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Abstract. — When observed from a broader perspective, in the 1st millennium
BC, the regions of the Adriatic underwent structuring processes that affected
many domains. On a political level, this was marked by the emergence of
municipal and even state-like institutions; on a social level, it involved both
the affirmation of elites and the development of specialized classes of crafts-
people and traders. Lastly, in terms of settlements, it entailed the more in-
tensive hierarchization of agglomerations in the region and the creation of
special forms of public infrastructure within settlements. In this paper, we
discuss the settlement of Osor, which transformed during this period from a
prehistoric settlement into a major proto-urban center of the northern Adria-
tic. Its location within the landscape and long-distance trade networks, rein-
forcing its insularity, shaped an economy and identity that was unique due
to its cosmopolitan character and distinctive form — even in comparison to
geographically close centers such as the Histrian Nesactium.

Key words. — Kvarner, Osor, Iron Age, insularity, economy, identity, network.

Kvarner and the islands: short distances and distinct locations

Mare quaternarium or Quamarii culfus, once known as Carnar or
Karnar,! present-day Kvarner, is located in a unique area, at the crossro-
ads of four important maritime routes in the northern part of the eastern

1 Skok 1950, 19-20; Persi¢ 2014, 301-303.



146 M. BLECIC KAVUR, B. KAVUR

A SLOVENIA

CROATIA
ISTRIA

Fig. 1. The Kvarner region with the islands and the most significant sites during the Late
Bronze and Iron Ages (StepMap; elaborated by Martina Bleci¢ Kavur, 2025)

Adriatic coast. In regional terms, it is a large bay stretching between the
Istrian and Velebit coasts, with the prominent Rijeka Bay in the north and
the Kvarner or Ilovik Gates at the southernmost end. Between them lies an
“archipelago” of larger islands: Cres, LoSinj, Krk, Rab, and Pag, accompa-
nied by numerous smaller, inhabited and uninhabited islands. As regards
the bay and within the context of the Adriatic Basin, the islands of Cres
and Krk are the largest in terms of area and have been proven to have been
inhabited since prehistoric times.2 However, compared to islands world-
wide, they fall in the category of smaller ones, particularly in relation to
the largest and most dominant islands in the Mediterranean. Given their
location within the bay and their relatively close proximity to each other,
the Kvarner islands are closely connected to one another, as well as to the
nearby mainland (Fig. 1).

2 Mirosavljevi¢ 1971; Ead. 1974; Cus-Rukonié¢ 1996; Ead. 2005; Komgo 2006; Vujic¢
2016; Birch, Miracle 2017.
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Fig. 2. Osor and the Osor Channel that separates the islands of Cres and Lo$inj
(after Ble¢i¢ Kavur 2015, Fig. 2)

For this discussion, the formerly unified islands of Cres and Losinj,
or the so-called Cres-LoSinj island group, are of particular importance.
This group, comprising a total of 32 islands, islets, and reefs, accounts for
approximately 16% of the total area of all the Adriatic islands. They
stretch in a narrow belt of about 100 km along the entire western expanse
of Kvarner and the nearby eastern coast of the Istrian Peninsula.? The to-
pography of the islands is predominantly rocky, formed from carbonate de-
posits, primarily limestone and dolomite. At the center of the island of Cres

Fig. 3. Relief model of Osor and the Lo$inj Channel, produced using the ALB method,
showing the topography of both terrestrial and underwater areas. The reconstruction depicts
the coastline at a sea level -3.5 m (made by Nives Doneus, 2025)

3 Strazi¢i¢ 1981; Ead. 1997; Duplandi¢ Leder et al. 2004.
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lies Lake Vrana, the largest natural karst depression and the main source
of freshwater for Cres and Losinj. The lake is particularly unique because
its surface level is above sea level, while its bottom lies below it, making it
a hydrological phenomenon (Fig. 1).4

Although the settlement of these two formerly unified islands is
confirmed as early as the early prehistoric period, systematic colonization
can only be traced back to the Bronze Age, approximately from the 2nd
millennium BC, when the Kvarner islands and coastal line began to resem-
ble their current appearance.> While significant sea-level fluctuations cannot
be entirely excluded, during this period the sea level was slightly lower than
it is today (-3/-4 m),° creating a larger coastal area with better conditions
for settlement and coastal life (Fig. 3). Based on the number of hillfort set-
tlements (Fig. 5),7 necropolises and graves (Fig. 4),8 as well as assembla-
ges of material culture (Figs. 6-8, 10),? it is evident that settlement during
the Late Bronze Age occurred in a more linear and progressive manner.
This was most probably influenced by climatic changes in the Subboreal,
which led to the stabilization and subsequent rise in sea level, as well as
related changes in subsistence strategies, connectivity, and mutual interac-
tions between communities. 10

During the dynamic final millennium BC, in the Iron Age, only cer-
tain settlements in Kvarner developed into distinctive centers characteri-
zed by exceptional urban features, monumental infrastructure, large and
affluent necropolises, and an abundance of material culture of various ori-
gins. And beside the Histrian Nesactium (Vizace), one of the most impor-
tant Iron Age centers in the entire northern Adriatic region was Apsor (Ap-
soros or Osor) (Figs. 1-2). Situated at morphologically unique yet strategi-
cally key positions, both centers were open to the Kvarner, a sea that simul-
taneously separated and connected them. Thus, they are rightly referred
to as metropolises of the northern Adriatic. The bearers of the Iron Age
culture associated with these centers are identified with the Histri in Istria
and the Apsirtians or Apsyrtides!! on Cres and Lo$inj — peoples who ente-
red the historical record as early as the 6 century BC, thanks to Greek
geographers and writers and their epic tradition.!2

Unlike Nesactium, which was abandoned after the Late Antiquity,!3
Osor remains a small island settlement today, located on the low isthmus

4 Strazic¢i¢ 1997; Mavrovi¢ 1997; Benac et al. 2006; Pikelj, Jura¢i¢ 2016; Brunovi¢ et al. 2019.
5 Cf. Leppard et al. 2022.

6 Benjamin et al. 2017; Fontana et al. 2017.

7 Cutkovié 2017.

8 Ble¢i¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024.

9 Bledi¢ Kavur 2014; Ead. 2015; Ead. 2020; Ead. 2021.

10 Cf. Broodbank 2013; Benjamin et al. 2017.

11 Kati¢i¢ 1995, 73-74; cf. Mori 2008.

12 Mihovili¢ 2014; Bledi¢ Kavur 2015, 15-18; Ead. 2024.

13 Matija$i¢ 1997; Mihovili¢, Matijasi¢ 1998, 42.
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between Cres and LoSinj, surrounded by the sea (Figs. 2-3). Naturally
well-protected from all winds except those from the south, it is highly sui-
table for anchoring ships and smaller vessels. This feature enabled it to
gradually develop into a significant and strategic port, further facilitated
by the Osor Channel (Kavanela) (Figs. 2-4), which, at that time, already
divided the islands of Cres and LoS$inj.4

Archaeological research in Osor began 150 years ago,!> making it
one of the earliest investigated sites in the eastern Adriatic.l® From this
perspective, it can be said that Osor has received considerable attention in
scientific discussions to date. Numerous case studies have been published,
many artefacts — particularly imported ones — have been cataloged and
made accessible, and new findings have been systematically presented, al-
beit mostly within a regional framework and through a culturally compa-
rative approach aiming to evaluate the chronology of the material culture.
However, significantly less attention has been given to Osor’s insular signi-
ficance, its role in numerous interactions, and its cultural similarities and
differences with the surrounding and neighboring areas. These interacti-
ons shaped local entities and identities, and determined the historical tra-
jectory of its development during the Iron Age and its transition into the
new political regime of the Roman Republic during the 2nd century BC (Fig.
10).17

The geostrategic importance of a particular site primarily pertains
to its geographical and environmental position, as well as its role within
the broader geographical and social framework — namely, the extent to
which local communities shaped and utilized their environment for social,
economic, cultural, and even political purposes. Geographic advantages,
proximity to relevant resources, and control over transportation and trade
routes enabled certain settlements to achieve progressive socio-political
and cultural development, both in mainland and insular areas.

From this perspective, the island settlement of Osor and the coastal
settlement of Nesactium offer two completely different environments (Fig.
1-2). However, in certain aspects and interactions on a regional level,
they complemented each other while simultaneously preserving the local
traditions that defined and distinguished them. Here, we will focus on
Osor, which, despite its insular position and the associated limitations and
advantages, gradually developed and sustained its population within its
landscape through numerous social and cultural interactions during early
history. The discussion will explore the relationship between the topogra-
phy of the city and its surrounding (local) environment, particularly con-

14 Strazic¢i¢ 1995; Miko et al. 2024.

15 Ettinger Stardié, Cus-Rukoni¢ 2015; Ble¢i¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 14-15.

16 Glogovi¢ 1989, 3-8; Bleti¢ Kavur 2015, 25-38.

17 Matija$i¢ 1990; Bleéi¢ Kavur 2015, 215-233; Bleti¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 28-29.
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cerning the island economy, as reflected in the material culture and the
cultural identity of the inhabitants of ancient Osor. This identity will be exa-
mined through their openness and coherence in relation to regional and
transregional manifestations within the broader Mediterranean context.

Insularity, landscape, and identities

Island communities were certainly not simplified versions of main-
land ones, whether neighboring or more distant.!8 Instead, they developed
their own specificities and diversities within a complex and interconnected
relationship.!® Life on the islands was dynamic and highly adaptable, sha-
ped by a dual nature characterized by isolation and communication. Al-
though separated by the sea, they were not entirely isolated or detached,
nor did the sea itself represent an insurmountable barrier to human inter-
action.?? On the contrary, the islands often served as bridges for cultural
and economic connections between different communities, making them
key points in specific cultural developments and relationships.2! This per-
spective is clearly applicable to the communities that inhabited Osor du-
ring the later prehistoric period. These communities, with their social or-
ganization and adaptive survival strategies, stood out distinctly from
other, smaller groups across the entire archipelago. Undoubtedly, this
community had a clear social hierarchy within which specialized technolo-
gies and practices were developed and sustained to effectively manage the
economic activities in their unique environment. That Osor held a special
position not only on the Cres-Losinj islands but also within a broader sup-
ra-regional tradition is perhaps evidenced by the localization of a variant
of the legendary tale of the Argonauts,?? as well as its identification or as-
sociation with tin and the so-called Tin Islands.23 Certainly, long-term oc-
cupation of Osor as an island hub and its surroundings was primarily ena-
bled by advanced maritime skills, a deep understanding and manipulation
of the local ecosystem entrapped between two islands and two navigable
channels, and the control of transportation and trade/exchange networks.
These aspects are reflected in the preserved, albeit significantly reduced,
material culture.

Based on the research conducted so far, it is not possible to conclude
or definitively prove the origins of the populations that settled in different
phases on the islands of Cres and Lo$inj. However, the burial methods and
practices, particularly inhumation under tumuli and in stone chests during
the Early and Middle Bronze Age, correspond to those observed in the wi-

18 Dawson 2010; Ead. 2014, 22-24; Ead. 2019; cf. Knapp, van Dommelen 2014.
19 Rainbird 2007, 169.

20 Terrell et al. 1997, 156; cf. Fitzpatrick 2007; Baldacchino 2008; Dawson 2019.
21 Horden, Prucell 2000, 123-130; cf. Terrell 2020.

22 Kati¢i¢ 1995, 184-187; Bleéi¢ Kavur 2015, 15-18.

23 Imamovi¢ 1972; Kozli¢i¢ 1990, 150-151; Bledi¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 14.
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der Eastern Adriatic area, especially in neighboring Istria.2* During the
Late Bronze Age and the beginning of the Early Iron Age, cremation prac-
tices were introduced, well-documented across Kvarner,? including at
Osor itself (Fig. 4). Given that the closest and most convenient crossing
point is between Cres and the eastern coast of Istria (Brestova-Porozina),
it is reasonable to assume that the dynamics of settlement on this archipe-
lago followed this route. The identified changes in burial rituals during
the Bronze Age offer a clear framework for further exploration of this hy-
pothesis. Cremation practices have been documented at the northern ne-
cropolis of Osor near Sv. Petar, where inhumation in a crouched position
within stone chests eventually dominated throughout the Early Iron Age
(Fig. 4).26 Osor’s connections with the eastern Istrian coast, particularly
with Nesactium, were, therefore, both essential and regular, albeit selecti-
ve and specific.

: ot a4
LOSINY &
Al

Fig. 4. Topography of Osor graves and necropolises: 1 Sv. Katarina, 2 Sv. Petar, 3 Osor,
4 Kavanela, 5 Preko mosta, 6 Sv. Marija, 7 Prepoved, 8 Konopicje
(after Bleci¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, Fig. 1)

Apart from Nesactium, Osor undoubtedly maintained intensive con-
tacts with the more southern Dalmatian Nin during this period (Fig. 1). Si-
milarities in burial rituals and material culture provide convincing eviden-
ce of this. In earlier research, the entire Kvarner region, including Osor, we-

24 Cf. Bur$i¢-Matijasi¢, Zeri¢ 2013; Mihovili¢, Terzan 2022.
25 Bledi¢ Kavur 2014, 88, 151-152.
26 Bledi¢ Kavur, Kavur 2013; Bledi¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 16-20.
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re considered part of the Liburnian group,?” while today they are treated as
a distinct cultural area of the Kvarner cultural communities.28 In any case,
Osor, with its rich Late Bronze and Iron Age heritage, could not have
developed in physical or cultural isolation. Based on the presence, quan-
tity, quality, and variability of artefacts, there is no indication of populati-
on displacement or replacement during this period. Nevertheless, the area
was undoubtedly subject to constant changes and influxes of new popu-
lations, i.e., settlers, as part of expanding trade and cultural connections,
and the establishment of cultural-economic networks. In this way, and as
long as strategic and maritime communication remained vital, Osor was
one of the largest and most significant cities on the Adriatic. This promi-
nence lasted until the Late Middle Ages, specifically the 15 century, when
it lost its grandeur due to a combination of economic, epidemiological, and
ecological factors.2? Despite that, these factors were not crucial,3° and Osor,
through its transformations, has endured to the present day.

Currently, looking at the archaeological record, one of the most
challenging problems in archaeology is the reconstruction of ways in
which local social groups are, on different levels, related to their larger
political and economic contexts. The relations between urban and rural
worlds in antiquity, not only in terms of economy, but also reflecting the
ideological perception of space, are subject to intensive scrutiny and deba-
te by archaeologists and historians.3! It is an issue of the identity of the in-
termediate social units between the regional community and the level of
the household, especially the community within a settlement or, even mo-
re specific, the socially diverse community within a late prehistoric “city”.
In order to understand its economic functioning located on the edge of the
Mediterranean world where a rationalistic market economy and an idea-
listic economy based on prestige met,32 we have to focus, besides on the
material culture, also on the development of forms of urbanism in order to
define the processes of economic (and social) integration of the communi-
ty, as well as on its integration into the wider systems of identification.
The insular ancient Osor is an optimal case study to address these questi-
ons, where the discovered material culture, especially if we are observing
the quantity of imported goods in the 15t millennium BC - such as pottery
coming from Greek and Italic workshops or Situla art (Fig. 8),33 enables
us to claim that, besides the process of creating a distinct local and regio-
nal identity, facilitated the inclusion of the the insular inhabitants into

27 E.g. Batovi¢ 1965; Ead. 1982; Ead. 1987, 339-390.

28 Ble¢i¢ Kavur 2014; Ead. 2015; Ead. 2021.

29 E.g. Strazi¢i¢ 1995; Crnkovié¢ 2001.

30 Suganj Protié¢ 2015.

31 Halstead 1987; Horn, Wollentz 2018; Urciuoli, Riipke 2018, 118-122.
32 Jancu 2016, 15-23.

33 Ble¢i¢ Kavur 2015, 125-146; Ead. 2021, 541-542.
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much broader cultural phenomena. Their cosmopolitanism commenced as
a desire to participate in the networks of trade/exchange and distribution
of goods that were actually perceived as symbols exceeding the boundari-
es of communal specificity and reflected social elites aspiring to embrace
the Mediterranean world as a shared cultural sphere.34

To perceive this cosmopolitanism, we have insights mostly into the
material culture deposited in graves and in possible places of some speci-
fic activities (rituals), while the archaeological record within a settlement
remains extremely fragmented and almost impossible to interpret in this
way. The problem of Osor is its “topography of the dead” — on one hand,
the low number of burials throughout the last millennium BC that we are
aware of at present, and, on the other hand, the relative wealth of the
existing ones (Fig. 4).3> From this perspective, we are lacking archaeologi-
cal remains of the “non-elite” members of the community.

Focusing especially on the archaeological finds discovered in the
last century at the Kavanela necropolis (e.g. Fig. 8), and lacking any con-
textual information,3¢ we can still conclude that both cemeteries and ritu-
al places were spaces generated and maintained by a spectrum of locally
specific practices where activities of daily use of space and public displays
took place, thus creating hybrid material remains that include both every-
day objects and the most precious artefacts.3” Such places were in the an-
cient cities’ loci of communally shared memories, places around which the
sense of cultural belonging of people with different economic background
developed.3® To be able to address these processes, we have to at least at-
tempt to define who the actors of these processes actually were.

Osor as an Iron Age palimpsest

Economy is not only about wealth, however — it is a mechanism for
the creation of social status and, consequently, identity; it serves as a pro-
xy to evaluate the access to different sources and resources, especially to
items interpreted as tokens of prestige and/or symbolic artefacts. Ever
worse, since it is considered that most of the urban agglomerations in An-
tiquity were actually political cities in whose creation power and admini-
stration played a major role,3° we have absolutely no information about
the existence of such institutions before the Romanization process that in-
troduced the practice of public displays of epigraphic monuments.4?

34 Knappett et al. 2008; Knappett 2013; Dawson 2020; Ead 2021.
35 Ble¢di¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024,

36 Bledi¢ Kavur 2015, 57-59; Bleci¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 20-21.

37 Bledi¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 20-22.

38 Harmangah 2014, 2-4.

39 Smith and Lobo 2019.

40 Cf. Sari¢ 1982; Kurili¢ 1999; Sagel Kos 2017.
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From the archaeological records of Osor showing the development
of the fortified settlement, the topography of prehistoric cemeteries, as
well as the evaluation of the discovered material culture, we are able to
observe the acculturation processes, referred to as “Mediterraneanization”
by D. Garcia and J.-C. Sourisseau.*! Analyzing the transformation and ag-
glomeration principles of prehistoric settlements in the contact zones be-
tween Mediteranean civilizations and prehistoric cultures on a processual
level, three major phases of economic and social development of settle-
ments (and societies) were differentiated,** which may be roughly identi-
fied in the development of Osor as well:

1) Before the processes of “Medi-
terraneanization”, the Late Bronze Age
settlement, in the broader landscape, was
polynuclear and archipelagic. The settle-
ment pattern was dominated by nume-
rous hillforts scattered across the archipe-
lago, which was due to their strategic
positions and visual monumentality in
the landscape, and was considered to be
— of major importance.*3 Equal spatial dis-
* Attested tribution and a low variation in size, de-
© Supposed N .

termined mostly by the geography itself,
demonstrated that they were parts of a
subsistence economy based on domestic
production and with only limited inclu-
sions into conscious long-distance trade
networks as reflected by the flow of low
quantities of exotic items and items of
ascribed high value. At this point, we
would like to introduce the concept of
conscious and unconscious long-distance
trade networks. The best examples of the
former would be the trade with finished
products, such as items of jewelry and at-
tire, while the latter encompasses the
flow of raw materials in which, in cases
Fig. 5. Attested and supposed of down-the-line trade/exchange net-
prehistoric hillfort settlements on the works, the individual actors would hard]y
islands of Cres and Loginj (after be aware of their participation in a broa-

Cuckovi¢ 2017, Fig. 2)

der network. Such examples would be the

41 Garcia, Sourisseau 2010; cf. Morris 2003; Dawson 2021, 72-73.
42 Orgeolet 2019.
43 Cuckovi¢ 2017.
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trade with unworked amber and metals. Despite the discoveries of amber
and bronze with tin coming from different sources in different periods, the
relatively small number of clearly imported items, especially the lack of
trading items of lower value, such as ceramic containers, demonstrates
that the inhabitants of these hillforts were mostly locally and/or regionally
economically integrated. Their cultural affiliations and identities were,
besides individual, local and, in the best case, regional.**

2) During the contact phase in the Early Iron Age, when the intensi-
ty of different cultural and economic interactions grew from the end of the
10th/9th until the end of the 5% century BC, what we can see in the Medi-
terranean is that the previously dispersed smaller settlements were cluste-
red together into larger units, sometimes featuring proto-urban cores. Be-
sides being centers of redistribution of agricultural products, these were
also major centers of artisanal production and long-distance trade, func-
tioning as redistribution centers of goods in the region. During this pro-
cess, as reflected by the discovered material culture, we can observe
Osor’s rise to prominence — alongside the raw materials, items of jewelry
and attire from different cultural backgrounds were discovered. However,
the most significant is the period when we witness not only the presence
of prestigious metal vessels (Fig. 8) but also the appearance of equally and
less prestigious ceramic imports. Most importantly, we can observe in the
numerous discoveries of specific forms of jewelry and attire, such as large
spectacles, and Osor- and Baska-type fibulae (Figs. 6-7), a change in pro-
duction, where Osor rose to be the dominant center in the broader region
of the northern Adriatic. Furthermore, the working of amber also indicates

Fig. 6. Osor-type fibulae from: 1 grave in the tumulus at Mala Prepoved, and 2 from Grave 6 in
the tumulus near Sv. Marija at the cemetery in Osor (photo by Martina Blec¢i¢ Kavur, 2024)

44 Cf. Bled¢i¢ Kavur 2014; Ead. 2015.
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Fig. 7. Grave goods from the richest female burial 5.184 from Sv. Petar in Osor
(photo by Martina Bleci¢ Kavur, 2024)

Fig. 8. Ideal reconstruction of Early Iron Age bronze vessels: 1 — situla; 2 — cist
(after Bleci¢ Kavur 2021, Fig. 5)

the creation of specific crafts that imply, likewise, the introduction of a re-
gional production that was most probably supported by the steady flow of
a local food supply.*> According to a center/periphery model, the develo-
ping settlement can be now seen as a concentration of not only trade and
production, but most probably also of trade and redistribution of agricul-
tural products. As a metaphor for these processes, we also witness a shift
in the landscape of the dead. Cemeteries — once located in the nearby coun-
tryside, where they were both sites of ancestral remembrance and part of
agricultural production — now moved closer to the core of the settlement.

45 Bledi¢ Kavur 2015, 65-104; Ead. 2020; Ead. 2021, 536-538.
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This shift shaped a new topography that would influence the city’s future
development (Fig. 4).

Another major element of this process was the foundation of a ritu-
al space on the territory between the settlement and the spreading ceme-
tery in Kavanela, located on the narrow passage between the land and sea,
between the living and the dead.

3) During the integration phase, between the end of the 5% and the
beginning of the 3" century BC in the Mediterranean, larger urban cores
developed with monumental and communal architecture, such as massive
city walls (Fig. 9) or port infrastructure — traces of developed political, eco-
nomic or religious institutions. Such features were exclusive and essential,
distinguishing the city from the rest of the settlements. Such a process was
clearly evident in the erection of the monumental city walls and the (re)-
development of the channel in Osor.4¢ In addition, the cemeteries and ri-
tual spaces, although partly continuing from the previous period, were
moved to localities where they continued into the Roman period (Kavane-
la extending into Preko mosta on Lo$inj).#” Most importantly, Osor beca-
me the dominant production center in the broader region, as witnessed by
numerous forms of jewelry and attire, as well as the major redistribution
center for imported goods - ranging from luxurious drinking vessels (also
from precious metals) to transport ceramics, such as amphorae (Fig. 8).48

In order to address the processes of economic changes, we have to
observe in detail the development of the architecture within the settle-
ment, the topography of the dead, i.e., the position of the cemeteries in the
landscape (Fig. 4), the flow of the imported goods, and the development of
structures in the landscape that could be interpreted as remains of land-
use. Since detailed and methodologically modern archaeological studies
focus on the palimpsests in the landscape, in the Mediterranean region
they mainly focus on the past land division and the archaeological finds
discovered within the later, left by the agricultural activities. But within
the towns such finds are rarer still.#? Consequently, we have to identify
the archaeological remains (structures, items) used for the processing and
storage of agricultural products — when addressing the subsistence econo-
my within the town, the archaeological remains demonstrating the capabi-
lities of the storage of agricultural products, as well as the processing acti-
vities (milling and pressing) should be the focus of interest, since they re-
veal much about the production and redistribution of the staple supplies
within a settlement. Unfortunately, in the archaeological records of Osor
we are mostly missing such data - first, since we assume that the prehisto-

46 E.g. Faber 1982; Bleti¢ Kavur 2015, 43-56; Doneus et al. 2017.
47 Bledi¢ Kavur 2015, 43-59; Bledi¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024, 20-22.

48 Bledi¢ Kavur 2015; Ead. 2020; Ead. 2021.

49 Doneus et al. 2017; Doneus et al. 2024.
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ric settlement core was located in the area of the present-day town and it
was destroyed due to building activities in later periods, and second, as it
was covered with several meters of sediments, this is, cultural layers that
accumulated during more than two millennia of history. The only structu-
res (pits dug into the bedrock) and finds (remains of large pithoi in the
pits), and clearly recognized as large-scale infrastructure for the storage of
food, were discovered in the western part of the town5° and should be
connected directly with the Romanization of Osor.

Looking at the archaeological record, the creation of regional cen-
ters with the arrival of major population agglomeration and social hierar-
chization within and between settlements, the development of specialized
classes of craftspeople (and city institutions) marks at least a partial rup-
ture with the traditional patterns of agricultural production and consump-
tion.>! In the case of Osor, this would mean that the craft and trade spe-
cialization of the inhabitants was sustained either by trade and exchange
of agricultural products with the producers outside the settlement or that
the local elites within the settlement sustained and controlled the agricul-
tural production in the area, enabling the susbsistenctial support of the
craftsmen. Still, we have to assume that agricultural production and live-
stock farming did not change in their technology and organization much
until the Roman period and the establishment of large production units
focusing only on the production for the market. Throughout the 15t millen-
nium BC, traditional agriculture still held a central role in the subsistence
of these societies, and in the seaside settlements such as Osor, fishing un-
doubtedly played an important role in the primary economy of the city.
Assuming that the production did not change much, we, nevertheless, have
to accept that the processes of exchange and redistribution changed
dramatically.

However, as regards this, we come to the specific problem of the
eastern Adriatic archaeology, although settlements (i.e. agglomerations of
structures, activities and presumably populations), are, due to a long his-
tory of research, probably the best-known types of habitation in the regio-
nal archaeology, we still know relatively little concerning some aspects of
the urban reality of the prehistoric settlements and later towns, and espe-
cially of the aspects that could help us clear up this series of questions ad-
dressing the economic activities. And Osor is no exception, since apart
from the attempts to determine the foundation of the city walls from old
excavations (Fig. 9), we do not have much more than the architecture of
the prehistoric burials preserved on several locations in the city center (Fig.
4),52 while any other pre-Roman structures are currently still missing.53

50 Causevié-Bully 2008; Caugevié-Bully, Cus-Rukoni¢ 2008.
51 Oregolet 2019.
52 Bleti¢ 2015, 51-59; Bleti¢ Kavur, Kavur 2024.
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Fig. 9. Detail of the preserved section of the megalithic wall of Osor
(photo by Boris Kavur, 2023)

When observing the settlements, in our case the town of Osor, we need to
keep in mind the structural and economic (and social) differences betwe-
en dense agglomerations as opposed to loose agglomerations.5* Or, in the
case of prehistoric Kvarner, the classical opposition between hillforts on
elevated positions in the hinterland and the proto-urban centers on the
coast such as Osor and Krk. Perhaps we could, looking within the city-walls
and over them, observe the duality between a concerted urban organiza-
tion of space and the disorganized aggregations of the smaller and less
important settlements in the surroundings®>(Fig. 9). Within the internati-
onal project Osor beyond the myth we would like to determine these fac-
tors that actually shaped different settlement types, such as the proto-ur-
ban Osor, and the smaller settlements in its surroundings — and we assu-
me that it was not only the geographical context that determined these,
but also the subsistence and economic models of the major settlements (as
reflected in the material culture).

Social complexification and a new insular setting

Mediterranean late prehistory, particularly during its most recent
phases after the death of Alexander the Great, the colonial ambitions of
Dionysius the Elder, the collapse of Greek maritime trade, and the rise
(and territorial expansion) of the Roman Republic is a period characteri-

53 Donesu et al. 2017.
54 Orgeolet 2019.
55 Orgeolet 2019.
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zed by what has commonly, and perhaps too conveniently, been called in
peripheral regions of the Mediterranean “social complexification”.5¢ This
was observed from the perspective of “former” prehistoric communities in-
habiting the seashores and islands that developed new forms of populati-
on agglomerations. This does not necessarily mean new forms of settle-
ments — they remained within the parameters of previous prehistoric set-
tlements, but new forms of social complexity within the settlements deri-
ved from changes in the mode of artisanal production, as well as globally
interlinked trade. When observed from a broader perspective, the regions
of the Adriatic underwent structuration processes affecting many domains,
to different degrees and according to different systems — on a social level,
it is both the affirmation of the elites and the development of specialized
classes of craftspeople and traders. Lastly, as far as the broader region is
concerned, it was the concomitant observation of increasing nucleation
and a more intensive hierarchization of agglomerations in the region and
the creation of special forms of public infrastructure around and within
the settlements.>”

Fig. 10. The “Osor Treasure” — a hoard of Roman Republican silver coins
(after Bleci¢ Kavur 2015, Fig. 90)

56 Orgeolet 2019.
57 Ble¢i¢ Kavur 2015, 43-59.
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However, Romanization, the subsequent inclusion into broader po-
litical systems with a strict political, military and economic structuralizati-
on, where the centers of decision-making were transferred out from the re-
gion, involved creating cohesion among populations. From the epigraphic
documents, we can trace the major immigration of foreigners®® into the
urban matrix of the settlements and, in the case of indigenous populati-
ons, this means that they were losing their memory and renouncing their
history; on one hand, adapting to dominant political, economic and cultu-
ral models, but, on the other, also trying to preserve the anchorage refer-
ring to the past as a uniqueness guaranteed to maintain an identity in the
future. Although contacts and acculturation of cultures do not generate
displacements, but rather creations of new layers, the regional identity
consequently became a sum of strata including the past and new identities.
The importance of regional identities was not taxonomic and descriptive;
its characteristics were the basis for the interpretation of the world into
which the communities were integrated. And, its contents conditions how
the people perceived their surroundings, neighbourhood, and otherness.
In addition, since the essential personal and social identities required mo-
re or less secure fixing points, but always as a reference to the past, the ri-
tual spaces and cemeteries continued to function in Osor. In their chan-
ging world, rebuilding new historical (and mythological) memories, the
inhabitants adapted to global identities that would fit the new social set-
ting within the Roman Republic (Fig. 10).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to thank all our colleagues who contributed to the writing of this pa-
per, especially Nives Doneus and Zoran Cu¢kovié, as well as the two reviewers, whose con-
structive suggestions helped improve the quality of this discussion. Our special thanks go to
Feda Milivojevi¢ for his patience and understanding. The authors acknowledge the financial
support of the Slovenian Research Agency for the project Osor beyond the myth (N6-0292).

REFERENCES

Baldacchino, G. “Studying Islands: On Whose Terms? Some Epistemological and Methodolo-
gical Challenges to the Pursuit of Island Studies”, Island Studies Journal 3(1), 2008, 37-56.

Batovié, S. “Die Eisenzeit auf dem Gebiet des illyrischen Stammnes der Liburnen”, Archaeo-
logia Iugoslavica 6, 1965, 55-70.

Batovi¢, S. “Kultura starih Liburna”, Dometi 12, 1982, 7-40.

58 Sagel Kos 2017, 116-120.



162 M. BLECIC KAVUR, B. KAVUR

Batovi¢, S. “Liburnska grupa”, in Praistorija Jugoslavenskih Zemalja V — Zeljezno doba, Sara-
jevo, (eds.) A. Benac, S. Gabrovec, Akademija nauka i umjetnosti Bosne i Hercegovine,
Centar za balkanolo$ka ispitivanja 1987, 339-390.

Benac, C, Ru%i¢, 1., Zic, E. “Ranjivost obala na podrudju Kvarnera”, Pomorski zbornik 44,
2006, 201-214.

Benjamin, J., Rovere, A., Fontana, A., Furlani, S., Vacchi, M., Inglis, R. H., Galili, E., Antonio-
li, F., Sivan, D., Miko, S., Mourtzas, N., Felja, I., Meredith-Williams, M., Goodman-Tcher-
nov, B., Kolaiti, E., Anzidei, M., Gehrels, R. “Late Quaternary sea-level changes and early
human societies in the central and eastern Mediterranean Basin: an interdisciplinary re-
view”, Quaternary International 449, 2017, 29-57.
doi.org/10.1016/j.quaint.2017.06.025

Bledi¢ Kavur, M. At the Crossroads of Worlds at the Turn of the Millennium: The Late Bron-
ze Age in the Kvarner Region, Katalozi i monografije Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu 11,
Zagreb, Arheoloski muzej u Zagrebu, 2014.

Blecié Kavur, M. A Coherence of Perspective: Osor in Cultural Contacts during the Late Iron
Age, Koper, University of Primorska Press, 2015.

Bledi¢ Kavur, M. “Medium and Motif: Goat in the Bestiary of the Iron Age Caput Adriae”, Mo-
numenta Vera Bitrakova Grozdanova, Godi$nik na Istrazuvackiot centar za kulturno na-
sledstvo 5, 2020, 125-149.

Ble¢i¢ Kavur, M. “Kvarner in the Early Iron Age of the Northern Adriatic”, Arheoloski vestnik
72, 2021, 57-74.
doi.org/10.3986/AV.72.18

Blec¢i¢ Kavur, M. “Thinking globally and acting locally: Adriatic Hellenistic situlae”, in Betwe-
en Global and Local: Adriatic Connectivity from Protohistory to the Roman Period,
(eds.) M. Ugarkovié¢, A. Konestra, M. Celhar, Proceedings of the Conference Stari Grad,
28th-_29th October 2022, Zbornik Instituta za arheologiju 21, Zagreb, Institut za arheolo-
giju, 2024, 33-46.

Blec¢ié Kavur, M., Kavur, B. “The Amphora from Osor”, Hortus Artium Medievalium 19,
2013, 209-214.
doi.org/10.1484/J.HAM.1.103589

Blecié Kavur, M., Kavur, B. “Death in Osor: rituals and practices of prehistoric burials”, Stu-
dia universitatis hereditati 12(1), 2024, 13-34.
doi.org/10.26493/2350-5443.12(1)13-34

Broodbank, C. The Making of the Middle Sea: A History of the Mediterranean from the
Beginning to the Threshold of the Classical World, London, Thames and Hudson, 2013.

Brunovi¢, D, Miko, S., Ilijanié, N., Peh, Z., Hasan, O., Kolar, T., éparica Miko, M., Razum, I.
“Holocene foraminiferal and geochemical records in the coastal karst dolines of Cres
Island, Croatia”, Geologia Croatica 72(1), 2019, 19-42.

Burdi¢-Matijagi¢, K., Zerié, H. “Pogrebni obredi i ukopi na istarskim gradinama u bron¢ano
doba”, Tabula 11, 2013, 67-92.

Crnkovié, N. Veli Losinj. Iskonska civiliziranost i arhivsko blago, Posebna izdanja 14, Rijeka,
Drzavni arhiv u Rijeci, 2001.

(Vlauéevié—Bully, M. “Osor—k. ¢. 34/1”, Hrvatski arheoloski godisnjak 4, 2008, 354-356.

Causevi¢-Bully, M., Cus-Rukonié, J. “La topographie archeologique d’Osor de l'antiquite au
haut moyen age”, Histria Antiqua 16, 2008, 253-270.

Culkovié, Z. “Claiming the sea: Bronze Age fortified sites of the north-eastern Adriatic Sea
(Cres and Log$inj islands, Croatia)”, Journal of World Archaeology 49, 526-546.

Cus-Rukonié, J. “A Review of Settlement, Society and Economy on the Islands of Cres and
Los$inj in Prehistory and Protohistory”, in Middle Palaeolithic and Middle Stone Age Set-
tlement System, (eds.) N. J. Conard, F. Wendorf, XIII International Congress of Prehisto-
ric and Protohistoric Sciences (UISPP), Forli, Italia, 1996, 483—488.

Cus-Rukonié, J. “Carlo Marchesetti, Vladimir Mirosavljevi¢ e Nikola Strazici¢: i castellieri sull’
arcipelago di Cres (Cherso) e Losinj (Lussino)”, Carlo Marchesetti e i castellieri 1903—



Osor, Insularity and its Surroundings... 163

2003, Fonti e studi per la storia della Venezia Giulia, Serie seconda Studi IX, Trieste,
2005, 419-428.

Dawson, H. “A question of life or death? Seafaring and abandonment in the Mediterranean
and Pacific Islands”, in The Global Origins and Development of Seafaring, (eds.) A. An-
derson, J. H. Barrett, K. V. Boyle, Cambridge, McDonald Institute for Archaeological Re-
search, 2010, 203-212.

Dawson, H. Mediterranean Voyages: The Archaeology of Island Colonisation and Abandon-
ment, London, UCL Institut of archaeology Publication, 2014.

Dawson, H. “As Good as It Gets? Optimal’ Marginality in the Longue Durée of the
Mediterranean Islands”, Journal of Eastern Mediterranean Archaeology & Heritage
Studies 7(4), 2019, 451-465.
doi.org/10.5325/jeasmedarcherstu.7.4.0451

Dawson, H. “Network science and island archaeology: Advancing the debate”, The Journal of
Island and Coastal Archaeology 16(2-4), 2020, 213-230.
doi.org/10.1080/15564894.2019.1705439

Dawson, H. “At the heart of Mare Nostrum: Islands and ‘small world networks’ in the central
Mediterranean Bronze Age”, in Bridging Social and Geographical Space Through
Networks, (eds.) H. Dawson, F. Iacono, Leiden, Sidestone Press, 2021, 71-88.

Doneus, N., Doneus, M., Ettinger Star¢i¢, Z. “The ancient city of Osor, northern Adriatic, in
integrated archaeological prospection”, Hortus Artium Medievalium 23, 2017, 761-775.
doi.org/10.1484/J.HAM.5.113761

Doneus, N., Doneus, M., Kinnaird, T., Turner, S., Fera, M., Jetzinger, D., Verhoeven, G. “Lost
and found: Roman surveying of municipal territories on the northern Adriatic islands,
Croatia”, Prilozi Instituta za arheologiju u Zagrebu 41(2), 2024, 87-117.
doi.org/10.33254/piaz.41.2.4

Duplanci¢ Leder, T., Ujevi¢, T., Mendi C. “Coastline lengths and areas of islands in the Croa-
tian part of the Adriatic Sea determined from the topographic maps at the scale of 1: 25
000", Geoadria 9(1), 2004, 5-32.
doi.org/10.15291/geoadria. 127

Ettinger Star¢i¢, Z., Cus Rukonié, J. “Pregled povijesti arheolo$kih istraZivanja na cresko-lo-
$injskom arhipelagu u posljednih stotinjak godina”, in IstraZivanja na otocima, (eds.) Z.
Ettinger Starc¢i¢, D. Ton¢ini¢, Izdanja Hrvatskog arheoloskog drustva 30, Zagreb, Hrvats-
ko arheolosko drustvo, 2015, 9-18.

Faber, A. “Poceci urbanizacije na otocima sjevernog Kvarnera, Arheoloska topografija Osora”,
Izdanja Hrvatskog arheoloskog drustva 7, 1982, 61-78.

Fitzpatrick, M. S. “Archaeology’s Contribution to Island Studies”, Island Studies Journal
2(1), 2007, 77-100.
doi.org/10.24043/1isj.210

Fontana, A., Giacomo V., Tasca G., Mozzi, P., Vacchi, M., Bivi, G., Salvador, S., Rossato, S.,
Antonioli, F., Asioli, A., Bresolin, M., Di Mario F., Hajdas, [. “Lagoonal settlements and
relative sea level during Bronze Age in Northern Adriatic: Geoarchaeological evidence
and paleogeographic Constraints”, Quaternary International 439, 2017, 17-36.
doi.org/10.1016/j.quaint.2016.12.038

Garcia, D., Sourisseau, J.-C. “Les échanges sul le littoral de la Gaule méridionale au premier
Age du Fer. Du concept d’hellénisation & celui de mediterranéisation”, in Archéologie des
rivages méditerranéens: 50 ans de recherche, (eds.) X. Delestre, H. Marchesi, Paris, Er-
rance, 2010, 237-245.

Glogovi¢, D. Prilozi poznavanju Zeljeznog doba na Sjevernom Jadranu, Hrvatsko primorje i
Kvarnerski otoci, Monografije JAZU 1, Zagreb, Jugoslavenska akademija znanosti i um-
jetnosti, 1989.

Halstead, P. “Traditional and rural economy in Mediterranean Europe: Plus ¢a change?”, The
Journal of Hellenic Studies 107, 1987, 77-87.
https://doi.org/10.2307/630071



164 M. BLECIC KAVUR, B. KAVUR

Harmansah, O. “Introduction: Towards an archaeology of place”, in Of Rocks and Water. To-
wards and Archaeology of Place, (ed.) O. Harmansah, Oxford, Oxbow Books, 2014, 1-12.

Horden, P., Purcell, N. The Corrupting Sea. A Study of Mediterranean History, Oxford, Wi-
ley-Blackwell, 2000.

Horn, C., Wollentz, G. “Who is in charge here? Material culture, landscape and symmetry”,
in Past Landscapes. The Dynamics of Interactions between Society, Landscape, and Cul-
ture, (eds.) A. Haug, L. Kippel, J. Miiller, Leiden, Sidestone Press, 2018, 107-129.

Iancu, L. M. “Greek and other Aegean mercenaries in the Archaic Age: Aristocrats, common
people, or both?”, Studia Hercynia 20(2), 2016, 9-29.

Imamovi¢, E. “Pseudo Skimnova vijest o dobivanju kositra na Kvarnerskim otocima”, Jadran-
ski zbornik 8, 1972, 353-357.

Katici¢, R. Ilyricum Mythologicum, Zagreb, Antibarbarus, 1995.

Knapp A. B., van Dommelen, P. “Insularity and Connectivity”, in The Cambridge Prehistory
of the Bronze and Iron Age Mediterranean, (eds.) B. A. Knapp, P. van Dommelen, Cam-
bridge, Cambridge University Press, 2014, 7-8.
doi.org/10.1017/CH09781139028387.048

Knappett, C. “Introduction. Why networks?”, in Network Analysis in Archaeology. New Ap-
proaches to Regional Interaction (online edn.), (ed.) C. Knappett, Oxford, University
Press 2013, 3-15.
doi.org/10.1093/acprof:050/9780199697090.001.0001

Knappett, C., Evans, T., Rivers, R. “Modelling maritime interaction in the Aegean Bronze
Age”, Antiquity 82, 2008, 1009-1024.
doi.org/10.1017/S0003598X0009774X

Komso, D. “The Mesolithic in Croatia”, Opvscvla archaeologica 30, 2005, 55-92.

Kozli¢i¢, M. Historijska geografija istocnog Jadrana u starom vijeku, Split, Knjizevni krug,
1990.

Kurilié, A. Pucanstvo anticke Liburnije od 1. do 3. st. po Kristu: antroponimija, drustvena
struktura, etnicke promjene, gospodarske uloge, Unpablishd PhD Thesis, University of
Zadar, Zadar 1999.

Leppard, P. T., Cochrane, E. E., Gaffney, D., Hofman, L. C., Laffoon, E. J., Bunbury, M. E. M.,
Broodbank, C. “Global Patterns in Island Colonization during the Holocene”, Journal of
World Prehistory 35, 2022, 163-232.
doi.org/10.1007/510963-022-09168-w

Matijasi¢, R. “Le isole di Cherso e Lussino in eta romana”, Atti Centro di ricerche storiche —
Rovigno 20, 1990, 255-273.

Matijasi¢, R. “L’Istria tra I'antichita classica e la tarda antichita”, Arheoloski vestnik 48, 1997,
203-218.

Mavrovi¢, N. Cres i Lo$inj: setnja otocima, otoci¢ima i hridima, Nerezine, Televrina, 1997.

Mihovilié, K. Histri u Istri: Zeljezno doba Istre / The Histri in Istria: The Iron Age in Istria,
Monografije i katalozi 23, Pula, Arheoloski muzej Istre, 2014.

Mihovili¢, K., Matijasi¢, R. Nesactium, Kulturno-povijesni spomenici Istre 7, Pula, Arheoloski
muzej Istre, 1998.

Mihovilié, K., Terzan, B. “Bron¢anodobne nekropole u Istri — Oblici grobova, ukopi i grobni
prilozi / Bronzezeitliche Nekropolen in Istrien — Grabformen, Bestattungsart und Grab-
beigaben”, in Monkodonja. Forschungen zu einer protourbanen Siedlung der Bronzezeit
Istriens Teil 4: Musego / Mon Sego, grobni tumuli — nekropola gradine Monkodonja i
bron¢anodobni tumuli Istre MuSego / Mon Sego, Grabhiigel — eine Nekropole von der
Gradina Monkodonja und die bronzezeitlichen Grabhiigel Istriens, (eds.) B. Terzan K.
Mihovili¢, Monografije i katalozi 37, Pula, Arheoloski muzej Istre, 2022, 285-325.

Miko, S., Brunovi¢, D., Hasan, O., Hajek Tadesse, V., Petra, H., Doneus, N., Ilijani¢, N., éego»
vi¢, F., Razum, ., Doneus, M. “Late Holocene Palaeoenvironmental Impact of Osor (Cres
Island, Croatia)”, in Karst research and the 100th anniversary of the birth of Mirko Ma-
lez, (eds.) A. Oros Srien, V. Novak, 7 Regional Scientific Meeting on Quaternary Geolo-



Osor, Insularity and its Surroundings... 165

gy November 14t-15% 2024, Zagreb, Croatia, Zagreb, Croatian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, 2024, 36-36.

Mirosavljevi¢, V. “Jamina Sredi dans lile de Cres”, in Epoque prehistorique et protohistori-
que en Yougoslavie: Recherches et resultats, Comité national d’organisation du VIII Con-
gres international des sciences prehistoriques et protohistoriques, (ed.) G. Novak, Beo-
grad, Societe archeologique de Yougoslavie, 1971, 102-105.

Mirosavljevi¢, V. “Gradine i gradinski sistemi u prethistorijsko i protohistorijsko doba, L. dio,
NalaziSta: (otoci Cres i Losinj)”, Arheoloski radovi i rasprave 7, 1974, 259-301.

Mori, A. The Politics of Apollonius Rhodius’ Argonautica, Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 2008.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511482311

Orgeolet, R. “Introduction. Clearing the Field: Agriculture and Urbanity in the Mediterranean
Protohistory”, in Country in the City: Agricultural Functions of Protohistoric Urban Set-
tlements (Aegean and Western Mediterranean), (eds.) D. Garcia, R. Orgeolet, M. Poma-
dére, J. Zurbach, Oxford, Archaeopress Publishing Ltd, 2019, 1-5.
doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvr00x98.3

Persi¢, D. “Kvarner ili Karnar”, Zbornik Lovranséine 3, 2017, 301-303.

Pikelj, K., Juraci¢, M. “Eastern Adriatic Coast (EAC): Geomorphology and Coastal Vulnerabi-
lity of a Karstic Coast”, Journal of Coastal Research 29(4), 2013, 944-957.
doi.org/10.2112/JCOASTRES-D-12-00136.1

Pilaar Birch, E. S., Miracle, T. P. “Human Response to Climate Change in the Northern Adria-
tic During the Late Pleistocene and Early Holocene”, in Climate Change and Human Res-
ponses: a Zooarchaeological Perspective, Vertebrate Paleobiology and Paleoanthropolo-
gy, (ed.) G. G. Monks, New York: Springer, 2017, 87-100.
doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1106-5_5

Rainbird, P. The Archaeology of Islands, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007.

Skok, P. Slavenstvo i romanstvo na jadranskim otocima: toponomasticka ispitivanja, Zagreb,
Jugoslavenska Akademija znanosti i umjetnosti, 1950.

Smith, E. M., Lobo, J. “Cities through the ages: One thing or many?”, Frontiers in Digital Hu-
manities 6, 2019, 432413. doi.org/10.3389/fdigh.2019.00012

Strazi¢i¢, N. Otok Cres, Prilog poznavanju geografije nasih otoka, Otocki ljetopis Cres-Lo$inj
4, Mali Lo$inj, Samoupravna interesna zajednica kulture op¢ine Cres-Losinj, 1981.

Strazi¢i¢, N. “Prilog poznavanju geografskih osnova lokacije, funkcije i razvoja Osora”, Otoc-
ki ljetopis Cres-Losinj 9, 1995, 74-88.

Strazi¢i¢, N. “Prilog poznavanju ukupnog broja hrvatskih jadranskih otoka i broja naseljenih
otoka medu njima”, Pomorski zbornik 35, 1997, 219-240.

Susanj Proti¢, T. “O urbanizmu Osora nakon 1450. godine”, Ars Adriatica 5, 2015, 95-114.

Sari¢, M. “Stanovni$tvo otoka Cresa i Lo$inja u vrijeme ranoga carstva”, in Arheoloska istra-
Zivanja na otocima Cresu i Lo$inju, (ed.) Z. Rapani¢, Izdanja Hrvatskog arheolotkog
drustva 8, 1982, 53-59.

Sagel Kos, M. “Bilje$ka o mornari¢kom centurionu Likeju iz Apsora”, Miscellanea Hadriatica
et Mediterranea 3, (2016) 2017, 111-124.

Terrell, J. E. “Metaphor and theory in island archaeology”, The Journal of Island and Coastal
Archaeology 18(4), 2020, 682-692.
doi.org/10.1080/15564894.2020.1830892

Terrell, J. E, Hunt, L. T., Gosden, C. “The dimensions of social life in the Pacific: Human di-
versity and the myth of the primitive isolate”, Current Anthropology 38(2), 1997, 155
195. doi.org/10.1086/204604

Urciuoli, E. R., Riipke, J. “Urban religion in Mediterranean Antiquity: Relocating religious
change. Mythos”, Rivista di Storia delle Religioni 12, 2018, 117-135.

Vujevi¢, D. “Adriatic Connections: Exploring Relationships from the Middle Palaeolithic to
the Mesolithic”, in Croatia at the Crossroads: A consideration of archaeological and his-
torical connectivity, (eds.) D. Davison, V. Gaffney, P. T. Miracle, J. Sofaer, Oxford, Archae-
opress, 2016, 19-32.






