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Abstract: Recent investigations at Grociana piccola, a site in northeastern Italy consisting of two sub-
rectangular fortifications, offer the rare opportunity to investigate Early Roman military architecture
outside the Iberian peninsula. Excavations have revealed an inner rubble masonry rampart dated to
the 2nd c. BCE by associated pottery, mainly amphora remains. This date suggests that the fortifica-
tion was in use during the first Roman conquest and/or later campaigns of the 2nd c. BCE, providing
one of the earliest and smallest examples of a military fort. The fort’s ramparts were built using the
same building technique as much larger 2nd-c. BCE military camps. Another trench uncovered the
northeastern corner of the outer rampart and a probable tower or artillery platform which can be con-
nected to a temporary camp built during the mid-1st c. BCE.
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Introduction

Recent interdisciplinary investigations close to Trieste (northeastern Italy) have identi-
fied a group of Roman Republican military fortifications and their surrounding archaeo-
logical landscape.1 The fortification system, aligned facing northern Istria, consists of a
large main camp (more than 13 ha) located on the San Rocco hill, flanked by two smaller
structures, 4 km to the northeast at Grociana piccola (ca. 2 ha) and 1.4 km to the southwest
at Montedoro (ca. 0.4 ha; Fig. 1). Stray finds from San Rocco and Grociana piccola have
allowed a preliminary chronology to be proposed. San Rocco seems to have been first occu-
pied in the first half of the 2nd c. BCE and one possible context for this could have been the
conflict variously labeled the Second or Third Istrian War (178–177 BCE).2 Occupation
appears to have continued into the 1st c. BCE, though this may not have been only for mili-
tary purposes.3 Amphora fragments and metal finds from Grociana piccola have suggested
that the site was occupied between the end of the 2nd c. BCE and the mid-1st c. BCE.4
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1 Bernardini 2019; Bernardini et al. 2013, 2015, 2018; Vinci et al. 2019.
2 Bandelli 2004, 102, with relevant literature.
3 Bernardini 2019.
4 Bernardini et al. 2013, 2015; Bernardini 2019.
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Field walking and small-scale excavations were carried out at Grociana piccola between
2016 and 2019, in order to explore its chronology, building technique, and historical signifi-
cance.5 This paper presents the results obtained and discusses them in connection with the
Roman conquest of the northeastern Adriatic and the development of Roman military
architecture. The study of fortifications in the Trieste area can shed light on Roman
Republican military architecture, so far mostly known from sites located in the Iberian pen-
insula, where there are some of the best-preserved and earliest examples of military instal-
lations, dating back to the 2nd c. BCE. Among these are the Pedrosillo fortifications, dated
to the Lusitanian Wars (155–38),6 and the sites from the Numantia area, mostly related to
the Numantine War (154–33 BCE).7

Fortifications

Mt. Grociana piccola is located in the Trieste Karst (Fig. 1). It overlooks part of the Karst
plateau to the north and south and the Muggia Bay in the Trieste gulf to the west, as well as
the routes leading from the sea north toward Aquileia, inland toward the area of modern
Slovenia, and southeast to the Quarnero gulf (in modern Croatia). The site therefore had
significant strategic importance. Grociana piccola, intervisible with San Rocco, could

Fig. 1. (a) Position of the investigated area; (b) location of the Trieste fortifications and other sites mentioned in
the text.

5 Concessione di ricerche e scavi archeologici 2019 – D. Lgs. 22.01.2004, n. 42, artt. 88–89,
prot. n. DG 23009-P issued on 21 August 2019.

6 Morillo Cerdán et al. 2011.
7 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán 2014; Morillo Cerdán and Morales Hernández 2015; Jiménez et al.

2017, 2020.
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have controlled a large sector of the Karst plateau not visible from the main San Rocco
camp, which was built on the top of a marly-arenaceous hill, just 2 km away from the
innermost present-day shore of Muggia Bay.8

LiDAR-derived images of Mt. Grociana piccola revealed a trapezoidal structure with
blunt corners oriented east–west, containing a smaller sub-rectangular one with a different
orientation (Fig. 2). The areas enclosed by the large and the small enclosures are ca. 2 ha
and 0.4 ha respectively. On site, the remains of the defensive ramparts are recognizable
as modest earth banks.9 Two internal clavicula entrances have been identified on the nor-
thern and eastern sides of the outer fortification and such entrances may also have been
present on the western and southern sides, since it was common Roman practice to
place an entrance on each side, topographical considerations permitting.10

Surface surveys
Ceramic finds

Ceramics were exclusively found inside the inner fortification. These are mostly amphora
fragments and a few fragments of bases and body sherds belonging to smaller Roman

Fig. 2. Schematic plan of the Grociana piccola fortifications with the position of trenches 1 and 2 and the arch-
aeological finds. Gray circles: caliga hobnails; black triangles: pottery; white diamonds: other metal finds;
white circle: Roman coin.

8 Bernardini et al. 2015.
9 Bernardini et al. 2015.
10 Bernardini 2019.
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vessels, including thin-walled pottery. Three Lamboglia 2 amphora rims were discovered
and attributed to the period between the late 2nd c. BCE and the first decades of the 1st
c. BCE.11

Metal finds

Ninety-four caliga hobnails were found, mainly between the inner and outer ramparts
(Fig. 2). Among them, the largest group includes 74 hobnails with cross-shaped embossed
signs and four dots on their underside with diameters ranging from 11 to 22mm and
weights ranging from less than 3 g to more than 8 g (Fig. 3: 7). Among the other hobnails,
11 do not bear any marks, 4 have numerous small dots circularly arranged, 2 specimens
retain a series of spaced larger dots, and 1 has a cross on it.

The most abundant hobnails, corresponding to the Alesia type D,12 are well attested in
Late Republican military sites in the period between Caesar’s campaigns in Gaul and the
beginning of the Augustan period,13 but they were probably already in use at the end of the
2nd c. BCE.14 The specimen with a cross corresponds to the Alesia type B,15 which is also
documented in other Late Republican military contexts,16 while the hobnails with very
small circularly arranged dots can be ascribed to the first centuries CE.17 The few hobnails
without marks and the specimens with spaced circularly arranged dots were in use for a
long time during the Roman period.18

The other metal finds mostly come from the northern area of the outer fortification.
They include a pointed and socketed iron weapon, most probably a spear/bolt head or
spear butt (Fig. 3: 1). This is of a long-lasting type that has already been reported from
the hoard of Roman Republican weapons found at nearby Grad, near Šmihel,19 which
is dated to the first half of the 2nd c. BCE.20 An iron rod might be a simple arrow
head, similar to those also found at Grad (Fig. 3: 3),21 while an additional one shows
an unusual head (Fig. 3: 4).22 It is worth mentioning a folded iron band that might be
a fragment of a shield binding (Fig. 3: 5),23 and a further two, possibly Roman, artifacts:
an iron ring (Fig. 3: 6), about 3 cm in diameter, and an iron point (Fig. 3: 2). Finally, a
Republican as dating back to the first half of the 2nd c. BCE was found (for the findspot
see Fig. 2).24

11 Bernardini et al. 2013, 2015.
12 Brouquier-Reddé and Deyber 2001, 304, pl. 93: D.
13 Istenič 2019, 273–79.
14 Deyber and Luginbühl 2018, 158, 160–61, fig. 14.3.
15 Brouquier-Reddé and Deyber 2001, 303–4, pl. 93: B.
16 Poux 2008, 376–81.
17 Bernardini et al. 2018, with relevant literature.
18 Bernardini et al. 2018, with relevant literature.
19 Horvat 2002, 140, 184, pl. 13: 6–14.
20 Horvat 2002, 129–35, 142–43; Laharnar 2015, 11–14.
21 Horvat 2002, 135–37, pl. 16: 31–37.
22 For comparanda from Alesia: Sievers 2001, 237, pl. 83: 684.
23 Sievers 2001, 145–46, pl. 45: 50–92.
24 For the details, see Bernardini 2019.
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Excavations
Trench 1

The first trench investigated part of the inner rampart and its contiguous terrace (Fig. 2).
Only dry-stone structures, mostly made of local limestone, and Roman pottery (total
weight about 30 kg) were uncovered. A dry-stone structure, interpreted as the rampart,
was built directly onto the bedrock (stratigraphic unit [hereafter SU] 11; see Figs. 4–5 for
SU locations). The remains of a thin ancient soil, no more than a few centimeters thick,
were uncovered both north and south of the rampart (SU7 and SU9 respectively). The ram-
part was about 1.5 m wide and composed of two revetment walls formed of a single course
of large blocks, 0.4–0.5 m across (SU4 and SU5), with a core of small stones (from 0.05 to
0.2 m across) and red sandy soil (SU3), most probably taken from elsewhere. It contained

Fig. 3. Selection of metal finds from surveys. (Drawings by Andrea Fragiacomo.)
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rare fragments of Roman pottery, some of them from the bottom of the layer (Fig. 7a: 3). An
additional line of large stones (SU10), one of them made of sandstone, was discovered
about 0.5m away from the outer revetment wall, its central part partially slumping down-
wards. The space between SU5 and SU10, labeled as SU12, was filled with a brown soil
containing rare charcoal. One fragment of charcoal was radiocarbon-dated, providing a
calibrated age range of 199 BCE–86 CE at 95.4% (Suppl. Fig. 1).

In the inner terrace, next to the inner revetment wall SU4, the occupation layer SU8 dee-
pened toward the southern margin of the trench, where it filled natural depressions in the
bedrock. It contained 1,398 amphorae remains, fragments of other ceramic vessels, including
thin-walled pottery, and a caliga hobnail from the top of the layer (Fig. 6: 1–2, 4–5, 7–8, 10–17;
Fig. 7a: 1–2, 4–9; Fig. 7b: 4). The layer can probably be interpreted as the result of a deliberate
accumulation of material aimed at leveling the internal area of the fortification.

The collapse of the rampart SU2, which fell to the south of the inner revetment wall SU4,
contained 418 amphora fragments and three caliga hobnails (Fig. 6: 3, 9; Fig. 7b: 1–3), sug-
gesting that it was partially mixed up with the top of the underlying occupation layer
SU8. SU6 corresponds to the collapse of the rampart to the north. The vegetation cover
(SU1) contained rare Roman shards (Fig. 6: 6).

Pottery and metal finds

Amphora fragments prevail (almost 96% of all pottery) in the layers SU8 and SU2. Most of
these are body sherds, including large fragments, implying their primary accumulation.

Fig. 4. Trench 1: inner rampart from northeast before the removal of tumbled blocks.
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Eleven rims indicate the minimum number of amphorae. The fabric is typical for the
Adriatic amphorae production (soft to hard; light colors – reddish yellow, pale yellow,
pink; rare inclusions).25 Eight rims can be attributed to the Lamboglia 2 wine amphorae
that were produced on the Italian side of the Adriatic (Fig. 6: 4–11). This type developed

Fig. 5. Trench 1: plan of the trench after the removal of the collapse layers, and east cross section. Gray circle:
caliga hobnail; diamonds: registered ceramic fragments; gray symbols in SU 8: other registered and unregis-
tered ceramic fragments; black circles: organic and inorganic samples.

25 Menchelli et al. 2008; Gamberini 2011.
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Fig. 6. Selected amphora remains from trench 1. 3, 9: SU 2; 6: SU 1; others SU 8. (Drawings by Tamara
Korošec.)
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in the middle or third quarter of the 2nd c. BCE from the Adriatic Greco-Italic amphorae
and evolved into the Dressel 6a amphorae in the third decade BCE.26

The rims of the Lamboglia 2 amphorae from Grociana piccola have a triangular cross
section which is characteristic for the early phase of the type production.27 Three rims
(Fig. 6: 1, 2a, 3) with the protruding triangular shape and a smaller dimension might be
attributed to late Greco-Italic amphorae. Their form and fabric are similar to the late
Greco-Italic amphorae from the nearby coastal site of Sermin.28 However, it is often
difficult to distinguish the rims of the late Greco-Italic and early Lamboglia 2 types.29

Fig. 7. (a) Selected pottery from trench 1 (1–2, 4–9: SU 8; 3: SU 3); (b) metal finds from trenches 1 and 2 (1–3:
SU 2; 4: SU 8; 5–9: SU 103). (Drawings by Tamara Korošec.)

26 Carre and Pesavento Mattioli 2003, 269–71; Panella 2010, 17–21; Carre et al. 2014.
27 E.g., Bruno 1995, 27–38; Horvat 1997, 60–67; Forti and Paci 2008; Stoppioni 2011.
28 Horvat 1997, 60–67, fig. 20.
29 E.g. Horvat and Bavdek 2009, 84–85; Corti 2012, 115–18, 2017.
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A wheel-thrown amphora lid (Fig. 6: 17) could have been used for both Greco-Italic and
Lamboglia 2.30

In order to attempt to more closely date the Grociana piccola amphorae they have been
compared with Lamboglia 2 amphorae from Razdrto-Mandrga, located on the Razdrto
pass and dated to the end of the 2nd c. and beginning of the 1st c. BCE (Fig. 1);31 with
the Greco-Italic amphorae from Sermin dated between the end of the 3rd c. and the
third quarter of the 2nd c. BCE;32 and with a group of Greco-Italic amphorae from a
kiln site in Cattolica (Emilia Romagna) dated to the end of the 3rd c. BCE.33 The starting
point for the comparison was the general development of the amphora rims from the
early triangular to the later banded forms. Three measures that determine the basic
shape were taken on each rim: the angle between the horizontal line and the exterior of
the sloping rim edge; the thickness (greatest width) of the rim; the height of the rim
from the point of the greatest width to the top. The ratio between the height and the thick-
ness was calculated in a second step. This ratio and the angle of the amphora rims are pre-
sented in Fig. 8 (for the morphometric measurements see Suppl. Fig. 2).34 The Grociana
piccola amphora rims only partly match with those from Razdrto-Mandrga. Based on
the presumption that a typo-chronological development is visible in the graph, it seems

Fig. 8. Comparative morphometric analysis of amphora rims from trench 1(b). Angle: angle between the hori-
zontal line and the exterior of the sloping rim edge; ratio: ratio between the height and the thickness of the rim.

30 Horvat 1997, 77–82, form PA 2.
31 Horvat and Bavdek 2009, 93–96.
32 Horvat 1997.
33 Stoppioni 2009.
34 For the method, see Horvat 1997, 62–67, fig. 20.
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that Grociana piccola amphorae are limited to a shorter period of time and are contempor-
ary only with the earlier group of the Razdrto-Mandrga amphorae. The Grociana piccola
rims attributed to late Greco-Italic shapes (Fig. 6: 1, 2a, 3) are more comparable with the
Greco-Italic amphorae from Sermin and Cattolica. Results of morphometric analysis there-
fore indicate that the Grociana piccola amphorae should be dated in the 2nd c. BCE. Few
rims are typologically comparable with Greco-Italic amphorae dated to the end of the 3rd
c. and first half of the 2nd c. BCE and the remaining ones can be probably ascribed to the
beginning of the Lamboglia 2 production, corresponding to the middle to second half of
the 2nd c. BCE.

All of the other pottery from Grociana piccola has its origin in the Roman milieu and
can be found in the region at the time of early Lamboglia 2 amphorae (Fig. 7a).
Thin-walled beakers of Marabini 3 form (Fig. 7a: 1–2) emerged in the first half of the
2nd c. BCE in Tyrrhenian Italy and quickly spread across the entire peninsula and the
wider western Mediterranean. The type was produced till the mid-1st c. BCE.35 The
absence of cooking vessels (except one body fragment) indicates that the Grociana piccola
layers were not connected with a typical settlement waste.

Three hobnails with a cross and four dots come from the collapse of the rampart SU2
(Fig. 7b: 1–3), while a hobnail with dots circularly arranged came from the top of SU8
(Fig. 7b: 4).

Trench 2

This trench investigated the northeastern corner of the outer rampart (Fig. 2). The limestone
bedrock (SU104) was covered by a few centimeters of natural soil (SU103) that corre-
sponded to the ancient walking surface (Fig. 9). A few hobnails were discovered on this
surface (Fig. 7b: 5–6, 8). The rampart itself was a dry-stone structure, made of local lime-
stone. The corner of the rampart was curved and made of an inner wall (SU105; less
than 1m wide and about 0.5m high) and an outer line of large stones located at about
2 m from the inner structure at a slightly lower altitude (SU106). The space between
these lines of stones was filled with smaller stones and earth (SU107).

Located to the rear of the rampart, a rectangular platform was uncovered (Figs. 9–10)
that was made of two outer revetment walls (SU111 and SU112) composed of even large
blocks with a core of smaller stones (SU108). The structure might be interpreted as a
base of a tower or artillery platform.

The collapse of the rampart was represented by SU109 and SU110. These deposits were
all covered by a shallow topsoil, SU101.

Metal finds

Three hobnails came from the walking surface SU103. One shows a cross with four dots
(Alesia type D; Fig. 7b: 5), another one probably belongs to the same type but is very cor-
roded (Fig. 7b: 6), while the last is without any sign (Fig. 7b: 8). An additional hobnail of
the Alesia type D was found at the bottom of the rampart fill SU107 (Fig. 7b: 7; Suppl.
Fig. 3).

35 Horvat and Bavdek 2009, 68–72.
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Discussion
Inner fortification

The inner rampart, as shown above, was only about 1.5m wide. It was composed of two
revetment walls made of large blocks, built directly onto the bedrock, and an unmortared
core of smaller stones in a soil matrix. This structure, even in ancient times, must have been
quite low (less than 1m high); few blocks attributable to the structure could be found and

Fig. 9. Plan of trench 2 after the removal of the collapse layers, and west cross section. Gray circles: caliga hob-
nails; black circles: other metal finds. For the position of the section, see Fig. 10.

Federico Bernardini et al.

706
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759421000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759421000453


the wall faces were made up of just a single course of blocks. Despite the rough technique,
the pottery from the site confirms its Roman date. About 0.5m from the northern revet-
ment wall, parallel to the latter and at a slightly lower altitude, another row of large blocks
was discovered (SU10), one of them made of sandstone. This was probably gathered from
the closest Flysch outcrops, located about 0.5 km to the south. This additional row of stones
perhaps supported an additional wooden defensive structure, located outside the main
rampart. The low elevation of the rampart, and comparisons with Early Roman camps else-
where, suggest that it was probably used as a protected walkway.36 In the camps of the
Numantia area most of the attested ramparts are of the same building technique and
modest height.37 Limiting our comparison to Renieblas, all the camps here were defended
by low ramparts composed of two low revetment walls facing a core made of earth and

Fig. 10. Orthophoto of trench 2 after the removal of the collapse layers, with the position of the west cross sec-
tion of Fig. 9.

36 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán 2014; Morillo Cerdán et al. 2011.
37 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán 2014; Morillo Cerdán and Morales Hernández 2015.
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small stones, similar to what we have at Grociana piccola. While most of the ramparts at
the Renieblas camps were much wider, those at Camps I and II were closer to the dimen-
sions seen at Grociana piccola, ranging in width between 1.75 and 2.3 m at the former, and
1.85 and 2m at the latter.38 On the other hand, the presence of an additional line of stones,
close to and parallel with the outer face of the rampart of Grociana piccola, does not find a
precise parallel among the fortifications in the area of Numantia or those at Pedrosillo.39

A so-called three wall rampart type, consisting of two revetment walls and an add-
itional parallel row of large stones running down the center of the rampart, was identified
by Schulten in some of the Numantia fortifications. According to Schulten, such a building
technique would have been used to provide a slope up to the back of the rampart and/or to
strengthen an unusually wide rampart. At Grociana piccola, however, the additional
course of stones is located just outside the rampart at a slightly lower altitude. This
makes the Grociana piccola rampart construction quite different from the “three wall”
type, which in any case has recently been questioned by Dobson.40 Interestingly enough,
stone alignments similar to that of Grociana piccola (SU10) have been discovered at
Cáceres el Viejo (82–72 BCE), but they have been interpreted as a base of the rampart.41

Whatever the exact arrangement of the rampart, the ceramics from the occupation layers
within the inner fortification date its occupation to the 2nd c. BCE. Its modest size (ca. 0.4
ha), its early chronology, and its strategic position and visual connection with the main San
Rocco camp suggest that it may have been in use during the time of the Istrian war fought
in 178–77 BCE and/or later military campaigns of the 2nd c. BCE aimed at controlling areas
of the Karst plateau that were not visible from closer to the coast. It probably lost its stra-
tegic relevance when the area was relatively pacified.

Outer fortification

The northeastern corner of the outer rampart was curved and made of an inner wall align-
ment (less than 1m wide and about 0.5m high) and an outer irregular line of large stones
located at about 2m from the inner structure at a slightly lower altitude. A caliga hobnail of
the Alesia type D was found at the bottom of the chaotic filling of stones placed between
them. Three additional caliga hobnails (including the Alesia type D) have been found on
the ancient walking level inside the rampart.

Just inside the corner of the fortification, a 2-m-wide rectangular platform was found. It
consists of two parallel faces with an approximately north–south orientation and a filling
made of smaller blocks arranged in no order. It shows the same height as the internal wall
alignment and has been interpreted as a probable tower or artillery platform.

The inner wall alignment of the rampart and the rectangular platform could have been
covered by earth/turf and/or wooden planks to be used as a platform and a walkway,
respectively. They were perhaps defended by non-permanent wooden structures, such as

38 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán and Morales Hernández 2015.
39 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán et al. 2011; Morillo Cerdán 2014; Morillo Cerdán and Morales

Hernández 2015.
40 Dobson 2008, 190, 245–56, 401–2, fig. 279b and 279d.
41 Abásolo Álvarez et al. 2008.
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branches and/or the so-called chevaux-de-Frise stakes, housed in the area between the
inner wall alignment and the external line of large stones.

Similar towers or artillery platforms located to the rear of the ramparts are already
known from the camps of Renieblas and the Numantia fortification system, though
these are not found at the corners of those sites with sub-rectangular plans, such as
Camps IV and V of Renieblas.42 This being said, only one corner of Camp IV was found
during excavation and no towers at all were identified at this site.43 In the later Cáceres
el Viejo camp, which shows a regular rectangular layout, towers are missing and, as far
as we know, angular towers have not been found at Caesarean camps either. We can con-
clude that the structure of Grociana piccola is one of the first examples of the angular plat-
form/tower that would become a distinctive feature of most Imperial-era camps.44

Its clavicula entrances, known from the second quarter of the 1st c. BCE,45 its regular
plan, which in Spain seems not to appear before the beginning of the 1st c. BCE,46 and
the large number of type D caliga hobnails suggest that the outer structure at Grociana pic-
cola has to be dated to the 1st c. BCE. Republican asses minted in the 2nd c. BCE, such as
the one from the outer fortification, were still in use during the 1st c. BCE and have been
discovered in other nearby military sites of approximately the same period.47 The absence
of internal buildings and ceramics, the abundance of hobnails mostly belonging to the
same type, and the rough construction technique of the rampart indicate that the camp
was only used temporarily.

Conclusions

Grociana piccola provides a rare example of Republican military fortifications in the
Caput Adriae and in Italy. The early chronology of the inner fortification, dated to the
2nd c. BCE by associated pottery, and its small size suggest that it was part of the fortifi-
cation system controlled by the larger San Rocco camp, strategically located about 4 km to
the south, very close to the ancient seashore of the Muggia Bay in the Trieste gulf.48 Several
conflicts in this region are reported in the 2nd c. BCE by literary sources before and after
the foundation of Aquileia in 181 BCE.49 The earliest, known as the First Istrian War,
between Rome and the inhabitants of Istria, occurred in 221 BCE.50 Later, in 183 BCE,
the Romans forced a Celtic tribe, who had settled a few years earlier not far from the future
colony of Aquileia, to move back to their territory beyond the Alps. Other clashes between
the Romans and the Histri occurred during the foundation of Aquileia, an episode labeled
the Second Istrian War by some scholars.51 However, it was only during 178–77 BCE that

42 Dobson 2008; Morillo Cerdán and Morales Hernández 2015.
43 Dobson 2008.
44 Fischer 2012, 256–59.
45 See references in Laharnar 2013.
46 Morillo Cerdán et al. 2017.
47 Laharnar 2016.
48 Bernardini et al. 2015.
49 Bandelli 2004, 101–5, with relevant literature; Šašel Kos 2005, 321–29, with relevant literature.
50 Bandelli 2004, 101.
51 Bandelli 2004, 102, with relevant literature.

Grociana piccola

709
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759421000453 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759421000453


Istria was conquered, during the conflict variously labeled the Second or Third Istrian
War.52

In 176 BCE, a garrison of socii nominis Latini was stationed in the Istrian territory to con-
trol the indigenous population; in 171 BCE, the consul G. Cassius Longinus mistreated the
Histri, Carni, and Iapodes.53 In 129 BCE, further military expeditions were undertaken
against the Taurisci, Histri, Iapodes, and perhaps Carni and Liburni,54 in 119 BCE against
the Segestani,55 and then in 115 BCE against the Carni.56 The establishment of the Grociana
piccola inner fortification and the large San Rocco camp could have been related to any one
of these military episodes but the sites could have also played a role in other conflicts not
mentioned in the historical sources. However, among the historically documented cam-
paigns, it is worth stressing that the war fought in 178 BCE (the Second or Third Istrian
War) is the only one that probably took place in the immediate vicinity of Trieste.

Regardless of the precise moment when the Grociana piccola inner fortification was
built, it provides one of the earliest and smallest examples of a Roman military fort,
with the rampart being constructed using the same building technique as much larger
2nd-c. BCE military camps. In contrast, the archaeological data suggest that the outer for-
tification at Grociana piccola was in use for a short time during the first half of or mid-1st
c. BCE. During this period, the literary sources report several Roman military campaigns
against the populations of the northern Balkans, mainly the Iapodes. The Romans probably
defeated them, together with the Liburni and Taurisci, between 78 and 76 BCE,57 and car-
ried out at least two further, but unsuccessful, campaigns in the period of approximately
55–35 BCE.58 In 52 BCE, the Iapodes plundered Trieste and threatened Aquileia.59 They
were only definitively defeated, together with the Pannonii and Delmatae, by Octavian
in 35–34 BCE.60 The outer camp of Grociana piccola may have been built in the context
of military operations aimed at countering the threat posed by Iapodes, possibly in connec-
tion with these intense military activities reported during the mid-1st c. BCE.
Supplementary Materials: Results of radiocarbon analysis and three associated figures can be found
in the Supplementary Materials. These can be viewed at https://doi.org/10.1017/S1047759421000453.
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Slovenia, ed. J. Istenič, B. Laharnar, and J. Horvat, 9–41. Katalogi in monografije 41.
Ljubljana: Narodni muzej Slovenije.

Laharnar, B. 2016. “Small finds from the Roman fort at Nadleški hrib, the Notranjska region (SW
Slovenia).” In The Roman Army between the Alps and the Adriatic Europe, ed. J. Horvat, 85–97.
Opera Instituti Archaeologici Sloveniae 31. Ljubljana: Inštitut za arheologijo, Založba ZRC.
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