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AncTpakr:

Y papy ce pasmaTpa KacCHOaHTWuKa CTak-
NieHa 3/jena nosHarta noj HasuBOM MOAropuYKa
yawa. Y npoyyaBaty 0BOI U3y3eTHO BpujeAHOr
paHoxpuwhaHcKor npeAMeTa U30CTasm cy HeKm
nogauu JOK Cy MojefAMHN NOTPEeLLHO LUTUPaHN
WAK Yy NOTNYHOCTW HeTayHo o6jaBsbeHW. U3
OBMX pasfiora OANYy4YMNnun CMO fJa nocygy
HaHOBO aHanM3Mpamo a Aia Heke of NoHyheHux
npeTnocTtaBku Kopwuryjemo. [llpema wusrnegy
peuunujeHTa noTephyje ce patoBame nocyge
y IV Bujek, paamaTpa ce 0 HeHoj ynoTpeou, Te
npeanaxe weHa sokanHa uspaga y flokneju.
Ha ocHoBy pekopaTWBHOr onyca U 6GUIbeLLKK
uctpaxusaya c kpaja XIX Bujeka usHujeta je
W NpeTnocTaBKa fAa je OTKPUBEHa Ha 3anajHoj
A0KnejcKoj Hekpononu bjenoBuHe.

KmyyHe pujeyn: Tlogropuyka wvalwa, 3pjena,
CTak/o, ypesaHe paHoXpuLyaHcke cueHe, [lok-
Neja, KacHa aHTKKa, Hekponosne

1 Oyryjem 3axeanHocT 0. J. Jlantesoj (0. 0. JlanTega)
Ha doTorpadujama nogropuyke vawe u B. J. MateejeBy
(B. 10. MaTBeeB) Ha ;03BONM 33 HUXOBO NPEACTaB/bate
y 0OBOM pafy, Kao W npectaBHuuuma Pycke ambacape
y LpHoj lopu Koju cy nocpepoBanu y KOMYHMKaLMju
ca [lpxkaBHuM My3ejoM Epmutaxa (CaHkT MeTp6bypr).
3axsaswyjyhu konerujanHoj npepycpetbusoctn B. H.
3aneckaje (B. H 3anecckas)), Hay4yHOM CaBjeTHUKY
O pxaBHor My3eja EpmuTtaxa, L06mjeH je koMnneTaH onuc
nocyfe Ha KojeM NoynBa LijesIoKyrnHa AMCKyCcHja ynaxka.
Takofe, 3axBasmbyjem ce jow Munowy BykaHoBuhy Koju
MU je momorao oko uctopumjckux npunuka XIX Bujexa
u [HejaHy [pawkoBuhy Ha caBjeTUMa W JIEKTYpW.
®otorpaduje vawe (cn. 1-3) cy gjeno C. B. Cyetosa (C.
B. CyetoBa) 1 K. B. CurbaBckor (K. B. CuHsBCKHIA).
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REVISITING THE FAMOUS PODGORICA CUP!

UDK 904:666.266.1

Abstract:

The paper considers the late antique glass
bowl known as Podgorica cup. In the study of
this extremely valuable early Christian object
some data were missing while some were mis-
takenly quoted or completely inaccurately pub-
lished. For these reasons we have decided to
revisit the bowl again in order to analyze some
of the listed assumptions to correct them. From
the look of the recipient, the dating of the vessel
in the fourth century can be confirmed, its usage
is considered, and its local production in Doclea
is being suggested. Based on the works of dec-
orative opus and notes of researchers from the
late nineteenth century, the hypothesis has been
put forward that it was discovered on the west-
ern necropolis of Doclea Bjelovine.

Key words: Podgorica cup, bowl, glass, Early
Christian engraved scenes, Doclea, Late Antig-
uity, necropolis

11 owe gratitude to 0. Yu. Lapteva (0. I0. JlanTeBa) for
the photographs of Podgorica cup and V. Yu. Matveyev
(B. 10. Matgees) for allowing their presentation in this pa-
per, as well as representatives of the Russian Embassy in
Montenegro mediating in communication with the State
Museum Hermitage (St. Petrburg). Thanks to a collegial
courtesy of V. N. Zaleskaya (B. H 3anecckas), a scientific
advisor of the State Hermitage Museum, a complete de-
scription of the vessel has been obtained on which rests
the entire discussion of the article. In addition, | express
my gratitude to Milo§ Vukanovi¢ who helped me with the
historical circumstances of the nineteenth century and
Dejan Draskovi¢ for advice and proofreading. Photos of
cup (fig. 1-3) are made by S. V. Suetov (C. B. CyeTtoBa)
and K. V. Sinavski (K. B. CuHsiBCKMiA).
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Cn. 1 Nogropuuka 3ajena, norneg ca ctpae / Fig. 1 Podgorica bowl, side view

[lyHO CBOjCTBEHOCTM U HEAOPEYEHOCTU
Koje ce Besyjy 3a NOArOpMYKYy yYawy YuHe je
jEAMHCTBEHUM MPUMjepKOM  KacHOaHTUYKe
YMjETHOCTM M HeucUpnHOM TeMOM 3a
npoyyaBake [AYXOBHOr noneta Taja TekK
03BaHM4yeHe xpuwhaHcke Bjepe. buno pa
je MHAMBMAyanHO M3yyaBaHa WM pa ce
HOMe MoCcpeAHO 6aBUNO, A0 AaHacC je cTekna
HecarnenuBo 6oraty 6uénuorpadujy (Dumont
1873; Rossi 1874; Rossi 1877; Blant 1879, 231-
233, Pl. XXIV; Garrucci 1880, 92-93, Tav. 463, 3;
Mowat 1882, 295-297; Ljubi¢ 1884, 39-42; Kisa
1908, 678-681; Leclercq 1914, 3008-3011, fig.
3336; Wulff 1914, 69-70, Abb. 55; Kaufmann
1922, 605; MnameHay 1949, 218-219; Ferte
1958, 110; Levi 1963; Ljubinkovi¢-Corovié 1967;
KoBaueBuh 1967,263-264, ck. 17; Mijovi¢ 1970,
91-93, sl. 4, 11, l1I; Philippe 1970, 87-88, fig. 46;
bank 1977, 76; Salomonson 1979, 60-61, fig. 8;
Mijovi¢ 1980, 96, 110; Bank 1985, 275-276, PI.
26-29; Finney 1994, 284-286, Fig. 7.4.; Hoxha
2003, 118-121, Fig. 44, 3anecckas 2006, 249;
Prigent 2007, 208-213; Spier 2007, 9-10, fig. 4;
Hoek, Herrmann 2013, 215-216, Fig. 1; Nagel
2015).

Ocnarbajyhu ce Ha ukoHorpabwujy, aeko-
pauujy U AIMHIBUCTUYKE 0COBEHOCTM NATUHCKNX
HaTnMca Yy CTPYYyHOj fuTepaTypu HajBuwe
je naxwe OMN0 YCMjepeHO Ha Tymauery
paHoxpuwwhaHckux cueHa. C apyre cTpaHe, Huje
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A lot of peculiarities and inconsistencies
that are related to the Podgorica cup make it a
single copy of the Late Antiquity and the inex-
haustible theme for the studies of the spiritu-
al enthusiasm of a newly entrenched Christian
faith. Whether it is individually studied or that
it directly addressed up to date, it has gained
an immensely rich bibliography (Dumont 1873;
Rossi 1874; Rossi 1877; Blant 1879, 231-233,
PI. XXIV; Garrucci 1880, 92-93, Tav. 463, 3;
Mowat 1882, 295-297; Ljubi¢ 1884, 39-42; Kisa
1908, 678-681; Leclercq 1914, 3008-3011, fig.
3336; Wulff 1914, 69-70, Abb. 55; Kaufmann
1922, 605; MnameHay 1949, 218-219; Ferte
1958, 110; Levi 1963; Ljubinkovi¢-Corovi¢ 1967;
KoBaueBuh 1967,263-264, ck. 17; Mijovi¢ 1970,
91-93, sl. 4, 11, I1I; Philippe 1970, 87-88, fig. 46;
bank 1977, 76; Salomonson 1979, 60-61, fig. 8;
Mijovi¢ 1980, 96, 110; Bank 1985, 275-276, PI.
26-29; Finney 1994, 284-286, Fig. 7.4.; Hoxha
2003, 118-121, Fig. 44, 3anecckasa 2006, 249;
Prigent 2007, 208-213; Spier 2007, 9-10, fig. 4;
Hoek, Herrmann 2013, 215-216, Fig. 1; Nagel
2015).

Relying on the iconography of its deco-
rations and linguistic characteristics of Latin
inscriptions in the scientific literature the most
attention was directed to the interpretation of
early Christian scene. However, a little progress
has been made in the analysis of the form of
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Cn. 2 NMoparopuuka 3pajena, usrnep yHyTpawHOCTU U npecjeka nocyae /
Fig. 2 Podgorica bowl, interior layout and section of the vessel
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YUMHEH BENIMK NOMaK y aHanu3un camor obnuka
nocyde, HauuHy teHe u3pafe, oapefuBatby
nopujekna, Yemy je cnyxuna v rgje v Kaga je
oTKpuBeHa. OBa nNuTara TeXUMO pa3pujeLnTu
Yy Aa/bUM pefoBuMa.

HeonxogHo je npBo Harnacutu pga je
y Aocajawoj obpaau nogropuyke vaule?
HauyMHbEHO HEeKONWKO nponycta Te cy Y
HEeKUM CTyAujama AaTtu W NOrpeliHn nopauu.
HaBewhemo HeKonMKo Npumjepa.

Ha npBoM MjecTy npu onucy nocyge
HaumnasuMMo Ha HeTayHe AUMEH3Mnje NpeyHuKa
(Kisa 1908, 679; Levi 1963, 55; Ljubinkov-
ic-Corovi¢ 1967, 85) npemaa je Aumo (Du-
mont) jow y NpBOj 06jaBU W3HWUO MCMpPaBHY
Mjepy (1873, 71). pyry 3HauajHy rpeLuKy YnHu
Pocu ob6aBjewTaBajyhn Hac ga cy npeacrase
W HaTMUCK YypesaHW C YHyTpallke CTpaHe
(Rossi 1877, 79). OBaj HaBoA KacHWje HUKaj
HUje ucnpaB/beH MaKo CYy MOjeAuHU ayTopu
WManu aupekTaH yBupa y Hanas. Takohe, fo
CKOpa Huje NoCTojao LpTeX npecjeka nocyge
na HaM je tbeH TUN 6Uo Heno3HaT a 0 06MMnKY
ce camMo MOrno npertnocras/baTn. Yecto ce
HaBOAM Kao Takbup unu natepa Aok ce gomahoj
finTepatypu yctasmo TEpMUH Yalla Koju je
L0WWao0 of dpaHuyckor coupe (Mako 61 3HaTHO
npuUxBaT/bMBUjU NPEBOL Ha CPMCKM je3uk 6uo
nexap). OnpaBAaHOCT OBOT 13pa3a HanaxeH je
Yy NnojMy 3a cpefilbeBjeKOBHe 3[jene u3 Kojux ce
nuno (Ljubinkovié-Corovi¢ 1967, nap. 6). Mopen
yawa pjehe ce 3oBe u woma (LiepmaHosuh-
KysmaHosuh et al. 1975, 7; Cermanovi¢-Kuz-
manovi¢ 1987,28) na yak 1 OHJja Kaja ce 3Ha Aa
Huje y NuTakby Taj 061K nocyae (Srejovié 1997,
221). Y TUNONOLIKOM MOrnefsy OBU TEPMMHM
OCUM WITO CYy HenpuxeaT/bUBU MoOry 6UTK
36yrbyjyhe npupoge. ApxeonoLwKu nocMaTpaHo
TUN Yalle UMa 3HaTHO Behy BUCHHY Of LWMpUHE
WTO Kako heMo BMAjeTn Huje cnyyaj ca Hawum
cyaom (cn. 1).

locToje u npumjepu Koju cy nownu
2 N3yseTak og 0BOr U cibeaeha fiBa nacyca YNHM HefLaBHO
o6jaB/beH unaHak Ctedpanu Haren (Nagel 2015) koju me
je npepyxuTpumo y 06jaBM HOBUX WNYCTpaLmja, NoAaTaKa
U npeTnocTtaBkama Ha YeMy caM joj UCKPEHO YecTuTao
pujeyuma Sero venientibus ossa! 0BOM NpunnKoM joj ce
3axBasbyjeM Ha cnawy paja, Koju je, nako je gowao y
TOKY nNucaka oBOr, NnOTNOMOrao naejama ao Kojux cam
M CaMOCTaiHO AioLlao.

82

vessels, the manner of its making, determining
the origin, what for it was used and where and
whenitis discovered. These questions we strive
to resolve in the further rows.

Firstly, it is necessary to point out that in
the previous processing of Podgorica cup,? sev-
eral mistakes were made and in some studies
the false data was given. Here are a few illus-
trations.

In the first place, within the description
of the vessel, we find inaccurate diameter size
(Kisa 1908, 679; Levi 1963, 55; Ljubinkovié-Cor-
ovié 1967, 85) although Dumont, in the first rev-
elation published the correct measurement (Du-
mont 1873, 71). The second major flaw makes
Rossi by informing us that the scenes and the
inscriptions are engraved on the inside (Rossi,
1877, 79). This allegation, later, has never been
corrected even though some authors have di-
rect access to the findings. In addition, until re-
cently, there was no cross-sectional drawing of
the vessel, therefore we were unaware of type
and its form could only be speculated. Often
referred to as a plate or patera while domes-
tic literature stabilized the term cup that came
from the French coupe (although much more ac-
ceptable in translation would be a goblet). The
justification of this expression is located in the
medieval notion of bowls from which they were
drinking (Ljubinkovié-Corovi¢ 1967, nap. 6).
Apart from the term cup, it can also be found as
mug (LlepmaHoBuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975, 7,
Cermanovi¢-Kuzmanovié 1987, 28) even in cas-
es when it is known that it does not represent
that shape of that vessel (Srejovié 1997, 221).
In terms of typology of these terms, except as
unacceptable, they can be confusing. Archaeo-
logically observed, the type of glass has a much
greater height than the width of what we will see
is not the case with our vessel (fig. 1).

There are also examples that went a step
further and are neglecting the older of publica-
2 An exception to this and the following two paragraphs,
is part of recently published article by Stephanie Nagel
(Nagel 2015) who forestall me in the announcement of
new illustrations, data and assumptions on which | sin-
cerely congratulated her with words Sero venientibus
ossa! On this occasion, | thank her for sending the work,

which, although it has come in the course of writing this,
supported the ideas which | already concluded by myself.
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Kopak fa/be na cy 3aHemapuBakbeM cTapuje
06jaB/beHMX pajoBa MOHYAMAW  MOTMYHO
KpuBOTBOpeHe MHdOpMaLmje nonyT OHUX Aa
npunapaa 3naTHoM cTakneHom nocyhy (Sticotti
1999, 39; Irwin 1985,92, 96) a noTMYe cjeBEPHO
of [lokneje unu pa cy cueHe ocnukaHe a He
ypesaHe Ha Ho0j (Stevovi¢ 2014, 71). 36or
60jasHM Ja ce OBaKkBM M CNUYHM CNyyajeBu
He NMOHOBE Kao W fda ce LjenoKynHu nogauu
MpUKaxy Ha jefHOM MjecTy MOHOBHO AajemMo
onuc nocyge.

Mocypa uMa 06AMK NAMTKe KanoTtacTe
3fjene ca 6naro pasrpytum o6ogom npodu-
NMCaHUM Yy BuAy fujeBKa W 3a06/beHUM
AHOM (NpeyHuk oboaa 23 UM, BUCKHA 3,6 UM,
Ae6ibuHa o6opa 0,2 um) (cn. 1-2). Ckopo vy
ujenoctu je cayyBaHa. 0604 Koju je cTpagao
npunukoM fenoproBamwa u3 Ckagpa y [apus
(Rossi 1877, 79; Levi 1963, 55) pekoHCTpyucaH
je op aBajeceTak hparmeHaTa; paBHo je cjeyeH
1 BeoMa GDUHO NoNnUpaH; HeoCTajy My He3HaTHM
pjenosu. Ctakno je 6e360jHO M NPOBUAHO; Y
cacTaBy CafpXu HeBenuk 6poj CUTHUX Mjexypa
Ba3fyxa, CropagnyHo 1 KpYnHuX. Ha roprwem
Anjeny nocyae Hanase ce CKOpO HenpuMjeTHU
TparoBu passJiayera CTak/ieHe Mace; Ha gHY 1
THjeny HeKONIMKO OrpeboTMHa.

[lekopauuja koja ce cactoju op o¢wur-
ypanHux xpuwhaHckux npecraBa v NaTUHCKUX
HaTNUca W3BefeHa je ca Crnojbie CTpaHe,
ype3uBarbeM OLITPOM anaTkoMm (cn. 2). Mnepaxo
W3HyTpa nocyde, LeHTpanHa Komnosuuuja c
npeactaBoM ABpamoBe XPTBE, NMOCTaB/beHa je
Y HenpaBW/IHOj KPYXHWULMW KOja Haruwe Bulle
Ha N1jeBo U Ka fosbe. MisHap we npukasaHe cy
HapaTWBHe CLeHe U3 Kibure 0 JOHU OJHOCHO
JoHa Koju ce ogmapa y xnagy c nujese n JoHa
y YTpobu Kuta c AecHe cTpaHe. [laibe fecHo
pehajy ce octane npeactase: npuya o CysaHu,
Tpu Mnaguha y BaBuMNOHCKOj nehu, npopok
[Nanuno mehy naBoBuMa, lNetap oTBapa U3eop,
Backpcere JlazapeBo 1 Ha Kpajy cueHa npeor
rpujexa ¢ npukasom Apgama u Ese. [Mpatehu
HaTnMcK Haonako ce Buae.® 3ajena ce Hanasm
n yyBa y [ipxxasHoM My3ejy Epmutax, y CaHkT
MeTepbypry nog WHBEHTApCKUM 6pojeM w 73

3 3a petasbHMjM ONKUC ypesaHWX CLeHa, HaTnuca u
Nofpo6Hujy aHanuay rpewwaka y jeauky suam Nagel 2015,
172-188.
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tions, and offered completely falsified informa-
tion such as those that belong to the golden
glassware (Sticotti 1999, 39; Irwin 1985, 92, 96)
that origins from the north of Doclea or that the
scene were painted, not engraved on it (Stevovi¢
2014, 71). Amid fears that these and similar
cases are not repeated and that the full set of
data is displayed in one place again, we will de-
scribe the vessel.

The vessel has the shape of a shallow
calotted bowl with slightly profiled rim in the
form of a funnel and a rounded bottom (diam-
eter rim 23 cm, height of vessel 3.6 cm, 0.2 cm
thickness of the rim) (fig. 1-2). Almost entirely
preserved. Rim that was ruined during the de-
portation from Shkodra to Paris (Rossi 1877, 79;
Levi 1963, 55) was reconstructed from about
twenty fragments; it is straightly cut and very
finely polished; lacks minor parts. The glass
is colorless and transparent; the composition
contains a small number of tiny air bubbles,
sporadic and large. On the upper part of the
vessel there are almost unnoticeable traces of
strengthening of the glass mass; at the bottom
and the body there are a few scratches.

Decoration consisting of figurative repre-
sentation of Christian scenes and Latin inscrip-
tions are made from the outside, incised with
a sharp tool (fig. 2). Viewed from inside of the
vessel, the central composition with the repre-
sentation of Abraham’s sacrifice, is set in an ir-
regular circle which leans more to the left and
down. Above it are shown the narrative scenes
from the book of Jonah i.e. Jonah resting in
the shade on the left and Jonah in the belly of
a whale on the right. Further to the right are lin-
ing up other scenes: the story of Susanna, three
youths in the Babylonian furnace, the prophet
Daniel among the lions, Peter opens the source,
Raising of Lazarus and at the end, the scene of
the original sin, depicting Adam and Eve. Fol-
lowing the signs are seen upside down.® The
vessel is kept in the State Hermitage Museum
in St. Petersburg under the inventory number
w 73. (baHk 1977, 76; Bank 1985, 275-276, PI.
26-29; 3anecckas 2006, 249).

3 For a more detailed description of the engraved scenes,

inscription and detailed analysis of errors in the language
see Nagel 2015, 172-188.
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(baHk 1977, 76; Bank 1985, 275-276, PI. 26-29;
3anecckas 2006, 249).

0651K, gaToBar€ U MOPUjEKIIO0

OnucaHu 061k nocyfe oarosapa Gopmu
WUcuure 1166 (Isings 1957, 144). Pagu ce o
TUNy 34jene Koju ce onpujeajemyje y IV u npsy
nonosuHy V BUjeKa a pujeTko ce npoHanasmuny
KoHTekcTMMa VI Bujeka (Jeremi¢ 2009, 143; An-
tonaras 2010, 307, fig. 7). YkpalueHn npumjepum
C ypesaHuM @urypanHuMm cueHama jaBJbajy
ce UCKJbyumBo y IV Bujeky, YecTo y roguHama
apyre Tpehute Tor Bujeka (Isings 1957, 144~
145, Harden 1987, 185, 227).

[a nogropuyka sgjena npunaga rpynu
rpaBupaHor nocyha Kojy je u3gBojuo XapaeH
(Harden 1960; Fremersdorf 1967, 159-171,
Chew 2003, 102-104) npumjeTuna je jow
Jby6unkosuh-fioposuh  (Ljubinkovié-Corovié
1967, 87). OBa 6pojHa rpyna nposBaHa BuHT
Xun (Wint Hill) no 3gjenv oTKpuBeHoj y puMckom
HanasuwTty y Comepcerty, npenosHat/bMBOr
je ctuna n uspage. M3gBojeHa je Ha OCHOBY
cneunbuUYHOr HauMHa rpaBuparba GurypanHux
CLUeHa, Koje ce W3BOAMI0 Cnob6ofJ0pYYHUM
ypesuBaeM OWTPOM anatkoM BehuHom
Ha 3gjenama tuna Wcuurc 116. Peneptoap
npeacrtaBa ce CBOAM Ha CLeHe JioBa W
MUTUAOWKe W XpuwhaHcke Komnosuumje.
Paguonuua diatretarii oBe rpyne nocyha
CMjeLTa ce y pajHCKe obnacTu, TayHuje y KenH
(Harden 1960, 79; Fremersdorf 1967, 31) u/unu
y Tpup (Chew 2003, 100).

Ha npBu nornes C/AMYHOCTU pajHCKe
rpyne Hanasa C HawoMm 3fjenoM 3aucra
nocrtoje. 3ajefHNYKe KapaKTepuCTUKe Cy UM:
UCTU TUN U CNINYHE JUMEH3Mje Kao U CNobogHO
ypesuBatbe 3almn/beHOM anaTKOM Ha hUXOBUM
cnosballHUM rnosplwnHaMa. Tome y3 Mame
Hecnarawa MOXeMo fJopatu horror vacui w
TO fja Cy HaTnMcW OpraHN3oBaHW OKO ropker
Anjena Tujena nocyge. Y3 to npumjeheH je jow
jeaaH cUTHW peTasb Koju ux Bexe. Mcnog, Hory
JBYACKNX U XUBOTUHCKUX durypa Ha BUHT Xun
3[jenama, a HapounUTO KOA OHUX y NpUKasuma
NI0Ba, KpaTKMM  BOAOPaBHWUM  LpTULaMa
pobujaHa je nepcnektuBa Te Tume ¢urype
YHyTap KOMNo3uLunja He u3rnefajy kao aa nete
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Shape, dating and origin

The described shape of the vessel corre-
sponds to the form Isings 116b (Isings 1957,
144). 1t is a type of bowl, which dated to the
IV and the first half of the V century and rarely
finds contexts in the VI century (Jeremi¢ 2009,
143; Antonaras 2010, 307, fig. 7). The decorated
pieces with engraved figural scenes occur only
in the IV century, often in the years of the sec-
ond third of this century (Isings 1957, 144-145,
Harden 1987, 185, 227).

The fact that Podgorica bowl belongs
to the engraved dishes which was singled out
by Harden (Harden 1960; Fremersdorf 1967,
159-171, Chew 2003, 102-104) was noticed by
Ljubinkovié-Corovié (Ljubinkovié-Corovié 1967,
87). This numbered group named Wint Hill by a
bowl! discovered in the Roman site in Somerset,
it has a recognizable style and craftsmanship.
It is featured on the basis of specific ways of
engraving the figural scenes, which was done
freehand by engraving with the sharp tool most-
ly on the bowls of type Isings 116. The reper-
toire of scenes comes down to hunting scenes
and mythiological and Christian compositions.
Workshop diatretarii of this group of glass is
placed to the Rhine area, specifically in Cologne
(Harden 1960, 79; Fremersdorf 1967, 31) and /
or to Trier (Chew 2003, 100).

At first glance the similarity of the Rhine
group findings to our bowl, really exists. Com-
mon characteristics are: the same type and sim-
ilar dimensions as well as freehand engraving
with tool tapered outwardly on their surfaces.
Additionally with minor disagreements, we can
add horror vacui and that the inscriptions were
organized around the upper body of the ves-
sel. Moreover, another little detail is noticed
that binds them. Below the feet of human and
animal figures in Wint Hill bowls, particularly
those depicting hunting, with short dashes, the
perspective would be added and thus figures in
the composition did not seem to fly in the air.
These dashes are not common in other types of
engraved glass but on our samle, we can notice
them under Issac feet in the scene of Abraham
sacrifice.

However, the detailed analysis of Pod-
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y Basgyxy. OBakBe LpTMLe HUCY YyobuuajeHe
Ha ocTanuMm TUNOBMMA rpaBupaHor crakna
a Ha Hawem npumjepky cpujehemo ux ucnog
WcakoBux ctonana y npepcrtasn ABpamoBse
XpTBe.

C ppyre cTpaHe, geTa/bHMjOM aHalIM30M
NOAropuUYKe 3gjene yBuajenm cMo MHoOrobpojHa
OfCTynawa Koja Cy MNOACTaK/ia CyMhy Y
HeHy npunagHoct BuHT Xun rpynu. Tako, Ha
npumjep, oHa He nocjegyje jefiHy oA rnaBHUX
Of/INKa pajHCKe rpaBepcKe WKOoMe a Kojy YNHU
CHjeHYerbe CHOMOBKUMA KPaTKUX AujaroHanHux
NUHKja pacnopefjeHnx C yHyTpalke cTpaHe
KoHTypa. OBO Wwpadupatbe je AaBano nyTeHoCT
durypama, TexxuHy opjehn a Harnawasano je
KP3HO XWBOTUHa, obpuce apseha u Apyrux
pjenoBa uptexa. [lpukasu Ha BuHT Xun
CTak/y cy cTora eKCrpecuBHMW, MyHU XUBOTa
W OANLIY CBOjCTBEHUM YMjETHUYKUM M3Pa30M.
peactaBe C noaropuyke 3pjene Hemajy Hu
Tpara of 0Be XWBONUCHOCTU. CujeHuere He
MoCTOjU a KpaTKu noTesn Koju YyKpallasajy
ogjehy n Tujena xuBoTuma cy 6esocjehajHo
KpyTu. bma Huje nocturnyta nyHoha durypa
W AWHAMUYHOCT Hapauuje Beh cynpoTHO
nojayaHa je CTaTUYHOCT UM  JIMHEApHOCT
LijeNloKynHor AoXuBsbaja. HanspasuTuju npum-
jepu oBOMe Cy Np1Kasu niaMeHa Ha XpTBEHUKY
KOju je paT Kao CHOM TpaBe MK PyKy akTepa
CLeHa Koje cy obu/bexeHe roToBO APaMCKOM
ykoueHowhy. Yak je u horror vacui Ha Halem
npumjepky Apyraunje KoHuenuuje. OH je
MOCTUrHYT HesrpanHoMm 36ujeHowhy cleHa
a He YnNoTnywaBaweM MpasHUHA ChuKe
AeKopaTUBHUM enemMeHTMMa NonyT KPyrosa,
poseTa, 3BKjesfa u ch.

Ha nocneatwe cnoMeHyTM — acnekT
HajioBe3yje Ce M HEKONMKO HEeCMpeTHOCTU Y
nornegy TeXHWUYKe BjelITUHE. Y3 MOHOBJ/bEHY
KOHCTaTauujy fda je LeHTpasHa cueHa He-
npaBWJIHO YOKBMpeHa [OAajeMo fJa je HeHa
KOHTYypa ypaf)eHa 3 MHOro6pojHO KONe6sbUBUX
notesa. Kopg 3axTjeBHMjuUX pje-lierba nep-
CMeKTUBe rpaBep Ce HUje Hajbosbe CHalao
Tako fda cy pyke Apama u EBe cnetmaHe a
rnase JoHe u Wcaka HenpupogHO nosesaHe
C OCTaTKOM Tujena. HW HapaTMBHU CerMeHTu
HUCYy Ha npaBu HauuH pacnopefeHu. CysaHa
je usrnepa 6una nocnefHa npeacraea Kojy je
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gorica bowl we saw numerous deviations which
prompted doubts in regard to its affiliation to
Wint Hill group. For example, it does not pos-
sess one of the main features of the Rhine en-
graving school and he makes shading in bundles
of short diagonal lines arranged on the inside
of the contour. This hatching gave sensuality
to figures, the weight of clothing and highlight-
ed the fur of animals, the outlines of trees and
other parts drawings. The scenes on Wint Hill
glass are therefore expressive, full of life and
reflect the peculiar artistic expression. Scenes
on Podgorica bowl do not have a trace of this vi-
brancy. Shading does not exist and short moves
that decorate the clothes and bodies of animals
are insensitively rigid. There has been no full-
ness of the figures and dynamism of narration,
but the opposite, the static linearity and overall
experience is increased. The most expressive
examples of this are depictions of the flame
on the altar, which is provided as a bundle of
grass or arms of actors scenes that are marked
by almost a dramatic stiffness. Even the horror
vacui in our sample has a different concept. He
is reached by an awkward scene compaction
rather than completing the gaps of pictures with
decorative elements such as circles, rosettes,
stars and so on.

The last mentioned aspect can be add-
ed to several clumsiness in terms of technical
skills. With repeated statement that the central
scene is framed incorrectly adding that its con-
tour was made from multiple volatile moves.
For more complex solutions of the perspective,
the engraver reacted poorly so that the hands
of Adam and Eve are tangled while the heads of
Jonah and Isaac have an unnatural link with the
rest of the body. Neither narrative segments are
not properly arranged. Susanna seems to have
been the last scene that engraver made and
therefore was roughly inserted and her hand
was shortened to fit to space that was left. All
of this is just a further evidence that the master
who decorated our vessel was accustomed to,
or perhaps even a beginner to engraving work.

There is another important difference. In-
scriptions for bowls from the west, when they
occur, are made exclusively in one line ie. in
the bar just below the rim. Frequently express
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rpaBep HaYWMHMO Te je 360r Tora rpy6o yMeTHyTa
a meHe pyke ckpaheHe Kako 6u ce yknonuna
y npocTop Koju je mpeoctao. CBe HaMm 0BO
jacHo cBjeflouun fia je MajcTop KOju je yKpacuo
Hawy 3ajeny 61M0 NpUyyeH MAK MOXAA YaK M
NOYETHUK y rpaBepcKoM nociy.

JaBsba ce jow jefHa 6UTHa pa3NMUNTOCT.
Hatnucu kop nocyaa ca 3anmaja, Kaja ce
jaB/bajy, U3BELEHN CYy MCKIbYYUBO Yy jefHOM
pefy Tj. y Tpauu ogMmax ucnop oboga. Yecto
u3paxa.ajy 3fpaBuLe, nujene xeme a pafeHu
Cy PUMCKOM KanutanoM Hekapj nopeb/baHom
W YyrNaBHOM Ca OWTpUM 3aBplueluma. Takohe
pujeun cy pate y HeraTuBy (Haonako u
0B6PHYTUM CNMjejoM) ca LinJbeM Aa Ce HaTnucK
BUAE 1 YNTajy M3HYTPa, AOK Ce 3/jeNie KopucTe.

JlaTUHCKW  HaTmMcKM ca  MOAropuyke
3[jene nokasyjy ogctynarba of, OBOr y CBakOM
nornepy. HesaBpleHOCT M TpasbaBOCT je
HUX0Ba rnaBHa ofnuka. Hbuma ce xene no-
jacHUTM npukasaHe xpuwhaHcke cueHe, cTora
Cy ypesaHW usHapj wux anu u usmehy, 6es
npaBuia, Hergjey fBa a Hergjey Tpu Unu YeTupu
pepa. Kopuwhena je majyckyna u MUHyckyna,
ca NyHo rpewaka y jesuky. BenuuuHa cnosa
yak y UCTOj pujeun Huje jeaHaka, nogebsbaHocT
je ;jenumnyHo ypafhjeHa (Hnp. Kog pujeun Su-
sana, laco leonis, Abram w pap.) a yKpacHu
3aBplUeuyn Cy pasaMuuTi U pycTUYHW. OunTo
je Aa je ypesuBarbe HaTnuca 6Mno orpaHUYeHo
NPOCTOPOM a TO je u3rnega 6uo pasnor aa ce
Ha ABa MjecTa nuwe Kyp3uBoM. Ha Kpajy, Hucy
MUcaHu y HeraTuBy Te UX je roToBO Hemoryhe
npoYMTaTi U3 yHYTPaLHOCTH nocyge.

Ckyna rnefaHo cBe LITO je Ha Mocyau
ypesaHo Kao fda je Ha 6p3uHy pafjeHo M TO
Ha Kpajwe ynpowheH HauuH. LUTaBuwe Hu
KOMMNosuuuja Huje yHanpujen wucniaHupaHa
WIN YKONWUKO jecTe HMje Ha NpaBuM HauuH
peannsoBaHa.

Ha ocHOBY peuyeHor npukasu C Mnog-
ropuuyke 3gjenie HaM Bulle Ajenyjy Kao LpTexu
cnabuje TEXHUYKE N YMjETHUYKE BjeLUTUHE HEro
M Kao [jeno BeoMma yBjexxb6aHe rpaBepcke
wkone u3 KenHa. He usrnega Ham HW mano
yygHo 3awTo ux Kuca ynopehyje ¢ upTtexom
pjeteta Die kindlich ungeschickte Zeich-
nung (Kisa 1908, 679) HUTK WTO XapAeH Huje
yBpCTMO nocyAay y BUHT Xun rpyny nako je 3Hao
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the toasts, beautiful wishes and made with the
Roman capital letter once bold and mostly with
sharp ends. Also the words are given in reverse
(upside down and in reverse) in order to see and
read on the inside, while the the bowls are used.

Latin inscriptions from Podgorica bowl
show deviations from this in every respect. In-
completion and sloppiness is their main feature.
They are used to clarify the Christian scene,
therefore, are engraved above them but also
between, without rules, somewhere in two and
sometime three or four rows. We used mayus-
cule and minuscule, with a lot of mistakes in the
language. Font size even in the same words are
not the same, bolding was partly done (eg. in
the words Susana, laco leonis, Abram, etc.) and
the ornamental endings are different and rustic.
It is obvious that the engraved inscriptions was
limited by space and that seems to be the rea-
son to have italics in two places. In the end, they
were not written in the negative, and it is almost
impossible to read from inside the vessel.

Altogether everything engraved on the
bowl seems like it was hastily done and in an
extremely simplified way. Moreover even the
composition is not planned in advance or if it is,
it is not properly implemented.

Based on the above mentioned, the rep-
resentations on Podgorica bowl act more like
drawings with less technical and artistic skills
than as a work of highly trained engraving
school from Cologne. It does not seem strange
to us, why Kisa compares them with a drawing
of a child Die kindlich ungeschickte Zeichnung
(Kisa 1908, 679) or why Harden did not include
this vessel in Wint Hill group even though he
knew about it (Harden 1960, 78).

Determining the place of production of
our vessel is particularly a difficult task. Lack
of close analogy in terms of style of engraving,
limits each secure conclusion. At the same
time, the type of vessel can not be a measure,
because it is very abundant and is found in
all parts of the Empire. As we have seen, its
specificity is separated from Wint Hill dishes.
Therefore we must conclude that they are not
a common origin and that bowl in the province
Prevalis did not come as an import from the
workshop of Cologne and Trier. This does not
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3a by (Harden 1960, 78).

YTBphuBate Mmjecta NpoM3BOAHE Halle
nocyge je nocebHo Texxak 3agatak. Hegocrarak
6nMCKMX aHanoruja y nornegy crtuna rpa-
BUpara orpaHuyaBa CBaKW CUTYpPHUjU 3aK-
jbyyak. lpu TOM, TUN nocyde Ham He MOXe
6uTU Mjepuno, jep je jako 6pojaH M Hanasumo
ra Ha cBuMm pjenosuma LlapctBa. Kako cmo
BUAjENN, HEHe creynpuyHocT je opBajajy
of, BuHT Xun nocyha. CxogHo ToMe mopamo
3aKJbYunTW @ HUCY 3ajefHUYKOr Mopujekna Te
Aa 3pjenay nposuHuujy lNpesanuc Huje goluna
Kao uMmnopt u3 paguonunue Kenna nnu Tpupa.
0BO cBakako He UCKJbyuyje Aa je ypaheHa y
HEKOM ApYroM LEeHTPYy 3anajHux WIn HeKux
ApYrux ypameHux oébnactu LapctBa anu
noTepay (CAnMYaH cTUN unu ukoHorpadujy) 3a
TO He nocjeayjemo. [la je nobap Ao crakna
y [Joknejy cturao u3 sanagux UanM UCTOYHUX
NpoBuMHLMja YTBPHEHO je Ha U3pa3nTo boratom
CTakfieHOM nocyhy ¢ jyrouctouHe Hekponone
Hokneje (LepmaHosuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975,
177-178). MehyTuM, Nopujekno oBe cTakneHe
rpafje Tpe6a HaHOBO nMpeucnuTaTh a NOCe6HO
KacHOaHTMUYKo nocyhle Koje MoOxe 6UTU K
ANO fOKanHe MOHyAe HefaBHO MOTBPhEeHMX
NOKNEjCKNX CTaknapckux paauonuua (Ziv-
anovi¢ 2011, 43-50; XXuaHosuh 2014, 49 u
Aarbe).

Xunotesa pga je noaropuyka 3pjena
NIOKaNHW NPOM3BOJ, HUje HOBWHA anu ayTopu
Koju cy je npepnoxunm (Cermanovié-Kuz-
manovi¢, 1987, 28; Ljubinkovié-Corovié 1967,
88) HUCY U3HWMjeNU CUTYPHE apryMeHTe KOjoM 6u
je m pokasanu. NpaBm f0Kas 3a 0BO 610 6M Aa je
y [lokneju npoHafjeHo jow pparmeHarta cTakna
yKpaLleHor rpaBupareM Ha UCTU HauuH. Unak
W Kop, CTapuje OTKPUBEHOT U HOBOMpOHafeHor
durypanHo rpaBupaHor/6pyweHor crakna
(XuBaHosuh 2014, 90, Han. 23; yn. Ao/be M
CTaKNo c nokanuteta bjenosuHe) He Mory ce
Hahu Be3e unu 6uUNo Kakee CIUYHOCTH.

Hekonnko HarosjewTaja Hac unak yc-
MjepaBa fAa je JioKanHa npojykuuja yawe
ucnpaBHW 3aksbyyak. M3papa spjena Ucuure
116 ycko je noBe3aHa C XeMuchepuyHUM
yawama tuna WcuHrc 96. Ykpatko, yawe ose
dopme cy jeaHa of HajnonynapHujux nocypa
pUMCKOr ~ CTaknapcTea, pacnpocTparbeHa

87

exclude that is made in another center of west-
ern or some other distant areas of the Empire
but a proof (a similar style or iconography) for
that we do not possess. That much of the glass
has arrived to Doclea from western or eastern
provinces was determined in an extremely rich
glassware from southeast necropolis of Doclea
(LlepmaHoBuh-Kyamanosuh et al. 1975, 177-
178). However, the origin of the glass material
should be re-reviewed and in particular the late
antique glass that can be part of the local sup-
ply of newly confirmed Doclea glass workshops
(Zivanovi¢ 2011, 43-50; XXusaHosuh 2014, 49
and further).

The hypothesis that the Podgorica bowl
was a local product is not new but the authors
who have suggested (Cermanovié¢-Kuzmanovic,
1987, 28; Ljubinkovié-Corovié 1967, 88) did not
present the arguments that would secure and
prove it. The real proof of this would be if more
fragments of glass decorated with engraving in
the same way were found in Doclea. But even
with the older and the newly discovered figural
engraved / cut glass (XusaHosuh, 2014, 90, n.
23; cf. down and glass from the site Bjelovine)
there can not be found any connections or the
similarity.

Several hints, still directs us that the local
production of cup is drawing us to a correct con-
clusion. Making of a bowl Isings 116 is closely
associated with hemispherical cups type Isings
96. In short, these glasses are one form of the
most popular pots Roman glassmaking, and
was spread throughout the Empire and beyond
its borders, with the highest production in the
IV century (Isings 1957, 113-114; XXuBaHosuh
2014, 87). Because of the way of making, both
types have a distinctive funnel rim often un-
treated, and sometimes unbalanced body. In
addition, they also have green glass (dominated
by shades of olive green), which is essentially
inhomogeneous and hence the finished prod-
ucts have a lot of bubbles in the composition
and expressed traces seater glass mass. In the
Balkans and their neighboring provinces on the
basis of the number of hemispherical cups, sev-
eral local locations were proposed in first place
in the towns of Emona (Plesni¢ar-Gec 1981,
139-142), Salona (Gluscevi¢ 1995, 170, 177),
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wupom LlapcTBa WM W3BaH HEHUX rpaHuua,
C Hajgehom npoussogwom Yy IV Bujeky
(Isings 1957, 113-114; XusaHosuh 2014,
87). 360r HauuMHa u3page oba TUNa WMajy
KapakTepucTuyaH JiMjeBKacT YecTo Heo-
bpafjeH 0604, a MOHEKag M HEeCUMETPUYHO
Tujeno. Ocum TOra, OAJIMKYjy Ce U 3esleHOM
6ojom cTakna (npeosnahyjy MacnuHacToseneHe
HWjaHCE) Koje je Yy OCHOBM HEXOMOFeHO Te
oTyfa 3aBpLIEHW TNPOU3BOAU WUMajy MyHO
Mjexypuha y cactaBy M u3paxeHe Tparose
pasBayera CTakieHe Mace. Y 6ankaHCcKum
W HUMa CycjefHUM NPOBUHLMjaMa Ha OCHOBY
6pojHOCTU XeMUCHEepUYHNX YaLla NpeanoXeHo
je HeKkonukKo nokauuja NnokanHe uspage Ha
npBoM MjecTy y rpagoBuma Emona (Ple-
sni¢ar-Gec 1981, 139-142), CanoHa (Gluscéevic
1995, 170, 177), Ookneja (XusaHoBuh 2014,
87) n ConyH (Antonaras 2010a, 101). Y okBupy
OBMX jOW YBMWjeK XUMNOTETUYKMX LieHTapa
NPOM3BOAHE MOjaB/byje ce MCTU obpasal,.
Yawe npepacTassbajy rnasHuULy npogykuuje a
xemuchepuyre sajene Ucuurc 116 (Mnu wuma
TEXHOJOLIKM cpoAHa BapujaHTa Ucuure 117) ce
jaB/bajy y 3HaTHO MareM NPOLLEHTY.

C TexHonowKe cTpaHe NoCTynak uapage
nojropuyke 3ajene Huje npeTjepaHo 3axTjeBaH.
Cno6ogHo AyBatbe, MOAenoBake CTakiaeHor
Mjexypa W OTKu[ame HeroBor ropwer gujena
Cy jelMHW 3axBaTu Koju cy 6unn noTpebHu
(XuBaHoBuh 2014, 86). HauuH rpaBupatba, Y
KOjeM ce KOpUCTWIIa CaMo jefiHa pyyHa anarka,
Takofe je Kpajtbe jeaHocTaBaH. C 063MpoOM Ha
oBe npumjeabe u Ha fobpo notepheHy gomahy
npoayKuujy npoujeryjemMo Aa je TBopaw vaie
CacBWM BjepOBaTHO 61O JOK/ejCKM CTaknap.

Mpenpeka oBOj Tesn je 6e360jHO
NPOBMAHO CTakno nocyge 6e3 HujaHCK
3eneHe Un XxyTe 60je, Kao WITO CMO HaBUKH
Y  KacHoaHTMuKoj npogykuuju  [okneje.
Ha ykynHom ¢yHAycy [oknejckor cTakna
pjehe Haunasumo Ha 6e360jHe npumjepke
W He MOXeMO MX C curypHowhy poBecTu y
Be3y C JNIOKanHOM npogykuujoM. Y wupem
OKpyxewy Takofle He cpujehemo aHanorHe
npumMjepe 6e360jHOr CTakna. M3yseTak YuHM
xemuchepuyHa 3gjena c yrpaBUpaHuM reo-
MeTpujckuM ykpacom u3 Manuka (Cremosnik
1960, 181-182, Sl. 6) Koja je ynpkoc noLwKjoj
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Doclea (XXueaHosuh 2014, 87) and Thessalon-
iki (Antonaras 2010a, 101). Within these still
hypothetical production centers appears the
same pattern. Glasses are the principal produc-
tion and hemispherical the bowls Isings 116 (or
their related technological variant Isings 117)
occur much less frequently.

From the technological side, the process
of making bowl of Podgorica, it is not overly de-
manding. Freehand blowing, modeling of glass
bubble and tear off of its upper part are the only
interventions that were needed (XXuaHoBwuh,
2014, 86). The method of engraving, which need-
ed only one hand tool, is also extremely simple.
In view of these objections and confirmed good
domestic production, we estimate that the mak-
er of cup may have been a Doclean glazier.

The obstacle to this thesis is a colorless
transparent glass vessel without shades of
green or yellow, as we are used to in the late
antique production of Doclea. On the bank of
Doclean glass, the colorless samples can rare-
ly be encountered and we cannot with certainty
link them to the local production. The wider en-
vironment also does not encounter the relicts of
analogous examples of colorless glass. The ex-
ception is the hemispherical bowl engraved with
geometric decoration from Panik (Cremosnik
1960, 181-182, Fig. 6) that, despite making a
worse colorless sample but not transparent.
However, colorless glass in the late empire is
rare even in large centers of glass. And among
the already mentioned Wint Hill group of ves-
sels, there are bowls with the color green and
the uneven composition of glass (Harden 1960,
49). From this, it is clear that the colorless and
the quality of the glass can not be a criterion in
determining the origin of the vessel.

The fact is that it can evenly be an im-
ported product. But it seems to us unlikely that
the vessel was on the open market in Prevails
or that was ordered from a distant glass work-
shops. As discussed in the last chapter of this
paper, the vessel was discovered in Doclea
where its owner / purchaser (if one person)
comes from. We observed its intimate connec-
tion with the vessel which clearly reflects the
possibility that he was somehow involved in the
formation of ornaments (chosen scene, helped
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n3pagn 6es3bojHa anm He M NpPOBUAHA.
MefyTum, 6€360jHO CTaKno y KaCHOM LLapcTBY
je pujeTkocT yak MU Kop Behux CTaknapckux
ueHtapa. M melly Beh nomurbaHom BUHT Xun
rpynom cTakneHux nocyfa uma sgujena uuja je
6oja 3eieHa a cacTaB HepaBHoMjepaH (Harden
1960, 49). U3 oBora je jacHO Aa 6e360jHOCT U
KBaNnuTeT CTakna He Mory 6uTu Mjepuno npu
yTBphBawy nopujexkna nocyge.

YnrbeHuua je fa oHa nojjefiHakKo Moxe
6UTM 1 yBeseHn nNpoussof. Anu usrnefa Ham
Mare BjepoBaTHO Aa Ce focyga Hawna Ha
OTBOpeHOM TpxuwTy y [lpeBanucy wnn pa
je mopyyeHa u3 Heke ypasbeHe CTaknapcke
pagnoHuue. Kako pasmartpamo y nocregsem
nornae/by OBOr paja nocyga je oTKpuBeHa y
Jlokneju ofakse je U HeH BNAaCHUK/Hapyuuol
(ykonuko je To jegHa oco6a). Mpumjehena
je n weroBa MHTUMHA Be3a C NOCYAOM LITO
HECYMHMBO yKa3syje Ha MOryhHOCT fia je OH Ha
HEeKW HauYMH y4eCcTBOBAO y 06/IMKOBakY yKpaca
(v3abpao cueHe, momorao OKO HaTnuca?).
CnujegoM 0BOr WAe M MULLbeHEe Aa Ce O0KO
nocyae Aoroeapao y paguMoHuLm cBor rpaga.

AntepHaTuBHO, 360r NOCE6HOCTU CLieHa
moryhe je aa je camo usrpaeupaHa y [lokneju.
Anun T0 cy Beh fomulbarba Koja He MOXEMO
AoKasaTu. ApXeonowKU MNOCMATPaHO TeLWKo
je yTBpAMTM obnacTtu npousBogre Hawer di-
atretarius-a, HapouuTO jep Hema napapena
HeroBome CTuy.

HakoH npeTxogHux aHanusa ABuje
3HauajHe cTaBke cy ce ucnpujeyune. locyga
He npunaga HU jegHoj papguonuun Beh je
aHTWYKa Komuja CTBOpPeHa W uUsrpaBupaHa y
HEKOj 0f, AOK/ejCKMX paguoHuMLa Koje Cy HaM
Beh nosHate N0 WHOBATUBHOCTU U CKIIOHOCTM
Ka ekcrnepumeHTucamy. lpeasioxak us Kojer
je rpaBep LpNMO MHCMMpaLmjy Mopana je 6uTu
Heka 3fjena BuHT Xun rpyne koja usrnepa
Huje umana HaTnuce. Heke wukoHorpadcke
nojeanHOCTYU C NOAropuYKe nocyae Hac ynyhyjy
Aa Ce TBOpalL, HEHOr ykKpaca KOPUCTMO U
ApYyruMm ussopuma uHcnupauuje. Moacjehamo,
Ha Hawoj 3ajenu cy u3abpaHe xpuwwhaHcke
TeMe jako nonynapHe y KacHoj aHTUUU KojuMa
Cy yKpallaBaHu pasHu YnoTpebHW npeaMeTy
KopuwheHn y cBakogHeBMUM WITO je AaBano
BeNUKM MaTepujan 3a HagaxHyhe ymjeTHuka.
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around the inscriptions?). Following this opin-
ion there is a view that he discussed about the
vessel in the workshop of his town.

Alternatively, due to the particular scenes
perhaps was only engraved in Doclea. But these
are already conjectures that we can not prove.
Archaeologically speaking it is difficult to deter-
mine the area of production of our diatretarius,
especially because there is no parallels to its
style.

After previous analyzes two important
items appeared. The vessel is not in one work-
shop but is created as an ancient copy and en-
graved in one of Doclean workshops that have
already been known for innovation and inclina-
tion to experiment. The sample from which en-
graver drew inspiration had to be a bowl from
Wint Hill group which appearantly did not have
inscriptions. Some iconography details from the
bowl of Podgorica indicate that the maker of its
decoration used other sources of inspiration. As
a reminder, on our glass the Christian themes
that are very popular in late antiquity were cho-
sen, which served as a decoration for various
household objects used in everyday life, which
gave a substantial material for inspiration to
artists.

Sublimating this data, we can revisit the
dating of vessel. As we saw, the vessel, mod-
eled on the Rhine group dates from in the IV
century and is closer to its middle (Harden
1987, 185) as proposed in this year's studies
of the bowl (Nagel 2015, 192). But in the dating
of Wint Hill group there are disagreements and
some examples are dated in the beginning of
the V century (Chew 2003, 91-92). On the basis
of their distribution (Harden 1960, fig. 38) we
see that there was no planned trade to the East.
As Podgorica bowl is a copy of a specimen that
has been strayed far from the Lower Germania
then it must be younger than Germany’s findings
and has been dated to the second half of the IV
/ beginning of the V century.

Indications for another younger option
for dating brings us one iconographic detail.
The whale in a scene of Jonah in the belly of
the whale (fig. 3) departs from its usual presen-
tation in early Christian art. It is presented as
a mythological creature cetus but his neck and
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Cy6numupajyhu ose nogatke Bpatunu 6u
Ce HaKpaTKo U Ha AaToBatbe nocyge. Kako cMo
BUAjenu nocyaa ce no yrnegy Ha pajHcky rpyny
patyje y IV Bujek u To 61mxe HeroBoj cpeanHu
(Harden 1987, 185) kao WO ce npeanaxe u 'y
OBOTOAWWHMM npoyyaBarkma 3gjene (Na-
gel 2015, 192). Ho, u y patoBatby BuHT Xun
rpyne noctoje ogpefieHa Hecnarawa a Heku
npumjepuu ce onpjegjesmyjy u y novertak V
Bujeka (Chew 2003, 91-92). Ha ocHoBy tuxoBe
avctpuébyunje (Harden 1960, fig. 38) Bugumo
[a Huje nocTojana njaHcka TProsuHa npema
uctoky. Kako je mogropuuka sfpjena konwuja
HeKor MpuMjepka Koju je 3anyTao U3 paneke
Jowe lepmaHuje oHfa OHa Mopa 6uTn Mnafha
Ofi EMAYKMX Hanasa Te je jatyjemo y Apyry
nonosuHy IV/noverak V Bujeka.

HasHake 3a jow wmnafly MoryhHocT
AatoBatba JOHOCM HaM jeflaH MKOHOrpadcku
petams. Kut y cuenn Jowa y ytpobu kuta
(cn. 3) opctyna of HeroBor yo6uyajeHor
npuKasnBarba y paHoxpuwhaHcKoj yMjeTHOCTH.

body are not spirally folded. In contrast, show-
ing a cumbersome body which resembles a fish.
Also, decorated with dots and short oblique
strokes it also separates us from other well-
known examples of which the body, by a rule, is
smooth. The only analogy to our whale and body
shape and decoration we found at long time
published ceramic lamp (Garrucci 1880, 112,
Tav. 475, 5), which belongs to the type Hayes
[IA and is dated to the V and beginning of the
sixth century (Hayes 1972, 314). However, the
whale on the lamp is stockier, shorter tail and
has a fringe on the chin, but the similarity in the
general form does exist. Although, only on the
basis of this similarity we cannot assume that
the master of engraving representation regard-
ing the described scene saw the lamp, which
would also shift the dating in V / VI century.

Cn. 3 [etam cueHe JoHa y yTpobu kuta / Fig. 3 Detail of a scene Jonah in the belly of the whale
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OH jecTe npefCcTaB/beH Kao MUTOMOLWKO 6uhe
cetus anu Heros BPaT W TUjeNo HACY CNUPANHO
npecasujeHn. HacynpoT ToMme, npukasaHo je
TPOMO TWjeno Koje Hanukyje pubu. Takofje,
YKpaleHo je Taykama U KpaTKUM KOCUM
notesuma WTo ra Takohe pasfBaja oA ApYyrux
HaMa Mos3HaTux npumjepa uuje je Tujeno no
npaBuily rnaTko. JefuHy aHanorujy Hawem
KWUTY 1 N0 06NUKY TUjena W yKpallaBakby HaLim
CMO Ha [aBHO 06jaB/beHOM KepaMUyKoMm
xuwky (Garrucci 1880, 112, Tav. 475, 5) Koju
npunaga tuny Xejs IIA u gatyje y V noyerak
VI Bujeka (Hayes 1972, 314). [Joaywe, KUT Ha
XULLKY je 3nenacTuju, kpaher pena u uMa pece
Ha 6pagu anu CAMYHOCT Yy reHepasnHoj popmu
3aucta noctoju. MeljyTum, caMo Ha OCHOBY
OBe C/IMYHOCTU He MOXEMO MpeTrnocTaBuTH
Aia Ce MajcTop ypesaHux npeacrtasa y nornegy
onucaHe CLUeHe yrnefao Ha XWXak, WTo 6u
Takofe nomjepuno gatosare y V/VI Bujex.

Yemy je cnyxuna

HakoH wrto cMo panu cyrectuje Ha
OCHOBHE apxeosiolKe HefoyMuue Kako, kaga
W raje je nocyna Hactana cibefehe npeacrtoju
npeucnuTatu Yemy je cnyxuna. Y nornegy
TOra CBaku Of npepnora Haunasum Ha KameH
cnoTuuama.

3Hamo pacy 3ajene oBor TunakopuheHe
NPBEHCTBEHO 3a KOH3yMupare nuha. Ha BuHTt
Xun nocygama o ToMe jacHoO CBjej0ue HaTmnucHu.
Kog nojeguHux esmpeHTupaHa je pujey BIBE
(Mwnj!) unmn rpuka ¢pasa MIE ZHIHT (Muj un
xusjehew!) HanucaHa pUMCKMM CnoBuMa.
Ha xpuwhaHckoj rpynu nocyha yecto je aata
kao ckpahenuua P(IE) Z(ESES). OBaj cnoraH
npefAcTaB/ba HajkapakTepuCTUYHUjy dopmy
3[paBuLe Koja ynyhyje Ha finjene xesbe u nnjen
XUBOT rgje yxuBawe y nuhy uma nocpepgHy
KOHOTauujy. Ha 3gjenama ¢ xpuwhaHckum
MOTMBMMA MOXE UMMaTW Apyrn Ayosbu
ecxatonowku cmucao (Auth 1996, 103-112).

Ha Hawoj nocyau Hema oBakBe Wu
CNMYHE HOj MOpYKe Koja 6u uvwna y npunor
CBaKogHeBHoOj ynotpebu 3a nuhe. CynpoTHo,
¢uHO ucnonupaH o604 roBopu Aa je 3gjena
6buna nogecHa fa ce u3 we nuje. C 063upom
Ha HewTo nNAuhu peuunujeHT Koju TUMONOLIKK
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What was its purpose

Once we have given the suggestions on
basic archaeological concerns how, when and
where the vessel is formed following is the
forthcoming review on its purpose. As each of
the proposals meets a stumbling block.

We know that this type of the bowls were
used primarily for drinking. On Wint Hill con-
tainers this is clearly evidenced by inscriptions.
In somethere is a word BIBE (Drink!) or Greek
phrase MIE ZHXZHX (Drink and you will live!) writ-
ten in Roman letters. On the Christian group of
dishes there is often an abbreviation P (IE) Z
(ESES). This slogan represents the most char-
acterized form of toasts that indicates beauti-
ful wishes and nice life where the enjoyment in
drinking has an indirect connotation. On bowls
with Christian motifs it can have a second deep-
er eschatological sense (Auth, 1996, 103-112).

On our vessel there is no this or similar
message that it would go in favor of daily use
for drinking. In contrast, fine-polished rim indi-
cates that the bowl was suitable to drink from
it. Given the somewhat shallower recipient that
typologically can suit the plate and we can pro-
pose a somewhat altered function for example
in serving and consuming mushy or solid foods.
Yet, there is no doubt that even such a shallow
and large bowls were used for drinking liquids,
such as, for example, shown in mosaics from
Tunisia (fig. 4-5). If it was a drink i.e. in this
case wine, picturesque shows of amphora from
which slaves served at a banquet and messages
PIE ZHCHC printed on them. According to the
ancient sources such glass bowls were called
by the term Phialas (Trowbridge 1930, 163).

What remains in dispute are the inscrip-
tions on our vessel, which, when viewed from
above, are upside seen (fig. 2).* This means,
whether it was used in the consumption of
drinks or food they could not be read. As we
have mentioned such an error in engraving is
rare (occurs only when writing abbreviations Z
for zeses) and this is so far the singled case.
In the case of the scene, it is harder to deter-
mine whether they were made to be seen from

4 This information is instructed from a colleague Dejan
Radicevi¢ what encouraged me to write this article.
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Cn. 4 [leta/b nogHor mo3saunka u3 flyre (Dougga) c npukasom po6oBa Koju nocnyxyjy Ha roséwm, lll Bujek, Mysej bapao,

e R =

Tynuc / Fig. 4 Detail of the floor mosaic from Dougga depicting slaves who serving at a banquet, Ill century, the Muse-
um of Bardo, Tunisia

MOXe ofroBapatM W TaruUpy MOXEMO Mpe-
ANOXUTU U HEWTO M3MMjereHy YHKLM]Y HIp.
y NOCAYXWUBaHYy W KOH3YMUpatby Kallacte Uim
yBpcTe XpaHe. Minak He nocToju Agunema fja
Cy Ce Yak 4 OBaKO NIMTKE a Benuke sgjene
KOpUCTUAE 3a UCMujarbe TEYHOCTU, Kao LITO
je, Ha nMpuMjep, NpMKasaHo Ha Mo3auuyuma U3
Tynuca (cn. 4-5). [a je y nutawy nuhe Tj. y
OBUM CfyyYyajeBUMa BWUHO, CJIMKOBUTO MOKasyjy
amdope 13 Kojux po60BU NOCAYXKYjy Ha rO36m1 1
nopyka PIE ZHCHC ucnucaHna Ha wuma (cn. 4).
MpemMa aHTUYKMM U3BOPMMa OBakBe CTakNeHe
3ajene HasuBaHe cy TepMuHoM dujane (Phiala)
(Trowbridge 1930, 163).

OHO WTO OCTaje CMOPHO jecy HaTnucu
Ha Hawoj nocyau, Koju ce, Kaga rneparte
0f03ro, Haomako Buge (cn. 2).* To 3Haum,
6uno fa ce KopuctTuna y KoHsymupamy nuha
WKW NOCNYXWUBakY XpaHe OHU Ce HUCY MOrH
yuTatu. Kako cMo Beh noMeHynu TakBa rpeLuka
y rpaBMpatby je pujeTka (nojaBsbyje ce caMo npu
nucary ckpaheHuue Z 3azeses) M 0BO je 3acaja
ycaMJbeH cniyyaj. Y nornepay npefcraBa, TeXe je
OApeLMTH fa Nu cy pafjeHe fa ce BUAeE U3HYTpa
WU Crnosba jep CUEHe C MOAropuyke 3gjene
Yy paHoxpuwhaHCKOj YMjeTHOCTM Hanasumo

4 Ha oBaj noaatak ynytuo Me je konera [lejaH Paagnuesuh
ITO Me je ¥ NOACTaKNO Aa HanuLeM 0Baj YnaHak.
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the inside or the outside, because the scene
of bowl of Podgorica in early Christian art is
found equally reversed. However, we noticed
that when Abraham sacrifiec is displayed, there
is mostly a diagonal from the top left corner,
where showing the most dramatic aspect of the
story - Hand of God to the lower right, where is
Isaac (Hachlili 2009, 61-63). Such a view is in
this case visible only when the vessel is turned
bottom up, which witnesses that even the com-
position is most likely engraved with the intent
to be seen from the outside.

Can we recall the ignorance and reckless-
ness of the master either in terms of literacy or
technological skills. Returning to the unusual
number of failures, amateur work, unplanned or-
ganization that we enumerated above, the error
with reverse descriptions is entirely possible.
It is clear that the inscriptions were a separate
process that was done only after engraving fig-
ural scenes or whether perhaps he initially was
not even planned. In terms of the overall devel-
opment of the inscription it did not made much
care. So we think that the master chose an eas-
ier way and that they were in a hurry inscribed
not being irrespective of whether they will be
able to read when using vessel.

If, however, is not a mistake or if the in-
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nogjefgHako o6pHyTe. MefjyTum, npumjeTunu
CMO fJia je Kof npukasusama ABpamoBe XpTBe
Hajuyewha fujaroHana of, NnjeBOr ropker yrna,
roje ce npukasyje HajapamaTUyHWjM acnekT
npuye - Pyka boxja po gecHor gower, rgje
ce npeactaB/ba Mcak (Hachlili 2009, 61-63).
TakaB npukas je y Hawem cnyyajy BuA/bUB
jelMHO Kaja ce MOCyAu OKpeHe AHO Harope,
WTO fdajbe roBOpM fJa Cy HajBjepoBaTHUje W
KOMNo3suuuje rpaBupaHe C HamjepoMm fAa ce
BUJE Ca CNOoJbHbe CTPaHe.

[lla nn ce oBpaje MOXeMO NO3BaTU Ha
Heobpa3oBaHOCT M HECMOTPEHOCT MajcTopa
6uno y nornegy NMCMEHOCTU UNU TEXHOMOLLKOT
ymujeha. BpaTuBLum ce Ha HeCBaKmMAallkm 6poj
nponycTa, amatepusma y pagy, HennaHckor
opraHusoBama Koje CMO rope nob6pojanu,
rpeLLKa c 06pHYTUM HaTNUCUMa je yNOTNYHOCTM
moryha. JacHo je ga cy HaTnucu 6unu oaBojeH
npoLec Koju je ypafjeH TeK HaKOH rpaBupama
durypanHux cueHa anuM fja nM MoOXpaa OH
ucnpBa HUje HU 6MO nMnaHuUpaH. Y YKynHOM
nornegy uspage Hatnuca Huje ce BOAMI0 MHOIO
padyyHa. Ctora cMO MUWIbEHA Aa je MajcTop
n3abpao nakwu nyT Te fja UX Ha 6p3MHY ypaguo
He o6asupajyhu ce Ha To fa nu he ce mohu
npoynTaT NpuaMKom Kopuwwhera nocype.

YKONMKO unak Huje pujed 0 rpewiym
O[LHOCHO aKO CYy HaTmuCW LnJbaHo yrpaBupaHu
Aia ce Bufe ca Crnosbibe cTpaHe nocyae Moryhe
Cy QABuje npetnoctaBke Yy rnornegy HeHe
dyHKuuje. Tpema npBoj, nocyga je cnyxuna
Kao cBeTu/bka. Y TOM cnyyajy Mopana je
UMaTU MeTanHu 06pyy C Kapukama Kojum je
6buna okayeHa Ha nnadoH. CamuMm TUM LWTO
je u3arpaBupaHa ctBapana 6u ce U noce6Ha
aTMocdepayocBujeT/berbynpocTopa(npueaTtHe
co6e WNM YHYTpawWHOCTU LPKBEHOT 06jeKTa)
a [oK je cTajana rope npefcraBe U HaTNUCK
Cy Ce MOr/M BUjeT Y CBOM NpPaBOM O6JIMUKY.
Wako 3Byun ponap/buBo OBa MpeTnocTaBKa
Hema curypHux noTtBpga. Beh nomeHyTa
NPOAYKUMjCKM CNMYHa, XemucdepuyHa yala
(MicuHrc 96) je nopep, HeHe OCHOBHE ByHKLMje
3a nuhe kopuwheHa Kao CBETUIbKA U TO YECTO
cMUjewTaHa y o6pyye nonujeneje (polykan-
dela) unn nojeauHayHo (BapujaHTa ¢ Manum
pyykama) BjewwaHa naHueM ¢ kKykama (polyang-
istra) (Antonaras 2008, 25). Hacynpot 06nuky
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Cn. 5 [etam nogHor Mosamka u3 Ytuee (Uthina) c
npeactaBoM Fructus-a Kojer nocnyxyjy po6osu Myro n
Victor, 11l Bujex, Mysej bapgo, TyHuc /

Fig. 5 Detail of the floor mosaic from Uthina with the
scene of Fructus who is served by slaves Myro and Victor,
Il century, the Museum of Bardo, Tunisia

scriptions were engraved with intention to be
seen on the outside of the vessel then there are
two assumptions in terms of its function. Ac-
cording to the first, the vessel was used as a
lamp. In that case, it had to have a metal ring
with links of which it was hanging from the ceil-
ing. Therefore by being engraved it created the
special atmosphere in the ambient to light room
(private room or the interior of the church build-
ing) and as it stood up, the scenes and inscrip-
tions could be seen in its true form. Although
tempting, this assumption has no reliable con-
firmation. Already mentioned productionally
similar, hemispherical cup (Isings 96), in addi-
tion to its basic functions for a drink was used
as a lamp, and it was often placed in hoops of
chandelier (polykandela) or individually (vari-
ant with little handles) hanged with chain with
hooks (polyangistra) (Antonaras 2008 , 25). In
contrast to the form of our bowl, deep and a
small recipient of hemispherical cups suited to
this use.

On shallow vessels that were used to illu-
minate the space there is a very little data. They
were collected a long time ago by Crowfoot and
Harden and since then there has not been many
developments in the study of the topic. The au-
thors were witnesses that in Palestine of that
time, the shallow bowls were used as lamps,
and the samples from the fourth century were
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Hawe nocyge AY60K UM Manu peuunujeHT
xeMuchepuyHux vawa je OAroBapao OBOj
ynoTpeou.

O nnuTkMM 3pjenama Koje CYy Ko-
puwwheHe 3a OCBMjeT/bEHE NPOCTOPA UMa jaKo
Mano noparaka. Hbux cy cakynunu jow faBHo
KpoBdyT 1 XapaeH n of, Taga Huje 6Mno MHOro
nomakay npoyyaBatby Te Teme. Aytopu cy 6unm
cejepoum fa ce y lManectuHu wuxosor goba
NIuTKe 3fjene KopucTe Kao CBETUIbKe, Na cy
npumjepke u3 IV Bujeka nosesanu (a HApoOuUTo
OHe YKpalleHe C XpUWhaHCKMM MOTUBMMA)
C OCBMjeT/bereM YHYyTap LUpkaBa. W3Hujenu
Cy U XWnoTesy Ja Cy HeKe MOrne CnyXuTu
Kao nocto/ba 3a Aapyre namne (Crowfoot,
Harden 1931, 202-203, Han. 4, Pl. XXIX, 19).
Mocnephoj NpeanoxeHoj QGyHKUWjM u3rnepa
Aa uje y npunor u nucaHu U3BOp U3 HewTo
Mmnafje Bu3aHTUjckor nepuopa (kpaj VI Bujeka)
Koju noMutbe nocyge (noaywe cpebpHe!) Koju
cToje ucrog nojepuHavyHux namnu (Lethaby,
Swainson 1894, 50). PujeTku u MCTOBpPEMEHO
HajCNIMKOBMTUjU OTKPUBEHWU MpUMjepu nojeau-
HauHWUX CBETW/bKKM Cy AparoujeHa AaujaTperta
(Whitehouse 1997, 283-285) u 3pjena pac-
KOWHO fJeKopucaHa C aniuuupaHuMm mepa-
jboHnma (Harden 1987, 204-204). Ann u
nopeA Tora WTo AujaTpeTa uMa MeTasnHu 06pyy
noeesaH C naHuyuma a 3gjena ¢ MeAasboHUMa
Mane pyyke 3a Kauyere OCTaBJ/beHa je pesepsa
y WHTepnpeTauuju ruxoBux ¢yHkumja. Lo-
AaTHO, OBe Mocyfe Cy M 3HaTHO Aybsber w
3aTBOpeHujer 061MKa of NOAropuyKe 3ajene Te
He MOrY MOCNYXMWTN Kao aHanorHu npumjepu.

Hawa 3pjena je 3auumjeno 6una Beoma
HenpakTM4Ha jep je Mana fybuHa npyxana sehy
MoryhHOCT 3a npenuBame y/ba. Cnuyax cyg o
0BOMe fAana je u Haren Harnawasajyhu pa je
W obop HenogecaH 3a Bjewatbe (Nagel 2015,
195-196). C ppyre CTpaHe, MeTasHW 06pyy
ofMax ucrnop weHor obofa ocurypao 6u HeHy
CTabAMHOCT anu 0BakBa JOMMULU/batba HaM He
MOy NPYXWUTW CUTYypHe AoKase Koju 6u je Ha
HEeKU HaYyMH NoBes3asu c CTak/NeHOM JlaMIoM.

[pyra onuuja y Kojoj 6u HaTNUCK 6UIM
YynT/BMBK Guna 6u GyHKUMja noknonua. Huje
HernosHaHuua Aa cy Pumsbanu 3gjene n Tawupe
NoHeKag KOPUCTUNU Kao NOK/oMLe anu Bennka
npenpeka OBOj XUNOTE3W jecTe CYMpOTHOCT
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linked (particularly those decorated with Chris-
tian motifs) with illumination inside churches.
They also stated the hypothesis that some
could serve as a base for other lamps (Crow-
foot, Harden 1931, 202-203, note 4, Pl. XXIX,
19). Last proposed operation seems to be going
in favor of the written source from a younger
Byzantine period (the end of the sixth century)
which mentions that the vessel (although silver!)
that were under the individual lamps (Lethaby,
Swainson 1894, 50). Rare and at the same time
the most picturesque examples of individual
lamps are valuable diatreta (Whitehouse 1997,
283-285) and bowl, richly decorated with appli-
qued medallions (Harden 1987, 204-204). But
even though diatreta has a metal rim connected
with chains while the bowl with medallions has
small handles for hanging were left with a re-
serve in the interpretation of their functions. In
addition, these vessels are considerably deeper
and of a more closed form then Podgorica bowl
and cannot serve as analog examples.

Our vessel must have been very inconve-
nient because the small depth provided great-
er opportunity for overflow of the oil. A similar
judgment on this was given by the Nagel stress-
ing that the rim was ineligible for hanging (Na-
gel 2015, 195-196). On the other hand, metal
hoop just below its rim would ensure its stability
properties but such conjectures cannot offer se-
cure evidence which is in some way connected
with a glass lamp.

Second option in which the inscriptions
were read would be a function of the lid. It is
not unknown to the Romans that the bowls and
plates sometimes used as a lids but a big ob-
stacle to this hypothesis is the opposite of the
great esteem of engraved glassware with such a
simple application. Also, it seems ungrateful to
us to see that bowl! with Christian scenes covers
food in the kitchen / dining table. And even if
they were gifts on the table at the Christian rite
its usage would be short-lived, and the attention
which was dedicated to it in making would be
ignored.

In this sequence we should consider the
possibility that it was used in the liturgical rite.
Leclercq, was among the first who brought wide
glass bowl with Christian motifs in connection
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BeJIMKe LMjereHOCTU rpaBupaHor crakieHor
nocyla ca Tako jefHOCTaBHOM MPUMjEHOM.
WcTo Tako, Ajenyje HaM He3axBanHO BUfjeTy
Aa 3pjena ca xpuwhaHcK1M cueHama nokpuea
XpaHy Yy Kyxurbu/Tpnesu. la yak u pa cy y
NUTary JapoBM Ha Tpnesu npu xpuwhaHckom
obpepy teHa ynotpeba 6una 6u KpaTKoTpajHa,
a naxcwba Koja joj ce nocsetuna y uspagm buna
61 3aHeMapeHa.

Y ToM cnujegy pasMoTpumo 1 MoryhHocT
Aa je kopuwheHa y nuTyprujckom obpegy.
Neknep je Mely npBuma LWKMpOKe cTak/ieHe
3pjene c xpuwhaHcKMM MOTUBUMA JOBEO Y BE3Y
ca cnyxereM xne6a npu eyxapuctuju (Lecler-
cq 19144, 2164). HasHaky 3a TakBy MoryhHocT
y norneay nopropuyke sgjene aao je Jlesu (Levi
1963, 60). 3anpaBo TEWKO je ca curypHoLhy
NpeTnocTaBUTW Aa Nin Cy CTakieHe nocyfe
yKpaluaBaHe ¢ xpuwhaHckuM cuMb011MMa Kako
61 6une kopuwheHe y XpuwhaHCcKoj CRyxo6m u
ayTopu BehuHOM He BuAe onpaBjaHe pasnore
3a 710 (Caron 1997, 21-22; Engeman 1972, 161~
164; Nagel 2015, 194, Han. 157).

CtakneHo nocyhe HepujeTko cpujehemo
Ha CNMKapCTBY KaTakomMbu a cacBUM pujeTKo,
Kao Ha npumjep y KaTakomébu [leTpa u
MapuenuHa, Mefly HKUMa npoHanasumo u
3njene o6nuka cnuyHor Hawoj (Février 1996,
55, fig. 14). UcTOBpeMeHo, 0BO He MOXe 6UTH
npaBu A0Ka3 3a tbUXOBY BE3Y C CBELITEHNYKOM
CNyXX60M jep je 0CHOBHa QyHKLMja CTakneHor
nocyhaynpepcraBamausKaTakoMbu CBETOBHa,
4ecTo 3a NocnyxuBatbe jena u nuha y okBupy
norpebHor putyana. Y3 1o, HeMaMo HUTH jefHy
NoTBPAY fa je ujefHa of Hac/lMKaHuX nocyga
6buna  ykpaweHa  6pyLIeHUM/rpaBUpaHUM
XpUWhaHCKUM MOTUBUMA.

Hanocnujetky nocyaa je morna 6uTw
HanpaB/beHa CneumnjanHo 3a caxpaHy. To 6u
OHAa 06jaCHNUI0 MHOTe HECTIPeTHOCTH rpaBepa
W onpaBaaTh 6pojHe rpelkKe Yy Konupawy
CLEeHa W npaBonucy, HeflOBPLLEHOCT HaTMUCa,
Kopuwhere kypsuea u gp. lMomeHynun cmo
Aa TEXHUYKU OBaj METOA rpaBupara crnaja y
jeAHOCTaBHMUje anu je Yak U UCKYCHN aueTpapu;
MOpao MMaTu BeNUKO CTPM/bere Te je uspaga
OBaKBe Mocyfe 3axTujeBana HEeKOJIMKO faHa.
YKonuko je poknejcka 3fjena HapyyeHa Kao
nocneamwun pap Tj. Aa 6uU ce noxpaHuna c
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with the serving of bread at the Eucharist (Le-
clercq 1914a, 2164). An indication of such a
possibility in respect of Podgorica bowl gave
Levi (Levi 1963, 60). In fact it is difficult to safe-
ly assume that there are glass bowls decorated
with Christian symbols to be used in the Chris-
tian ministry, and most authors do not see a val-
id reasons for it (Caron 1997, 21-22; Engeman
1972, 161-164; Nagel 2015, 194, n. 157).

Glassware is often encountered in the
painting of the catacombs and quite rare, such
as in catacombs of Peter and Marcellinus,
among them we find the bowls shaped like
our (Février 1996, 55, fig. 14). Simultaneously,
this could not be a true testament of their re-
lationship with the priestly ministry as a basic
function of glassware in the scenes from the
catacombs is secular, often to serve food and
drinks in the framework of a funeral ritual. In ad-
dition, we do not have any confirmation that any
of the painted vessel was decorated with cut /
engraved Christian motifs.

Finally the vessel could have been made
especially for the burial. That would explain a lot
of clumsiness of engraver and justify numerous
errors in copying scenes the spelling, incom-
pleteness of inscriptions, usage of italics and
other. We mentioned that technically this meth-
od of engraving is one of the simpler but even
experienced engravers had to have a lot of pa-
tience and making of these vessels require sev-
eral days. If Doclean bowl was commissioned
as a last gift that is to be deposited with the
deceased in the tomb, our master had no time
for dedication and for this reason he sketched
her without preparation.

This hypothesis is supported by the
long-observed ideological content that is asso-
ciated with the prayer of salvation of the soul of
the deceased (Blunt, 1879, 232-233). Although
Nagel expressed doubt in this connection (Na-
gel 2015, 194), we believe that the composi-
tions was appropriate gift to the deceased (in
this case a Christian) and errors and unreadable
inscriptions from the inside in this case lost its
importance.
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NOKOjHUKOM Yy rpo6 Haw MajcTop Huje umao
BpeMeHa fia joj ce NOoCBeTU M U3 Tor pasnora jy
je 6e3 npunpeme ckuLMpao.

OBOj xunotesu y npuior uae AaBHO
npumjehenn npejHu cagpxaj Koju ce Bexe 3a
MOMMTBY cracera aywe ympnor (Blant 1879,
232-233). Wako je M3HeceHa CyMta Yy OBY
nosesaHocT (Nagel 2015, 194) cmaTpamo Aa
Cy Komnosuuuje 6une oprosapajyhu noknoH
ympnom (y oBOM cnyyajy xpuihaHuHy) a rpeLuke
W HEeYUT/bUBM HATNUCK W3  YHYTPALIHOCTH
nocyge cy y TOM Cciyyajy usrybunu Ha 3Hauvajy.

Mjecto Hanacka

Ocrtaje pa aHanuaupamo jow jefHy
npeTtnoctaBky, koja je npuxsaheHa 6e3
npetxogHe nposjepe. [la je yawa oTKpuBeHa y
aHTuukoj [lokneju. 3anpaBo O HEHOM MjecTy
Hajacka, Kao U Kaja M Kako ce TO Jecuno
WMaMmo jako Mano nogaraka. JeAuHo HaM HheHa
LjenoBUTOCT roBOpKU fa notuye u3 rpoba. Y
pafoBuMa KOju je nMpBM OMUCYjy 3a NOpujekno
nomute ce camo lMogropuuya (Dumont 1873,
71) wnmn Mopropuua, aHTudka [okneja (Ros-
si 1874, 153; Rossi 1877, 77, Blant 1879, 231,
Han. 4) ouynTo He 3Hajyhun fa ce 0Baj aHTUYKM
rpag He npeknana ca [logropuuom HoBor
Bujeka. OBakBe HejaCcHe OKOJIHOCTM HaBoje
Hac fa nobpojumo cBa MjecTa wuper nogpyuja
Mopropuue (cn. 6) raje cy NOCBjeLOYEHM
KaCHOQHTUUYKN rPO6HM KOHTEKCTU a y Kojuma
ce nocyga morna npoHahu. [uckycujy hemo
nouyetu 6nunxe rnasHom rpagy LipHe lope.

Y camome UeHTpy rpaga Ha pujeny
npoctupamwa ynuue 19. peuembap u y
rpagckom Hacemy W6puyeBuMHa OTKpUBEHe
Cy nojefuHayHe rpobHe UjenuHe, Ao capa
HenosHaTe CTPY4YHOj jaBHOCTW a fatoBaHe y |V
Bujek (cn. 6, 6 u 7).> OBUM nokanuteTuma y3

5 06a nokanuTeTa Cy WCTpaXuBaHa 3alUTUTHO Of
ctpaHe JY Myseju u ranepuje lMogropuue. Jlokanutet
19. peuembap je KOHCTaTOBaH NMPWUAMKOM pajoBa Ha
uHopacTpykTypu 2014. rog. kaga cy y nepuogy og 07.
05. pno 25. 06. u3BpLIEHN apXeoNoWKW pafoBu Moj,
pykoBoacToM J1. CaBesmuh-bynatosuh. Pagn o Benukoj
Hekpononu ¢ kpaja XIX/nouetka XX Bujeka mefyy kojoj je
OTKPMBEH M YCaMJbeHM KaCHOAHTMYKM rpo6. Ha nokauuju
Kanote y M6pmyeBnHn 1982. roanHe NpUIMKOM rpagme
npuBaTHe cTaMbeHe 3rpajie OTKpMBEHa je rpobHuua
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Place of finding

One more assumption is remained to be
analyzed, which was accepted without a ver-
ification. That the cup was discovered in an-
cient Doclea. In fact, on its finding place and
when and how it happened we have a very little
data. Only its integrity says that it comes from
the grave. The papers, which were the first to
describe its origin Podgorica is the only place
stated (Dumont 1873, 71) or Podgorica, antique
Doclea (Rossi 1874, 153; Rossi 1877, 77; Blant,
1879, 231, n. 4) apparently not knowing that
this ancient town does not overlap with Pod-
gorica of newly centuries. These ambiguous
circumstances lead us to name all the places in
the wider area of Podgorica (fig. 6) where they
witnessed late ancient burial contexts in which
the vessel could be found. We will start the dis-
cussion with a closer insight into the capital of
Montenegro.

In the very center of town on the part of
the propagation of the street December 19 and
in the urban quarter of lbricevina discovered the
individual burial units, so far, unknown to the
professional public and, dating from the fourth
century (fig. 6, 6 and 7).° These sites along the
fence should be associated with the unknown
location on Malo brdo (fig. 6,5), where was, al-
legedly, discovered a large Roman tomb vault.
The late ancient tomb of the street December 19
is located near the church of St. George where a
large number of Roman spolias was found and
among them the piece of sarcophagi depicting
Mercury (Hewkosuh 1965-1966, 115; Sticotti
1999, 147). Their origin is linked to Doclea but
as the excavation of test pits around the apse
of the church revealed earlier foundations, it is

5 Both locations were protectivelly investigated by PI
Museums and Galleries of Podgorica. Site December
19. was noted during infrastructure works in 2014 when
during the period from 07. 05. - 25. 06. archaeological
works were carried out under L. Savelji¢-Bulatovic. A
large necropolis from the late nineteenth / early twenti-
eth century, among which was discovered a late antique
and lonely grave. On location Kalote in lbricevina in 1982,
during the construction of private residential buildings, a
larger tomb was discovered. Investigations were carried
out in the same year under the direction of Vera Drecun.
6 Oral information of archaeologist M. Bakovi¢ which he
himself mediated.
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Cn. 6 Lnpa okonuHa Mogropuue ca youbeXXeHMM KaCHOAHTUYKUM rpo6HMM HanasuwTuma: 1. bjenosuHe, 2. JloBuwTa,
3. 3aropwy, 4. Ctpanuhn-Tpu6oj, 5. Mano bpgo, 6. yn. 19. geuembap, 7. N6puyeBnHa /
Fig. 6 The wider surroundings of Podgorica with late Roman burial sites 1. Bjelovine, 2. Lovista, 3 Zagori¢, 4. Strali¢i-Pri-
boj, 5 Malo Brdo, 6. December 19 Street, 7. lbriCevina

orpagy Tpeba npuppyxuTu jow u HemosHaTy  not excluded that the spolias should be linked
nokauujy Ha Manom bpay (cn. 6, 5), raje je  with an older building on the site (Hewxkosuh
HaBOJHO OTKPUBEHA BE/IMKA pUMcKa rpobHuua  1965-1966, 115, fig. 10-12). However, this
Ha cBof.® KacHoaHwuku rpo6 u3 ynuue 19.  structure is not determined by the time and we
Aeuembap Hanasu ce y HenocpeaHoj 6am3nHm  do not know whether it comes from an antique
upkee cB. hopha raje je Haflen Benukn 6poj  or early mediaeval period. Additionally, we do
puMckux cnonuja melly kojuma ce usgBaja  not have the information that this place, in gen-
W kKomap capkodara c npukasom Mepkypa  eral, was covered by a larger ancient cemetery
(HewkoBuh 1965-1966, 115; Stikotti 1999,  which would have a tomb discovered and the
147). HouxoBo nopujekio ce Besyje 3a loknejy  sarcophagus belonging to it. On the other hand,
anu Kako Cy COHAaxHa wuckonaBamwa oko inthe words of the researchers of Ibricevina late
ancuje LUpKBe OTKpuna cTapuje Temes/be,  ancient tomb, there are indications of the exis-
HUje UCKIbyyeHO fa cnonuje Tpeba nosesatm  tence of a larger necropolis.
ca crapujom rpaf)leBUHOM Ha OBOM MjecTy It is clear that the area of present Pod-
(HewkoBuh 1965-1966, 115, cn. 10-12).  gorica there was an ancient settlement, a small
Mehytum, Ta rpafjleBuHa Huje BpemeHckm  Roman station. About its location it is quite
[eTepMUHUCaAHA Te He 3HaMo Aa nu notuye  discussed (Mijovic 1966, 78-86) but we do not
N3 aHTUYKOr WUAM  paHocpearesjekoBHOr  know exactly where it was. If we dare to assume
, that at least one of those locations, was the ne-
Behux AUMEH3N)a. MCTpa)KMBaI-ba cy obaBJbeHa uUcTe . .
ronuHe Noj pyKoBoACTBOM Bepe flpeliyH, cropolis of this settlement we can suspect that

6 YcmeHa urHdopmaumja apxeonora M. bakouha kojom 1t 1S @ place of discovery of Podgorica bowl. In
je n cam nocpepoBao. this respect, it is interesting that in the broader
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nepuoga. Takohe, HemMaMo nogatak Aa ce Ha
OBOM MjecTy yonwTe npocTupe Behe aHTUYKO
rpo6/be KoMe 64U OTKPMBEHW TpPo6 U AKO
capkodara npunaganu. C ppyre cTpaHe, y
N6puyeBMHN npema KasuBary WUCTpaxuBaya
KaCHOaHTMUKe rpobHuLe, NOCToje MHAMLMje 3a
nocrojare Behe Hekponone.

JacHo je pa je Ha mpocTopy AaHallwbe
Moaropuue NocTojano aHTUYKO Hacesbe, Mama
puMcka ctaHuua. O keHoM ybuuupatby je gocta
pacnpaBsbaHo (Mujosuh 1966, 78-86) anu joww
yBMWjeK He 3HaMO Ta4HO MjecTo raje ce Hanasuna.
YKonuko 6u ce ycyaunu npeTnoctaBuTH ja je
Makap jeAaH oA NMOMEHYTUX Nnokanuteta 610
Hekponosia Tor Hace/ba MOXEMO MOCYMHaTy
Aa ce y HOj Aecuno oTkpuhe nopropuyke
3gjene. Y ToM norneay 3aHUMJ/bUB je nofartak
Aia je Ha LuMpeM NpoCTOpy faHaltbe ynuue
19. peuembap Kkpajem XIX Bujeka BpLUEHO
caxparmBatbe LpHOropcKor Xuesba. [la nu je
TOM NPUJIMKOM OTBOPEH aHTUYKM rpob raje ce
Hasasuna Hawa 3fjena Tewko je foKasaTy.

OBakBa npeTnoctaBka rnouynBa Ha
npemucn pa je [logropuuya 6una Mjecto
raje je nocypa HahjeHa, Koja MeRyTuMm Huje
AoKa3aHa. JefuHo cy Mujosuh u May octanu
NPy MULWIbEHY fa HEeHO MjecTo npoHanacka
Tpe6a Tpaxutn y Mogropuumn (Mijovié 1970,
91; MujoBuh 1966, 77, 82; Patsch 1899, 499).
Nopywe, May je octaBno MoryhHocT pa je
morna gocnjetu u3 [lokneje a Mujosuh jow
npegnaxe u [JoswaHe y 3natuun, nokanurter
Koju Tpeba ofbaLnUTh jep Ha TOM MjecTy Hucy
OTKPUBEHW apXeoNoLIKN KOHTEKCTW KacHor IV
Bujeka (borocasmeauh 2001).

Croepehu npepnor Koju pasmaTpamo je
[okneja. Kako cMo Beh peknu BehuHa aytopa
je npuxBaTuna pa je 3gjena HaheHa y Hekoj
OfL Hekpornona oBoOr rpaga. 3Hamo 3a YeTupu
Hekponosne [lokneje raje cy rpo60oBu fAaToBaHM
y IV Bujek. lpBa Kojy onucyjemo je HepfaBHO
OTKPUBEHA CjeBepoucToYHa Hekponona (cn. 6,
4).” ApxeonolWKNM ckonaearMa npumjehexa

7 TlpBa apxeonolwka wuckonaeaka Ha OBOM MjecTy
no3HaToM M noj HasuBoMm [pyauue obaB/beHa cy
2010. ropuHe (Medenica 2011). WcTtpaxusare
cy notoMm HactaBbeHa 2012. u 2014. roguHe nop,
pykosogcTeoM U. Megenuue. Mo kasuBary MjewlTaHa y
rpafjeBUHCKMM pajoBUMa, KOjU Cy NOCNEAHUX rofuHa,
CTaJlHUM MPOWMpMBaEM Haceba CBe OpojHMUja,
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area of today'’s street of December 19 at the end
of the nineteenth century burying of Montene-
grin population was done. Is that when the an-
cient tomb was opened and the bowl was found,
it is difficult to prove.

This assumption is based on the premise
that Podgorica was the place where the vessel
was found, however, that has not been proven.
Only Mijovi¢ and Patsch remained of the opin-
ion that its place of invention should be sought
in Podgorica (Mijovié 1970, 91; Mijovi¢ 1966, 77,
82; Patsch 1899, 499). However, Patsch has left
open the possibility that he could be reached out
of Doclea, while Mijovi¢ still propose Doljani in
Zlatica, a site that should be rejected because in
this place no archaeological contexts of the late
fourth century was discovered (borocaBbesuh
2001).

The following proposal to be discussed is
Doclea. As already stated, most of the authors
accepted that the bowl was found in one of the
necropolis of this town. We know four Doclean
necropolis where tombs are dated to the IV cen-
tury. First to describe is the recently discovered
northeast necropolis (fig. 6, 4).” Archaeological
excavations observed a high density of cem-
eteries that are dated to the end of the fourth
century. The boundaries of the necropolis, have
not yet been defined, and we can only state that
they extend over a wider territory Stralici - Priboj.
Milestone located in the northern part of the vil-
lage Priboj testifies that burials were performed
by the Roman road. Next, northeast of the ne-
cropolis is the village cemetery where several
sarcophagi lids were used as tombstones for
graves nineteenth / twentieth century. Lids are
obviously brought from some Doclean necropo-
lis and prove the opening and grave robbing the
late nineteenth early twentieth century was very
frequent and that sarcophagi were especially

7 The first archaeological excavation in this place also
known as Grudice was carried out in 2010 (Medenica
2011). The study was then continued in 2012 and 2014
under the direction of I. Medenica. According to local
people in construction works, which in recent years, the
continual expansion of settlements increased in the num-
bers, large number of graves and monumental tombs has
been destroyed. The data that we present here were of
preliminary nature as a comprehensive analysis of the
graves is not over yet.
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je BenMKa ryctuHa rpobsba Koje ce garyjyje og
| no kpaja IV Bujeka. paHuLe Hekponone joLu
yBUjeK Hucy AeduHucaHe Te MOXEMO CaMo
HaBeCTW [ia ce NpPOCTUPe Ha LNPOj TepUTopUju
Ctpanuhun-Tpn6oj. Musbokas Koju ce Hanasu
y CjeBepHOM fujeny Hacesba puboj cejegoumn
fia ce caxparbuBare BPLINIO Y3 PUMCKMU NyT.
[lame cjeBeponUCTOYHMjE Of HEKpPOMOJe Hanasu
Ce CEeoCKO rpob/be Ha KOjeM je HEeKOJUKO
noknonaua capkodara ynotpujeb/beHo Kao
HaarpobHe nnoye rpoboea XIX/XX Bujeka.
Moknonuu cy oyurnefHo [OHEWeEeHW C Heke
[OKNejcKke Hekponone W pokasyjy pa je
oTBapatbe W Nibaykawe rpobosa kKpajem XIX
noyetkom XX Bujeka 610 jako yyecTtano Tume
Aa cy capkodasn 6unu nocebHoO MHTEPECAHTHU
NMunepuma (nneme Koje je BERAMHCKM HacesbeHo
y obnactn [okneje) 3a Kopuwherbe y UCTO]
HamjeHu (Oparnhesuh 1963, 148-149).

Mbaykawe rpob6oBa  perucTpoBaHo
je n Kop jyrouctouHe U 3amnagHe Hekporone
(LlepmaHoBuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975, 41,
256) Koje Takof)e MOpamMo yBPCTUTH Y Crucak
noTeHUujanHUX Jflokanuteta rAje ce yawa
morna Hahu. Y cnyyajy jyrouctouHe (cn. 6,
3), TO u3rnega HeonpaBAaHO C 063MPOM Ha
YMHEHULY [la Ce caxparbiBarbe Ha H0j Besyje
3a npey nonosuHy IV Bujeka (LlepmaHoBuh-
KyamaHoBuh et al. 1975, 255) WwTo ce He cnaxe
C paroBarbem noaropuuke 3pjene. Mnak,
rpobsbe ca jyroucTouyHe cTpaHe [lokneje Huje
y NOTNYHOCTM UCTPaXKeHo a rpo6osu IV Bujeka
Yy HefoCTaTKy Npuiora HUCYy MOrM CacBUM
NpeunsHo Ja ce XpoHonowku omefhe Te mory
npunagaTu U Kpajy Tor Bujexa.

Ha notesy JloBuwTa (cn. 6, 2) 1959.
roguHe COHAAXHO je UCTPaXNUBaH Ano 3anagHe
Hekponone [lokneje # TOM MPUIKKOM je
OTKPMBEHO HEKONWUKO rpoboBa M nap 3ufaHux
rpobHuuya patoBaHux y IV u noyetak V Bujeka
(LlepmanoBuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975, 256,
270). Y rpo6oBMMa pErucTpoBaHUM oA
6pojeBuMa 4 u 5 npoHafjeHn cy ¢parmeHTu
CTakfeHuX Tambupa ca QurypanHo ypesaHum
npeActaBaMa anu OHW Cy Apyrauujux MoTuBa

BENUKM Opoj rpoboBa W MOHYMEHTaNHWUX rpobHuua je
HenoBpaTHO yHuwTeH. logauu Koje oBAje W3HOCUMO
Cy NpenuMuHapHe npupoge jep cBeobyxBaTHa aHann3a
rpoboBa joL Huje 3aBpLUeHa.
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interesting to Pipers (tribe that inhabited the
majority of Doclea) for the use of the same ap-
plication (dparuhesuh 1963, 148-149).
Robbing of graves has been registered
with the South Eastern and Western Necropolis
(LlepmanoBuh-Kyamanosuh et al. 1975, 41, 256)
which also has to be included in list of potential
sites where glass could be found. In the case of
the South East (fig. 6, 3), it seems unjustified,
given the fact that it is related to the burial of
the first half of the fourth century (LlepmaHoBuh-
KyamaHoBuh et al. 1975, 255), which is not in
line with the dating of Podgorica bowl. However,
the cemetery on the southeast side of Doclea
has not been fully investigated and graves from
the fourth century in the absence of contribu-
tions could not accurately delineate the chronol-
ogy and may belong to and end of the century.
The action of Lovishte (fig. 6, 2) in 1959
investigated a part of the western necropolis of
Doclea and it discovered several graves and a
few tombs dated in IV and the beginning of the V
century (LlepmaHosuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975,
256, 270). The graves registered under the 4 and
5 respectively were found fragments of glass
plates with engraved figural representations but
they had different motives (scenes from the cult
of Dionysus and Heracles), inscriptions (Greek)
and more importantly the style and technique of
engraved glass displayed on Podgorica bowl.
Finally, west of Lovishte in the extension
stretches the recently investigated necropolis
Bjelovine (fig. 6, 1; fig. 7). It actually is the fi-
nal part of the great western cemetery whose
beginning is placed near the bridge on Shiralija.
The research results of this necropolis, clearly
show that the burials were conducted in the IV
and V century. Late Antique horizon is charac-
terized by monumental masonry vaulted tombs,
looted several times and the last time during
World War Il which was part of the politics of the

8 Location Bjelovine was investigated on two occasions
in 2013 and 2014. The works were managed by I. Meden-
ica and a complete analysis and publication of the ne-
cropolis is still in preparation. Besides the late Roman
horizon which occupies most of the sites, the cementry
was discovered likely from the VI century. At that time
one of the tomb for some reason was used again (not for
a funeral!) Possibly in order to maintain the cult of the
first Christians.
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(cueHe u3 XepaknoBor ¥ [JMOHMCOBOT KynTa),
HaTnuca (FPYKM je3nK) 1 jol BaXKHUje CTUNA U
TEeXHWUKE Of} rpaBMpaHunX Npukasa c nogropuyke
3pjene.

Ha kpajy, 3anagHo oa Jlosuwra y npo-
AYXETKY Ce NpocTMpe HeAaBHO UCTpaXuBaHa
Hekponona bjenosuHe (cn. 6, 1; cn. 7). Ona
3anpaBo npefcTaB/ba Kpajibu A0 Benukor
3anafHor rpobsba umju ce novyetak cmjewTa
6nmsy Mocta Ha LUupanuju. Pesyntatu
UCTpaxusara 0Be HeKpomnosie HeABOCMUC/IEHO
nokasyjy fia je caxparuBame BplweHo y IV u V
BUjeKy. KaCHOaHTMUYKN XOPU3OHT KapakTepuLly
MOHYMEHTanHO 3ujaHe rpobHuULe Ha CBOA,
n/baykaHe y BULIe HaBparta a nocnepku nyt
y Il cBjeTCcKOM paTy WTO je 6UO ANO NOAUTUKE
oKynauuoHux Bnactu (Burzanovié, Koprivi-
ca 2011, 230). Ha ocHoBYy ypesaHuXx KpcToBa
Ha omajTepucaHuM 3WAOBMMA, 3HaMO Aa cy
y Makap fBuje rpobHuue 6unn caxparbeHu
xpuwhaHu. Melly nokpeTHUM Hanasuma
n3gBajajy ce ynomuu QurypanHo rpasupaHor
cTakfia Koju ce CTUAOM Npubnuxasajy faBHO
OTKpUBEHOM Tawupy c [lokneje, caga y
Mapuay (Mowat 1882, 280-286, PI. XXIII; Fre-
mersdorf 1951, 24, T. 23,3) Ka0o ¥ NOMEHYTUM
pparmeHTMUMa ca  Hekponone JloBuwTa
(LlepmanoBuh-KyamaHosuh et al. 1975, 265-
270).

[akne, c 063UpOM Ha jacHy UAEONOLIKY
CafpXMHY NpuKasa Cc NoAropuyke sgjene u 3a
cajla jefMHYy HEKpOMony noBe3aHy C paHuM
XpuwhaHCTBOM Yy INPOj OKOAWHM [lokneje,
JIOTUYHO je NOCYMHbATH Ha HUXOBY NOBE3AHOCT.

[lBa HaBoga c kpaja XIX u jepaH c
noyetka XX Bujeka Ccy off HapouuTOr 3Hayaja
Yy HacTojawy AokasuBarwa oBe Bese. [IpBu
nogarak Ham joHocu EamoHp ne bnaHT Koju
Hac caonwTaBa fAa je nocyga OTKpPUBeHa Y
aHTWUKOj rPOBHMLM NPUIMKOM KOMaka pake
3a NOrMHynor y KpBaBOM CcyKoby usmehy

8 Jlokanutet bjenoBuHe ucTpaxusaH je y ABa HaBpaTta
2013. u 2014. roguHe. PapgoBuma je ynpasibana W.
MegeHnua a KOMNIETHa aHanu3a M o6jaBa Hekponone
jow je y npunpemu. OCMM KacCHOQHTUYKOr XOPU3OHTA
Koju 3ayauma Behu AMO HanasuwTa, OTKPUBEHO je U
rpobsbe Ha pefioBe HajsjepoBaTHuje U3 VI Bujeka. Y tome
BPEMEHY jefiHa Of rpo6HMLA je U3 HEKOT pa3nora NoHOBO
kopuwheHa (He 3a caxpaHy!) moryhe pagu oapxaeatba
KynTa npeux xpuwhaHa.
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occupation authorities (Burzanovié, Koprivica
2011, 230). On the basis of crosses carved on
the plastered walls, we know that in at least two
tombs were buried Christians. Among the mov-
able findings author singles out those fragments
of glass engraved with figures that are closer to
the style long ago discovered plate from Do-
clea, now in Paris (Mowat 1882, 280-286, PI.
XXIII; Fremersdorf 1951, 24, T. 23.3) as well as
the aforementioned fragments with necropolis
of Lovishte (LlepmaHoBuh-KyamaHoBuh et al.
1975, 265-270).

Thus, given the clear ideological content
of the display by Podgorica vessel, and so far
the only necropolis associated with early Chris-
tianity in the surroundings of Doclea, it is logical
to question their connection.

Two statements from the late nineteenth
and one of the early twentieth century were of
particular importance in the effort to prove this
relationship. The first data was brought by Ed-
mond le Blunt and tells us that the vessel was
discovered in an ancient tomb in digging the
grave for the deceased in a bloody conflict be-
tween the Turks and Montenegrins (Blunt, 1879,
231). We do not know from where Blunt heard
this novelty that was ignored in previous study
of cup. Identical news repeated Ljubi¢, also
without mentioning where he got it. He says:
Pointing to the worker, you, that dug the ditch for
some killed in a skirmish happened there, close,
between Turks and Montenegrins. From hands
of these workers was passed to the authority
of Mr. Perrod...(Ljubi¢ 1884, 39). Whether the
vendor told the information to the first known
owner Perod or the scientific community at the
end of the nineteenth century spread a verbal
message, maybe through researchers who visit-
ed Dokleja, will never be finally clear.

For further discussion is crucial the valu-
able story of locals which was told by Sticotti.
When we, in fact in 1892 visited this place, one
ninety year old peasant named Vucurov, told us
that he was on his land Bjeljavine 30 years ago
at one of the many hills of earth similar to tumu-
li, digging a grave for one Montenegrin, fallen in
battle against the Turks, encountered at a depth
of one meter, the burial chamber covered with
an arched structure, and when he broke the cover
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Cn. 7 NokanuTeT bjenoBuHe y Toky uctpaxusara / Fig. 7 Site Bjelovine during the research

Typaka u LipHoropaua (Blant 1879, 231). He
3HaMO oAakne je bnaHT yyo OBy HOBOCT Koja
je 3aHemapeHa y AocajawhbOM NpoyyaBakby
yawe. MWcToBjeTHY BMmjecT noHaB/ba Jbybuh,
Takofje He cnomumbyhn opakne jy je nobuo. OH
Benu: Pokaza se radnikom, ti Sto su ondje kopali
grabu za njekog ubijena u okrsaju dugodivsem
se tu na blizu medu Turci i Crnogorci. Iz ruku tih
radnika prode u vlast g. Perroda...(Ljubi¢ 1884,
39). [la nu je npopaBal, OBy MHdOpMaLujy
ucnpuyao NpBOM NO3HATOM BRacHuky MNepoay
WAK Ce y HayyHOoj jaBHOCTU C Kpaja XIX Bujeka
npowMpuna Heka YyCMeHa BUjeCT MoOXpja
NOCPeACTBOM MCTpaXmuBaya Koju cy nocjetunu
[oknejy, HUKaga Hehe 6UTK KOHAYHO jacHO.

3a fasby AUCKYCKjy MPECYAHO je BpujeaHa
npuya mjelwiTaHa Kojy HaMm npeHocu CTMKOTW.
Kada smo, naime 1892. posjetili ovo mjes-
to, jedan devedesetogodisnji seljak po imenu
Vucurov, ispricao nam je da je on na svom zem-
liistu Bjeljavine prije 30 godina na jednom od
brojnih zemljanih uzvisenja slicnih tumulima,
kopao grob za jednog Crnogorca palog u borbi
sa Turcima, naiSao na dubini od jednog metra
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and entered the room saw one beside the oth-
er three skeletons. Near the skull of the middle
skeleton laid a glass container with figures and
letters of gold, which had a bottle with a yellow
water ... The bottle was given to his small child
to play and it was quickly shattered, and the ves-
sel was sold to one dealer for three guilders ..
..from the story of the old farmer seems to us
that the vessel, which he found was identical to
the Podgorica cup ... (Sticotti 1999, 39, nap. 44).

Without a doubt, here is described the
same event mentioned earlier in Blunt and Lju-
bi¢ but now was incorporated with eyewitness-
es, place and time of the invention. If we are
to believe to grandfather Vucur, the vessel was
discovered in one of the graves in Bjelovine. It
is also important to note that this data is to this
day preserved in the local oral tradition.’ How-

9 The oral data we gathered from several locals of Rogami
during excavations on the site Bjelovine were significant.
According to the story of their grandparents they knew
that at this point an extremely valuable glass container
was found. More interestingly was that they mentioned
Podgorica where it was sold and Paris as the place where
it was taken. Resident Milutin Vukg&evi¢ told us another
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na grobnu komoru pokrivenu luénom konstruk-
cijom, i kada je probio taj pokrivac i spustio se
u prostoriju vidio jedan pored drugog tri skeleta.
Blizu lobanje srednjeg skeleta leZala je staklena
posuda sa figurama i zlatnim slovima, na kojoj je
stajala boca sa zutom vodom...Bocu je dao svom
malom detetu za igru i ono je brzo razbilo, a po-
sudu je prodao jednom trgovcu za tri guldena....
Iz price starog seljaka izgleda nam da je posu-
da koju je on nasao identicna sa podgorickom
¢asom... (Sticotti 1999, 39, Han. 44).

bes cBake cymre oBpje ce onucyje
uctu porafjaj NnomeHyT paHuje Koa bnaHta u
Jby6uha camo je capa 06jefMtEH OYEBULIEM,
MjeCcTOM 1 BpeMeHOM NpoHanacka. YKonuko je
BjepoBaTu heay Byyypy nocyaa je oTKpuBeHa
Yy Hekoj of rpobHuMua Ha bjenoBuHama.
BaxHO je u HanoMeHyTH Ja je oBaj mojarak
W [aH-AaHac cayyBaH Y MjecHOj YCMeHO]
Tpaguumju.® Mehytum, y npuum  nocroje
ABUje HepocbefHoCTU. pBO, apxeonowkKum
UCTPaXXMBatblMa HUCMO HauLWW Ha rpob u3 XIX
BMjeKa 1 HejacHo M3rneja 3alTo 61 NoKojHKUKa
caxpaHuian Ha OBOM MjecTy Kaj ce HeAaneko
Hanasuno ceocko rpobsbe. Takofe, caroBOpHMK
roBOopu ce Aa je nocyga ykpaweHa 3naTHUM
CNOBWMa, WITO HUje cliyyaj C MOATOPUYKOM
3gjenoM. [la nu ce oBpje pagu O rpewum y
nepuenunju HapoynTo jep je MjewTaHuH 6uo
HeynyheH y aHTUYKO CTaKapcTBO WK ra je Ha
3abyHy HaBeo u cam CTUKOTM KOju je MOrpeLLHo
cMmatpao Aa je nocyfa ykpaweHa 3naTom
(Sticotti 1999, 39). Buno kako 6WUNI0, YMHM

9 WHTepecaHTHM Cy YCMEHW nojaLu Koje cMo caKynunu
0f1 HEKONUKO MjewTaHa Porama 3a Bpujeme uckonasama
Ha nokanutety bjenoBuHe. Mo npuym HUXOBUX 6aba
flegoBa 3HanM cy fa je Ha OBOM MjecTy mpoHafeHa
U3y3eTHO BpKjefHa CTak/ieHa nocyaa. Jow saHUMIbUBKje
je wTo nomumy Mogropuuy raje je npopara u NMapus kao
mjecTo raje je oaHewweHa. MjewTtanuH Munytux Bykyesuh
Ham je caonwTWo jow jeAHY BpujesHy WHpOpPMaLMjy.
Mocypny je HaBogHO Hawao bero BykaHosuh. OBor bera
(ka0 nuyHO ume Byuypogal!) nomure u Haren (Nagel
2015, 88). lMpema ycMeHOM HaBogy MHbopMauujy je
npoHawna y CTUKOTMjeBOM YnaHKy, KOju HaMa Huje 61o
poctynaH. MeRhyTtum, ynopehyjyhu nopoauyHo crtabno
BykaHoBwuha, yBuajenu cMo fa BydypoB He Moxe 6UTH
npeaumMe Beh uMe oua. Kako je bero xuBno Ha npenasy
n3 XIX y XX Bujek, CtukotujeB caroBopHuk fep op
JeBefieceT roAuHa je ctora mMopao 6utn beroB otay
Byuyp BykaHoBwuh.
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ever, in the story, there are two inconsistencies.
First, the archaeological excavations have not
found the tomb of the nineteenth century and it
seems unclear why the deceased was buried in
this place when it was located near the village
cemetery. Also, the speaker says that the bowl
had gold lettering, which is not the case with
Podgorica bowl. Whether this is a mistake in
the perception especially because the resident
was not versed in ancient glasswork and it was
the confusion said by Sticotti who mistaken-
ly believed that the vessel was decorated with
gold (Sticotti 1999, 39). Either way, it seems to
us that this fact cannot diminish the importance
of the story and despite the lack of reliable evi-
dence, we believe that there is a high possibility
that the vessel was actually discovered in this
place.

The quoted story we can determine the
exact year it was discovered. Vucur claims to
have found it three decades before 1892, so
in 1862. Can we see the historical truth in his
words. Confirmation of this was provided by
the fact that the only conflict between Monte-
negrins and Turks was between 1862 and 1872
occurred in 1862. Then happened Montenegro -
Ottoman war which lasted from April to August,
but for our event is of special significance the
southern front that was active from April to July
of that year. This front was stationed on the
north of Podgorica in the area to Spuz where a
good part of Montenegrin forces were Piperi. On
July 25, 1862 the most important battle of Orja
Luka took place, after which the front moved
south towards Zabljak Crnojeviéa (Masuhesuh
2004, 37-96). Part of the front line, territorial-
ly coincides with a necropolis Bjelovine and is
relatively close to Spuz (7km) and even Orja
Luka (about 18 km). From everything that was
offered, it is our opinion that in the four months

valuable information. Container allegedly was found by
Bego Vukanovié. This Bego (as a personal name Vucur!)
was mentioned by Nagel (Nagel 2015, 88). According to
her, the entry information was found in Sticotti’s article,
which was not available to me. However, comparing the
family tree Vukanovi¢, we realized that VuCurov cannot
be the surname but the name of the father. As Bego lived
at the turn of the twentieth century, Sticotti's interlocutor,
a ninety year old grandfather therefore had to be Beg's
father Vucur Vukanovié.



Munow M. XXWUBAHOBWH, lMNpeucnutueame...

Nova anti¢ka Duklja VI, 2015., 77-108

HaMm ce [a OBe YMHbeHULe He MOry yMarbuTy
3Hayaj uujene npuye Te U nopep HegocraTka
noysgaHux f[okasa cmarpamo ja nocToju
Benuka MoryhHoCT pja je nocyga 3aucta
OTKPUBEHA Ha OBOM MjecTy.

13 umTnpaHe npuye MoXemo OApeanTy U
TayHy rofuHy Kajaa je oTKpuBeHa. Byuyp TBpau
Aaje npoHaheHa Tpu aekage npuje 1892., 3Haun
y 1862. roguHu. [la nu y werosuMm pujeynma
MOXXeMO BUAJEeTU UCTOPMjCKY UCTUHY. [loTBpAY
3a TO HaMm npyxa noaarak fa ce jefMHN CyKob
usmehy LpHoropaua u Typaka y nepuogy
namely 1862. n 1872. roguHe gecuo ynpaeo
1862. Tapa ce 36uo LipHoropcko - OcMaHcKu
part Koju je Tpajao oA anpuia Ao aBrycra, anu
3a Haw forafaj je of nocebHOr 3Hayvaja jyXHu
(pOHT aKTMBaH of, anpuna fo jyna NnomeHyTe
roguHe. OBaj QpOHT je 6MO CTaLMOHMpPaH
cjeBepHo of Nogropuue Ha npocTopy Ao Cnyxa
raje cy gobap AMO LPHOrOPCKMX CHara YMHUM
Munepu. 25 jyna 1862. roguHe ce 36una
HajsHayajHuja 6uTKa Ha Opjoj Jlyum, nocnuje
Koje ce GpOHT npemMjecTuo jy)Huje ka XXabsbaky
LpHojesuha (MaBuhesuh 2004, 37-96). [uo
NuHKje GpoHTa ce TepuTopujanHo noaypapa
C Hekpononom bjenoBuHe a penaTUBHO CYy jOj
6nu3y u Cnyx (Ha 7kM) na 4ak u Opja Jlyka
(Ha oko 18 kM). M3 cBera wTo je noHyheHo,
MULI/bEHA CMO fa je Y OBa YeTupu Mjeceua (c
BULLe BjepoBaTHONe fla ce To fecunoy jyny Kaaa
Cy 6unu Hajkewhu oKpLuaju) NOr1HYo fOTUYHM
LipHoropal, uujom ce caxpaHOM HeouyeKUBaHO
OTKpWna aparouunjeHa noAropuyka 3gjena.

Kako ce nocyga 1872. roguHe obpena y
Ckapap YMHK ce nakLe objawwmneo. Jbyouh Hac
u3BjewwTasa fa jy je epog Kynuo AUpeKHo of,
npoHanasaya. Mehjytum, y npogaju je curypHo
NoCcTojao NnocpefHUK, TproBal, aHTUKBUTETUMA.
Ckapgap je 6uo mosHaT Kao MpoAajHO MjecTo
aHTMKBUTETA rJje cy ce Mornu Hahu yrnaBHOM
CNyYyajHN Hanasu WIn apxeonowkn npegmeTu
npu6aB/beHn nbaykoM. O  CyKLEeCMBHOM
nbauykawy [okneje kpajem XIX Bujeka Beh
je 6uno pujeun a umsrnega Aa je TProBuHa
Tekna fobpo yxogaHum nytesuma ao Ckappa
n Kotopa pagu Aarmbe Auctpubyumje (Sticotti
1999, 12; Koprivica 2011, 219-220). Haume,
jow 1882. roguHe BOMEH je WHTepecaHTaH
UCTPaXHU NOCTYNaK y LM/bYy MpOHanaxema
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(with more probability that it happened in July,
when there were the fiercest clashes) died a
concerned Montenegrin whose funeral unex-
pectedly discovered precious Podgorica bowl.

How the vessel in 1872, was found in
Shkodra makes it easier to be explained. Ljubié
reports that Perod bought it directly from the
inventor. However, in sale there certainly was a
mediator, antiques dealer. Shkodra was known
as point of sale for antiques where they could
find mostly random or archaeological objects
obtained by robbery. The successive plundering
of Doclea at the end of the nineteenth century
has already been discussed and it seems that
trade was flowing by well-established routes
to Shkodra and Kotor, for further distribution
(Sticotti 1999, 12; Koprivica 2010, 219-220).
In fact, in 1882 an interesting investigation was
conducted in order to find treasures which were
removed from Doclea with the intention of re-
selling in Shkodra (IMejouh 1955, 180-181). It
seems that in the chain of sale of archaeologi-
cal treasures our vessel was found.

* % %

There are enough assumptions proposed,
in which, due to a small number of relevant data,
it is difficult to detect the absolute truth. Among
them, we can single out the hypothesis that the
Podgorica bowl was made in Doclea workshop
where glass is engraved modeled on the Rhine
import. The time at which this occurs is the oth-
er half of the fourth century, although there are
indications that production of containers have
been moved even in the fifth century. Shortly
thereafter, it was stored in the tomb next to a
very important individual of the Christian com-
munity, whether the person originated from the
ranks of the clergy or a new Christian elite. As
it came into the hands of the owner, whether it
is on their own initiative ordered; received the
gift of baptism or on the occasion of another an-
niversary, a political appointment, an important
Christian date, remains immensely.

Most difficulties were caused by the de-
termination of its purpose. A number of propos-
als were given in this regard, but we can not give
preference to any hint as it can equally be used
in everyday life (whether for drinking, food serv-
ings, illumination area) or for liturgical purpos-
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AparoujeHocT Koje cy ofHujete U3 [ykme y
Hamjepu Aa ce npenpopajy y Ckaaap (Mejosuh
1955, 180-181). Usrnega pa ce y TOM naHuy
npofaje apxeonowkor 6nara Hawna U Hawa
3pjena.

* * *

[locTa je npeTnocTaBKu MpeasioXeHo, Y
KOjuMa, ycnujen Mano peneBaHTHUX NoAartaka,
TEWKO MOXEMO OTKPUTW amncosiyTHY WCTUHY.
Melly HuMa wu3gBajaMo xunoTesy pa je
nogropuyka 3pjena ypaheHa y AOKNEjCKO]
pagvoHULM cTakna raje je no y3opy Ha pajHCKu
“UMnopT W usrpasupaHa. Bpujeme y kojem ce
0BO [Jewasa je fpyra nonosuHa IV Bujeka
Maja nocToje Ha3Hake Koje uspagy nocype
nomjepajy yak u y V Bujek. Y6p3o 3atum
noxpareHa je y rpobHuUuM nopep M3y3eTHO
BaXKHe NMYHOCTYN XxpuwhaHcke 3ajegHuue, 6uno
Aa je ocoba noTuuana u3 peAa CBeLITEHCTBA
unu HoBe xpuwhaHcke enute. Kako je gownay
pyKe BnacHuKa, fia nu jy je caMOMHULKUjaTUBHO
Hapyyuo, J0o6MO Ha Aap 3a KpLTewe Wm
NOBOAOM HeKOr Apyror jyéuneja, nonuTUYKOr
WUMeHOBakba, BaXHOr XxpuwhaHckor paTyma,
ocTaje Hecarneauso.

Hajsuwe notewkoha Ham npuyuraBa
ogpefjuBame HeHe cBpxe. M3HeweHo je
HEKONUKO npegsiora y ToM nornegy, Mehytum
NPeAHOCT He MOXeMO [aTh HUWjeHOM Ha-
ropjewTajy jep ce nofjegHako Morna
KOPUCTUTW y CBAKOAHEBHOM XMBOTY (6Mno 3a
nuhe, nocnyxuBawe XpaHe, OCBjeT/baBatbe
npocTtopa) unuy nuTyprujcke cepxe. OcTaje joww
jelHO pasMulLbatbe KOjOM CMO HaK/OHEHM
BULIE MHTUHYaTUBHO Hero AedyKTuBHO. [la
nocyga yonwre Huje HM KopuwheHa Beh Aa
je cneuujanHo ypaheHa 3a noTeby caxpaHe
anu He Kao Auo norpe6Hor obpeaa Beh pagm
UcKasnBara 3axBasHOCTU Npema NoKojHUKY.

Ha Kkpajy, teH cnyvyajaH npoHanasak
MPUNUCYjeHO MjewwTaHHy Koju je 1862. roguHe
OTBOPUO HeKy Of rpobHMLA Ha HeKponosu
bjenoBuHe 3anagHo of rpaga [okneje. MNpeko
Mogropuue nocyga je gowna pgo Ckagpa a
HEHO Aajbe NyToBakbe Koje je 3a KOHayHo
ofpeauwTe uMano Benuku Epmutax po6po
HaM je nosHaro.
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es. One more thought remains, and we are more
inclined intuitively than deductively. That vessel
was not even used but that is specially made
for the needs of the funeral but not as part of
the funeral rites, but the purpose of expressing
gratitude to the deceased.

Finally, its random finding is attributed to
resident who, in 1862, opened one of the tombs
in the necropolis Bjelovine on the west of Do-
clea. Through Podgorica the vessel came to
Shkodra and its onward journey to the final des-
tination of Hermitage we are all familiar with.
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