovered) at that location.

Even though the work by Pavlovi¢-Luci¢ and the publis-
hed drawing exhibit an entire series of shortcomings - the
misleading impression that the monument was in Makar-
ska, the erroneous portrayal of attire and portrait details, etc.
- we maintain that the data on the discovery site can nonet-
heless be trusted, particularly with regard to the now proven
existence of at least one necropolis in the area of Podgora.
This site should also be favoured for practical reasons: becau-
se it is closest to the location at which the fragments are cu-
rrently embedded.

DATING

From the epigraphic, iconographic and stylistic standpoint,
the stele with the spouses from Podgora is relatively simple

33 The site was first pointed out by Fr. L. Marun. Cf. Marun 1897, pp.
143-144.

34 Buli¢ 1901, pp. 136-137, A 2967 (stele of L. Octavius Sabinus); Buli¢
1902, p. 161 ff., A 3172-3173 (stele of Clevata and Octavia Severina).
Onomastic analysis and dating of the monument were provided by
Medini 1970, p. 35 fT., PI. XII, Fig. 1, Pl. XIIl, Fig. 1-2. See also BozZek,
Kunac 1998, p. 107 ff., no. 96 and 102-103.

35 Anidentical opinion was expressed by Medini 1970, p. 36.
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ipocetak 4. st.» Tu tvrdnju dokazuju na desetke precizno da-
tiranih spomenika, a ovom ¢emo prilikom podsjetiti na neke iz
skupine natpisa koji donose frazu ad Tritones (Salona), gdje su
imena u takvoj formuli gotovo i jedina zastupljena.+

Stilska obiljezja u izradi portreta takoder daju jasne smjer-
nice za datiranje stele u tetrarhijsko doba.+ Portreti supruzni-
ka iskazuju prepoznatljivo uopéavanje svih detalja fizionomije,
kao i posvemasnji izostanak mimike lica i unutrasnjeg raspo-
loZenja, koji u konacnici rezultiraju znatnim stupnjem ikoni-
zacije. Glave su tipi¢ne kubicne forme, a u stilskom pogledu
dominira za tetrarhijsko doba karakteristi¢no balansiranje iz-
medu plitkog reljefa danog u osnovnim konturama i svrdla-
nja kojim se kontrastiraju tek rijetki odabrani detalji, u ovom
slucaju zjenice. Stilski i manjim dijelom ikonografski stela su-
pruznika se tako moze lako povezati s brojnim spomenicima
tetrarhijskog vremena, npr. sa salonitanskom stelom Aurelija
Valerina (ILJug 126) ili stelom iz vrta Garagnin-Fanfogna, kada
je u pitanju Feleksov lik (CIL III 2703),%* odnosno s portreti-
ma nekih Salonitanki na sarkofazima i donekle sa stelom Ju-
lije Valerije (CIL III 2406), kada je u pitanju Sergija Maksima.*?
U odnosu na Valerinov portret Feleksov se prije svega razliku-
je prisutnoscu kratke brade (Valerin je golobrad), a no$nja im
je u osnovnim crtama sli¢na. S portretom starijeg muskarca na
steli iz Trogira dijeli veliku srodnost, jedino mu je brada slabi-
ja, dok s no$njom to nije slucaj. Zenin portret stilski je homo-
gen s brojnim salonitanskim primjerima, ali se frizura za¢udo
doima tradicionalnijom. Naime, §iroka posuvracena pletenica
na Maksiminoj glavi nije podignuta sve do naprijed, iznad cela,
nego viSe podsjeca na kreacije ranog 3. st. i njegove sredine.+
Razlog tome moZe biti taj §to se tocno iznad njezine glave, u
zidu nalazi velika koli¢ina morta koji skriva pletenicu. Drugi
je mogudi razlog konzervatizam Zene koja je favorizirala tra-
dicionalniju modu. Sve u svemu, $to se tice kronologije smo
na sigurnom podrucdju, za razliku od mnogih drugih elemena-
ta ovog spomenika.

Nadgrobne stele otkrivene podno Sutvida nisu ovdje doni-
jete samo kao topografski reper i moguci bliski kontekst stele
supruznika, nego i kao svjedocanstvo da je na podrucju Podgo-

39 Alféldy 1969, str. 47, s. V.

40 SalonalV, str.60id.,165 i d., br. 16-17.

41 O tetrarhijskoj portretistici informativno: Cambi 2000, str. 77 d.;
Cambi 2016, str. 96 i d.

42 StelaAurelija Valerina: Rendi¢-Miocevic 1957, str. 156 i d., sl. 1, T. XIV;
Cambi 2000, str. 83, kat. 136, T. 177; Cambi 2016, str. 98, sl. 105. Ste-
la iz vrta Garagnin-Fanfogna (ex Salona): Abramic¢ 1937, str. 18, sl. 12;
Cambi 2016, str. 98-99, sl. 106.

43 Stela Julije Valerije: Rinaldi Tufi 1971, str. 102-103, br. 19, T. VI, sl. 3;
Cambi 2000, str. 84, kat. br. 138, T. 179; Cambi 2016, str. 99-100, sl.
110. Za jedan od portreta na sarkofazima usp. bilj. 25.

44 Usp. npr. sliénu verziju ,frizure s posuvra¢enom pletenicom® stari-
je Zene portretirane u zabatu jedne manje stele iz Cavtata: Marsi¢
20093, str. 70 d., sl. 2.
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to date to the very end of the 3rd or the beginning of the 4th
century AD or, more specifically, to the tetrarchic era (the be-
ginning of the Dominate). This is slightly later than the da-
ting suggested by Alféldy and Julijan Medini, who could only
make use of inscription in their analyses, so that they placed
the stele to the late Principate (from the mid-2 to the end of
the 3% century AD).3

We should first note that the commemorator who had the
stele made was a Roman citizen from a family of “new citizens,”
because the use of the gentilicium Aurelius was almost certain-
ly, in one way or another, a reflection of the Antonine Constitu-
tion (Constitutio Antoniniana) issued by Emperor Caracalla in 212,
whereby citizenship was granted to all free inhabitants of the
Empire.3” To be sure, this principle had already taken effect ear-
lier, at the end of the 2" century AD, when citizenship was gran-
ted by Emperors Marcus Aurelius and Commodus, but at that
time in combination with the praenomina Marcus or Titus.3® Its
presence within the dual name formula for men without a prae-
nomen or filiation (duo nomina) was nonetheless typical only at
the end of the 3™ and beginning of the 4® century. This asser-
tion is proven by the dozens of precisely dated monuments, and
here we shall recall some from the group of inscriptions which
contain the phrase ad Tritones (Salona), where the names in such
a formula are virtually the only ones present.+

The stylistic features in the rendering of the portraits also
provide clear indications for dating the stele to the tetrarchic
era.# The portraits of the spouses exhibit the recognizable ge-
neralization of all physical features, such as the overall absen-
ce of facial expressions and emotion, which ultimately resul-
ted in a considerable degree of iconization. The heads have a
typical cubical shape, and in the stylistic sense they are domi-
nated by aspects typical of the tetrarchic era, such the balance
between shallow relief done in basic contours and drilling that
creates a contrast for only select details, in this case the eyes.
Stylistically and to a lesser degree iconographically, the ste-
le of the spouse may also be easily linked to numerous monu-
ments of the tetrarchic era, e.g., the Salonitan stele of Aurelius
Valerinus (ILJug 126) or the stele from the Garagnin-Fanfogna
garden, when the image of Felex is in question (CIL III 2703),+
or with the portraits of certain Salonitan women on sarcop-

36 Cf. Alfoldy 1969, p. 50, s. v. Aurelius, and notes 8 and 13-15 herein;
Medini 1970, pp. 51, 53.

37 Alfoldy 1969, p. 46 ff., s. v. Aurelius.

38 Alfoldy 1965, p. 183.

39 Alféldy 1969, p. 47, s. V.

40 SalonalV, pp. 60 ff., 165 ff., no. 16-17.

41 Informatively on tetrarchic portraiture: Cambi 2000, p. 77 ff.; Cam-
bi 2016, p. 96 ff.

42 Stele of Aurelius Valerinus: Rendi¢-Miocevi¢ 1957, p. 156 fT., Fig. 1, PI.
XIV; Cambi 2000, p. 83, cat. no. 136, T. 1777; Cambi 2016, p. 98, Fig.
105. Stele from the Garagnin-Fanfogna garden (ex Salona): Abramic
1937, p. 18, Fig. 12; Cambi 2016, pp. 98-99, Fig. 106.
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re i okolice prisutna produkcija barem jedne lokalne klesarske
radionice rimskoga doba. Ne ¢ini se, naime, uputnim njiho-
vu izradu vezivati (samo) uz djelatnost putujucih majstora ili
morski transport iz nekog veceg centra (npr. Salone) kao uvijek
moguce rjeSenje. Tome u prilog, uostalom, jasno govori vise
desetaka rimskih nadgrobnih spomenika otkrivenih na makar-
skom primorju.# Je li rije¢ o jednoj ili viSe radionica i gdje ih
treba locirati, u ovom trenutku nije moguce utvrditi. I neki
detalji na steli supruznika jasno upucuju na, uvjetno receno,
lokalnu izradu. Za razliku od sva Cetiri prethodno spomenu-
ta salonitanska primjerka (stele) kod kojih se portreti pokojni-
ka nalaze u polukruzZno zasvedenim niSama (s jednim, dvama
ili trima portretima!), na steli iz Podgore supruznici su prika-
zani u poprecno izduZenom, pravokutnom polju. Isto tako, na
salonitanskim je stelama natpisno polje u pravilu bez ikakvog
okvira, a stela supruznika ga ima, iako jednostavne izrade, u
obliku ravne trake. Prema tome, distinktivni su elementi vise
nego evidentni i upucuju na razli¢ito radionicko podrijetlo.

45 Pregledno: Medini 1970, str. 51; BoZek, Kunac 1998, str. 94 i d., kat.
70id.

Stela s portretima supruznika iz Marinovi¢a u Podgori
Stele with portraits of spouses from Marinovici in Podgora

haguses and to some extent the stele of Julia Valeria (CIL III
2406), when considering Sergia Maxima.# In comparison to
the portrait of Valerius, that of Felex above also differs due to
the presence of short beard (Valerius is beardless), while the-
ir attire is basically similar. It is quite similar to the portrait of
the older man on the stele from Trogir, only the chin is weaker,
while this is not the case in terms of the attire. The woman’s
portrait is stylistically homogenous with numerous Saloni-
tan examples, but the coiffure, unusually, seems more tradi-
tional. Namely, the wide plait on Maxima’s head is not folded
up to the front, above the forehead, rather it recalls to a grea-
ter extent the creations of the early and mid-3™ century.+ The
reason for this may be due to the fact that the wall just abo-
ve her head has a considerably quantity of mortar that obscu-
res the plait. The second possible reason is the conservatism of
women who favoured more traditional fashions. All in all, in
contrast to many other elements of this monument, we are on
rather certain ground as far as the chronological is concerned.

The grave stelae found at the foot of Sutvid were not presen-
ted here just as topographic markers and a potential close con-
text for the stele of the spouses, but rather also as testimony to
the fact that there was at least one local masonry workshop acti-
ve in the area of Podgora or its environs during the Roman era.
This is because it does not seem appropriate to link their produ-
ction (solely) to the activities of itinerant craftsmen or maritime
transportation from a larger hub (e.g. Salona) as the ever-possible
solution. This is, after all, clearly backed by several dozen Roman
gravestones discovered in the Makarska littoral.4> Whether the-
re was one or several workshops and where they should be loca-
ted cannot be ascertained at this moment. Certain details on the
stele of the spouses clearly point to - conditionally stated - lo-
cal production. As opposed to all four of the previously mentio-
ned Salonitan examples (of stelae) on which the portraits of the
deceased are situated in semi-circularly arched niches (with one,
two or three portraits!), the spouses on the stele from Podgora
are depicted in a perpendicularly elongated, rectangular field. By
the same token, on the Salonitan stelae, the inscription field has
no frame as a rule, while the stele of the spouses does, albeit very
simply rendered, in the form of a straight band. These distincti-
ve elements are thus elements which more than evidently point
to a different workshop origin.

43 Stele Julia Valeria: Rinaldi Tufi 1971, pp. 102-103, no. 19, Pl. VI, Fig. 3;
Cambi 2000, p. 84, cat. no. 138, Pl. 179; Cambi 2016, pp. 99-100, Fig.
110. For one of the portraits on sarcophaguses, cf. note 25.

44 Cf. e.g. a similar version of the “coiffure with folded braid” in a
portrait of an older woman in the pediment of a small stele from
Cavtat: Marsi¢ 200943, p. 70 ff., Fig. 2.

45 Overview: Medini 1970, 51; BoZek, Kunac 1998, p. 94 ff., cat. no. 70
ff.
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