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Approaches to Fifteenth- and Early Sixteenth-Century Painting in Dalmatia 
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Professor Jack Greenstein, Chair 
 
 
 
 The dissertation examines paintings made in and for cities on the Dalmatian coast 

during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, focusing upon the various cultural and 

historiographical circumstances that resulted in their general absence from the narrative of 

Western European art history.  

 Between 1797 and 1995, the Dalmatian coast was claimed as the territory of nine 

different political entities.  The competing claims lodged by priests, politicians, and 

scholars all contributed to the fractured historiography of Dalmatian art.  An examination 
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of the chronology and substance of these claims demonstrates the negative impact that the 

drive to claim, or even manufacture, a cultural heritage can have on the history of art.   

 The impact of such an investment in constructing a cultural heritage resulted in 

studies in the history of Dalmatian art that have overemphasized the life-and-work model 

at the expense of explorations of iconography or patronage.  The second chapter considers 

the constructed biographies of the artists included in the so-called Dalmatian School of 

Painting.  By laying out the timeline of art historians’ construction of the artists’ 

biographical narratives, attention is drawn to the issues that plague a disjointed and later 

isolated field of scholarship: fissures, oversights, misreadings, and even deliberately 

cultivated ignorance.   

 The third chapter deals with art patronage in the Republic of Ragusa.  While 

Ragusan society was divided into three groups (the nobility, citizens, and commoners) 

with the nobles holding all government power, there are nonetheless few incidents that 

indicate any discontent with this social structure prior to the seventeenth century.  By 

examining the types of projects favored by the noble and citizen classes between 1300 and 

1531, I question the veracity of Ragusa’s reputation for inter-class harmony.  How do the 

patronage activities of each group demonstrate conspicuous consumption, conscious 

imitation, or statements of public authority or financial prowess? 

 Elaborately framed, gold-field polyptychs represent the majority of extant 

paintings from Dalmatia.  In the fourth chapter, I examine the unique historical and 

religious climate of Dalmatia and I argue that the penchant for the polyptych was not a 

conservative or retardataire stylistic or artistic preference but rather a conscious decision 

with practical religious import. 



1 

Introduction 

  

 The problem explored in the present research began with my earliest 

introduction to the subject. Before I could read Croatian and previous to my first 

research trips for this project in the summer of 2004, I ordered a book from the UCLA 

library with the database subject heading of “Art—Adriatic Sea Region.”  At the very 

least it seemed that Naš Jadran by Cvito Fisković would provide some images to scan 

and identify some locations to visit during my upcoming trip.  The book was 

published in 1938; the images were poor quality and all in black-and-white, but at the 

time access to a body of images from was a welcome development.  I used Naš Jadran 

to generate a list of the images that I was interested in exploring further. 

 I didn’t have an urgent need to return to the text of Naš Jadran once I learned 

Croatian.  I found other more recently published texts that were more applicable to my 

research interests.  It was not until two and a half years later, when I was working in 

the Scientific Library in Zadar, Croatia that I had occasion to revisit the text.  

Unfortunately, the book was not available at the Zadar Library.  Further searches 

revealed that Naš Jadran was not at any university, or public or national library in 

Croatia.  The book was not included in Cvito Fisković’s bibliography in a festschrift 

organized in his honor nor could I find any Croatian scholar who had ever heard of the 

book. 

 My curiosity piqued, when I returned to California I re-ordered the text from 

UCLA to determine what offense could have obliterated the text from the Croatian 
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bibliographic landscape.  The rhetoric used was familiar from other books published 

on the eve of World War II in the first political manifestation of Yugoslavia: as people 

of the Adriatic shores they had been “guarding the guard” (stražimo stražu) for two 

thousand years and protecting the greater community of Slavs against foreign 

incursion.  The authors claimed that the coastal Croatians were charged with the 

“difficult destiny” of being the “lungs and eyes of the great Slav body” 1 and the art 

and literature of the region was a “permanent and loving indicator of our lineage.”2  

Although Naš Jadran was the most explicit statement of equivalency of ethnicity and 

art, it was not a unique sentiment within the body of other secondary literature.  

Without other information, I can only speculate that Naš Jadran was deemed 

undesirable by the Ustaše regime because of its espousal of pan-Slavicism and that 

some copies of the text were destroyed during World War II and others were lost.3 

 This story became emblematic of the research process for this project as a 

whole.  Once I realized the extent of the available secondary literature, I anticipated 

that it would provide me with the relevant data and a catalogue raisonne for the artists 

of Dalmatia and that I would not need to bother with questions of biography or 

attribution.  Much to my chagrin, I soon realized that mining the secondary literature 

for information was anything but straightforward.  The texts were written in Croatian 

                                                
1 “I ma koliko da nam je teška sudbina…da budemo pluća i oči velikog slavenskog 
tijela” Cvito Fisković et al., Nas Jadran: Prirodne Lepote in Umetnost (Split: 
Izvrslinega Odbora Jadrandske Straze, 1938). 12 
2 “Imajmo unijek na umu da narodno ‘umijeće’ i narodna ‘riječ’ dva su velika amaneta 
koje treba da pomno čuvamo, ako hoćemo da se ta karakteristika, cvijet i duša našeg 
imena, održi kao vječna i mila oznaka našega roda” Ibid. 68 
3 WorldCat lists twelve copies of Naš Jadran in its database.  Ten copies in United 
States libraries and two copies in German libraries. 
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and Serbian (Serbo-Croatian4), Italian, French, and German, but the complications and 

difficulties I encountered were not linguistic but rather informational contradictions 

and contraindications.  In spite of problems of physical, geographic, and ideological 

accessibility, this dissertation covers the entire secondary literature on Renaissance 

painting in Dalmatia through 2008.  Over the course of this extensive research, it 

became clear that the group of artists, so clearly labeled the “Dalmatian School of 

Painting” by Croatian art historians, had been chosen, not on the basis of artistic merit 

or career intrigue but rather on the perceived ethnicity of the artists’ names.  

Inadvertently, the project developed an undercurrent that delved into questions about 

the relationship between art, artists, race, ethnicity, and cultural heritage. 

 In this study “Dalmatia” is a geographic designation, not an ethnic identity.  I 

use it to refer only to the narrow strip of Adriatic coastline bordered by the Velebit 

mountain range (Dinaric Alps) to the east.  It extends from the island of Rab in the 

north to the Bay of Kotor in the south.  By this definition, Dubrovnik is also 

considered part of Dalmatia despite its different historical and political situation. The 

reader will find that place names are referred to in their contemporary variants, so 

Zadar instead of Zara and Split instead of Spalato.  For place names, this is the most 

logical course of action given that these are the names that one would currently find on 

a map.  The one exception to this rule is that I have used Ragusa and Dubrovnik 

                                                
4 The language is often referred to as Serbo-Croatian.  Croatian is written in the Latin 
alphabet and Serbian is written in the Cyrillic alphabet.  The spelling and vocabulary 
differences between the two are minor.  I have distinguished between the two here 
because I will do so in later chapters for the sake of argument.  



 4 

interchangeably and referred to the inhabitants of the city as Ragusans more often than 

Dubrovničani.   

 The issue of personal names is more complicated.  In the first chapter 

(“Framing Heritage”), the artists are referenced by the names given by the researcher 

in question because they relate to the argument at hand.  However, for the sake of 

consistency, I will refer to the artists by their standardized names in Serbo-Croatian in 

the rest of the dissertation.  This decision is not an endorsement of the artists as 

Croatians, but an acknowledgment of the laudable efforts of Serbian and Croatian 

scholars and the extensive secondary literature written in Serbo-Croatian. 

 The strength of the aforementioned undercurrent and the unfamiliarity of 

Anglo-American art historians with Dalmatia shaped the presentation of this 

dissertation.  The first two chapters deal specifically with issues of cultural heritage 

and biography and expose the romantic-nationalist underpinnings of the modern 

discipline of art history.  Chapter one, “Framing Heritage,” serves as both a review of 

the literature on Dalmatian art and an argument about the problematic intertwining of 

art history and the construction of cultural heritage.  Chapter two, “Biography and 

Blood,” examines the process of the formation of the “life and the work” of the eleven 

artists associated with the “Dalmatian School of Painting” and questions the impulse 

behind the biographical structure of art history.   

 The chapters in the second section explore painting in Dalmatia without 

relying on the framework of artist biography.  In Chapter 3 “Patrons and Power,” 

instead of using the extensive archival record to construct biographical scaffolding, I 
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use documents to explore the relationship between noble and citizen patronage of art 

in Dubrovnik between 1300 and 1531.   The final chapter, “Polyptychs and Presence,” 

looks at altarpieces in Central Dalmatia and argues that their appearance and style was 

dictated, not by the creativity or will of the artist, but rather by the religious purpose 

that they served.  

 The decision to isolate Central Dalmatia and Dubrovnik for the studies in 

section two was primarily motivated by the type of data available.  In the case of the 

altarpiece study, because Zadar was the seat of the archbishopric, there is written 

documentation available about religious practices.  In addition, the altarpieces 

discussed are all from Central Dalmatia while there are no surviving contemporary 

examples of altarpieces from Dubrovnik (1410-1460).  In terms of patronage, the 

divide between the citizens and nobility was codified in the Republic of Ragusa 

because it was independent from Venetian control.  While there were families in the 

communes of Central Dalmatia that claimed to be noble, they did not have the power 

or prestige of their Ragusan counterparts.  Venice offered citizenship to the inhabitants 

of Central Dalmatia, but there was no equivalent divide in social structure. 

 In addition to the four main chapters there are several appendices that serve as 

a guide and index to the extensive secondary literature and extant works.  A timeline 

offers key dates and events for the region (Appendix 1.1) while a series of maps 

(Appendix 1.2) provides a visual framework for the changing political borders.  For 

each of the artists there is a timeline of key biographical dates and a chart with current 

and previous attributions (Appendix 2.1).  The reader will find the narrative 
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explanations for the paintings labeled as “previous attributions” in Chapter 2.  To 

assist the reader with variations in spelling (and language), I have provided the various 

versions of personal names in the artist biographies and in the list of Ragusan noble 

families (Appendix 3.1).   Further appendices show identification schemes for the 

figures on each polyptych (Appendix 4.2) and the frequency of saint depiction in 

altarpieces (Appendix 4.3).  

 The anonymity of the artists and obscurity of the artworks from Dalmatia in 

Anglo-American art history presents an odd predicament because they are 

simultaneously so familiar and so foreign.  On the one hand, only the narrow channel 

of the Adriatic separates Dalmatia from the Italian peninsula—at points the distance 

between the two is less than one hundred miles.  With the exception of Ragusa, the 

region was part of the Venetian Empire between 1409 and 1797.  Ragusa was a 

thriving merchant republic whose representatives could be found in every major city 

in Europe.  Italian architects designed the churches, city halls, and palaces of the 

Dalmatian cities.  Both geographically and ideologically, coastal Dalmatia was 

extremely close to the Italian peninsula through the eighteenth century.  Yet this 

proximity gave way to distance in the eighteenth through twentieth centuries.  In order 

to justify its Enlightenment imperial program, Venice angled to characterize Dalmatia 

as a backward, wild province in need of civilizing influence.5  Later, Dalmatia became 

part of Croatia, which in turn allied it with Yugoslavia and the Balkans.  Political 

animosities between Croatia and Italy over irredentist claims widened the gap.  

                                                
5 Larry Wolff, Venice and the Slavs: The Discovery of Dalmatia in the Age of the 
Enlightenment (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). 
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Language barriers, transportation difficulties, and a deliberately cultivated foreignness 

further intensified the isolation of Dalmatian art from Italian art history.   

 In the twenty-first century, the strength of these divisions has weakened.  

Animosities have dissipated, scholars are increasingly bi- or trilingual, and Croatia has 

bid to join the European Union.  Even the hurdles of transportation have improved 

considerably.  The enmities and discord of the past that have marginalized the study of 

Dalmatian art must be voiced and explained; but in the present and the future, I hope 

that alternate frameworks allow Dalmatian art to reclaim a position within the larger 

narrative of the art history of the Early Modern Mediterranean. 
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Chapter 1 
Framing Heritage: the Historiography of Art in Dalmatia 

 
 

 Over the past 211 years, the Dalmatian coast has fallen within at least nine 

different political entities. The historiography of art in and from Dalmatia has been 

fractured as a result of this tumultuous political history.  Development in any field of 

scholarship requires a common purpose; scholars feed upon one another’s ideas, 

building, expanding, and challenging them.  Arguably, in its best form, the task of art 

history is to catalogue and analyze artifacts, their creators and patrons as 

representatives of a particular time and place.  Sometimes however, ulterior interests 

intervene and the artifacts, creators and patrons become subordinated to a narrative, 

not so much about their time and place of origin as subject to the authorship.  

 Examples of the latter form of art history populate the following survey of the 

historiography of fifteenth- and sixteenth- century Dalmatian art.  The ulterior interest 

here at hand is national cultural heritage, not an innocuous entity as it might initially 

seem.  It is not coincidental that the debut of art history as a formal, academic 

discipline coincided with the rise of national consciousness. For Dalmatia, the 

competing claims of multiple groups – including Illyrians, Italians, Austro-

Hungarians, Yugoslavians, and Croatians to name a few – convolute the situation as 

perhaps nowhere else in Europe.  The nationalistic aspirations of these various peoples 

became linked with the cultural heritage of Dalmatia and the historical study of art 

was inevitably conditioned by modern power and politics.  Yet, before the advent of 
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conscious national identities in the nineteenth century, the self-conceptions of the 

various peoples were grounded in their local communities. 

 Although the Roman province of Dalmatia encompassed a larger area, here the 

term refers only to the narrow strip of Adriatic coastline bordered by the Velebit 

mountain range (Dinaric Alps) to the east.  By this definition, Dalmatia extends from 

the island of Rab in the north to the Bay of Kotor in the south and includes Dubrovnik. 

The coastal delimitation of Dalmatia is at odds with the conception of the region that 

developed in Western Europe in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.  As Larry 

Wolff showed in Venice and the Slavs, Enlightenment Europeans, particularly the 

Venetians, conceived of “Dalmatia” as a wild, barbarous, and backward place in need 

of civilizing influence.1  This view of Dalmatia was central to Venice’s ideology of 

empire according to which, in Wolff’s words, “Dalmatia was Venice’s America.”2  

For Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment historians, the mountainous interior and 

the semi-nomadic Morlacchi population better fitted this conception of Dalmatia and 

hence generated more interest than the Classical foundations of the Mediterranean 

coastal cities.  The conceptualization of Dalmatia as different or separate from 

Mediterranean Europe persisted in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, albeit with 

different motivation.  The Slav movement fought to emphasize the foreignness or 

exoticism of the region in order to counter claims of Italian irredentism.   

                                                
1 Larry Wolff, Venice and the Slavs: The Discovery of Dalmatia in the Age of the 
Enlightenment (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001). 
2 Ibid. 7 
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In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries however, Dalmatia was by no means a 

remote backwater.  Routes between Venice to the Eastern Mediterranean all stopped 

along the Dalmatian coast and the ports further served as the point-of-contact between 

the interior Balkans and Western Europe.  Yet despite this prominent position on the 

map of the Early Modern Mediterranean world, the art of Dalmatia remains unknown 

to most art historians, particularly to Anglo-American scholars.  One factor 

responsible for this lacuna is the preoccupation of its historians with manufacturing a 

cultural heritage, which effectively blurs the centrality of the place and acts to 

marginalize its art. 

 The present survey will attempt to present the shifts in art history as a function 

of the political landscape of Dalmatia, in the interest of clarity and continuity, 

chronologically.  This approach permits the reader to understand and to see the critical 

junctures and disjunctions in the development of the competing narratives.  There are 

three dominant cultural heritages: the Slavic-Croatian, the Italian, and the Euro-

Croatian.  I have grouped the Illyrians, Yugoslavians and Croatians together under the 

heading of Slavic-Croatian, making this group the most prominent of the three and the 

one with the most examples. However, despite differences in political ideology, the 

Slavic focus of cultural heritage construction was the same for all three groups.  The 

Italian camp treats art and artists in Dalmatia as derivatives of their counterparts on the 

Italian peninsula and focuses on inserting them into the preexistent Italian narrative of 

art history.  The Euro-Croatian is the most recent of the three trends and uses the art of 

Dalmatia to assert the European identity of the Republic of Croatia.  Not every text in 
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the survey corresponds to one of these three groups, some are neutral or uninvolved in 

cultural heritage because they were written by outsiders or scholars unconcerned with 

the larger project.  However, these texts still warrant mention here because the ways 

that they were used, misused or even ignored reveals the attitudes of their successors. 

Beginnings 

 The lack of contemporary fifteenth- or sixteenth- century sources about 

Dalmatian art or artists is a disadvantage for art historical research but could be seen 

as advantageous for multiple bids for cultural heritage.  If there are no contemporary 

biographies or letters and few descriptions to confirm or disprove later claims, then 

later authors have freer reign to manipulate facts into a narrative.  There are in fact 

only three sources from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries that relate to art and in 

all three cases the relation is rather weak: the writings of Philippo de Diversis (1440), 

the description of the pilgrimage of the Milanese priest Pietro Casola (1485) and the 

text La Storia di Ragvia by Serafino Razzi (1595).  As a chronicler from Lucca, 

Philippo de Diversis had a plethora of opinions on the city and its customs but 

unfortunately (and uncharacteristically) little to say about its art.3  De Diversis 

dutifully named all of the major churches and convents in Dubrovnik but his 

descriptions about their architecture or items in the interiors are limited to a few off-

hand notes about silver polyptychs or door jamb figures.4  Casola’s account of his trip 

to the Holy Land is more useful and includes his impressions from stopovers in Zadar 

                                                
3 Philippo de Diversis, Situs Aedificiarum Politicae Et Laudabilium Consuetudinem 
Inclytae Civitatis Ragusij, ed. V. Brunelli (Zadar: Tipografia G. Woditzka, 1882). 
4 Ibid. 23 



 

 

12 

and Dubrovnik.  Perhaps because of his profession, Casola recorded valuable 

information on the appearance of church interiors from the two cities; particularly 

useful are the descriptions of the sculptural group on top of the choir screen in the 

Zadar Cathedral and of the altarpiece in the Franciscan Convent in Dubrovnik.5  

However, while Casola gave notice of the appearance of ecclesiastic furnishings, he 

did not mention any artists.  Serafino Razzi’s La Storia di Ragvia offers an excellent 

contemporary historical account of the city but his observations regarding the visual 

arts are similar to Casola’s in that they document the presence and basic appearance of 

artifacts without offering specific information about production.  He described the 

altarpiece from the main altar of the Dominican Church and an altarpiece from the 

island of Sustjepan (Sustjepan Triptych, image 25).6  None of the descriptions or 

information from these early sources were helpful - or hurtful - to later writers 

concerned with cultural heritage.  

 Until the mid-nineteenth century, interest in Dalmatian art was sporadic and 

fostered either by travel or local interest.  The Frenchman Jacob Spon and Englishman 

George Wheeler described some paintings in the interiors of Dalmatian churches in 

their journal Voyage d’Italie: de Dalmatie de Grèce et du Levante fait aux années 

1675 e 1676.  As foreigners, Spon and Wheeler had nothing at stake in the 

identification of paintings and discussed paintings by the artists whose work they 

                                                
5 Mary Margaret Newett, ed. Canon Pietro Casola's Pilgrimage to Jerusalem in the 
Year 1494 (Manchester: The University Press,1907). 
6 Serafino Razzi, La Storia Di Ravgia (Bologna: A. Forni, 1980). 



 

 

13 

recognized, Tintoretto, Jacopo Bassano and Palma the Younger.7  On the local level 

the Zadar city purveyor, Marchio Sorari (1772), went through the notary registers in 

the archives and found names of several painters: Dujam, Marko, Pietro Milano, 

Marco Menegelo, Biagio and Niccolò Reggio.  Sorari recorded the names in his 

manuscript Notizie istoriche della città di Zara e del suo Contado but did not use the 

names to attribute any extant paintings or insert them into a narrative about painting.8   

 None of the early authors were art historians, nor were they primarily 

concerned with art or aesthetics.  With the exception of Razzi’s La Storia di Ragvia, 

the works were not available to a wide audience or accessible to scholars because of 

language.  All of these factors contributed to the relative insignificance of early 

sources for later historians of art.   

The Father of Illyrian Cultural Heritage 

 While the early sources were not part of a larger projects related to cultural 

heritage, that disengagement became an anomaly by the middle of the nineteenth 

century.  By 1850, the Illyrian struggle for the spiritual heart of Dalmatia was well 

under way.  The Illyrian movement, which had begun in earnest in Zagreb in the 

1830s, advocated linguistic and cultural unity among the populations of the Classical 

territories of Illyria including Dalmatia, Pannonia, Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia.9  In 

                                                
7 G Sabalich, I Dipinti Delle Chiese Di Zara (Zadar: Premiata Tipografia Janković, 
1906). 
8 Sorari was the Zadar city purveyor and signed a copy of the text found in the Filippi 
family library. Kruno Prijatelj, "Bibliografski I Biografski Podaci O Majstorima 
Dalmatinske Slikarske Škole," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 17 (1968). 322 
9 Marcus Tanner, Croatia: A Nation Forged in War (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1997). 76-88 
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one of the most transparent ties between art history and politics, an intellectual 

fervently involved in the Zagreb political scene wrote the first comprehensive source 

of information about artists from Dalmatia.    

 Ivan Kukuljević-Sacinski was a colleague of the better-known Illyrian activist 

Ljudevit Gaj and is best remembered for a dramatic speech given, not in the imposed 

Hungarian language, but in his Slavic dialect to the Zagreb Sabor (Council) in 1843 in 

which he advocated Croatia’s separation from Hungary and the freedom to publish in 

a Slavic language as well as the establishment of this as the only national language.10  

Between 1858 and 1860, Kukuljević-Sacinski compiled five volumes of his Slovnik 

umjetnikah jugoslavenskih or “Almanac of Yugoslav artists.”  The encyclopedia, 

written in a stilted version of a Slavo-Croatian dialect in the Latin alphabet, was 

arranged alphabetically with biographies of the artists from the lands of “Illyria.” 

 Kukuljević-Sacinski made no attempt to hide his intention to form a Slavic 

cultural heritage.  His almanac foregrounded the work of artists, but the Illyrian 

political platform constituted its underpinnings.  In his foreword to the first volume, 

Kukuljević-Sacinski expressed this political claim, pointing out the lamentable gap his 

work would fill because every nationality needs an “encyclopedia of its art.  In Italy 

each city has this type of work.  The Germans, the French and the English all have 

encyclopedias for their nationalities and even smaller ones for each province.  Only 

the Slavs, the biggest people in Europe, do not have this type of work in their 

                                                
10 Ibid. 76-88 
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literature!”11  Kukuljević-Sacinski explained his approach to the material in the 

foreword to the first volume.  He complained that his task was difficult because of the 

lack of printed sources in the cities in question; he claimed to have consulted all of the 

available texts to no avail.  For artists whose works were located in foreign 

collections, he had to rely on foreign books, though he noted the caution with which 

he treated these sources.  In many cases the only available information was from the 

archives.  Kukuljević-Sacinski culled a fair amount of information from the archives 

in Zagreb and the Dalmatian cities but unfortunately many of his primary documents 

have since disappeared. 12 

The lengths of Kukuljević-Sacinski’s entries vary from a few lines to many 

pages depending on the importance of the artist and, presumably, on how much data 

Kukuljević-Sacinski had.  The entry on the artist identified as “Ivan Boschetto” is 

characteristic of his approach.  The name is found on a painting and the other 

information derives from archival notices now lost.  The painter, it is noted, was born 

                                                
11 “…slovnika svojieh umjetnikah.  U Talijanskoj ponosi se skoro svaki grad takovim 
djelom.  Njemci, Francezi i Englezi imadu osim obćenitih slovnikah umjetnikah od 
svijeh narodah, takodjer mnoge pomanje slovnike od pojedinih svojih pokrajinah.  
Samo Slaveni, najveći narod u Europi, neimadu podobnih djelah u svojoj 
književnosti” 
Ivan Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih, 5 vols. (Zagreb: 
Tiskom Narodne Tiskarne, 1858-1860). Volume 1, foreword. 
12 There are two possible explanations for this and they are not mutually exclusive: 
one blames disorganization of the Dalmatian and Croatian archives including a lack of 
any filing system and the possibility that Kukuljević-Sacinski removed some 
documents in order to better preserve them.  The second concerns Kukuljević-
Sacinski’s paleographic skills; Giuseppe Praga maintains that Kukuljević-Sacinski 
was a poor paleographer and historian and that information that has not been 
corroborated by other historians was probably misread, misinterpreted, or invented. 
Giuseppe Praga, History of Dalmatia, trans. Edward Steinberg (Pisa: Giardini Editore, 
1993). 
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in Spain but lived on the island of Rab where he married a local woman and had 

children.  In 1515 he painted some type of tomb decoration in the Church of St. 

Francis.13  Kukuljević-Sacinski was generous in his identification of “Slav” artists.  

Ivan Boschetto qualified because he lived, married, and reproduced in “Illyria” and 

accordingly in the encyclopedia the painter’s name was changed from “Juan” to the 

Slavicized “Ivan.”    

For other artists, Kukuljević-Sacinski’s entries are far more detailed, 

particularly for artists about whom there was foreign secondary literature or who 

worked outside the local area.  Kukuljević-Sacinski’s entry on the artist “Viktor 

Krpat” better known by the Italian version of his name, Vittore Carpaccio, is quite 

extensive and includes a list of the locations and descriptions of the artist’s known 

oeuvre.  Carpaccio warranted inclusion in the Slovnik because he was born in Istria 

and was even included in Petar Stanković’s Biografia degli uomini distinti dell’ Istria 

(Biography of the Distinguished Men of Istria).14  The entry explains the fact that 

Carpaccio attached “Venetus” to his name rather than broadcasting his Slavic roots 

because Venetian patrons responded more warmly to artists with connections to the 

local city.15   Kukuljević-Sacinski offered similarly detailed and even longer entries 

for Juraj Klović (Giulio Clovio) and Andreja Medulić (Andrea Medolla, lo 

Schiavone).  Apparently while Ivan Boschetto became an Illyrian when he moved to 

Rab, the reverse was not true for artists born in Illyria who moved to the Italian 

                                                
13 Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih. Vol 1, page 39 
14 Pietro Stanković, Biografia Degli Uomini Distinti Dell'istria (Capodistria: C. Priora, 
1888). 
15 Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih. Vol 2, page 137 
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peninsula.  For Kukuljević-Sacinski, the construction of Illyrian cultural heritage was 

an inclusive process rather than an exclusive one.  Contributors were welcomed and 

could easily be inducted with a simple name change, Vittore to Viktor or Juan to Ivan, 

and some connection to the Illyrian homeland.   

Measured Cataloging Efforts 

One year after the publication of Kukuljević-Sacinski’s last volume of the 

Slovnik, the Austrian architectural historian, R. Eitelberger, published Die 

Mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens in Arbe, Zara, Nona, Trau, Spalato und 

Ragusa (Dalmatian Medieval Art in Rab, Zadar, Nin, Trogir, Split and Dubrovnik).  

The text was a Viennese government effort organized by the Zentralkommission zur 

Erforschung und Erhaltung der Baudenkmale (Central Commission for the 

Investigation and Preservation of Monuments).  Eitelberger begins his text by assuring 

the Dalmatian people that Vienna is sympathetic to their long struggles against 

Turkish threat because Vienna too labored under this menace until it orchestrated the 

definitive Ottoman defeat in 1683.  Eitelberger’s efforts were exploratory but with a 

colonial slant; the Austrian government had transferred the archives from all of the 

Dalmatian cities to Vienna in 1833 and most likely wanted a survey of the material 

remains for which they had the textual documentation.  The result is a catalogue of the 

cultural remains of Dalmatia, which was part of the Austrian Empire.   

Eitelberger’s research method was visual instead of documentary and as a 

result his descriptions are more complete in the fields of architecture and sculpture 

than in painting.  The fact that a commission for architectural studies funded his 



 

 

18 

project also directed his focus.  As indicated by the title, the text is arranged by city 

and art works are discussed in sections on the buildings in which they were found.  His 

discussions of paintings are more diagnostic than descriptive.  For example, his 

description of the Bonda Triptych (image 53) is:  

A better painting than the last one is from the same school as the side 
altar found to the left of the high altar. It has three fields.  In the middle 
is a Madonna seated on a starred throne, at her feet is the moon with 
angels underneath it, on the right are Saints Paul and Blaise, Thomas of 
Aquinas and Augustine stand on the left.16   
 

While not overly poetic or judgmental, even this type of cataloguing is useful 

for later scholars trying to determine what was where and when.   

Eitelberger and Kukuljević-Sacinski did not cross-reference one another nor 

even mention the other’s work.  The two, moreover, had very different aims and 

ultimately different sources.  Eitelberger praised the triptych in the Church of Santa 

Maria at Danče (Danče Triptych, image 54) signed in Latin by “Nicolaus Ragusinus” 

and identified him as a practitioner of the Italian school.17  In contrast, Kukuljević-

Sacinski was apparently unaware of the signature on the Danče altarpiece because 

                                                
16 “Etwas besser als das eben erwahnte Bild ist ein aus derselben Schule stammendes 
und wie das vorige auf Holz gemaltes Bild, welches sich auf dem Seitenaltare links 
vom Hauptshchiffe befindet.  Es ist ebenfalls in drei Felder getheilt, das mittlere stellt 
die thronende Madonna, zu deren Fussen der Mon dist, umgeben von Engeln dar, 
rechts sind die Heiligen Paulus und Blasius, links Thomas von Aquindo und 
Augustinius angebracht” Karl Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit," Jahrbuch 
des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der K.K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VIII 
(1917). 8 
R Eitelberger, Die Mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens in Arbe, Zara, Nona, 
Sebenico, Trau, Spalato Und Ragusa, 2 ed. (Vienna: Wilhelm Braumuller, 1884). 336 
17 Eitelberger, Die Mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens in Arbe, Zara, Nona, 
Sebenico, Trau, Spalato Und Ragusa. 338 
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there is no entry for “Nikola Dubrovačanin” (as Nicolaus Ragusinus would be 

Slavicized) in the encyclopedia.   

 The Austrian government was not the only party interested in fact-finding 

about the art of the Dalmatian coast.  In 1877 the archbishop of Zadar hired Carlo 

Federico Bianchi to write a history of the archbishopric and catalogue the holdings of 

the churches and monasteries.  Bianchi dedicated his text, called Zara Cristiana, to 

Monsignor Pietro Doimo Alessandro Maupas. 18  Bianchi’s thorough exploration of 

the subject is an invaluable resource for scholars interested in the ecclesiastic history 

and holdings in Zadar.  Although the text is in Italian, Bianchi’s text offers a measured 

account of all of the population groups in Zadar including the Greek rites preferred by 

the locals in the thirteenth century, the advent and popularity of the Illyrian vernacular 

rite and the leadership of the Venetian clergy.   

 Another text executed at the local level is Giuseppe Gelcich’s 1884 Dello 

sviluppo civile di Ragusa considerato nei suoi monumenti istorici ed artistici (On the 

civic development of Ragusa considered in its historical and artistic monuments).19  

The title page gives Gelcich’s position as the rather cryptic  “conservator for the 

preexistent circles of Ragusa and Cattaro.”  In the foreword to the text Gelcich 

presents the book as a guide to the city and history of Ragusa, its artistic merit and the 

monuments.  Gelcich cites Eitelberger’s contributions to this project and notes that his 

text is supposed to come out soon in an Italian version.  Unfortunately, Gelcich’s 

                                                
18 Carlo Federico Bianchi, Zara Cristiana (Zadar: Tipografic Woditzka, 1877). 
19 Giuseppe Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi 
Monumenti Istorici Ed Artistici (Ragusa: Carlo Pretner Tip. Edit, 1884). 
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direct contributions to the study of painting are few, though he does suggest that 

altarpieces then (and now) found in the Dominican Church in the city (Georgi Sacra 

Conversazione, image 55 and Bonda Triptych) were by the same (now Italian named) 

“Nicolo Raguseo”  (Nikola Božidarević) who signed the triptych in the Church of 

Santa Maria at Danče (Danče Triptych).20 

 Eitelberger, Bianchi and Gelcich did not take sides in the debate over the 

identity of the Dalmatian coast.  Eitelberger tried to establish commonality by pointing 

out that the Viennese understood the stress of Turkish threat but his political interests 

did not exceed this remark.  Bianchi presented an objective history of all of the 

population groups found in the archbishopric without privileging one over another.  

Gelcich’s concerns did not extend beyond the history and artifacts of the local area.  

He was positive on the contributions Eitelberger made to the study of Ragusan art, 

regardless of Eitelberger’s political affiliation.  These three texts from the end of the 

nineteenth century are similar to many contemporary sources from the Italian 

peninsula and do not purposefully engage in the project of building a cultural heritage.  

Later scholars distrusted these three authors and claimed that they were governed by 

political interests, but the texts do not support the charge. 

This focus on history and artifacts at the local level continued at the beginning 

of the twentieth century with two contributions by Giuseppe Sabalich: Dipinti delle 

Chiese di Zara (Paintings of the Zadar Churches) from 1906 and Pitture Antiche di 

                                                
20 Ibid. 79 
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Zara (Ancient Pictures of Zadar) from 1912.21  Sabalich was a wealthy, concerned 

citizen of Zadar who took it upon himself to research, describe, and make 

photographic documentation of the paintings of the city.  Sabalich harbored no 

illusions about the gravity of the art historical situation and proclaimed that there was:  

...chaos, in our artistic material, particularly in painting!  In the one 
hundred churches there were exchanges, changes, adaptations.  One 
church gave to another, one altar formed another with new and 
different images, the schools changed, the confraternities succeeded 
one another and changed and the new patron saints would cede the field 
to the old efficacious ones.  Small altars would become larger and with 
these the panels would be cut, reduced an altar to use in a chapel given 
to a large church to show the smaller and so on.22   
 

He attributed this wide-ranging chaos also to the French because they 

unceremoniously turned churches into barracks and hospitals, and to the ecclesiastic 

historians because they did not record artists’ names.  Sabalich was particularly 

concerned with recording the high level of artifacts in Zadar before they was taken 

away with emigrating families or sold off to foreigners.  In Pitture Antiche di Zara, he 

praised the collection of the Pellegrini-Danieli family while castigating them for 

taking all of their paintings with them when they emigrated from Zadar to Udine.  

Another story reports that the Drabak family sold a very high quality Adoration of the 

                                                
21 Sabalich, I Dipinti Delle Chiese Di Zara, G Sabalich, Pitture Antiche Di Zara: 
Ricerche Critiche Documentate Con Illustrazioni Artistiche Fotografiche (Zadar: Tip. 
S. Artale, 1912). 
22 “Un vero caos, nel nostro materiale artistico, in fatto di pitture! Nelle cento chiese 
soppresse successero scambi, mutamenti, addattamenti.  Una chiesa dava all’altra, un 
altare forniva l’altro, coll’inaugurarvisi di alter immagini, che le scuole si mutavono, 
le confraternite si succedevano, trasformandosi, e I santi patroni nuovi cedevano il 
campo ai taumaturhi vecchi.  Altari piccoli si allungvano e con essi le pale; se ne 
tagliavano, riducendosi, alter per farle servire nella chiesuola; il dono della chiesta 
grande illustrava la piccola e via cosi” Sabalich, I Dipinti Delle Chiese Di Zara. 1,1 
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Magi to an Englishman on the basis of the surface area of the panel,23 giving rise to 

Sabalich expressing frustration about the many works from Zadar sold for ridiculously 

low prices to the English and other foreign tourists by local priests and citizens 

unaware of their value.24  In another diatribe, Sabalich cursed the “Croatians” who 

insisted on carrying off paintings to Zagreb galleries.   

Sabalich’s texts are impassioned and peppered with complaints and anger at 

the disappearing cultural capital of Zadar.  Yet while Sabalich criticized several 

groups for their role in the lamentable state of preservation and information for 

paintings in Zadar, his primary concern was to document the paintings in his city.  The 

way he discussed the paintings related to the local environment and traditions such as 

an account of a painting of the crucified Christ that settled controversies regarding 

weights and measures in the marketplace by raising its head.25  If Sabalich was 

concerned with cultural heritage, it was cultural heritage at the local level that did not 

extend beyond the county borders and did not figure into any national identity.  The 

jibe against the “Croatians” stems from the fact that they were taking paintings that 

rightfully belonged in Zadar to Zagreb in the interest of their national heritage, but 

Sabalich does not counter with a rival national claim, only one of local ownership.  

Beyond anecdotal interest, Sabalich’s major contribution to later scholarship was the 

foundation of a photographic archive.26  Many of the works documented by Sabalich 

                                                
23 ———, Pitture Antiche Di Zara: Ricerche Critiche Documentate Con Illustrazioni 
Artistiche Fotografiche. 2v 
24 Ibid. 2vb-2vc 
25 ———, I Dipinti Delle Chiese Di Zara. 8 
26 Ibid. 8 
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are no longer found in Zadar and the whereabouts of many remain unknown—no 

doubt lost to the city in the continuation of the exodus that Sabalich was already 

grieving in 1906. 

In Vienna, the Austrian K. K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege 

organized and supported several purely art historical studies on Dalmatian topics.  

Most of the commission’s projects focused on archival research because the archives 

of all of the urban centers of Dalmatia were transferred to Vienna before 1900.  In the 

organization’s 1912 yearbook, V. Molè published a series of documents from the 

Šibenik including one from the notary Antonio Campolongo, dated April 27, 1443, in 

which the painter Nicolò del fu Vladano agreed with representatives from the Church 

of St. Domenico to make an ancona (a polyptych), for the tabernacle in the Chapel of 

Santa Maria.  Molè’s collection included further documentation about a commission 

for the painter Doimus from Split and a lawsuit between Doimus’s son Marinelo and 

Georgio Chiulinouich.27   

The next yearbook edition also focused on Šibenik but on the Cathedral and 

the sculptor Giorgio Orsini.28  In 1914 the Commission sponsored a study on 

architecture and sculpture in fifteenth-century Dalmatia29 and thereafter, in 1917, the 

                                                
27 V Mole, "Urkunden Und Regesten Zur Geschichte Der Dalmatinischen Kunst Aus 
Dem Notariatsarchiv Von Sebenico," Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der 
K.K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VI (1912). 
28 D Frey, "Der Dom Von Sebenico Und Sein Baumeister Giorgio Orsini," Jahrbuch 
des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der K.K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VII 
(1913). 
29 H. Folnesics, "Studien Zur Entwicklungsgeschichte Der Architectur Und Plastik 
Des Xv J. In Dalmatien," Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der K.K. 
Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VIII (1914). 
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first major collection of archival documents concerning painting in Dubrovnik was 

published in an article titled “Nikola Ragusinus und seine Zeit” (Nikola Ragusinus and 

his Time).30  The author, Karl Kovač, was born in Slovenia and studied art history at 

the University of Vienna; his work became the first formal academic study of painting 

in Dubrovnik.  Kovač noted that there were many examples in Ragusa of works by 

Titian, Paris Bordone and Palma Vecchio, but that the practice of importing paintings 

from Italian workshops was a later development. He also noted that in the fifteenth 

and early sixteenth centuries, Dubrovnik had it own flourishing art market.  Kovač 

identified the height of activity of the Dubrovnik School of Painting between 1426 and 

1540 and limited his purview to the period within those dates.  His text is divided into 

four sections: descriptions of paintings in Dubrovnik and the surrounding area from 

the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries; a biography of Nikola Ragusinus; short notices 

and biographies about the other artists in the “Dubrovnik School of Painting”; and a 

more general section on “Artlife” (Kunstleben).  Kovač referred to the artist as Nikola 

Ragusinus, a German translation of the name the artist attributed his works with, 

Nicolaus Ragusinus or Nicolo Raguseo.31  Though the biography of Nikola is the most 

developed, Kovač’s list of the other artists from the Dubrovnik area was so complete 

                                                
30 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 
31 The artist signed “NICOLAVS RHADVSINVS PINGEBAT” on the Danče 
Polyptych and “NICOLO RAGVSEO PINSE” on the Kolendić Annunciation.  In 
archival documents he is referred to as “Nicolao Bosidarouich,” “Nicolo Boxidari” or 
as Nicolo the son of the painter “Boxidarus Vlatchouich.” Jorjo Tadić, Građa o 
Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Belgrade: Academia 
Scientiarum Serbica, 1952). 
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that while later hunts through the archives uncovered additional documents about the 

list of artists, they did not produce the names of any more artists.    

In the first section Kovač’s descriptions are similar to those offered by 

Eitelberger, more concerned with ease of identification than ekphrasis.  For example:  

[the Bonda] Altarpiece is divided in three fields.  In the middle field is 
the enthroned Madonna with the Child surrounded by angel heads, in 
the left in full figures are St.  Blaise with a model of the city in his 
hand and the Apostle Paul, in the right field is St. Thomas with a model 
of the Cathedral and St. Jerome.  All figures are shown on gold 
ground.32 
 

Kovač’s intent was to catalogue the paintings in Dubrovnik and create a sort of 

inventory, rather than describe them as works of art.  To this end, he focused on 

physical characteristics and obvious visual markers that would help other scholars 

identify the paintings.  In cases where Kovač wanted to venture a guess as to an 

attribution, he added specific discussion in the section on the individual artist.  For the 

purpose of attributions and comparisons, Kovač offered some additional observations 

on the paintings, but the text’s content suggests that the archives provided most of his 

support.  For example, in the biography of Michael Camze, Kovač listed the 1512 

contract for to the Luccari Triptych (image 28) as the artist’s first work and also 

suggested that a Baptism Lunette (image 29) could be attributed to the artist because of 

a document from 1510 where the Grand Council commissioned Nikola Ragusinus to 

                                                
32 “Tafelbild in drei Felder geteilt.  Im mittleren Felde thronende Madonna mit Kind, 
umgeben von Engelsköpfen, im linken die Vollfiguren des hl. Blasius mit dem 
Stadtbild von Ragusa auf der Hand und des Apostels Paulus, im rechten Felde der hl. 
Thomas mit dem Modell der Domkirche S. Maria in Ragusa und der hl. Hieronymus.  
Alle auf Goldgrund gemalt.” Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 7 
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make an image of St. Jerome in the same way as the one done by Michael Camze.  

Even here, Kovač’s description is limited.  He noted that it was difficult to compare 

the two paintings because  

one is an ancona done in the old manner while the other is a free 
composition and it seems that it was not for Church purposes.  There is 
a certain similarity between the two works in the shapes of the crania of 
the Saint Johns though not in the faces or in the handling of the 
drapery.33   

 

Kovač avoided the sentimental aspects of art history, preferring to concentrate on its 

more scientific, data-oriented aspects.  

Nikola Ragusinus received title billing because he was the only one out of all 

the artists about whom Kovač found information in the archives with signed 

paintings.34  Kovač’s contribution to scholarship is that he connected the signature 

“Nicolo Ragusinus” with the artist referred to in the archives as “Nicolao 

Bosidarouich,” “Nicolo Boxidari” or as Nicolo the son of the painter “Boxidarus 

Vlatchouich.”  Gelcich and Eitelberger had described the altarpiece in the Church of 

Santa Maria at Danče (Danče Triptych) and noted that it was signed “Nicola 

Ragusinus” but Kovač was the first to find the name of the artist in documents.  In 

addition to the two paintings signed by the artist, Kovač added a third to his oeuvre on 

                                                
33 “Eine Vergleichung mit dem Altarbilde in der Dominikanerkirche ist zwar nur 
schwer durchzuführen, da dieses eine anchona der alten Manier, jenes aber eine freie 
Komposition und, wie es scheint, auch nicht für kirchliche Zwecke gearbeitet worden 
ist, doch ist eine gewisse Änlichkeit in den auffallend dolichokephalen Köpfen der 
beiden hl. Johannes, in den Gesichtszügen selbst und in der Gewandbehandlung nich 
zu verkennen.” Ibid. 63 
34 The two paintings with signatures are the Kolendić Annunciation and the Danče 
Triptych. 
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the basis of a document from 1513 and the current location of the painting, the 

altarpiece in the Georgi family chapel (Georgi Sacra Conversazione) in the 

Dominican Church, of which he found notice of the painting in the same location in 

1667 when the panel was cut to accommodate a new reliquary.  In the document from 

1513, Božidarević agreed to a contract for an altarpiece with the Dubrovnik nobleman 

Orsato de Georgio.  Kovač concluded that the sacra conversazione was the product of 

that contract and Kovač noted several similarities among the three works, including a 

physiognomic type with tapered heads, pursed lips and stretched eyes, as well as a 

proclivity for richly ornamented fabrics.35 

Kovač arranged his section on artist’s biographies chronologically beginning 

with Johannes Ugrinović and ending with the artist Franciscus Marini in 1556.  For 

artists where there was a family workshop, Kovač broke with his strict chronology and 

put family members together, so Stefan Zornea is listed after his father Johannes 

Ugrinović even though Zornea’s commissions postdate that of the next artist.  The 

length of each entry depends on the information Kovač was able to cull from the 

archives, those with one known document are very short but in cases where there are 

several documents or attribution possibilities such as for Laurentius Marini de Cattaro, 

Kovač extended the discussion.  The content dictated whether Kovač transcribed the 

documents in Latin and then offered explanation in German or simply reported the 

content in German.  If the document contained a description of specifications for a 

                                                
35 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 19-20 
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commission then it was transcribed in full but if it was only a simple agreement, 

disagreement or consignment, it was not. 

The fourth section on “Art life” treats a variety of topics that illuminate the 

process, circumstances, and practices of art making in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century 

Dubrovnik.  Kovač explains apprenticeship procedures, family workshops, and the 

organization of the Ragusan painter’s guild.  He included some information about 

architecture and architects in the city as well as about goldsmiths and miniaturists.  An 

analysis of last wills and testaments revealed both the types of art possessions that a 

citizen may have and the types of specifications made for posthumous patronage.  

Using information from commission documents, Kovač discussed the process by 

which patrons and artists agreed upon materials, format, iconography, timeframe, and 

price in Dubrovnik and determined that it was very similar to contemporary processes 

on the Italian peninsula.  Finally, he considered the types of commissions from the 

city, in particular the penchant for triptych or polyptych altarpieces and the 

conservatism of Dubrovnik patrons. 

Kovač attributed thirteen of the forty-eight paintings that he found in the 

Dubrovnik area to named artists by connecting archival documents with paintings at 

the locations mentioned in the contracts.  Kovač was cautious with attributions and 

acknowledged possible problems or alternatives for his hypotheses.  Overall, “Nikola 

Ragusinus und seine Zeit” is an impeccable example of scientific style scholarship.  

Kovač touched upon a variety of issues that in combination provided a clear picture of 

painting in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Dubrovnik.  His list of artists has not been 



 

 

29 

improved upon in the last ninety years, although some of the artists have not been 

mentioned since.  Description was not a strong point, but the descriptions offered 

served their purpose.  Kovač’s study was an academic project written for a specialist 

audience and therefore for the art historian, its conclusions are invaluable.   

The fate of Dalmatian art history may have been very different indeed if the 

discipline had continued to develop according to Kovač’s exemplary model or even 

along the lines of the other neutral authors discussed in this section.  Unfortunately, 

this was not to be.  The fact that Kovač died in a battle in the first World War shortly 

after the publication of his article seems an apt harbinger of the times and the fractured 

future of Dalmatian historiography. 

Italian Protestation 

As national identity gained currency on the European ideological landscape, it 

became clear that multiple parties claimed the Dalmatian coast as part of their 

“nation.”  Members of the Dalmatian population that identified themselves as 

“Italians” on the heels of Risorgimento enthusiasm, felt pressure to defend the inherent 

italianità of Dalmatia.  In 1877, Angelo Nani published La Dalmazia Cenni e Pensieri 

(Dalmatia, Signs and Thoughts) in the Trieste magazine Mente e Cuore (Mind and 

Heart).36  Nani began his short article with the resolute announcement: “Dalmatia, in 

terms of history, geography, and politics has never been and is not Slavic!”37  Six 

years later, Nani pursued this claim with vigor in his Notizie Storiche della città di 

                                                
36 Angelo Nani, La Dalmazia Cenni e Pensieri, Mente e Cuore (Trieste: Tipografia di 
L. Herrmanstorfer, 1877). 
37 “la Dalmazia per storia, geografia, e politica non è stata, e non è terra slava” Ibid. 8 
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Zara (Historical Notices of the City of Zadar) in which he recounted the history of the 

city beginning with the Romans.  He catalogued and described the streets, churches, 

piazzas, palaces, libraries, monuments, gardens, hospitals and schools as well as 

recording every Roman inscription.38  Nani’s preoccupation with the city’s classical 

origins were a clear effort to connect Dalmatia with the Italian peninsula instead of the 

Slavic Balkans. 

During World War I, Alessandro Dudan wrote La Dalmazia nell’arte Italiana: 

venti secoli di civiltà (Dalmatia in Italian Art: Twenty Centuries of Civilization).39  

Dudan’s life and education were representative of the contemporary political situation: 

he was born near Split, educated at the Croatian Realschule in Split, and did his 

doctoral studies at the University of Vienna.  After the end of the war he moved to 

Zadar, and after World War II he moved to Rome where he became a member of 

parliament.40  Dudan’s imposed linguistic eclecticism meant that he could consult the 

Slavic-Croatian, German and Italian sources and was therefore particularly suited to 

study Dalmatian art.  However, his personal investment and political motivation 

compromise the objectivity of his study.  The proprietary slant is obvious even in the 

title Dalmatia in Italian Art: Twenty Centuries of Civilization, and current events 

certainly exacerbated the situation.  Though Dudan composed the bulk of the text 

during the war, the book was published in 1921 in Milan when the fallout from the 

loss of what Italy felt was rightfully its other Adriatic coast was at the forefront of 

                                                
38 ———, Notizie Storiche Della Città Di Zara (Zadar: G. Woditzka, 1883). 
39 Alessandro Dudan, La Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà (Milan: 
Fratelli Treves Editori, 1921). 
40 Praga, History of Dalmatia. 
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national consciousness.  The text, intended for a general audience, is simultaneously a 

survey, a criticism of previous scholarship, an irredentist argument and a lamentation. 

Dudan divided his text into four sections: 1) Prehistoric, Roman and Primitive 

Christian; 2) Romanesque transition and Romanesque; 3) “Ogival” Venetian art, the 

Renaissance and Emigrant Dalmatian artists; 4) the Baroque, Military Architecture, 

Painting, and Modern Art.  Before each chapter he offered a brief historical account.  

In the introduction, Dudan bemoaned the current state of Dalmatian art and stated the 

intent of his text: 

But the destruction and transferal abroad, especially to Zagreb, Vienna, 
to Budapest and maybe today Belgrade, of the archives, of the libraries, 
of the public and private art collections, and of the excavations, are a 
damage perhaps irreparable for our Dalmatia, the horror until now 
perpetrated by these falsifiers—now that the central power behind  his 
dispersal, Hapsburg Vienna, is suppressed—maybe with time and good 
will it can be remedied…And so my book is intended as a first step in 
this good will against the mystification, the follies of the Austro-
Croatians, today Yugoslavians, against our true right, to the glory of 
Italian civilizations also from obliging and interested foreigners.  This 
is the culmination of a tireless work a continued engagement with 
editing and written sources.  The book is a complete work, prepared 
with care, with love, and through the overcoming of difficulty and 
weariness caused by this grave situation.41 

                                                
41 “Ma se le spogliazioni e i trafugamenti all’Estero, specialmente a Zagabria, a 
Vienna e a Budapest ed oggi forse a Belgrado, dagli archivi, dale biblioteche, dale 
collezioni artistiche pubbliche e private e dagli scavi, sono un danno forse irreparabile 
per la nostra Dalmazia; il male finora perpetrato da questi falsificatori—oggi che il 
centro potentissimo di sua diffusione, la Vienna absburgica, e stato soppresso—forse 
con il tempo e con la buona volonta e rimediabile…E questo mio libro vuol esser 
appunto un primo tentativo di buona volonta contro le mistificazione, le fole austro-
croate, oggi jugoslave, opposte al nostro buon diritto, alla Gloria della civilta italiana 
anche da compiacenti e interssati stranieri.  Esso e il coronamento di un’opera 
indefessa, continua di rivendicazione scritti e con parola (ved. Cenno bibliografico).  Il 
libro e un’opera completa, preparata con cura, con amore e con superamento di 
difficolta e di fatiche, rese dal momento gravissime” Dudan, La Dalmazia Nell'arte 
Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà. XIV-XV 
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Dudan named three Croatian historians (Rački, Nodilo and Jireček) who, in his 

opinion, were the exception to the norm and even worth trusting, “though only to a 

certain point.”42  The rest of his Croatian, Austrian and Yugoslav colleagues were 

guilty of heinous crimes, and because of them Dalmatia experienced “the malevolent 

effects of an intense methodic work of falsification, mystification, veils, and 

silences.”43  Kukuljević-Sacinski incensed Dudan.  Dudan criticized his involvement 

in politics and accused him of falsifying names, facts and dates in order to make the 

artists in his Slovnik encyclopedia Slavic; the Carpaccio-Krpat change was recounted 

with unabashed scorn.44  Eitelberger was also sharply criticized.  Dudan claimed that 

he “Slavicized” the artists’ names because of Austria-Hungary’s courting the “faithful 

Croatians” instead of the “dangerous Italians.”45  Even the term “Gothic” raised his 

political hackles: Dudan contended that that “Gothic” was a misnomer because the 

expression of the style in Venice does not come from the Goths and that the term was 

part of a campaign by Austrian scholars to find currents from the North that could be 

Croatian-Austrian-Hungarian.46 

Dudan explained that he treated painting separately from the other arts because 

Dalmatian artists never diverged significantly from the lead of their Italian 

                                                
42 Ibid. IX-XIV 
43 “…gli effetti malefici dell’intenso metodico lavorio di falsificazioni, di 
mistificazioni, di veli e di silenzi, sugli animi delle nuove generazioni dalmatiche 
furono disastrosi” Ibid. XII 
44 Ibid. 3 
45 Ibid. 4 
46 Ibid. 135 
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counterparts and never achieved the same importance as sculptors or architects.  

Despite this contention, Dudan granted that there was a “Dalmatian School” of 

painting between the “primitives” and the “precursors” to the Renaissance and 

described the school’s tendencies toward rigid figures with harsh lines, strange colors 

against dark backgrounds and its preference for polyptychs and altarpieces in the 

“ogival” style with richly carved wooden frames.47 

While Kovač and Eitelberger structured their descriptions for the neutral 

purpose of later identification, Dudan’s descriptions focused on connections or 

comparisons with art practice on the Italian peninsula.  In his account of the polyptych 

by Petar Jordanich in the Benedictine Convent of St. Mary in Zadar (St. Mary’s 

Polyptych, image 57); he observed that “for its time, the style is too rigid and flattened 

and it cannot be compared with even mediocre works of contemporary Venetian 

painters.” 48  Dudan described the color palette of the Jordanich polyptych but judged 

its artistic achievement according to the standards of metropolitan Italy.  Despite 

Venice’s obvious hold on the Dalmatian coast, Dudan does not overly privilege 

Venetian art.  In particular, he noted that Dubrovnik artists have strong ties with artists 

in other Italian centers because of “suspicion of and vigilance against Venice.” 49  

Nicolo Raguseo, identified in Italian as the diminutive “Niccolò Ragusino,” warranted 

praise as an artist who surpassed the mediocrity of his contemporaries.  Dudan did not 

                                                
47 Ibid. 369 
48 Ibid. 373 
49 “Ragusa, sempre sospettosa, sempre vigile verso Venezia, cadde piu tarde delle altre 
citta dalmatiche sotto l’influsso della pittura veneziana.  Anche in quest’arte essa 
perferi esser tributaria a Napoli, a Roma, a Firenze”  Ibid. 375 
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describe Nicolo’s paintings one by one but noted his skill in composition and detail.  

Venturi had described Nicolo as an “imitator of Bartolommeo Vivarini”; Dudan 

claimed that the parallel must have been in both artists’ penchant for the polypytych 

rather than similarities in style or color.50 

Dudan’s text was the first, and still one of very few examples, of surveys of the 

visual arts on the Dalmatian coast.  His intention was to defend the italianità of the art 

found on the coast but in the process he does provide helpful information.  For 

example, Kovač noted that after the first decades of the sixteenth century, patrons 

commissioned and bought paintings from Italian workshops rather than from local 

ones.  Dudan, though did not know or at least does not credit Kovač for the 

observation, attempts an explanation for why this happened.  His hypothesis is that 

painting was never fully developed as an independent art in Dalmatia and therefore did 

not achieve the same level of importance in public or civic consciousness as 

architecture or sculpture.  The limited opportunities for commissions prevented the 

establishment and development of larger painting workshops.  By the time that the 

first generation of Dalmatian painters died in the third quarter of the fifteenth century, 

market demands had changed and patrons were able to purchase paintings from large 

workshops at favorable prices.  There were more opportunities for painters on the 

Italian peninsula and so many artists left Dalmatia to work in these larger studios or 

eventually to establish their own workshops.51  The most famous example of this 

process is Lo Schiavone (Andrea Medolla, Slavicized as Medulić) who left Zadar 

                                                
50 Ibid. 375 
51 Ibid. 369-370 
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sometime before 1540 to continue his career in Venice.  Beginning in the sixteenth-

century there was an inundation of Italian workshop productions in Dalmatia.  The 

argument is not developed beyond suggestion, but many earlier sources lacked this 

type of broad presentation and synthesis. 

  Despite the vehemence with which Nani and Dudan defended the historic 

italianità of Dalmatian art and culture, Italy lost power and influence in the region.  

After World War I, with the exception of Zadar, the Dalmatian coast became part of 

the newly created Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and after World War II, 

Italy ceded all Dalmatian territory to Yugoslavia. 

Identity and Art History in the First Yugoslavia 

Kukulejvić-Sacinski began the process of identifying the collective cultural 

heritage of the Slavic peoples in the mid-nineteenth century but with the creation of 

the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes after World War I enthusiasm for the 

project was renewed.  In 1927, the Vienna-trained art historian Ljubo Karaman 

published an article entitled “O domaćem slikarstvu u Dalmaciji za vrijeme 

meltačkoga gospodstva;” which translates to “Concerning domestic painting in 

Dalmatia during the Venetian rule.”  The article appeared in the Belgrade-based 

Almanak Jadranske Straže (Almanac of the Adriatic Shores), a journal focused on the 

Adriatic coasts that published articles in both the Latin and Cyrillic alphabets.  

Karaman’s concern with identifying the personalities of Slavic artistic heritage is 

clear.  He claimed that he wrote the article because he wanted to clarify to the 
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Yugoslav people that “we don’t only have someone else’s work in our country.” 52  

Karaman identified artists from Dalmatia as Yugoslavs by the types of names found in 

the archives.  Similar to Kukuljević-Sacinski’s approach to monikers, the artist 

referred to in the documents as Johannes Ugrinouich or Johannes Zornea became Ivan 

Ugrinović.  Karaman discussed the careers of Nikola Vladanov and Blaž Jurjev 

instead of Nicoló del fu Vladano or Blasius Georgij.53  Art historians adapt artists’ 

names in all languages, Nicolaus became Nikola in German and Nicoló in Italian.  In 

these cases, however, the adaptation was only a language-friendly moniker rather than 

a signal of a particular identity.  Karaman did not call upon any data other than the 

artists’ names to establish them as fellow Yugoslavs and his audience did not require 

further proof. 

 In 1931 and 1932, the local Dubrovnik historian Vicko Lisičar proposed 

seminal attributions for two polyptychs found on the islands of Lopud and Koločep, 

part of the Elafiti archipelago off the coast of Dubrovnik.  The attributions were 

published by the Dubrovnik Croatian Press (Dubrovačka hrvatska tiskara) in 

monographs about individual islands Koločep nekoć i sad (Koločep then and now) and 

Lopud: historički i savremeni prikaz (Lopud: historical and contemporary 

explanations).  Lisičar linked the Koločep polyptych, found in the Church of Madonna 

with a 1434 commission from “Magister Johannes Ugrinouichn,” here identified only 

                                                
52 Ljubo Karaman, "O Domaćem Slikarstvu u Dalmaciji za Vrijeme Mletačkog 
Gospodstva," Almanah Jadranske straže  (1927). 
53 Ibid. 
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as Ivan Ugrinović.54  He linked the Lopud polyptych, found in the Church of Our Lady 

of Šunj, with a 1452 commission from “Matheus Junzich,” known to Lisičar’s 

audience as Matko Junčić.55  Kovač published both of these commission documents in 

Nikola Ragusinus und seine Zeit but Lisičar did not mention Kovač’s text and wrote as 

if he had discovered the commission documents on his own.56  Though neither 

fifteenth-century document specified the church for which the painting was 

commissioned, Lisičar assumed the two paintings were the only polyptych-format 

altarpieces on each island in the fifteenth century.57  It bears noting that Kovač had 

considered the polyptych from Koločep in 1917 and came to the conclusion that it 

could not be connected with the 1434 commission because of discrepancies between 

the contract and the extant altarpiece.58  Lisičar either ignored or did not know of 

Kovač’s hesitancy.  The attributions were met with much enthusiasm. 

While the popular press offered art historical literature for a general audience, 

there were also specialist studies published in the first Yugoslavia that focused more 

on art history and less on national identification.  In 1932, Ljubo Karaman expanded 

on the content of his aforementioned 1927 article in a piece titled “Notes on Byzantine 

art and the Catholic Slavs of Dalmatia: the Slavic Byzantine.”  The study was 

                                                
54 Vicko Lisičar, Koločep Nekoć i Sad (Dubrovnik: Dubrovačka hrvatska tiskara, 
1931). 
55 ———, Lopud: Historički I Savremeni Prikaz (Dubrovnik,: Dubrovačka hrvatska 
tiskara, 1932). 
56 “našao sam i pročitao” translated “I found and read,”  Lisičar, Koločep Nekoć i Sad. 
85; “našao sam i pročitao” translated “I found and read,” ———, Lopud: Historički i 
Savremeni Prikaz. 43 
57 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka.  Documents 211 and 
392 
58 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 63 
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published in French in the Belgrade journal Recueil Uspenski (Uspenski Collection) 

and was intended for an international specialist audience in that it was published in 

French rather than Serbo-Croatian.  Unfortunately, the journal’s limited print run 

hindered the efficacy of this intention.  Karaman’s other studies for an academic 

audience included the first survey of Dalmatian art published in Serbo-Croatian.  In 

1933, the “Croatian Press” (Matica Hrvatska) published Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i 

XVI Vijek (Art in Dalmatia: Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries).59  In Umjetnost u 

Dalmaciji, Karaman proposed that there were two major schools of painting from 

Dalmatia: the Dalmatian primitives of Northern and Middle Dalmatia active at the end 

of the fourteenth- and beginning of the fifteenth- centuries who worked in the 

Venetian Trecento tradition of Paolo Veneziano and the painters of the “School of 

Nikola of Dubrovnik” (Dubrovnik appropriate here as the Slavic equivalent of 

Ragusa) who took inspiration from the work of the Crivelli brothers and the Vivarini 

workshop.60  One of Karaman’s frequent assertions was that the “Gothic” in Dalmatia 

had a three-stream source: Lombardy, Southern Italy, and then Venice.  His aim was 

to establish that the Gothic style found in Dalmatia was not adopted from Venice but 

that it predated the arrival of the Venetians that he placed at 1322.61  Karaman’s 1933 

book is the first systematic catalogue of paintings in Dalmatia and Karaman classifies 

22 paintings according to his “school” system.  Within those classifications, Karaman 

                                                
59 Ljubo Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 
1933). 
60 Ibid. 148-149 
61 Ibid. 10-17 
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uses the work of earlier historians to attribute specific paintings works to Nikola 

Vladanov, Lovro Marinov, and Nikola Ragusino.   

Not all of Karaman’s projects were for an academic audience.  In 1938, 

Karaman wrote the entry on painting for the book Naš Jadran (Our Adriatic) 

published by the Archival Library for Adriatic Propaganda.62 Naš Jadran was a 

pictorial panegyric to the Adriatic and includes a discussion of the “cultural-historical” 

situation of the region, poems, and sections on sculpture, painting, and architecture.  

Black and white photographs of the “homeland” landscape, painting, sculpture, and 

architecture fill nearly three-quarters of the book.  Interestingly, while the University 

of California, Los Angeles library has a copy of this text, there are no copies available 

(or at least listed in the catalogues) in any public libraries in Croatia. 

The foundations for a Slavic cultural heritage laid by Kukuljević-Sacinski in 

the nineteenth century were expanded and built upon by Ljubo Karaman and Vicko 

Lisičar in the first Yugoslavia.  Their research on “our artists” was appropriate to the 

needs of a fledgling national identity in the 1920s and 1930s.  However, by 1940 the 

union of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes became increasingly strained and 

the political tide in Zagreb turned toward fascism as Europe descended into war.  The 

identity of the inclusive Slav artists had to adapt to become exclusively Croatian. 

The Ustaše and Fascism in the Second World War 

 The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes officially joined the Axis powers 

in 1939 but tensions between Germany and Italy over control of the region led to 

                                                
62 Drago Magjer and Cvito Fisković, eds., Naš Jadran, Izdaje Arhiv Za Propagandu 
Jadrana (Ljubljana: Jugoslavanske tiskarne,1938). 
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German invasion in 1941 and the establishment of the puppet-government of the 

Nezavisna Država Hrvatska (hereafter NDH) led by Ante Pavelić.63  Art history was 

called upon to serve the new national narrative and Ljubo Karaman led the charge.64  

On October 15, 1942, Karaman published an article “Domaći Slikari u Dalmaciji” 

(Homeland painters in Dalmatia) in the Ustaše newspaper Spremnost (Preparedness).65  

Spremnost was the mouthpiece of the “purity” obsessed Ustaše government and 

accordingly Karaman discussed “domestic” artists with “pure Croatian names:” Ivan 

Ugrinović, Matija Junčić, Nikola Vladanov, Duje and Marinko Vučković, and Blaž 

Jurjev.  The newspaper article even included a printed photograph of the Koločep 

Polyptych attributed to Ugrinović by Lisičar as evidence of the high level of Croatian 

cultural heritage.  Inclusion in the Croatian canon was limited to native-born artists.  

Even artists who moved to Dalmatia as young men and spent their entire careers there 

were omitted.  No mention was made that many of the “pure Croatian names” had 

Italian equivalents, which were sometimes more prevalent in the archives than the 

Slavic variant. 

In an ironic reversal of fates, Mussolini’s Italy became an advocate for Pavelić 

and the Nezavisna Država Hrvatska.  Art history, along with the history of literature, 

language, and the church became fodder for political posturing and gain.  In 1942, the 

Reale Accademia d’Italia published a compendium of essays enitled Italia e Croazia.  

Far from Nani and Dudan’s vitriolic rejection of any “Croatian” or “Slavic” 

                                                
63 Tanner, Croatia: A Nation Forged in War. 144-146 
64 Trpimir Macan, Spremnost, 1942-1945 (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1998). 
65 Ljubo Karaman, "Domaći Slikari u Dalmaciji," Spremnost, October 15 1942. 
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components of the Dalmatian coast, here scholars celebrated the culture of “free 

Croatia” and its neo-Latin roots: 

The two-headed Monarchy had to disappear, the unnatural Yugoslav 
union had to be broken, the hybrid mix between East and West, 
between Byzantium and Rome, because it brings to light again the 
signs of Rome that the free Croatia carries impressed in its history.  
From two major events, Italy was the decisive factor in 1918 and 1941.  
Removing the way of the wrecks of the recent past, we can, as it is said, 
now newly comprehend the whole assembled, under the aegis of the 
House of Savoy, the long way.66 
 

This newfound appreciation for Croatia should be seen entirely against the backdrop 

of World War II Europe and the Nezavisna Država Hrvatska as a puppet-state of the 

Axis powers.  However, despite the particularities of the political situation that 

inspired the publication of Italia e Croazia, the volume represents another contribution 

to the ideologically fractured historiography of Dalmatian painting.  The authors of the 

chapter titled “Arte italiana e arte croata,” Sergio Bettini and Giuseppe Fiocco, seem 

to have culled facts from Karaman’s 1927 text “Notes sur l'art byzantin et les Slaves 

catholiques de Dalmatie: L'art byzantin chez les Slavs.”  Though Karaman’s 1933 text 

Umjetnost u Dalmaciji is listed as “essential bibliography,” it is never cited in the 

footnotes.  The scholarship is not strong, perhaps due to the weak linguistic skills.  In 

the discussion of “Michele,” (Mihajlo Hamzić) the artist’s father is wrongly identified 

                                                
66 “Doveva scomparire la Monarchia bicipite, doveva essere infranta la innaturale 
unione iugoslava, ibrida mescolanza di Oriente e di Occidente, di Bisanzio e di Roma, 
perche reaffiorassero alla luce i segni di Roma che la libera Croazia porta impressi 
nella sua storia.  Dei due grandiosi eventi l’Italia e stata fatore decisivo nel 1918 e nel 
1941.  Sgombrata la via dai rottami di un recente passato, possiamo, come si e detto, 
riprendere ora insieme, sotto l’egida di Casa Savoia, un piu lontano cammino.” 
Alfredo Schiaffini, "Italia E Croazia," in Italia e Croazia, ed. Alfredo Schiaffini 
(1942: Reale Accademia d'Italia, 1942). 20 
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as a “goldworker” instead of a bombardier and the Rector’s Palace Baptism Lunette is 

wrongly described as the “the crown of an altarpiece executed in 1510.”67  Nikola 

Ragusino, whose Slavic name “Bozidarevich” is given in parentheses, is presented as 

emblematic of the close ties between Italy and Croatia because of his Italian training 

and stylistic similarities with the Crivelli workshop and then “Croatian” clientele.68  

Throughout, the artifacts and artists of the Dalmatian coast and its hinterland are 

treated as evidence of the special kinship of Croatia and Italy and their commonalities 

as the inheritors of Rome. 

Independent Croatia did not outlast the war and in fact, the Ustaše State had 

lost power and influence by 1943.  The artists whose proclaimed national identity had 

already transitioned from Yugoslav to Croatian had to transition back to become 

Yugoslavs again for the second Yugoslavia or the Socialist Confederation of 

Yugoslavia after the war.  The Italian love for Croatia espoused in Italia e Croazia 

evaporated as soon as it became clear that the Dalmatian coast would remain part of 

Croatia and that Croatia would be Yugoslavia and not Italy.  

Ljubo Karaman’s career and bibliography is a good example of how art history 

can become unintentionally enmeshed with politics and current events.  Karaman was 

born in Split in 1886 and took his degree in the History of Art at the University of 

                                                
67 “coronamento di una pala eseguita nel 1510” The explanation of the date as 1510 is 
most likely a misinterpretation: in 150 the Minor Council commissioned Nikola 
Božidarević to make a panel of St. Jerome similar to the one that Mihajlo Hamzić had 
made.  For a complete discussion of this attribution, please see Chapter 2. 
Sergio Bettini and Giuseppe Fiocco, "Arte Italiana E Arte Croata," in Italia e Croazia, 
ed. Alfredo Schiaffini (Rome: Reale Accademia Italia, 1942). 301 
68 Ibid. 301 
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Vienna in 1910.  He continued his studies through the war and defended his doctoral 

thesis on Romanesque sculpture in Split at the same institution in 1920.69  After 

completing his studies, Karaman returned to his home country, though it was now the 

newly christened Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, where he accepted a post 

in Zagreb at the University of Zagreb and the Yugoslav Academy of Arts and 

Sciences.  In 1927, his article celebrating the commonality of Slavic artists was 

published in Belgrade journals.  In 1933, he published a text intended for a scholarly 

audience, but one that catered to the interests of his local audience.  In 1938, he 

contributed his research on art to a book published by the Archival Institute for 

Adriatic Propaganda.  Only four years later in 1942, he adapted his research on artists 

from Dalmatia for to match the fascist ideology of the new Croatian state.  In the 

second Yugoslavia, the artists in Karaman’s studies were once again pan-Slavic.  He 

died before the dissolution of Yugoslavia and the most recent revival of independent 

Croatia but surely, if he had been alive the artists would have again shifted identity.  

This is not intended to cast Karaman as a villain or political flunky, but rather to call 

attention to the fact that art history, in the guise of cultural heritage, can be called upon 

to contribute to political ideology. 

Yugoslav Enthusiasm in the 1950s and 1960s 

 After World War II, Yugoslavia gained full control of the Dalmatian coast.  

Zadar was in ruins from the Allied bombings and the Italians had vacated the city.  

The combination of unchallenged possession, peacetime, and interest in exploring the 

                                                
69 Zarko Domljan, ed. Enciklopedija Hrvatske Umjetnosti, 2 vols. (Zagreb: 
Leksikografski zavod Miroslav Krleza,1995-1996). Vol. 1, entry Karaman, Ljubo. 
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cultural riches of the newly united country fueled fervent study.  The Yugoslav 

Academy of Arts and Sciences (hereafter JAZU) re-formed after its wartime hiatus in 

Zagreb and a special institute for the conservation of Dalmatia (Izdanje 

Kozervatorskog Zavoda za Dalmaciju) was established in Split.  The Split Institute 

founded a journal in 1946 for the study of Dalmatian art.70  This journal has published 

more articles on the subject of painting in Dalmatia than any other.  With the 

exception of a few festschrift volumes, the articles are in Serbo-Croatian with short 

summaries in Italian, French, German, or English depending on the author.   

 The work of the second generation of Croatian art historians dominates the 

early issues of Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji and art historical publication 

in the 1950s and 1960s.  Whereas Ljubo Karaman did his doctoral work in Vienna, the 

second generation of Croatian art historians, Cvito Fisković and Kruno Prijatelj, 

completed their studies in Zagreb in 1939 and 1947 respectively.  For practical 

reasons, the shift is expected: when Karaman began his studies Vienna was the capital 

of the Empire and the birthplace of the new discipline.  After World War II Dalmatia 

was part of Yugoslavia and hence connected to Communist Eastern Europe.  The 

almost exclusive use of Serbo-Croatian did not facilitate any connection to Western 

Europe, nor did the fact that JAZU stopped publishing the “international” version of 

its journal after the war. 

                                                
70 The first seven issues of the journal are published as Izdanje Kozervatorskog 
Zavoda za Dalmaciju u Splitu but after 1952 the name changes to Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji.   
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 The Dalmatian coast was identified as Yugoslav or more frequently simply as 

“ours.”  The names of artists were codified and firmly established in their Slavic 

variants: Nicolo Raguseo became Nikola Božidarević and Lorenzo di Cattaro became 

Lovro Dobričević.71  In 1950 Cvito Fisković published a series of archival documents 

in his “Nekoliko dokumenata o našim stari majstorima” (Some documents about our 

old masters).  Of the many new findings, the one that garnered the most attention was 

a document from 1429 commissioning Dujam Vučković (Duymus Marini) and Ivan 

Pavlov of Milan (Iohannes Pauli) to paint the frescoes in the Chapel of St. Duje in the 

Split Cathedral.72  Fisković’s discovery of these artists was hailed as a major 

contribution to the biography of the celebrated “homeland” artist Vučković.  Fisković 

followed this with a monograph on artists in Zadar in the Middle Ages (Zadarski 

Sredovjećni Majstori) in 1959.73  Though the text offers more information about 

goldsmiths, builders, carvers, and sculptors than painters, it provides an invaluable 

snapshot of the rich cultural climate of Zadar.   

 During the post-war renovation of the Split Cathedral, restorers uncovered the 

frescoes in the chapel of St. Duje (image 14).  The excitement generated by this 

discovery was heightened by the fact that Fisković had so recently established the 

attributions to Ivan Petrov of Milan and Dujam Vučković.  In 1959, the head of the 

                                                
71 See biography section for name equivalents  
72 Cvito Fisković, "Nekoliko Dokumenata O Našim Starim Majstorima," Vjesnik 
Arheologika e Historia Dalmatia LII (1950).  Although the document from 1429 
identifies the artist as Johannes Paoli of Milan all other documents refer to the artist 
Johannes Petrus of Milan.  Croatian art historians accept the Paoli/Petrov divide as an 
error of the notary.  For a full discussion of this problem please see: Emil Hilje, 
Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru (Zagreb: Matica hrvatska, 1999). 92-96 
73 Cvito Fisković, Zadarski Sredovjećni Majstori (Split: Matice Hrvatske, 1959). 
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Split Conservation Institute, Davor Domančić, published images of the frescoes and 

discussed how the frescoes contributed to understanding of Dujam Vučković.  He 

posited that Vučković was the lead master for the project and that Ivan Petrov of 

Milan was his assistant, because Vučković is named first in the contract of 1429.  

Calling upon evidence from visual similarities between the Split frescoes and the 

Ugljan Polyptych (image 18) and a document that he had found in the Zadar archives, 

Domančić attributed the Ugljan polyptych to Vučković.74  The Zadar altarpiece had 

long been considered the masterwork of the Dalmatian painting school and the 

assignment of the polyptych to the new master of “homeland” painting was a big step 

forward in the construction of a “homeland” heritage. 

Two texts written by scholars from Belgrade in 1952 and 1963 in Serbian 

provided ample new data about painting in the Republic of Ragusa.  In 1952, Jorjo 

Tadić published the full texts of thousands of documents from the Dubrovnik archives 

about painting in the city between the fourteenth- and sixteenth- centuries.75  Tadić 

transcribed the documents and headed each with a short description of its contents, but 

he did not analyze them or attempt a synthesis.  In 1963 another Serbian art historian, 

Vojislav Đurić published the first monograph on Dubrovnik painting.76  Đurić’s book 

grew out of his doctoral dissertation at the University of Belgrade and relied heavily 

on the documentary evidence in Tadić’s collection.  Đurić’s monograph remains the 

single best source for information about Nikola Božidarević, Lovro Dobričević, Vicko 

                                                
74 Davor Domančić, "Freske Dujma Vušković u Splitu," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u 
Dalmaciji 11 (1959). 
75 Tadić, Građa O Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. 
76 Vojislav Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola (Beograd: Naučno delo, 1963). 
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Lovrin, and Mihajlo Hamzić.  His review of his predecessor’s contributions to the 

field of Ragusan painting is illuminating as an example of a scholar dismissing 

another’s work based on perceived prejudice.  According to Đurić, Gelcich had 

described Ragusan painters as Italian only because he was an amateur with little 

experience in comparative analysis of painting.77  Eitelberger garnered a bit more 

respect because he had at least realized that the painters were “domestic” even if they 

had received artistic training in Italy (though recall that Dudan accused Eitelberger of 

siding with the Croatians).78  Even Ljubo Karaman’s work had to be taken with a grain 

of salt because his aim in studying the art of Ragusa was to put it alongside the art of 

Dalmatia when, clearly for Đuric at least, Dubrovnik’s natural alliance lay with Serbia 

and the Balkans. Đurić claimed that Karaman unfairly privileged Western art and 

ignored or mis-categorized Byzantine features; instead of identifying elements as 

Byzantine, Karaman always offered a Western spin, by describing them as Veneto-

Cretan rather than Greek.  Consequently the works seemed to have Western 

characteristics, even when the iconography was predominantly Byzantine.79   

Đurić divided his survey into six sections.  The first five traced the origins, 

development, maturity, decadence, and end of the school.  The sixth section examined 

the links between the Dubrovnik school and Italy, Dalmatia and Istria, Kotor, and the 

Balkan interior.  Of the areas linked to Dubrovnik, Đurić gave the most attention to the 

Balkan interior especially to the patronage of the Serbian and Bosnian nobility, 

                                                
77 Ibid.  
78 Ibid. 2-3 
79 Ibid. 3 
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Albania, the Balkan colonies of Dubrovnik, the Ottoman Empire, and the Orthodox 

church.  In fact, of the thirty pages in the “links” chapter, twenty are devoted to 

discussing the connections between Dubrovnik and the Balkans. 

 Đurić’s text is without question the most comprehensive analytic study of 

painting in Dubrovnik.  He integrated the insights of Kovač’s 1917 study “Nikola 

Ragusinus und seine Zeit” with the extensive source material in Jorjo Tadić’s 

collection of transcribed archival documents.  Dubrovačko Slikarstvo Škola is an 

admirable work of scholarship, which to this day remains the single most important 

source for Dubrovnik painting.  Yet its presentation of the material still caters to the 

needs of heritage construction and privileges information favorable to that purpose. 

There were no doubt significant artistic links between Dubrovnik and the Balkan 

hinterlands, the connection most significant for asserting a Yugoslav heritage of 

painting, but the connection with the regions he neglects were no less important and 

warranted more mention than was given. 

In 1968, Kruno Prijatelj compiled a review of previous literature and all of the 

known biographic data about the members of the “School of Dalmatian Painting” in an 

article for the journal of the Split Conservation institute.80  The article included clear 

biographical timelines for each of the artists Prijatelj identified as the “Dalmatian 

School” and provided a full bibliography of sources for Dalmatian painting.  However, 

while the bibliography is laid out in a neutral chronological fashion, the accompanying 

review of the literature is wrought with biases generated by nationalist sentiment.  The 

                                                
80 Prijatelj, "Bibliografski I Biografski Podaci o Majstorima Dalmatinske Slikarske 
Škole." 
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author of the nineteenth-century Illyrian encyclopedia, Kukuljević-Sacinski, was 

praised at length for his contributions to the field, particularly for his archival research.  

Yet, Eitelberger who was no less careful in his study of architecture was dismissed as 

uninformed and lacking substantive facts.  While Dudan, the Italian-identifying art 

historian who wrote his survey during World War I, was included in the biography he 

was not mentioned in the literature review.  Even Prijatelj’s mention of Đurić’s recent 

book seems cold given the breadth and depth of the monograph.  Prijatelj’s single 

comment on Đurić’s text was that he treated Ragusan painting as a “separate painting 

school.”   

Evidently, Prijatelj found Đurić’s characterization of the subject problematic.  

His 1968 book (translated title) Painting in Dubrovnik in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth 

Centuries recast the presentation of the artists as connected with counterparts in 

Central Dalmatia but essentially was a basic, sixty page survey that depended heavily 

on Đurić’s earlier 250 page survey.81  Given the proximity of the dates, other 

disagreements between the scholars, and the upsurge of separatist Croatian cultural 

sentiment in the late 1960s and early 1970s that accompanied the “Croatian Spring” of 

1971, one has to consider if Prijatelj intended the 1968 text as “reclaiming” the 

Dubrovnik artists from Đurić and the Serbs.82  These disagreements between the 

Serbian and Croatian scholars suggest the types of divides that would only intensify as 

Yugoslavia continued its dissolution. 

                                                
81 Kruno Prijatelj and Nenad Gattin, Dubrovačko Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća (Zagreb: 
Zora, 1968). 
82 For the account of the feud between Đurić and Prijatelj over the reconstruction of 
the artist Blaž Jurjev, please see Chapter 2. 
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A Tentatively Widening Audience For Dalmatian Art History 

Beginning in the 1960s, some efforts were made at establishing a dialogue 

between Croatian and Italian art history.  On the Croatian side, Grgo Gamulin 

published an article in 1963 in the Italian journal Arte Veneta on Quattrocento 

paintings from Dalmatia and Croatia and another on Cinquecento paintings in 1974.83  

He presented new attributions of the works to well-known Italian artists such as Paolo 

Veneziano, Jacobello di Fiore, Michele Giambono, and Quirizio Murano.  However, 

poor quality illustrations combined with readers’ utter unfamiliarity with art 

collections in Croatia amid the conjectural attributions meant that the articles did not 

generate much interest.  From Italy, in 1967 Rodolfo Pallucchini reviewed an 

exhibition on Paolo Veneziano in Zagreb at the Strossmeyer Gallery in Arte Veneta.84  

Pallucchini questioned the attributions of several paintings to the Dalmatian artist 

Nikola Ciprijanov de Blondis of Zadar. Ciprijanov was from Zadar and went to 

Venice as a soldier before joining Paolo Veneziano’s workshop in 1358.  Prior to 1967 

no paintings had been connected with the artist but at the Zagreb exhibition several 

paintings were listed as Ciprijanov’s work.  Unfortunately the evidence for the new 

attributions to Ciprijanov was not revealed at the exhibition or in the catalogue.85  

Pallucchini noted that examples of Ciprijanov’s painting would be interesting and 

                                                
83 Grgo Gamulin, "Ritornando Sul Quattrocento," Arte Veneta XVII (1963). 
84 Rodolfo Pallucchini, "Considerazioni Sulla Mostra 'Paolo Veneziano E La Sua 
Cerchia' Di Zagabria," Arte Veneta XXI (1967). 
85 Vinko Zlamalik, Paolo Veneziano i Njegov Krug (Zagreb: Listopad-Prosinac, 1967). 
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significant indeed, if only there was evidence to support them.86  Yugoslav enthusiasm 

for attributions to “domestic” artists sometimes exceeded facts and without investment 

in national interest, foreign scholars were skeptical. 

The arbitrariness of the Yugoslav attributions became apparent in 1987 with 

the opening of the Mimara Collection in Zagreb.  In 1973, Ante Topić Mimara agreed 

to give his collection of artworks to the Croatian-Yugoslav government.  In return for 

his “donation,” the government offered Mimara a house in Zagreb, a house on the 

Dalmatian coast, and an annuity of $100,000.87  Officials of the museum claimed that 

the collection of 3,600 objects was worth over one billion dollars and included 

masterpieces not only by Croatian artists but also by Michelangelo, Leonardo, 

Raphael, Botticelli, and Velazquez.88  When the works were seen, the attributions 

quickly became an international joke.  Foreign scholars and experts immediately 

dismissed the “masterpieces” as second-rate copies and fakes.  Others of dubious 

provenance were linked to World War II looting.89   

The 1970s and early 1980s were a period of maturation of earlier hypotheses 

and presentation to a wider audience.  Croatian scholars continued to publish new 

information about the painters from the Dalmatian School but there were no major 

                                                
86 “sarebbe un’ipotesi di lavoro d’una certa importanza, se pero fosse basata su 
qualche altro indirizzo”  Pallucchini, "Considerazioni Sulla Mostra 'Paolo Veneziano e 
la Sua Cerchia' di Zagabria." 262 
87 Konstantin Akinsha, "The Master Swindler of Yugoslavia," ART news 100, no. 8 
(2001). 
88 Ante Topić Mimara, Muzej Zbirka Umjetnina Ante i Wiltrud Topić Mimara (Zagreb: 
Muzej Zbirka umjetnina Ante i Wiltrud Topić Mimara, 1987). 
89 Andrew Decker, "Real and Fake in The "Zagreb Louvre"," ART news 86, no. 6 
(1987). 
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new developments.  During this period, new attributions were made to Dujam 

Vučković, the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix,” and Juraj Čulinović, but no new artists 

were introduced.90  Coffee-table-style books, called the Monumenta Artis Croatiae 

series debuted in 1971.  The books are interesting because each title was published 

concurrently with one version in Croatian and one version in English.  The majority 

concentrated on Dalmatian subjects, though many did combine material from 

Dalmatia and interior Croatia to include all viable examples within the borders of the 

of the Yugoslav Republic of Croatia.  Painted Crucifixes in Croatia,91 Dalmatian 

Painting in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries,92 and St. Simeon’s Shrine93 include 

texts written by eminent Croatian art historians and extensive color illustrations.  

Despite the participation of well-known scholars and the handsome layours, the body 

of the texts read as though they were thrown together in Croatian and the English 

translations are convoluted.  Given the format and contents of the series, it seems 

                                                
90 Ksenija Ciccarelli, "Gospa "Majstora Tkonskog Raspela" U Šibeniku," Prilozi 
Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 19 (1972), Ksenija Cicarelli, "Poliptih iz Kruga 
Slikara Dujma Vuškovića," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 20 (1975), Kruno 
Prijatelj, "Juraj Čulinović i Slikarska Zbivanja u Šibeniku u Doba Jurja Dalmatinca.," 
Radovi Instituta za povijest umjetnosti 3-6 (1979-1982). 
91 Grgo Gamulin, The Painted Crucifixes in Croatia, ed. Albert Goldstien and 
Anđelko Badurina, Monumenta Artis Croatiae (Zagreb: Udruženi izdavači, 1983). 
92 Kruno Prijatelj, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries, ed. Albert 
Goldstein and Anđelko Badurina, Monumenta Artis Croatiae (Zagreb: Udruženi 
izdavači, 1983). 
93 Ivo Petricioli, St. Simeon's Shrine in Zadar (Zagreb: Jugoslovenska akademija 
znanosti i umjetnosti, 1983). 
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probable that it was intended for and funded by members of the Croatian Diaspora 

eager to raise awareness of their rich cultural heritage.94   

The prominent Croatian art historian, Kruno Prijatelj deserves special 

accolades for his role in introducing the work of Croatian art historians to a wider 

audience.  In 1982, Prijatelj participated in the conference l’Umanismo in Istria 

(Humanism in Istria), organized by Vittore Branca and Sante Graciotti at which he 

presented on Renaissance painting in Istria and Dalmatia.  The Florentine publisher, 

Leo Olschki published the conference proceedings and through his printed text 

Prijatelj was able to introduce the artists of Dalmatia to an international specialist 

audience.95  The text unfortunately includes only a few poor quality black-and-white 

images and consists of a list of artists active in the area in the fifteenth- and sixteenth- 

centuries.  The artists identified by Prijatelj as members of the Dalmatian School in the 

Quattrocento are “the Master of the Tkon Crucifix,” Blaž Jurjev, Nikola Vladanov, 

Dujam Vučković, Ivan and Stjepan Ugrinović, Matko Junčić, Lovro Dobričević, Petar 

Jordanić, Božidar Vlatković, and Nikola Božidarević.  Ivan Petrov of Milan is 

mentioned in parentheses after Dujam Vučković as a “collaborator and contemporary” 

and Nikola Božidarević only qualified as a member of the Dalmatian School in the 

first part of his career.  Prijatelj characterized the group as having a “conservative 

stylistic language and iconographic schemes” along with “specific elements in 

                                                
94 Another possibility is that the series was a natural outcome of the “Croatian Spring” 
nationalist movement that gained popularity in intellectual circles at the time. 
95 Kruno Prijatelj, "La Pittura del Rinascimento in Dalmazia e in Istria," in 
L'umanesimo in Istria, ed. Vittore Branca and Sante Graciotti (Florence: Leo S. 
Olschki, 1983). 
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typology, coloring and other particulars.”96  The artists identified with the school in 

the Cinquecento are Mihajlo Hamzić and Nikola Božidarević (in the second part of his 

career).  In some versions of the paper, Prijatelj also discusses Dalmatian artists that 

left their birthplaces to find work on the Italian peninsula or paintings attributed to 

Italian artists.  Prijatelj appears to have given very similar versions of this same survey 

on painting in Dalmatia at several different Italian conferences until his death in 1998.  

Given the unfamiliarity of his audience with the subject, it is understandable that the 

texts never progress beyond the introductory and only shift slightly according to the 

conference topic.  Prijatelj also attended Italian conferences on Titian and Veronese 

and presented the paintings by the artist and their workshops found in Dalmatia.97 

In another effort to increase the visibility of Dalmatian art on the international 

scene, in 1989, an art historian at the University of Ljubljana (Slovenia), Janez Höfler, 

published a survey on art in the Middle Ages and Renaissance in Dalmatia.  Issued by 

the Akademische Druck of Graz, Die Kunst Dalmatiens: von Mittelalter bis zur 

Renaissance (800-1520) (Dalmatian Art from the Middle Ages to the Renaissance) 

had a more extensive print run than books published in Yugoslavia.98  Höfler’s text is 

                                                
96 ———, "La Pittura in Dalmazia nel Quattrocento e i Suoi Legami con l'Altra 
Sponda," in Quattrocento Adriatico: Fifteenth Century Art of the Adriatic Rim, ed. 
Charles Dempsey (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996). 16 
97 ———, "La Pittura in Dalmazia ai Tempi di Veronese," in Nuovi Studi su Paolo 
Veronese (Venice: Arsenale Editrice, 1990). ———, "Tiziano E La Dalmazia," in 
Tiziano E Venezia (Vicenza: Neri Pozza, 1980). 
98 Janez Höfler, Die Kunst Dalmatiens: Von Mittelalter bis zur Renaissance (800-
1520) (Graz: Akademische Druck, 1989).  Höfler’s text is listed at 60 of the libraries 
in the WorldCat database while Vojislav Đurić’s Dubrovačka slikarska škola is listed 
at less than 20.  By the standards of Yugoslavian publishers, Đurić’s text had a larger 
print run than most. 
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separated into sections by medium, for architecture, art, and sculpture, each arranged 

chronologically.  For the newcomer to Dalmatian art, Höfler’s text provides an 

invaluable introduction in an international language of scholarship complete with high 

quality black-and-white, and even a few color plates.  Of the texts discussed here, 

Höfler’s is the only one that is readily accessible in the University of California 

libraries.  However, many Croatian scholars discount the text as the work of an 

“outsider” who did not specialize in Dalmatian art.  The section on painting is 

essentially a German translation of one of Prijatelj’s surveys and maintains the same 

format and concentrates on the same issues and personalities.  Höfler does provide 

footnotes for some of the Croatian secondary literature but the scholars responsible for 

the reconstruction of the artists under consideration are never given due credit in the 

body of the text.  In its subject matter, Höfler’s text speaks to the hope of Yugoslav 

past, a common government that tied Croat and Slovene interests together even if 

language did not.  By 1989 however, the federation was crumbling ideologically if not 

yet practically. 

Croatia Rising 

After Josip Broz Tito died in May 1980, the confederation of Yugoslavia 

teetered on the edge of a fateful precipice.  As Andrew Wachtel explained in his 

Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation: Literature and Cultural Politics in Yugoslavia, 

the individual nationalist political movements rose on the back of the cultural ones, 
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not the other way around as is typical in other cases.99  Wachtel pointed to the rise of 

cultural particularism and nationalism seen in Croatia in the late 1960s and then in 

Serbia in the 1980s.  Activity and interest in Croatia in the mid-1980s offers further 

support for a sort of second wave for Wachtel’s thesis.  During this time, interest in 

“Croatian art,” particularly amongst the general population, rose precipitously.  At the 

same time, the artists became less Yugoslavian, more European, and clearly presented 

as representatives of the historical narrative of Croatia.  

Artistic identities, which had been cast as collectively Yugoslavian in the 

1950s and 1960s, were renegotiated to weed out compromising elements.  The 

attribution of the Gospa od Škrpjela (image 38) to Lovro Dobričević is illustrative.  As 

early as 1933, Ljubo Karaman had tentatively proposed that the panel in the Church of 

St. George near Perast (in modern day Montenegro) was the work of Lovro 

Dobričević because the artist was born in Kotor and his career dates matched the 

presumed date of the panel.100  Karaman was working with limited resources because 

the panel was encased in a seventeenth-century silver revetment that left only the faces 

of the Madonna and Child exposed.  Vojislav Đurić was finally able to study the 

painting “in the buff” in 1963 and concluded that it was painted by Lovro Dobričević 

around the time of the church’s consecration in 1452.101  Despite Đurić’s affirmation 

of Karaman’s attribution, many Croatian scholars rejected it on the grounds that the 

                                                
99 Andrew Wachtel, Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation: Literature and Cultural 
Politics in Yugoslavia (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998). 174-184 
100 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV I XVI Vijek. 
101 Vojislav Đurić, "Ikona Gospe Od Škrpjela," Anali filološkog fakulteta Beogradskog 
univerziteta 7 (1967). 
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composition followed the Hodegetria icon type and lacked the Western pictorial 

values of Lovro’s Danče Polyptych.  In the Škrpjela panel the Virgin and child are 

static rather than interactive or tender.  The child sits with a preternaturally stiff back 

on a shelf created by the Madonna’s hand and the figures’ anatomies are obscured by 

heavy drapery.  Both figures have y-shaped shadows at the neck and harsh circular 

forms to show flushed cheeks.  The painted fabrics of the backdrop, the Virgin’s cloak 

and dress, and the child’s shift are solid colors.  In short, the Western-inspired 

painterly finesse of the Danče Polyptych is not apparent in the Gospa od Škrpjela.   

In 1980, Gracija Brajković attempted to bolster the attribution on the basis of 

two documents from 1454 and 1455 but the argument was unconvincing.102  In 1977, 

Đurić attributed a series of frescoes from the Orthodox Savina Monastery in Herceg 

Novi to Dobričević.  A second series of frescoes found in Kotor was added to the 

artist’s oeuvre in 1984 by the Montenegrin art historian, Radoslav Vujičić.103 

The Gospa od Škrpjela remained part of the artist’s hypothesized oeuvre until 

1987 when the Croatian art historian, Grgo Gamulin argued that because Dobričević 

had been trained in the “proto-Renaissance” style, he could not have executed a 

painting with such “weak drawing and disregard for Western pictorial values.”104  

After this pronouncement Croatian art historians stripped the attributions of the other 

                                                
102 Gracija Brajković, "Slika Lovra Marinova Dobričevića na Otoku Gospe od 
Škrpjela i Njezini Srebrni Ukrasi," in Fiskovićev Zbornik (Split: 1980).  For a full 
discussion of Brajković’s argument please see Chapter 2. 
103 Rajko Vujičić, "O Novootkrivenim Freskama u Crkvi Sv. Ane u Kotoru," Zbornik 
Boka 15-16 (1984). 
104 Grgo Gamulin, "Položaj Lovre Dobričevića Slikarstvu Venecije i Dubrovnika," in 
Likovna Kultura Dubrovnika 15 I 16 Stoljeća, ed. Igor Fisković (Zagreb: Naša djeca, 
1991). 169 
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“less Western” works from Dobričević’s oeuvre.  The scholars argued that the two 

fresco cycles from Orthodox churches, a fresco from the old city of Bar in 

Montenegro, and a two-sided icon in the Kotor Cathedral were not Lovro’s work by 

employing Morellian comparisons with the constant reference point of the Danče 

Polyptych (image 35).  Scholars in Serbia and Montenegro ignored these arguments 

and retained the full spate of attributions.105   

In the 1960s, Lovro Dobričević was treated as a model Yugoslav working for 

Catholic and Orthodox patrons using both Western and Byzantine pictorial languages.  

In Croatian literature, by the late 1980s, Lovro Dobričević had been transformed into a 

Croatian European who worked only in the cosmopolitan proto-Renaissance style. 

There were two exhibitions organized in 1986 and 1987 that exemplify art 

history enthused by an upsurge in nationalist sentiments.  The first was a monographic 

exhibition about the artist Blaž Jurjev and the second focused on Dubrovnik in the 

fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.  The Blaž Jurjev exhibition was mounted in Split at 

the Museum of Croatian Archeological Monuments beginning in October of 1986 and 

then in Zagreb at the Muzejski Prostor106 beginning in January of 1987.  For the first 

time all of the works attributed to Jurjev and his followers were assembled together.  

The exhibition catalogue included entries from the Croatian art historians who had 

reconstructed the life and work of the artist.107 

                                                
105 Jovan Martinović, Kotor, trans. Ivana Djordjević (Belgrade: Studio Strugar, 2002). 
106 The Muzejski Prostor changed its name to the Galerija Klovićevi Dvori after the 
independence of Croatia. 
107 Davor Domančić and Ante Sorić, Blaž Jurjev Trogiranin (Zagreb: MTM, 1986). 
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Blaž Jurjev was both the natural choice for this type of exhibition and a 

poignant one.  “Biagio di Giorgio di Trau” was discovered in the archives in 1942, and 

had by 1986 become a celebrity in the community of Croatian art historians with 

fourteen dated attributions and a circle of hypothesized followers.  The construction of 

the biography and oeuvre, however, was not undisputed, particularly by Serbian 

scholars.108  The controversy over the life and work of the artist even generated a 

scathing refutation in the Belgrade-based Politika, by its title clearly not an art 

historical publication.109  Given the charged and partisan history associated with the 

artist and the general political climate of Zagreb in the mid-1980s, the exhibition 

cannot be seen as a neutral gesture. 

The political rhetoric of the exhibition only increased three years later when 

the Blaž Jurjev exhibition went to Venice under the name translation Biagio di 

Giorgio da Trau.110  The Venetian exhibition had a catalogue printed in Italian which 

included translations of many of the articles from the original catalogue with a few 

additions: letters from the Italian organizers and government, and a new section 

written by Josip Belamarić entitled “Profile of the Artist Blaise of George from 

Trogir.”  The Italian organizers presumably had little concept of the artist’s politically-

charged background and the letter from Nereo Laroni, the “Assessor of Culture” reads 

“We inaugurate [with this exhibition], an initiative to give more attention to the 

cultural relations with Yugoslavia, influenced by other aspects of a culture that is for 

                                                
108 For a full discussion of the Blaž Jurjev controversy please see chapter 2. 
109 J. Depolo, "Knjiga o Slikaru Blažu Jurjevu," Politika, no. 24 X 1965 (1965). 
110 Ante Sorić, Biagio di Giorgio da Traú (Zagreb: Edizione MGC, 1989). 
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us little known, but is linked to Venice in its expansion and in its civilization.”111  

While Laroni had the best of intentions, he was misguided in assuming the Blaž Jurjev 

was a representative of collective “Yugoslav” culture.  The language and content of 

Belamarić’s profile made this clear: 

According to a document found in Ragusa, [Biagio] was a native of 
Lika, from Lapac, from the edges of the Krbava plain, where in exactly 
the same area in one hundred years would be lost—as the chronicles 
report—‘all of the Croatian nobility.’  His origin was of the region a 
little distance from the walls of the Velebit where the fields and 
forested mountains come to the end of the European continent. He was 
born in the eighth or ninth decade of the fourteenth century when the 
regions between the Una river and the Adriatic were newly reunited, if 
only for a short while, and the Croatian lands, after the death of the 
King Ludovico d’Angio found themselves inside a vortex of 
magnetized broken interests and long dynastic fights.  From Lika, as 
his personal baggage, Blaž took with him, when he started his 
apprenticeship, besides his talent, the mobility and autonomy, and in 
his soul, the contrast between mildness and severity, elegance and 
harshness, between intimacy and impenetrable distance, sentimentality 
and asceticism. Blaž Jurjev is recorded for the first  time in 1412 when 
Split was still under Hrvoje, who had not recognized the shameful sale 
of Dalmatia made by King Ladislav, for which Trogir found itself in 
that moment under Venetian blockade”112   
 

                                                
111 “Ci augurimo con questa iniziativa di dare maggiore impulso ai rapporti culturali 
con la Jugoslavia, indagando su altri aspetti di una cultura per noi ancora poco 
conosciuta, ma che a Venezia, alla sua espansione e alla sua civilta e cosi legata”  
Nereo Lagoni, foreword. Ibid. 
112 “Secondo un documento ritrovato a Ragusa era nativo della Lika, di Lapac, nei 
pressi della pianura di Krbava, dove nel giro esatto di cent’anni sarebbe perita—come 
riportano le cronache—‘tutta la nobilta croata.’  Era originario della regione dove a 
poca distanza dalla muraglia del monte Velebit vengono a finire i campi e i monti 
boscosi del continente europeo.  Nacque verosimilmente nell’ottavo o nono decennio 
del XIV secolo, quando le regioni tra il fiume Una e l’Adriatico furono riunite 
nuovamente, ma per breve tempo, e le terre croate dopo la morte del re Ludovico 
d’Angio si trovarono all’interno di un vortice di interessi magnatizi spezzettati e di 
lunghe lote dinastiche e dip arte.  Dalla Lika, come suo bagaglio personale Biagio 
potro con se, quando inizio il suo apprendistato, oltre al talento, la mobilita e 
l’autonomia e, nell’anima, il contrasto tra mitezza e severita, eleganza e asprezza, tra 
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The reader is immediately caught up in a romantic and highly politicized 

description of the landscape.  Belamarić evokes the borders of the modern state of 

Croatia, an area that included both the mountainous Lika region and the Dalmatian 

coast. He speaks of the “reunification” of these lands which Croatian nationalists held 

were united by the Croatian King Tomislav in the tenth century.  The biographical 

sketch makes Blaž Jurjev a true Croatian, born in Lika, he spent his life in Dalmatia, 

particularly in Split when it was not controlled by Venice (duly noted here) and in the 

independent Republic of Ragusa.  Blaž Jurjev was not just an artist recovered by 

Croatian scholars, he was a Croatian himself.  Even the American reviewer of the 

exhibition, Carl Strehlke, noted this line of argument: “These facts do not necessarily 

qualify him as a Croatian patriot, nor do they coincide with the political or artistic 

situation of early fifteenth-century Dalmatia…”113 

The art of the Republic of Ragusa was celebrated in 1987 when the exhibition 

“the Golden Age of Dubrovnik: Urbanism, Sculpture, Painting, Illuminated 

Manuscripts, and Goldwork in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries.” (Zlatno Doba 

Dubrovnika) was mounted at the Muzejski Prostor, Zagreb and then transferred for the 

high summer season to Dubrovnik for the summer arts festival.  The catalogue 

includes essays on each of the subtopics (urbanism, sculpture, painting, illuminated 

manuscripts and gold work) and other essays that describe the humanistic pursuits of 

                                                                                                                                       
intimita e impenetrabile distacco, sentimentalismo e ascetismo… Biagio di Giorgio e 
ricordato la prima volta nel 1412, quando Split che era ancora sotto Hrvoje, il quale 
non aveva riconosciuto la vergognosa vendita della Dalmazia operata da re Ladislao, 
per cui Trau si trovo in quell momento sotto il blocco veneziano.”Ibid. 34 
113 Carl Brandon Strehlke, "Review: Biagio Di Giorgio Da Traù," The Burlington 
Magazine 131, no. 1036 (1989). 503 
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the Ragusans and situate the city as part of the Mediterranean basin.  The exhibition 

brought together not only the paintings of the “domestic” painters from the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries but also paintings from the artists that were invited to the city 

by the government and works that were ordered or imported by wealthy merchants. 

As part of the festivities surrounding the exhibition, there was also a 

conference at the University of Zagreb on Dubrovnik cultural heritage in the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries held in Zagreb in May of 1987.  For the study of painting, the 

conference papers go beyond attribution concerns and delve into other areas of art 

historical analysis to examine narrower issues such as examples of donor portraits 

(Zoraida Demori-Stančić ) or landscapes in polpytychs (Radoslav Tomić).  It was at 

this conference that Grgo Gamulin proposed that Lovro Dobričević could not have 

been the artist responsible for the Gospa od Škrpjela or several other commissions in 

Orthodox churches.114 

The Republic of Ragusa had acquired a mythic status that had been 

appropriated for several different causes over the course of history.115  In the 

nineteenth century, Dubrovnik was the darling of the Illyrians and Slavs, cast as a 

model worthy of emulation for poetry, language, and Slavic independence.  It was 

later the darling both of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia and Socialist Yugoslavia for its 

                                                
114 Interestingly, at the same conference the Montenegrin art historian, Rajko Vujičić, 
gave a paper on the frescoes he attributed to Lovro Dobričević in Kotor.   
115 For a full discussion of this issue please see: John V. A. Fine, When Ethnicity Did 
Not Matter in the Balkans : A Study of Identity in Pre-Nationalist Croatia, Dalmatia, 
and Slavonia in the Medieval and Early-Modern Periods (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michgan Press, 2006). 
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Slavic independence, its stable government, and civic accord.116  For Croatia, as 

Yugoslavia was crumbling, Dubrovnik became a symbol of triumph over adversity; 

just as the tiny republic had remained independent despite Venetian and Ottoman 

aggression, so too would Croatia valiantly weather aggression from Yugoslavia.117  In 

the “Golden Age of Dubrovnik” exhibition, we see the incipient stages of the move in 

Croatian ideology that embraces a Western European identity.  This was the first time 

that the art and culture of Dubrovnik were overtly constructed into the framework of a 

European Renaissance. Not surprisingly, the man who became the first president of 

independent Croatia, Franjo Tuđman, and his political party (Croatian Democratic 

Union or Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica) used this same rhetoric during elections in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s: Croatia belonged with Europe and not with the 

Balkans.118 

There was nothing untoward about the exhibition and to my knowledge it in no 

way misrepresented or falsified facts.  It relied heavily upon Croatian scholarship and 

in many cases unquestionably accepted its conclusions but this is not unexpected 

given that the exhibition was organized by many of the same people who made the 

conclusions in the first place.  The message, however, that Dubrovnik is Croatia was 

                                                
116 Susan Mosher Stuard, A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval 
Centuries (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1992). 
117 A concrete example of Tuđman and the HDZ’s rhetoric about links between the 
Republic of Ragusa and the Republic of Croatia is a 1998 conference organized by the 
Diplomatic Academy of Croatia in which historians and politicians discussed 
Dubrovnik as the model for contemporary Croatian statesmanship and diplomacy.  
Svjetlan Berković, ed. Diplomacy of the Republic of Dubrovnik (Zagreb: Tiskara 
Puljko,1998). 
118 Drago Hedl, "Living in the Past: Franjo Tudjman's Croatia," Current History 99 
(2000). 
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clear in the 1986 exhibition and made even more explicit in the collection of essays 

from the exhibition conference which was not published until the summer of 1991 

when Croatia had already seceded from the Yugoslav Federation and the region was 

on the brink of crisis.  The dedication reads:  

In this fateful summer of 1991 A.D., when menace, irrationality and 
demolition of gangs of Yugo-Serbian soldiers is lurking over us, we 
would like to present this book as a testimony of the genius of 
Dubrovnik and Croatia which has left lasting evidence of the eternal 
beauty and indestructibility of the dream of “beautiful, cherished and 
sweet freedom”—according to the poet Gundulić, this peerless 
ornament of the Dubrovnik area and Croatia.119 
 

The first bombs fell on Dubrovnik in October.  It is perhaps uncharitable to 

question the validity of wartime sentiments.  All manner of distortions and 

amplifications have been engendered by such circumstances.  But it does highlight the 

exalted position that Dubrovnik, often referred to as the “Croatian Athens,” occupied 

in the national ideology of Croatia and its fledgling state.   

Two Serbian publications written in Belgrade in 1992 rejected the premise that 

Dubrovnik was “historically Croatian” and instead proposed that its people were in 

fact “Catholic Serbs.”120  Both sources offered the following timeline of ownership:  

Dubrovnik was independent until 1808, from 1808 until 1914 it was part of Austria 

and from 1914 until 1939 it was part of Yugoslavia.  It was only in 1939 that 

Dubrovnik became part of Croatia and this was only because control of the city was 

“given as a gift to the Croatian Governorate by the Serbian prince Pavle 

                                                
119 "Likovna Kultura Dubrovnika 15 i 16 Stoljeća", (Zagreb, 1991). 
120 Prvoslav Ralić, Short History of Dubrovnik (Belgrade1992).  Jeremija D Mitrović, 
Srpstvo Dubrovnika (Belgrade: Srpska književna zadruga, 1992). 
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Karadjordjević.”121  The book-length Serbian Dubrovnik (Српство Дубровника) 

argued for the inherent kinship of Dubrovnik and Serbia and that the identification 

frequently used in Dubrovnik archives "slovinski" indicates Serbian and not Croatian.  

The English languаge pamphlet "Short History of Dubrovnik" advocated the re-

establishment of the Republic of Dubrovnik as an autonomous region within 

Yugoslavia.  The author identified as First Slav Ralić, proposed that the liberty and 

integrity of Dubrovnik would not be preserved if the city became part of Franjo 

Tuđman's "Ustaše" state.  The rhetoric of both sources is typical of Slobodan 

Milosević-era Serbia which frequently equated Tuđman and Croatia with the World 

War II era Ustaše party.  Neither of these sources makes any specific references to the 

visual arts in Dalmatia (though literature is discussed extensively), but the fact they 

were written at such an intense moment and the shelling of Dubrovnik, by no means a 

target of military import, further suggests the extent to which the city and its legacy 

were charged symbols for both Croatia and Serbia. 

There is a four-year lapse between the exhibition Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika and 

Croatia’s declaration of independence from Yugoslavia or the shelling of Dubrovnik.  

There is a four-year lapse between the exhibition catalogue and the dedication.  

However, it is impossible to believe that the Dubrovnik exhibition was not part of a 

larger project of creating a cultural heritage appropriate for development of the new 

narrative of Croatian nationality. 

The New Croatia and Europe 

                                                
121 Ralić, Short History of Dubrovnik. 5 
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 Components of the third version of cultural heritage debuted at the end of the 

1980s but the rhetoric that asserted Croatia’s European status came to full fruition 

after Croatia’s declaration of independence and during the wars of Yugoslav 

secession.  One of the first texts to espouse the new position was a 1993 art historical 

survey text of Croatia entitled Umjetničko Blago Hrvatske or in English as Art 

Treasures of Croatia.  The 1993 book was a second edition, ominously labeled the 

“War Edition.”  The original 1986 text makes no blatant political overtures.  In fact, 

the introduction explains the different cultural strands and influences of the six 

Socialist Republics of Yugoslavia.122  The volume on Croatia was part of a Yugoslav 

series and the complete set was supposed to have a book for each of the Yugoslav 

republics.  The author takes a broad approach and organizes chronologically, 

beginning with the prehistory and then proceeding through the artistic legacies of the 

Greeks, the Romans, Old Croatia, the Romanesque, Gothic, etc.  The chapters on the 

fifteenth- and sixteenth-centuries are primarily dedicated to sculpture in Split and 

Trogir though there is also a short discussion of Blaž Jurjev and then of the artists of 

the Dubrovnik school.  Overall, the books is geared for the survey audience interested 

in a general overview of the sculpture, painting, and architecture of the territories of 

Croatia.  

The 1993 “War Edition” of Umjetničko Blago Hrvatske had different 

intentions.  The body of the text was identical to the earlier edition.  The introduction, 

however, changed tactics.  The Introduction was titled “Croatian Art in the Context of 

                                                
122 Radovan Ivančević, Umjetničko Blago Hrvatske (Belgrade: Jugoslavenska Revija, 
1986). 14-16 
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European Culture” and instead of an introductory discussion vis-à-vis Bosnia, Serbia, 

Montenegro, Slovenia, and Macedonia, the 1993 edition made the following 

statement: “The cultural heritage on [sic] the territory of Croatia in our view, includes 

works which belong to the treasury of European art, and without which certain 

chapters of European art history are incomplete.”123  The common refrain throughout 

was that Europe and the international community were ill-informed about the cultural 

wealth of Croatia and as a result they did not understand the tragic proportions of the 

loss effected by the war.  Even more explicitly than the Blaž Jurjev or Dubrovnik 

exhibitions, the War Edition of Art Treasures of Croatia proclaimed the new official 

position of the fledgling state: as evidenced by its art history, Croatia belonged with 

Western Europe not with the Serbs and the Balkans. 

In the late 1990s, the Croatian government embraced an opportunity to use 

cultural material to construct and present a national narrative on an international stage.  

Between October of 1999 and January of 2000, an exhibition titled The Croats: 

Christianity, Culture, Art was mounted at the Vatican Museums.  The “Croatian 

Institute of History” and the Ministry of Culture, organized the exhibition which 

included displays on architecture, illuminated manuscripts, literature, metal work, and 

painting.124  From the outset, the Vatican was a significant choice of venue because 

Croatian identity is so intimately linked with Rome and the Catholic Church.  The 

                                                
123 ———, Art Treasures of Croatia: The War Edition (Zagreb: Motovun, 1993). 14 
124 Anđelko Badurina and Vladimir Marković, The Croats: Christianity, Culture, Art 
(Zagreb: Galierija Klovićevi Dvori, 1999). 



 

 

68 

letter the then-president of Croatia, Franjo Tuđman, wrote for the beginning of the 

catalogue signaled that the exhibition aimed to do more than just display art:  

It says a very great deal that at the dawn and opening of the Holy Year, 
with its precious historical documents and works of art, testimonies to a 
brilliant existence that have come into being over a span of more than 
13 centuries, Croatia should be presenting its spiritual, cultural and 
artistic contribution to the Christian world in the Pope Sixtus V Room 
in the Vatican Museums.  This has been earned as the conclusion to a 
long past filled with effort, sacrifices, and loyalty crowned on January 
13, 1992, when the Vatican was among the first states to recognise the 
Republic of Croatia…In this lies the significance of the exhibition, for 
the Croatian nation and its role in the history, culture and art of the 
western Christian world, as well as in its defence, to be understood and 
judged of the way they deserve.125 
 
For Tuđman, the government-sponsored Institute of History and the Croatian 

Ministry of Culture, this was an exhibition about the Croatian people.  The exhibition 

was a privilege from the Vatican and was used as evidence of Croatia’s favor with the 

papacy and special position in Christendom.  The introductory text “A Short History 

of the Croats” offered the government a sanctioned account of the history of Croatia, 

an account it should be noted that is regarded as fiction by most academic historians 

outside of Croatia and many inside.126  The Republic of Venice’s almost four-century 

long jurisdiction over the Dalmatian coast was treated as a tragic blow in the 

thousand-year struggle for a unified Croatian state, but ultimately one that had little 

effect on the overwhelming “Croatian” character of the region.  The authors of the 

catalogue essays were less involved with the official account of Croatian history, 

                                                
125 Ibid. 4 
126 For a discussion of the national history of Croatia espoused by Tuđman and his 
followers please see: Fine, When Ethnicity Did Not Matter in the Balkans : A Study of 
Identity in Pre-Nationalist Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slavonia in the Medieval and 
Early-Modern Periods. 
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presumably because they were charged with treating a particular branch of cultural 

production in a given period.  The catalogue was divided into six sections: Christianity 

and Croatian Statehood, the Age of Cathedrals and Monasteries, A Time of Trial—

Christianity and the Turkish Conquest, New Religious Enthusiasm and the Renovation 

of Croatia, Toward the Present Age, and finally Religious Folk Practices.  In each 

section were essays written by specialists on History, Literature, Art and Architecture, 

and Music.127  The articles on art and architecture in the two sections of significance 

for this study (the Age of Cathedrals and Monasteries (twelfth through the fifteenth 

centuries) and A Time of Trial—Christianity and the Turkish Conquest (sixteenth 

century) were written by Igor Fisković and Radoslav Tomić, respectively.  Both 

Fisković and Tomić offer basic introductory surveys of art and architecture.  The 

breadth and bulk of material resulted in frenetic discussions, particularly for Fisković 

who had to cover four centuries in limited space.  The choice of monuments and 

objects does not seem to have been governed by much other than the whim of the 

author because very few of those discussed were exhibited at the Vatican.  Neither 

scholar made an attempt to clarify the diverse contemporary political situations of the 

cities, patrons, and artists preferring to identify the area as “Croatia” rather than a 

collection of rival powers, but this practice is common throughout the historiography 

and especially expected in an exhibition organized by the government.   

                                                
127 There was no article on Music in the section on Christianity and Croatian 
Statehood.  The second section on the Age of Cathedrals and Monasteries included an 
additional chapter on the Illumination of Books. 
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The exhibition defined Croatia as the entity established by the Dayton 

Agreement of 1995 and therefore includes not only Dalmatia, but also inland Pannonia 

and Slavonia. Unfortunately, no explanation is offered for differences in the types of 

art or monuments made in or brought into in each region at each time.  For example, 

there are numerous examples of painting and stone sculpture from Dalmatia in the 

fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, but no examples from Pannonia or Slavonia in the 

same centuries.  This type of discrepancy indicates that the cultural framework and 

civic structure of the coastal cities were fundamentally different from settlements in 

the interior, a fact that is ignored in order to give the impression of a single, united, 

and mono-historical “Croatia.”    

The Croats was an exhibition of art, but it was also much more.  The catalogue 

makes clear that it was an opportunity to present the national heritage of Croatia and 

make a statement about Croatia’s European identity.  The Catholic Church, in its 

opposition to the Orthodox Church of Serbia, has long been a touchstone of Croatian 

identity and by sponsoring the exhibition the Vatican proved its fidelity to the young 

nation-state and, although maybe unintentionally, sanctioned the Croatian historical 

and cultural narrative. 

A second international exhibition three years later took a similarly modern 

view of the Croatian nation and its history. In 2004, the Musee National de la 

Renaissance in Ecouen, France and the Galerija Klovićevi Dvori in Zagreb organized 
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the exhibition La Renaissance en Croatie.128  The exhibition was shown at the French 

museum during the summer and then moved to the Zagreb gallery for the fall.  Similar 

to the Golden Age of Dubrovnik or The Croats: Christianity, Art, Culture exhibitions, 

La Renaissance en Croatie was an eclectic affair, including displays on urbanism, 

architecture, illuminated manuscripts, sculpture, and painting from the areas of the 

present-day state of Croatia from the late-fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.  The 

exhibition catalogue was published exclusively in French.  Alain Erlande-Brandenberg 

wrote the introduction to the catalogue but the rest of the entries were written by 

Croatian art historians (and translated into French) including a selection on the Chapel 

of Blessed John of Trogir by Josko Belamarić and a section on the figurative arts by 

Igor Fisković.  The art works included in the exhibition was a motley assortment, 

partly due to transportation problems, but included paintings by Nikola Božidarević, 

Jacopo Tintoretto, Vicko Lovrin, and Lorenzo Lotto.   

The exhibition and accompanying catalogue were excellent opportunities of 

exposure for the art of Dalmatia.  For the first time, specialist texts on Dalmatian art 

were accessible to an international audience and researchers concerned with villa 

architecture or figural representation were able to consult literature about artifacts on 

the Dalmatian coast.  Many of the art works included in the exhibition (or pictured in 

the catalogue) were completely unknown outside of Croatia before the exhibition and 

their debut served a purpose in that it piqued non-Croatian researchers’ interest in the 

                                                
128 Alain Erlande-Brandenburg and Miljenko Jurković, La Renaissance en Croatie : 
Catalogue De L'exposition (Paris: Distribution Seuil, 2004). 
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region.129  However, la Renaissance en Croatie suffers from the same dilemma as The 

Croats: the items in the exhibition were not from “Croatia” but from an area that 

became part of Croatia in the twentieth century.  There are even two maps in the 

introduction that show the areas held by Croatia, Venice, and the Ottomans, one with 

the borders from the fifteenth century and a second with the sixteenth-century borders.  

But the fact that the artworks in the exhibition are not from the historical entity of 

“Croatia” is not addressed.   

The underlying ideal of the exhibition is presented in a foreword from the 

Croatian Minister of Culture, Božo Biškupić:  

Appropriate to a thousand year cultural heritage, the Renaissance in 
Croatia here appears as a historically delimited topic but one that is part 
of a larger European phenomenon.   Far from being a simple attempt 
to construct a bridge between Croatia and Europe the exhibition reveals 
on the contrary the existence of a single space in which Croatian 
presence made an impression (contribution) to the great ideas that 
marked European history…I believe that this exhibition with arouse the 
interest of specialist researchers and researchers from the general public 
and that all will have the possibility of discovering the major 
achievements, sometimes ignored, of a culture that shares with France 
the common European heritage of the Renaissance.130 

                                                
129 On a practical level, the catalogue is confusing because there is a disjunction 
between the items shown at the exhibition in the catalogue portion and the essay 
discussions.  For instance, Josko Belamarić’s contribution to the catalogue is a 
detailed essay on the Chapel of St. John of Trogir.  As the chapel is an in situ 
sculptural installation, it obviously could not be exhibited.  However, because the 
exhibition does not include any other sculptures by the artist, the lengthy discussion of 
the Chapel seems out of place in this venue.  In Igor Fisković’s discussion of 
figurative art, he often references works that are not included in the exhibition and 
without intimate knowledge of art works from Croatia, the reader loses the thread of 
the argument.  The essay texts do not reference the catalogue entry numbers so readers 
are caught unaware even when the authors do mention works in the exhibition. 
130 S’inscrivant dan un héritage culturel millénaire, la Croatie de la Renaissance 
apparaît ici comme un theme historiquement délimité qui relève d’un phénomène 
européen plus vaste.  Loin d’être une simple tentative de jeter un pont entre la Croatie 



 

 

73 

 

The “thousand year dream” and cultural heritage that Biškupić referred to was 

the touchstone of President Tuđman’s revisionist historical account of Croatia.  Even 

though Tuđman and his Social Democrat party lost control of the Croatian government 

in the 2000 elections (and President Tuđman died shortly thereafter), the historical 

narrative maintained its prominence in the national imagination.  The purpose of the 

exhibition, according to the head of the government agency that organized and 

sponsored it was to publicize and promote Croatia’s European identity.  

Troublesome Definitions from Italy at the Opening of the 21st Century 

In 2000, Giuseppe Maria Pilo published Per trecentosettantasette anni : la 

gloria di Venezia nelle testimonianze artistiche della Dalmazia (For three hundred and 

seventy-seven years: the Glory of Venice in the artistic testaments of Dalmatia) as one 

of the “Quaderno” sets of the Venice-based journal Arte Documento.131  Pilo’s text 

explores Venetian influences in the art of Dalmatia between 1420 (the date from 

which Venice had uncontested control over the Dalmatian coast) until the fall of the 

Empire in 1797, or three hundred and seventy-seven years.  Pilo began the study with 

                                                                                                                                       
et l’Europe, l’exposition révèle au contraire bel et bien l’existence d’un espace unique 
en redonnant toute sa place à la presence croate largement empreinte des grandes idées 
qui marquèrent l’histoire européenne…J’ai la conviction que cette première suscitera 
aussi bien l’intérêt des chercheurs et des spécialiste que celui du grand public, et que 
tous auront ainsi la possibilité de découvrir les réalisations majeures, parfois 
méconnues, d’une culture qui partage avec la France l’héritage européen commun de 
la Renaissance.  Erlande-Brandenburg and Jurković, La Renaissance En Croatie : 
Catalogue De L'exposition. 
131 Giuseppe Maria Pilo, Per Trecentosettantasette Anni : La Gloria Di Venezia Nelle 
Testimonianze Artistiche Della Dalmazia, Arte Documento. Quaderni ; 6 (Venice: 
Edizioni della Laguna, 2000). 
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a long chapter devoted to general historical background on the divides the text into 

sections on the major Dalmatian cities of Zadar, Šibenik, Trogir, Split, Hvar, Korčula, 

and Dubrovnik.  Each city chapter consists of a historical sketch of the city and then a 

series images and short catalog-type entries on various examples of architecture, 

goldwork, sculpture, and painting.   

Pilo warned at the outset that the text is intended as an introductory rather than 

comprehensive survey of the material remnants of the rich cultural interchange 

between Dalmatia and Venice.132  However, Pilo’s selection of artifacts relates a 

disjointed and incomplete history because the examples from all media are arranged 

chronologically within each city section.  The discussion of painting is even more 

convoluted because Pilo has selected only one painting by a local artist leading to the 

impression that Dalmatia did not support any two-dimensional artistic practice after 

Paolo Veneziano and before the sixteenth century.  In part, the omission is due to the 

size, scale, and grandeur of available examples; on the whole architecture and 

sculpture in Dalmatia outstrip paintings.  But the deficiency is compounded because 

most sources regarding local painters are written solely in Serbo-Croatian.  Of the 

many interesting local painters working after the official annexation of Dalmatia to 

Venice, Pilo includes discussion of only two artists (referred to by their Italian names): 

Biagio di Giorgio di Trau (Blaž Jurjev) and Nicolo Ragusino (Nikola Božidarević). 

Nicolo Ragusino is limited to one wing of a triptych and the discussion focuses solely 

on the model of Ragusa held by one of the saints.  Pilo included a partial image of the 

                                                
132 Ibid. 3 
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Bonda Triptych by Nicolo Ragusino (or Nikola Božidarević) and the catalogue entry 

or this painting only discusses the model of the city held by St. Blaise.   

Among the Dalmatian artists, Nicolo Božidarević definitely warrants more 

extensive mention in a book about Veneto-Dalmatian impact and exchange: in 

September of 1476, the artist broke the terms of his Dubrovnik apprenticeship to go to 

Venice and the next notice of him in Dubrovnik is not until 1494, leaving fourteen 

years unaccounted for, possibly all of which were spent in Venice.  In the 

bibliography, Pilo provided a whole list of books and articles about “Nicolo 

Ragusino” but all but one of the entries is written in Croatian.133  On this and other 

points in the text, one can’t help but conclude that Pilo did not consult the Croatian 

sources. 

One would hope, or indeed even expect, that in 2001 the rivalry over the 

identification of the Dalmatian coast had long since dissipated.  Yet, Pilo reprimanded 

the Croatian media for introducing Slav versions of artists’ names and for “patently 

anachronistically” referring to Dalmatia as Croatia.134  But for all of Pilo’s high-

minded outrage, the opposite approach is just as lamentable.  Pilo only referred to the 

Dalmatian places by their Italian names.  With no indication given for place names 

found on a modern map, the reader is left confused as to where exactly Pilo’s cities are 

located, especially when the Italian and Croatian place names bear no resemblance to 

                                                
133 Ibid. 223 
134 Giuseppe Maria Pilo and Lucio Toth, The Fruitful Impact : The Venetian Heritage 
in the Art of Dalmatia : "For Three Hundred and Seventy-Seven Years", 1st English 
ed., Arte Documento. Quaderni ; 11 (Mariano del Friuli: Edizioni della Laguna, 2005). 
13 
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one another as in the case of the island of Lesina or Hvar.  Hvar may be anachronistic 

but in the interest of clarity the dual names should be referenced at least once.  

Ignorance of the invaluable contributions of Croatian scholars to the history of the 

Dalmatian coast is inexcusable.  Likewise, he only gives the Italian versions of artists’ 

names despite the fact that the bulk of the secondary literature refers to the Slavic 

versions of the names.  The Croatian scholars may have Slavicized names and 

constructed a narrative on Croatian cultural heritage but that does not invalidate their 

careful research or excuse a scholar working on the same topic from consulting it.  

Despite these faults, Pilo’s text was translated into English and published in English in 

2005 with few additions or changes.  

In 2001, Venetian Heritage Inc. invited the head of the Split Conservation 

Institute, Josko Belamarić, to curate an exhibition called Treasures of Croatia or 

Tesori della Croazia.135  The exhibition ran between June and November of 2001 at 

the Church of San Barnaba in Venice.  Venetian Heritage Inc. provided funds for the 

restoration of the pieces at the exhibition including paintings, examples of gold work, 

and other liturgical objects.  The objects selected for the exhibition were from Trogir 

with the exception of Lorenzo Lotto’s Portrait of Thomas Niger from Split.  The 

exhibition included the Bellini organ doors from the Trogir Cathedral several panels 

attributed to Blaž Jurjev, and paintings by Jacopo Palma il Giovane, Tintoretto, and 

Veronese.  Many Venetian scholars contributed catalogue entries, particularly for 

                                                
135 Josko Belamarić, ed. Tesori Della Croazia (Venice: Edizioni Multigraf,2001). 
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works by Venetians such as the Bellini Organ doors and the Tintoretto painting.136  

Yet despite this demonstration of international cooperation and goodwill, there was 

still an undercurrent of establishing ownership both in the title of the exhibition and in 

the catalogue introduction written by Belamarić.  Though all of the works in the 

exhibition are from former centers of Venetian Dalmatia hence Venetian Heritage’s 

interest financing restoration; the title is “Treasures of Croatia” not “Treasures of 

Dalmatia.”  One could argue that the name of the exhibition refers only to the fact that 

the items exhibited came from the current country of Croatia, and hence should be 

considered Croatia’s treasures.  But in that case, the appropriate preposition for the 

title would be “da” to indicate that the works are brought “from” modern Croatia, 

whereas “di” describes possession, implying that they are representatives of it.  Since 

this exhibition was not organized by Croatians or in Croatia, the choice seems odd.  

Perhaps it can be explained as hypersensitivity on the part of the Venetian Heritage 

Inc. to acknowledge Croatia’s rightful ownership of the items and of the coast.   Even 

stranger is the relationship between the exhibition and the introduction written by the 

Croatian organizer and curator, Josko Belamarić.  One would expect that an 

introduction in an exhibition catalogue would give background history for the time 

period of the items in the exhibition.  Yet Belamarić begins his text with the claim that 

there was never a break in urban culture on the “Croatian coast” and that traditions 

continued from the ancient world.137  He also claimed a role for the independent 

Croatian state in the tenth and eleventh centuries in the development of the coastal 

                                                
136 Ibid. 97 
137 Ibid. 13 
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communes.  Discussion of Venice’s role in shaping Dalmatian civilization is 

remarkably absent, though Belamarić called upon a decree from 1426 in which the 

Gran Consiglio of Trogir forbade the use of the Croatian language and announced that 

only Latin or Italian could be spoken in the city.  He did not footnote the allegation or 

give a source for this, rather there is ample evidence that contradicts it.138 

On the whole, the Tesori della Croazia exhibition appeared to be confused 

about its position on identity and identification politics of the Dalmatian coast.  On the 

one hand, the items were restored because they were deemed significant to Venice and 

the wider territories of the former Venetian Empire.  On the other, the organizers seem 

to have conflated the modern claims of Croatian ownership and the Croatian narrative 

of cultural heritage.  The exhibition suffered because organizers neglected to address 

these issues in a forthright fashion.  An essay that objectively considered the 

contributions of both native Slavic and Venetian elements to the cultural situation of 

Dalmatia would have been appropriate and welcomed.   

 Pilo’s text picks up the irredentist argument last seen eighty years ago in 

Dudan’s text from World War I and treats Dalmatian art as fundamentally connected 

to the Italian tradition.  In the intervening eight decades, Italians grudgingly accepted 

that at least politically Dalmatia was part of a foreign state but rejected its “cultural 

foreignness.”  Pilo’s tone suggests a level of resentment that has no place in 

scholarship.  Although from a different angle, Belamarić’s introduction for the Tesori 

                                                
138 Ljerka Šimunković, "La Politica Linguistica Verso I Possedimenti 'Di La Da Mar'," 
in Mito E Antimito Di Venezia Nel Bacino Adriatico: Secoli XV-XIX, ed. Sante 
Graciotti (Rome: Il calamo, 2001). 
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della Croazia exhibition catalogue betrays more resentment in its bristling defense of 

the “Croatian-ness” of the artifacts on view.  Resentment begets resentment and 

neither side is willing to concede any missteps have been made. 

Conclusions 

 The impulse to present a cultural narrative is not disingenuous in and of itself 

nor is it necessarily detrimental to the study of art.  Problems arise when the heritage is 

responsible for legitimating a national identity and those problems are exacerbated 

when there are national identities in competition.  It should be acknowledged that 

challenges to national security result in a “ramping up” of cultural rhetoric: 

Kukuljević-Sacinski was responding to Hungarian threat, Dudan was writing during 

WWI, the Zagreb exhibitions in the 1980s were mounted as the Yugoslav federation 

was disintegrating.  Wachtel’s thesis about the relationship between cultural 

nationalism and political nationalism has a broader application than the late twentieth-

century breakup of Yugoslavia.139  Cultural nationalism has appeared in some form or 

another at every major juncture in the history of Dalmatia since the mid-nineteenth 

century. 

 The democratic character of “heritage-fueled” art history deserves attention.  

Far from the elitist scholarly pursuit that art history can become, many of the 

discoveries and advancements in the field were intended for public consumption.  

Kukuljević-Sacinski intended for every family in Illyria to have access to his 

                                                
139 Wachtel, Making a Nation, Breaking a Nation: Literature and Cultural Politics in 
Yugoslavia. 
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encyclopedia of artists.140  Nani published an article on Dalmatia in a popular 

magazine and Karaman’s account of the “homeland painters” was circulated in a daily 

newspaper.  Discoveries that were presented in more depth in scholarly journals such 

as Domančić’s attribution of the Ugljan Polyptych and Split frescoes for Dujam 

Vučković, were reported also in popular magazines or newspapers.141  Heritage is only 

a successful political tool when it is disseminated to and embraced by the people of the 

nation. 

 A solid foundation of literature requires a common goal, or a common 

framework that can be built upon, expanded, and challenged.  If there is a good deal of 

literature, but each has a different goal, be that constructing a historical identity, 

refuting political claims, or surveying monuments, then the discussion cannot move 

beyond the basic level.  When each source is written in a different language or 

unknown to later scholars, each step has to be repeated.  When predecessors are 

dismissed for ulterior motives or the challenges are not substantive, again the 

discussion cannot develop or mature.  All of these factors contributed to the fact that 

the study of Dalmatian art is in many ways at the same stage of development that art 

from Italy was a century ago; attribution and identifying characteristics of style are 

still central concerns. 

                                                
140 Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih. Vol 1 
141 Davor Domančić, "Dalmatinske Slikar Dujma Vuškovića," Telegram, November 
11 1959.  There were also several articles on art historical topics published in the 
magazine Mogućnosti see, Kruno Prijatelj, "Porođenje Kristovo Majstora Pantaleona 
Na Šipanu," Mogućnosti, no. 6 (1959). ———, "Dalmatinska Slikarska Škola," 
Mogućnosti 1 (1955). 
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 The authors in the Slavic heritage category discuss the same core group of 

artists that had names easily recognizable as fellow Slavs: Junčić, Ugrinović or 

Božidarević. Because it was concerned with national identity, inclusion in the heritage 

narrative was dependent on the artist rather than the object, most likely because it was 

easier to identify artists as Slavs (Illyrians, Croatians, or Yugoslavians) than objects, 

especially when the objects were similar to their counterparts on the Italian peninsula.  

As a corollary to this, the artists’ names in the notary registries prove their existence 

and activities but there are many artists that are discussed as Illyrian, Croatian, or 

Yugoslav compatriots from whom there are no known works.  Interest in artists 

without any extant art would be limited under different circumstances, but here 

interest is generated not by the quality of the product (or a product at all) but the 

identity of the man.  Unattached artists, of course, are not as desirable as ones with 

oeuvres, and considerable effort has gone into linking the artists in the “Slavic school” 

of painting with works in Dalmatia and abroad, sometimes with dubitable outcomes.  

Artists inducted into the Slavic heritage school were far more popular subjects of 

study than their foreign counterparts: although Dujam Vučković and Ivan Petrov of 

Milan collaborated on several projects, Vučković has been the subject of far more 

scholarly inquiries than Ivan Petrov simply by virtue of his name.  Likewise, Mihajlo 

Hamzić has attracted far more attention than his student and collaborator Pier 

Giovanni of Venice despite the fact that the archives show that Pier Giovanni was a far 

more prolific artist. The obsession with Blaž Jurjev was no doubt encouraged by the 

fact that he met the requisite criteria, having a Slavic name and birthplace.  The 
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development of his biography and oeuvre progressed at such a rapid pace because of 

its import for cultural heritage and Blaž Jurjev turned into a figurehead of national 

identity. 

 The partisans of the Italian camp were far more concerned with the material 

remains in Dalmatia than they were with the artists.  Nani made his case by recording 

Roman inscriptions and Dudan described how the artistry and aesthetic characteristics 

of the paintings connected to examples on the Italian peninsula.  Dudan was fluent in 

Croatian and German and surely knew of Kovač’s discovery that “Nicolo Raguseo” 

was “Nicolo Bosidarouich” in archival documents but neglected to refer, even 

parenthetically, to the artist’s written moniker.  Several generations later, after art 

historians had undertaken years of research on the artist christened Nikola 

Božidarević, Pilo returned to Dudan’s diminutive version of the name in Italian Nicoló 

Ragusino. 

The Croatian-European trend has developed only in the past twenty years as 

Croatia has consciously tried to “rebrand” itself as an integral part of Western Europe.  

The Golden Age of Dubrovnik exhibition in 1986 situated the art of Dubrovnik in the 

framework of the “Renaissance in Europe” by presenting the humanist activities and 

secular life of the city.  The 1993 War Edition of Art Treasures of Croatia claimed 

that the story of Europe is incomplete without Croatia and that Yugoslavia and the 

Serbs had obstructed Croatia from its rightful European cultural identity.142  In the 

catalogue for Tesori della Croazia, Belamarić stated that Croatia never experienced a 

                                                
142 Ivančević, Art Treasures of Croatia: The War Edition. 9 
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break in urban culture and because of that unbroken line Croatia preserved the 

traditions of the ancient world.143  This idea is familiar from Tuđman’s rhetoric about 

Croatia’s role in European civilization.144  However, the most pointed effort to cast 

Croatia as a player on the European stage was the 2004 exhibition La Renaissance en 

Croatie.  The foreword from the Croatian Minister of Culture summarizes the intent of 

the exhibition.  Biškupić reiterated Belamarić’s affirmation of the unbroken line of 

culture in Croatia, though he furthers the claim by saying that the unbroken line of 

Croatian culture has always been merged with the currents of Western Europe.  He 

continued to argue that Croatian nobles commissioned works by Italian artists and that 

the artists that immigrated to Italy remained “fiercely attached to their origins and 

signed from Croatia,” he even went to far as to compare these artists to 

Michelangelo.145  The project of la Renaissance en Croatie was to establish a 

Renaissance in Croatia and to situate that Renaissance within the larger narrative of 

European art.   

Group identity, parading as some variant of nationalism, is the common 

element throughout the three categories.  Yet the concept of “nationalism,” in 

Benedict Anderson’s astute definition of the “imagined community,” does not debut 

until the nineteenth century.146  Later writers made fifteenth- and sixteenth-century art 

and artists into fodder for a national narrative, but there was no contemporary 

                                                
143 Belamarić, ed. Tesori Della Croazia. 13 
144 Hedl, "Living in the Past: Franjo Tudjman's Croatia." 
145 Erlande-Brandenburg and Jurković, La Renaissance En Croatie : Catalogue De 
L'exposition. 
146 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread 
of Nationalism (London: Verso, 1991). 
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equivalent.  The nobles and artists of Dubrovnik did not consider themselves 

“Croatians” but rather “Ragusans.”  The same was true of the citizens of Zadar, 

Trogir, Split, and Šibenik, though primarily for practical reasons they were also 

cognizant of their ties to the Venetian Republic.  The Croatian Minister of Culture, 

Biškupić’s claim about Ivan Duknović and Giulio Clovio  “fiercely hanging onto” 

their birthplace is a fiction, there are few examples of either artist signing as di 

Croazia, more commonly found is di Dalmazia or Sclavonus.  The Croatia that existed 

in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries was a province of Hungary with limited 

jurisdiction over its own affairs.  There certainly were some people that considered 

themselves to be “Croatians,” members of noble families and some feudal lords, but 

with some notable exceptions, those people did not live in the Dalmatian cities. 

By the same token, the alternate modern national identification “Italian” is 

equally misleading.  Zadar was a part of Italy, but only between 1921 and 1945.  The 

Dalmatian coast was part of the Venice, but since the modern political unit “Italy” did 

not exist in its current form until the nineteenth century, after Dalmatia was under 

Austrian control, it is deceiving to refer to its art as Italian.  When Dudan laments “it is 

painful that one of the most beautiful Italian cities, Ragusa, a true perfect jewel of our 

architecture…could be subject to foreign domination” he is as guilty of deliberately 

cultivated ignorance as his Croatian counterparts.147   

                                                
147 “E doloroso che una delle piu belle citte italiane, Ragusa, vero gioello perfetto di 
architettonica nostra…sia soggetta a un dominio straniero” Dudan, La Dalmazia 
Nell'arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà. 105 
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Even the brand of nationalism found in the Croatian-European narratives is 

misleading.  On the one hand it improves upon the previous approach in that the 

narrative is expanded to include not only Ivan Ugrinoić and Matko Junčić but also 

Pietro di Giovanni, Pier Antonio Palmerini, Domenico Puligo, and Pauwels Coecke 

van Aelst.  Tesori della Croazia made similar overtures in the inclusion of paintings 

by Jacopo Palma il Giovane and Tintoretto, though its ecumenical approach may have 

been encouraged by the financial backer, Venetian Heritage Inc.  In addition, the latest 

contributions to the art history of Dalmatia concentrate on objects and even patrons as 

opposed to only artists.  The breadth subjects included in la Renaissance en Croatie 

offered a glimmer of hope that the full story of artistic production on the Dalmatian 

coast could be discussed.  Yet this hope is tempered with an equally strong misgiving 

because of the stubborn refusal to acknowledge the historical limitations of political 

borders.  The Republic of Croatia established in the Dayton Agreement of 1995 

encompassed multiple regions that did not all have an identical historical experience 

or even culture.  Insisting that the history and culture of fifteenth- and sixteenth- 

century Dalmatia are representative of the whole of Croatia but then leaping to Zagreb 

as the representative of the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries because it 

makes a more impressive story is misleading and historically inaccurate.  

Art history should illuminate the full story of a time and place, not only the 

part of the story that is desirable or advantageous for some modern identity.  

Especially in Dalmatia, where the culture was so multi-faceted and multi-stranded, the 

goal of study should be to reveal that richness and depth not to hide it in favor of a 
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one-dimensional presentation. National borders do not always equal cultural ones, and 

cultural borders cannot be imposed or feigned.  We can hope, that as Croatia ages as 

an independent nation that it can embrace all of the cultures it finds within its borders. 
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Chapter 2 
Biography and Blood: A Reexamination of the “Life and Work” of the Members 

of the “Dalmatian School of Painting” 
 
 

 As demonstrated in the previous chapter, a nationalistic approach to the issue 

of cultural heritage shaped the presentation and exposition of the history of art in 

Dalmatia.  As a corollary, this chapter will examine how the motivating force of 

cultural heritage has skewed the focus of scholarly inquiry exclusively toward the 

biography of a select group of artists.  The narrative takes the form of nine case studies 

that examine the constructed biographies of eleven artists.  The artists are those 

identified as the members of the “Dalmatian School” in the standard Croatian surveys 

of painting in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.1   

 The biographic paradigm is an institution in the discipline; art historians relate 

the art object to history by discussing the artist.  The practice is so fundamental that it 

hardly seems like a methodology in the first place.  Wolfflin’s style and Panofsky’s 

iconology have been criticized, reevaluated, and rehashed for decades, but the premise 

that the art historian understand the object by studying its maker retains its tenacious 

hold.2  The approach has an impressive pedigree: it was Giorgio Vasari (arguably the 

first historian of art) that instituted the “life and work” model in his Le Vite dei più 

                                                
1 Kruno Prijatelj and Nenad Gattin, Dubrovačko Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća (Zagreb: 
Zora, 1968), Kruno Prijatelj, "Bibliografski i Biografski Podaci o Majstorima 
Dalmatinske Slikarske Škole," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 17 (1968), —
——, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries, ed. Albert Goldstein and 
Anđelko Badurina, Monumenta Artis Croatiae (Zagreb: Udruženi izdavači, 1983). 
2 Greg M. Thomas, "Instituting Genius: The Formation of Biographical Art History in 
France," in Art History and Its Institutions: Foundations of a Discipline, ed. Elizabeth 
Mansfield (London: Routledge, 2002). 
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eccellenti pittori, scultori, e architetti.3  In the nineteenth century, successors followed 

Vasari’s lead in assuming the interrelationship between art and life and developed the 

format of the artist’s monograph.  A monograph follows a chronological trajectory that 

begins with the artist’s birth, follows his training, traces the subsequent stages of his 

career, and ends with his death.  The monograph includes descriptions and discussions 

of each of the artist’s commissions and often includes a comprehensive catalogue 

raisonne. 

 Many scholars have questioned the validity of the “life and work” model and 

some have even grappled with why it has remained dominant force despite 

acknowledged flaws.  In 2006, Gabriele Guercio looked at the institution of the 

monograph in art history in Art as Existence: the Artist’s Monograph and its Project.4  

Guercio argued that the advent and transformation of the monograph over the course 

of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries was due to its “endorsement of salient 

aspects of the culture of modern identity.”5  In 2002/2003, biography was the theme of 

the Getty Research Institute.  As part of the Institute’s activities, George Salas edited a 

series of essays about art history and biography called The Life and the Work: Art and 

Biography.6  In his introductory essay, Salas examined the history of art history and 

biography and offered measured consideration to the approach’s many proponents and 

                                                
3 Giorgio Vasari, ed. Vite Dei Più Eccellenti Pittori, Scultori, E Architetti (Milan: 
Rizzoli,1971). 
4 Gabriele Guercio, Art as Existence: The Artist's Monograph and Its Project 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 2006). 
5 Ibid. 15 
6 Charles G. Salas, ed. The Life and the Work: Art and Biography (Los Angeles: Getty 
Research Institute,2007). 
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critics. Salas’s account reminded the reader that Aby Warburg attributed biographic 

enthusiasm to a desire to satisfy connoisseurs and dealers, Rosalind Krauss found it a 

ridiculous penchant for “mouthing proper names,” and Linda Nochlin identified the 

trope of the genius artist as part and parcel of the “great man complex.”7   While 

Warburg, Krauss, and Nochlin (among others) raise valid issues about the value and 

dangers of the biographic paradigm, in the case of the history of Dalmatian painting 

the biography model holds its position for a different reason.  In his 2002 article 

“Instituting Genius: the Formation of Biographical Art History in France,” Greg M. 

Thomas offered the intriguing suggestion that biography or the “author function” was 

such a dominant presence in art history because it linked “art objects to ideological 

intention and national identity.”8  I will argue that the reason that Dalmatian art history 

has been exclusively dominated by the biographic paradigm is because of this link 

with national identity or cultural heritage.  

 Rather than looking at the chronological account of each artist’s life, I have 

arranged each case study as a chronological exposition of how art historians 

constructed the account of the artist’s “life and work.”  The process by which the “life 

and work” narrative emerged, the evidence called upon, the conclusions drawn, and 

even the excuses made or facts ignored, reveal the perils of a discipline fueled by 

national interests.  It further exposes the dilemmas inherent in a field dominated by a 

single group of scholars who are rarely challenged.  In many cases, the unspoken 

                                                
7 ———, "Introduction: The Essential Myth," in The Life and the Work: Art and 
Biography, ed. Charles G. Salas (Los Angeles: Getty Research Institute, 2007). 
8 Thomas, "Instituting Genius: The Formation of Biographical Art History in France." 
260 
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focus on the artist as a representative of an ethnic identity has eclipsed the discussion 

of the art objects.  The status of the nine case studies varies.  In some, the focus on the 

artist is justified and the factual scaffolding solid.  In others, new research has 

catalyzed a reevaluation of the accepted narrative of the artist’s biography.  Still others 

are due for a critical appraisal and in need of re-centering.  Each case has its own 

dimensions and particularities, but each one attests to the role of the artist in an art 

history motivated by cultural heritage and ethnic identity. 

Blaž Jurjev 

 The issues of competing dating and attribution to be explored in this chapter 

that are inherent in the construction of an artist’s “life and work” for purposes of 

cultural heritage are perhaps most evident in the case of Blaž Jurjev.  While several 

points of the reconstructed biography of the artist still do not inspire confidence, the 

difficulty of unraveling it completely remains.  

 In the first decade of the twentieth century, Giuseppe Sabalich found a will 

from 1448 of a painter called “Blaus.”9  The painter was listed as a citizen of Zadar 

who was born in Trogir.  In his will drawn up in Zadar he left money to charitable 

organizations in Trogir as well as funds for decorations for Zadar churches and his 

family in Trogir.10  The will was of particular interest in Zadar because the city’s 

beloved Madonna della Salute (image 13) bears the inscription “14(47) DIE 26 

OTVBRI BLASIVS DE IADRA PI(N)XI.”  Many art historians in Zadar had ventured 

                                                
9 Giuseppe Sabalich, I Dipinti Delle Chiese Di Zara (Zadar: Premiata Tipografia 
Janković, 1906). 20 
10 Full text of the document available in: Davor Domančić and Ante Sorić, Blaž Jurjev 
Trogiranin (Zagreb: MTM, 1986). 74 
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guesses as to the identity of  “Blaise of Zadar” but most had concluded that he was the 

artist Blaž Luka Banić who is known from documents to have worked in Zadar in 

1395 and 1397.11   

 In his survey text of Dalmatian art, Ljubo Karaman concluded that the “Blaise” 

of the Madonna della Salute panel was not Blaž Luka Banić because the fifty year 

period between the signature (1447) and the archival notices (1395 and 1397) was too 

long to reasonably connect the signature and the documents.  Instead he proposed that 

the Madonna della Salute was the work of Blaž Jurjev, the painter born in Trogir but a 

citizen of Zadar, who had drawn up a will in 1448.12  In the same text, Karaman noted 

the similarities between a polyptych from Šibenik (Blaž Šibenik Polyptych, image 12), 

a polyptych in the Trogir Cathedral (Blaž Trogir Polyptych, image 4), the Madonna of 

the Rosegarden (image 5) also in the Trogir Cathedral, two triptychs in the Trogir 

Church of San Domenico, a polyptych in Čiovo (Čiovo Polyptych, image 69), and 

fragments of a polyptych found at the Split cemetery.13  Karaman called attention to 

the shared Trecento characteristics and similar departure from the style of the 

prominent Murano workshops of the Vivarini.  He proposed that these paintings were 

products of a single workshop from the fifteenth century, possibly a local workshop in 

Central Dalmatia.  In 1937, the art historian Dora Westphal corroborated the 

                                                
11 Angelo Nani was the first to identify “Blaise of Zadar” as Blaž Luka Banić in 1883.  
Dudan also identified Blaž Luka Banić as the painter of the Madonna della Salute icon 
in 1922.  Angelo Nani, Notizie Storiche della Città di Zara (Zadar: G. Woditzka, 
1883). 146 Alessandro Dudan, La Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà 
(Milan: Fratelli Treves Editori, 1921). 372-373 
12 Ljubo Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 
1933). 149 
13 Ibid. 151-152 
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hypothesis that Karaman’s proscribed group exhibited sufficient similarities to be 

attributed to the same workshop or general trend.14 

 In 1942 Cvito Fisković uncovered a series of archival notices about the artist 

“Biagio di Giorgio” or “Blaž Jurjev” in his “Drvena gotička skulptura u Trogiru” 

(Gothic wooden sculpture in Trogir) in the Journal of the Yugoslav Academy of Arts 

and Sciences.15  Fisković discussed the artist’s Trogir-area commission contracts 

including one from 1435 for the altar of St. Jerome in the Benedictine Church of St. 

John the Baptist and a second from 1436 for a polyptych for the Confraternity of St. 

Mary.  The register of the Trogir Brotherhood of the Holy Spirit showed that Blaž 

Jurjev was inducted into the prestigious group in 1438.  Fisković confirmed that the 

painter had commissions outside of Trogir as well and included a contract for a 

polyptych for the Korčula Church of All Saints from 1441.  As of 1942, however, 

none of the textual sources were connected with paintings. 

 In 1951, Kruno Prijatelj used documentary evidence to lay out a plausible 

timeline for the Blaž Jurjev’s life and career including his sojourns in Korčula, 

Dubrovnik, and Zadar.16  Two years later (1953), Karaman supplemented Prijatelj’s 

biography with new information that proved that the artist stayed in Dubrovnik as a 

“painter of the Republic” between 1421 and 1426.17  Although momentum for the 

                                                
14 Dora Westphal, "Malo Poznata Slikarska Djela XIV Do XVIII Stoljeća U 
Dalmaciji," Rad JAZU 258 (1937). 
15 Cvito Fisković, "Drvena Gotička Skulptura u Trogiru," Rad JAZU 275 (1942). 
16 Kruno Prijatelj, "Prilozi Slikarstvu XV-XVII Stoljeća u Dubrovniku," Historijski 
zbornik 1-4, no. IV (1951). 
17 Ljubo Karaman, "O Staroj Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku," Anali Historijskog 
Instituta u Dubrovniku II (1953). 
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construction of the career of Blaž Jurjev had been building steadily, the full unveiling 

came in 1955 in two articles by Kruno Prijatelj, one in a specialist journal and one in a 

general audience magazine.18  In both articles, Prijatelj announced that the works that 

had been identified by Karaman in 1933 as products of a common workshop were the 

works of Blaž Jurjev.  Prijatelj used the evidence that Fisković and Karaman had 

turned up in the archives to establish where the painter was when and then specifically 

connected a contract from 1435 with the Blaž Trogir Polyptych.   

 In 1929, the Blaž Trogir Polyptych was part of a Baroque altar in the Chapel of 

St. Jerome in the Trogir Cathedral but Prijatelj argued that it had been moved there 

when its original location, specified in the 1435 contract as the Chapel of St. Jerome in 

the Church of St. John the Baptist, fell into ruin sometime in the nineteenth century.  

Prijatelj pointed to the position of John the Baptist and Jerome to the left of the central 

image of the Virgin as confirmation of his hypothesis.19  Because Karaman had 

already established that it was Blaž Jurjev who had painted and signed the Zadar 

Madonna della Salute, Prijatelj added the panel to the oeuvre.  Using the framework 

of documents and the current locations of the paintings, Prijatelj organized the group 

of nine paintings into a chronology based on their location and the years that the artist 

was in that city. In 1955, Prijatelj established a group of characteristics that would be 

often repeated and firmly associated with the artist’s oeuvre including:“spiritualized 

Madonnas with mantels elegantly filled with fine plays of lines, frowning saints with 

                                                
18 Kruno Prijatelj, "Prilog Trogirskom Slikarstvu XV Stoljeća o Blažu Trogiraninu," 
Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 9 (1955), ———, "Dalmatinska Slikarska 
Škola," Mogućnosti 1 (1955). 
19 Prijatelj, "Prilog Trogirskom Slikarstvu XV Stoljeća o Blažu Trogiraninu." 145 
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dark skin, wide eyes with thick lids, upturned grimaces, long fingers that emphasize 

spirituality, and the juxtaposition of colors that are often discordant but that can’t be 

easily forgotten.”20 

Prijatelj’s hypothesis was not met with universal acceptance.  Only one year 

later the Serbian art historian, Vojislav Đurić, argued in an article entitled “Slikar Blaž 

Jurjev” (the Painter Blaž Jurjev) that Prijatelj’s reconstruction was overly optimistic.21  

Đurić’s discomfiture resulted from multiple factors but ultimately hinged on the 

Madonna della Salute.  As a signed work, the Madonna della Salute should be the 

cornerstone for other attributions but it did not exhibit even a cursory resemblance to 

any of the other paintings assigned to Blaž.  Indeed, the Madonna della Salute calls to 

mind Duecento or Byzantine icons, in particular the Glykofilansa type, while the 

polyptychs and Madonnas of the rest of the group relate to the parameters of the 

International Gothic style in Venice. Đurić pointed out the stark differences between 

the long necks and heads of the grouped Madonnas and the compact features of the 

Zadar icon and the “gothic deformation” of the eyes and hands of the Dalmatian group 

not at all present in the Zadar icon.  Đurić proposed that the works of Blaž Jurjev were 

limited to two paintings, one from Blato from 1431 and the Madonna della Salute icon 

from Zadar. 

                                                
20 “Njegove produhovljene Madona u elegantno nabranim plaštevima s finim igrama 
linija, njegovi namršteni sveci tamne puti, izbuljenih očiju i prćastog podbratka s tako 
karakterističnom grimasom, dug ii spiritualzirani prsti njegovih figura, kojima 
potencira produhovljenost, i njegovih često diskordantni, ali specifični akordi boja, ne 
mogu se lako zaboraviti”  ———, "Dalmatinska Slikarska Škola." 50 
21 Vojislav Đurić, "Slikar Blaž Jurjev," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 10 
(1956). 
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Đurić’s contestation was unwelcome to say the least and it certainly did not 

help that he was a Serbian art historian rejecting a Croatian hypothesis about a 

Croatian “homeland” artist.  Rebuttals to Đurić’s argument were almost immediate.  In 

1957 Ljubo Karaman replied that the connection between “Blasius de J(adra)” and 

“Blasius Georgii de Tragurio” was not absolute and that the Zadar Madonna della 

Salute should not exclude the identification of Blaž Jurjev with the larger group of 

Damatian paintings.22  Kruno Prijatelj also had opportunity to respond to Đurić’s 

protestations; he proposed that the Madonna della Salute was a purposeful imitation of 

an earlier, venerated Zadar icon.23  In 1960, Ksenija Cicarelli, the conservator from 

Split, ignored Đurić’s rejection of the Blaž hypothesis and attributed a Madonna and 

Child she had found in the collection of the Kaštel-Štafilić family (Kaštel-Štafilić 

Madonna, image 8) to the artist on the basis of iconographic similarities with the Blaž 

Trogir Polyptych and the Madonna of the Rosegarden also from Trogir.24  Cvito 

Fisković attributed a series of miniatures found in the registry of the Brotherhood of 

the Holy Spirit to Blaž, noting the fact that the artist was a member of the confraternity 

and similarities with the larger format works in the oeuvre.25  

                                                
22 Ljubo Karaman, "Razgovor o Nekim Problemima Domaće Historije, Arheologije, 
Historije Umjetnosti," Anali Historijskog Instituta u Dubrovniku VI-VII (1957-1959). 
61 
23 Kruno Prijatelj, "Problem Opusa Slikara Blaža Jurjeva Trogiranina," Radovi 
Odsjeka povijesti umjetnosti Filozofskog fakulteta Sveučilišta u Zagrebu 2 (1960). 31-
36 
24 Ksenija Cicarelli, "Prilog Trogirskom Slikarstvu XV Stoljeća," Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 12 (1960). 
25 Cvito Fisković, "Neobjavljeno Djelo Blaža Jurjeva u Stonu," Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 13 (1961). 
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The true blow to Đurić’s argument and with it the validation of the Croatian 

position, came in December of 1961 when a signature was discovered during the 

restoration of the St. James Polyptych (image 6) from the Church of St. John the 

Baptist in Trogir.  The exciting discovery was published immediately in a Zagreb 

newspaper.26  Prior to the restoration the polyptych was missing several parts of the 

frame and the central painted wooden relief figure of St. James was in poor repair.  In 

order to proceed with the restoration, the relief figure had to be removed from the 

surface of the painting.  On the panel underneath St. James, the restorers found the 

signature “Blassius/pincssit/o/m436/die messi/zugni/2” is written in green in small 

Gothic characters.  In the catalogue from a year later (1962), Prijatelj proclaimed:  

The discovery of the signature of Blaž does not only represent the 
confirmation of the thesis for which we have argued for years, but also 
the affirmation of the importance of the role of national masters or 
better still, of the school of Dalmatian painters.  Besides Nikola 
Vladanov, Dujam Vučković, Ivan Ugrinović, Matko Junčić and Lovro 
Dobričević, thanks to this discovery, Blaž Jurjev becomes 
incontrovertibly not only another clearly defined representative of this 
school from the fifteenth century, but the quality of his works afford 
him one of the primary posts in the painting of our fifteenth century27 

 

Through the signature provided validation for the attributions to Blaž Jurjev, 

interestingly, the St. James Polyptych had not been included in the previous group of 

                                                
26 Grgo Gamulin, "Blasius Pincssit," Telegram, December 15, 1961 1961. 
27 “Otkriće Blaževa potpisa nije samo potvrda jedne teze za koju smo se i mi 
godinama borili, već i afirmacija značaje i uloge domaćih majstora ili još bolje , 
dalmatinske slikarske škole kao takve.  Uz Nikolu Vladanova, Dujma Vuškovića, 
Ivana Ugrinovića, Matko Junčića i Lovru Dobričevića ovim je otkrićem Blaž Jurjev 
neosporno postao ne samo još jedna jasno definirana ličnost te škole u XV stoljeća, 
već mu kvalitet njegovih radova daje jedno od prvih mjesta u slikarstvu našeg 
kvatročenta.”  Kruno Prijatelj, Splitska Galerija i Njezin Krug (Zagreb: MTM, 1962). 



 

 

97 

works attributed to the artist.  Karaman, Fisković, and Prijatelj all had identified the 

polyptych as a workshop production, because of its similarities to the work of the 

master but ultimately lower quality.  In 1956, Fisković presciently elevated his 

estimation of the polyptych slightly by suggesting that the master did directly 

participate in its making but stopped short of labeling it a full-fledged “Blaž Jurjev.”  

Part of the hesitation with the St. James Polyptych in particular was that it was one of 

only two extant examples from the identified group of works from Dalmatia that 

included a painted wooden relief.  Once the St. James Polyptych entered Blaž’s 

oeuvre, the second example of a polyptych with wooden relief sculpture, the Katarina 

Polyptych (image 7) also from Trogir was also included.28 

 Further developments in the assembly of Blaž Jurjev’s oeuvre followed the 

discovery of the signature.  Cvito Fisković had associated a painted crucifix from the 

Church of St. Nicholas in Ston (the Ston Crucifix, image 2) with the orbit of Jurjev in 

195629 but elevated its status to a work of the master after its restoration.30  Also 

following a restoration project, in 1962, Fisković attributed a painted crucifix from the 

Church of St. Francis in Split (Split Crucifix, image 1) to the artist.  Fisković 

                                                
28 The central figure of St. Catherine and two panels with three figure each were 
assembled into a polyptych after the restoration of all of the pieces in 1967.  The two 
panels were found in the Church of St. Dominick in Trogir but the central statue had 
been put in a Mannerist altar of the Circumcision of Christ by Palma il Giovane.  
Small images of the apostles, presumably from the original predella had been 
distributed throughout cells in the convent.  Although multiple apostle images were 
noted in convent inventories from the beginning of the twentieth century, by 1967 
only one was found.  Domančić and Sorić, Blaž Jurjev Trogiranin  107 
29 Cvito Fisković, "Nekoliko Podatka o Starim Dubrovačkim Slikarima," Prilozi 
Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 10 (1956). 
30 Fisković, "Neobjavljeno Djelo Blaža Jurjeva u Stonu." 
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supported the attribution of the Split Crucifix with a contract from 1412 in which 

Jurjev was commissioned to paint the vault of the Church of St. Francis.  Although 

there was no crucifix mentioned in the contract, Fisković argued that the crucifix was 

part of a larger decoration project in the church and dated it to the same year.31  

Fisković confirmed the Svih Svetih Polyptych (image 10) from the town of Korčula as 

a work of Jurjev’s on the basis of comparisons between the apostle figures in the 

predella and miniatures from the registry of the Brotherhood of the Holy Spirit in 

Trogir.32  Soon after, Vinko Foretić uncovered a document from 1439 in which the 

curate of the Church of All Saints in the town of Blato (a small town on the island of 

Korčula) agrees with a priest to loan money in order to pay Blaž Jurjev for a 

polyptych.  Foretić concluded that the document proved that Blaž Jurjev painted the 

Svih Svetih Polyptych and did so before 1439.33 

After the discovery of the signature, Đurić had to modify his position in light 

of new evidence.  However, his modified stance on the artist was not much more 

charitable; in his 1963 text Đurić conceded that the Zadar Madonna della Salute and 

the St. James Polyptych were by Blaž Jurjev but maintained that the paintings from 

Trogir, Šibenik, Korčula, and Dubrovnik that Prijatelj set as Blaž’s oeuvre were done 

by a still anonymous local master.34  Đurić maintained that careful drawing and 

                                                
31 Cvito Fisković, "Neobjavljeno Djelo Blaža Jurjeva u Splitu," Peristil 5 (1962). 
32 Ibid. 122 
33 Vinko Foretić, "Poliptih Blaža Jurjeva u Korčulanskoj Crkvi Svih Sveti," Prilozi 
Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 14 (1962). 
34 Đurić’s immediate concern in his 1963 text was the Ston Crucifix which Fisković 
had attributed to Blaž Jurjev in 1961 after its restoration.  Đurić instead proposed that 
the Ston Crucifix, the Madonna and Child from the Church of St. Đurđa on Boninov, 
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refined coloring found in the Madonna in the Rosegarden, Blaž Trogir Polyptych, or 

Ston Crucifix were absent in the Zadar Madonna della Salute and the St. James 

Polyptych.   

 The force of consensus soon overpowered Đurić’s protestations and Blaž 

Jurjev became a Croatian art historical celebrity.  Jurjev was the subject of the first 

book-length monograph on a Dalmatian artist in 1965.35  In the monograph, Kruno 

Prijatelj restated the attributions he had made in 1955 and confirmed the additions and 

developments made by Cicarelli, Fisković, and Foretić.  Prijatelj further used the 

monograph as an opportunity to refine the timeline of the artist’s career and establish 

dates for individual works.  The Blaž Šibenik Polyptych which Prijatelj had previously 

identified as only “reflecting the influence” of the master was included as a work of 

Jurjev’s with workshop collaboration.  Because of the “hardness of expression” and 

“schematization of certain parts” Prijatelj dated the work between 1436 and 1439, that 

is, in between the Blaž Trogir Polyptych and the Svih Svetih Polyptych.36 

 The 1965 monograph was also the forum in which Prijatelj was able to expand 

upon the artist’s hypothesized training and stylistic formation.  Prijatelj called upon 

the fact that Italian authors had previously hypothesized attributions for the paintings 

in Blaž’s oeuvre to Zanino di Pietro (c. 1389-1448) and Jacobello di Fiore (1400-

                                                                                                                                       
and the Madonna and Child in the Split Art Gallery were all done by the same artist 
and that this group of three could also be connected with the Trogir and Korčula 
polyptychs.  Đurić did not venture a guess as to the artist’s identity beyond 
establishing that he had been trained in the style of Quattrocento Venice.  Vojislav 
Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola (Beograd: Naučno delo, 1963). 67-68 
35 Kruno Prijatelj, Slikar Blaž Jurjev (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1965). 
36 Ibid. 33-34 
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1439) to argue for Blaž’s Italian training.37  Prijatelj also saw parallels with the work 

of Michele Giambono (c.1395-1462) because the Venetian’s work “represented a style 

of reprisal of the currents of the International Gothic with an accentuated ‘baroque’ 

note of the first infiltrations of the Renaissance in the environment of Venetian 

painting.”38  It was also an opportunity to establish Blaž’s identity as a “Croatian” in 

the “Dalmatian School of Painting.”  Although the artist is most often referred to in 

documents as “from Trogir” a document from 1423 refers to the artist as “Blasio 

Georgii de Lapaç.”39  Lapac is a city in the interior Lika region of Croatia across the 

Dinaric Alps from coast Dalmatia.  While both Lika and Dalmatia are part of post-

WWI Croatia, they were not linked in the fifteenth century.  Based on the document, 

Prijatelj suggested that Blaž Jurjev was born in Lika, a development that only 

strengthened the claim for his construed Croatian “nationality.”40 

 The last addition to Jurjev’s oeuvre was made in 1970 when Davor Domančić 

added a Madonna and Child from Šibenik.  In the case of the Šibenik Madonna (image 

11), its association with Blaž Jurjev resulted in its restoration in Split.  Both before 

and after restoration, Domančić noted stylistic similarities between the Šibenik 

                                                
37 The two paintings discussed by Italian art historians are the Korčula St. Mark’s 
Polyptych and the All Saints Polyptych.  In 1946 Roberto Longhi suggested Zanino di 
Pietro was the artist of both works.  Ten years later (1956) Bernard Berenson proposed 
Jacobello del Fiore and then in 1962 Federico Zeri suggested that it both were by a 
painter in the circle of Zanino di Pietro. Domančić and Sorić, Blaž Jurjev Trogiranin  
38 “Posljednje je ime koje se dovodilo u vezu s Blažem mletački slikar Michele 
Giambono, čije slikarstvo predstavlja neku vrstu obnove internacionalnih gotičkih 
strujanja s naglešenom ‘baroknom’ notom u doba prvih renesansnih prodora u 
mletačku likovnu sredinu…” Prijatelj, Slikar Blaž Jurjev. 42 
39 Transcription of full document from 1423 transcribed in: Domančić and Sorić, Blaž 
Jurjev Trogiranin 69 
40 Prijatelj, Slikar Blaž Jurjev. 14 
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Madonna, the Blaž Šibenik Polyptych, the Madonna of the Rosegarden, and the Blaž 

Trogir Polyptych.41 

 The culmination of the reconstruction of the life and the work of Blaž Jurjev 

came in 1986 with the exhibition in Split and Zagreb of the complete collection of art 

works associated with the artist.  A catalogue included entries from Kruno Prijatelj, 

Igor Fisković (the son of Cvito Fisković), Josko Belamarić, Davor Domančić, and 

Zoraida Demori-Stančić and included entries on the “Historical and Aesthetic 

Significance of Blaž Jurjev,” “The Artistic Character of the Painter Blaž Jurjev,” a 

chronology of the artist’s life, transcriptions of archival documents, and extracts from 

publications about the painter. 

 Based on Prijatelj’s chronology from the 1965 monograph, the catalogue 

included authoritative dates for all works.42  As was mentioned previously, the Split 

Crucifix date was fixed by a contract from 1412 for decorative work in the same 

church.  The Boninovo Madonna (image 3) from Dubrovnik was dated between 1421 

and 1428 because the artist was in Dubrovnik during that time frame.  Similarly, the 

crucifix from the Church of St. Nicholas in Ston, near Dubrovnik (the Ston Crucifix) 

was dated to 1428.  Fisković argued that the Ston Crucifix could be specifically dated 

to 1428 because a confraternity was founded in the Church of St. Nicholas in 1427 and 

he assumed that the confraternity ordered the crucifix.  Miniatures from the registry of 

                                                
41 Davor Domančić, "Gospa Blaža Jurjeva u Šibeniku," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u 
Dalmaciji 19 (1972).  The discovery was also announced in the Zagreb daily paper.  
———, "Novo Djelo Blaža Jurjeva u Šibeniku," Telegram, February 11 1972.  
42 All of the dates in this paragraph are from: Domančić and Sorić, Blaž Jurjev 
Trogiranin  



 

 

102 

the Confraternity of the Holy Spirit were dated to 1428 because text on the third page 

of the book states that it was started in that year.  The Svih Svetih Polyptych found in 

Korčula town was dated to 1431 because in that year Blaž Jurjev made for a polyptych 

for the Church of All Saints in Blato (a nearby town also located on the island of 

Korčula).  The Blaž Trogir Polyptych found in the twentieth century in the Trogir 

Cathedral carried a date between 1434 and 1435 because of a commission document 

from the archive for a polyptych for the Church of St. John the Baptist in 1435.43  

 However, the authoritative presentation of the artist’s chronology, while never 

challenged, benefits from the same forces of consensus that maintained other 

established dates and attributions in Dalmatian art history.  The dates were agreed 

upon by the Croatian experts, and indeed by the people that care about Blaž Jurjev, but 

the consensus was in some ways artificial.  Few external facts support the chronology.  

In 1989, Carl Brandon Strehlke reviewed an exhibition of Blaž’s work at the Church 

of San Bartolomeo in Venice for The Burlington Magazine.44  Strehlke commented 

that the approach to approximate dates in the catalogue was not as “fool-proof as the 

catalogue’s authors seem to think.”  He pointed to the close stylistic similarity 

between the Split Crucifix, dated to 1412, and the Ston Crucifix, dated to 1428.  It is 

established that Blaž painted the vault of the Split church vault in 1412 but that does 

                                                
43 Prijatelj tied the document to the polyptych because of the depiction and 
iconographic variants of saints particularly venerated by the Benedictine order.  Part of 
this argument was the assumption that the saint on horseback is St. Michael instead of 
St. George.  Kruno Prijatelj, "Nota Su Biagio Da Trau," Arte Veneta XVI (1962). 115-
135 
44 Carl Brandon Strehlke, "Review: Biagio Di Giorgio Da Traù," The Burlington 
Magazine 131, no. 1036 (1989). 
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not mean that the crucifix was done at the same time.  Accordingly, Strehlke proposed 

that the Split Crucifix was closer in date to 1428 than 1412.  But even the 1428 date 

for the Ston Crucifix relies on the assumption that it was ordered by the Confraternity 

of St. Francis while Blaž Jurjev was still living in Dubrovnik. 

 Without the infrastructure of inference and precedence, the hard facts include 

only the following: “Blasio pictori de Tragurio” is mentioned in the archives from 

Split, Trogir, Dubrovnik, Korčula, and Zadar between 1412 and 1450 and received 

commissions for three polyptychs, one painted ceiling, a set of organ doors, and a 

banner.  A Madonna in Zadar has the inscription inscription “(14)47 DIE 26 OTVBRI 

BLASIVS DE IADRA PI(N)XI.”  One year later, in 1448 a “magister Blasius pictor” 

wrote his will in Zadar and although he is listed as a citizen of Zadar, many of his 

beneficiaries are from Trogir.  Finally, underneath a relief sculpture on a polyptych 

from the Church of St. John the Baptist in Trogir, in 1961 restorers found the 

inscription “Blassius/pincssit/o/m436/die messi/zugni/2” written in small green 

Gothic-style characters. 

There are no glaring errors in the construction of the life and the work of Blaž 

Jurjev.  It is plausible, but should not so easily pass from theory to established fact.  

Blaž Jurjev decorated a vault for a Church in 1412 but there is no reason to assume 

that the Crucifix was made at the same time or even by the same artist.  Similarly, the 

fact that a confraternity was founded and housed in church with a crucifix does not 

mean that the crucifix was commissioned by that confraternity or when it was 

established.  A polyptych found in a church dedicated to “All Saints” is not necessarily 
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the polyptych commissioned for another church dedicated to “All Saints” in another 

town even if the towns are on the same island.  There could have been two painters 

named “Blasius” in Dalmatia, one from Zadar and one from Trogir.  The 1448 will 

does not specify that Blaž is from Trogir, it lists him as an “inahabitant and citizen” of 

Zadar.  Just because he left money to churches in Trogir, he was not necessarily born 

there.   

Even the signature found underneath the figure of St. Jacob does not absolutely 

determine that “Blaž Jurjev” painted the polyptych, “Blassius” could be another 

Blaise.  Perhaps “Blasius” only painted the sculpted figure.  If he was so concerned 

with signing the work, why would he sign the panel underneath the sculpture he must 

have known would be covered?  What do we make of the fact that the signature was 

“discovered” right at the moment that the newly unveiled artist Blaž Jurjev was 

coming under attack as a fabrication by Croatian scholars?  Does it seem incongruent 

that an artist with the weak drawing abilities seen in the Zadar Madonna could stipple 

such elegant angels into the goldfield of the Kaštel-Štafilić Madonna?  What do we 

make of the fact that the three works with the strongest connections to Blaž Jurjev 

were all excluded from Karaman’s original “workshop” group?  Even in 1951, 

Prijatelj excluded the signed St. James Polyptych and the Korčula Svih Svetih 

Polyptych from the master’s oeuvre and preferred to identify these “lesser” works as 

examples of workshop productions.45  What about the general status of poor repair of 

                                                
45 The Zadar Madonna della Salute was included in the 1951 grouping but its 
appearance was excused as necessary because it was a copy of an earlier icon 
venerated in the city.   
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the paintings in question by the twentieth century; all of the paintings in the 1986 

exhibition had been restored since the “discovery” of Blaž Jurjev?  Did the restorers 

impose, even unintentionally, any of these similarities artificially?   

It is possible that further research will expose further inconsistencies or 

problems in with the “life and work” of Blaž Jurjev.  Regardless, the paintings 

associated with his oeuvre warrant further consideration, not as evidence of an ethnic 

“Dalmatian painter” but as products of the multicultural environment of the Eastern 

Adriatic.   

This chronology of the reconstruction is illustrative because it features several 

hallmarks of nationalistic bias in the biographic paradigm.  Although the process 

began with a collected group of images, as the construction of the “life and work” 

grew in complexity, the focus shifted away from the images and the “works” were 

forced to conform to the events of the “life.”  The time period of the reconstruction 

ranges from the early 1950s through the mid 1980s, roughly the course of the careers 

of the second generation of Croatian art historians, Cvito Fisković, Kruno Prijatelj, 

and Grgo Gamulin.  Finally, dissenting opinions were glossed over in favor of the 

consensus of a core group of historians.  The majority of the case studies exhibit one 

or more of these common characteristics.  

 

Lovro Dobričević 

 The construction of the “life and work” of Lovro Dobričević was discussed 

briefly in the last chapter as an example of a biographical narrative that was altered in 
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order to support different national identities.  The comprehensive account of the 

reconstruction of the artist’s biography reveals an intricate and sometimes even 

convoluted process.  Part of the complexity can be explained by the problematic 

integration of work by Croatian and Italian scholars.  At several junctures, the art 

historian’s enthusiasm for attributions to the artist outstripped the supporting evidence. 

 In the first decade of the twentieth century, while researching his survey of the 

history of painting in Venice, Laudadeo Testi found a document in the Venetian 

archives from December of 1444 in which “Laurentio de Cataro pictoris S. 

Geminiani” served as a witness for the artist Michele Giambono.46  Though not 

explicitly stated in the document, Testi suggested the painter “Lawrence of Kotor” was 

an apprentice or associate of Giambono’s workshop.   

 Six years later (1917), Karl Kovač explored the history of painting recorded in 

the Dubrovnik archives and found twenty-two notices of a painter from Kotor named 

“Laurentio.”  Kovač did not know Testi’s work or that Lovro Dobričević had been in 

Venice in 1444.  The earliest notice Kovač located was a commission contract from 

July 1, 1455 in which the painter agreed with the nobleman Aloisius Junius Georgi to 

make an altarpiece for the Franciscan Church in Dubrovnik.47  Kovač found nine other 

commission contracts for the artist as well as information on collaborations with the 

painter Vuchaz and Božidar Vlatković and the names of two of the artist’s apprentices, 

Blaise the son of the painter Petar Ognanović and a Petar who was the son of a 

                                                
46 Laudedeo Testi, La Storia Della Pittura Veneziana, 2 vols. (Bergamo: Istituto 
Italiano d'Arti Grafiche, Editore, 1909). 85 
47 Karl Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit," Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen 
Institutes der K.K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VIII (1917). 45 
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musician.48  Among the ten commissions, there were two for which Kovač offered 

additional information.  The first was the commission from April 19, 1456 in which 

Brother Franchi contracted with Dobričević to make single figures of the Virgin and 

John for either side of the Crucifix on the high altar.  Kovač argued that the painted 

Trecento-style crucifix still found in the Dominican Monastery was the one referred to 

in the commission but in 1917, there were no longer any painted figures of the Virgin 

or John.  However, low-relief polychrome sculptures of Mary and John had been 

described in 1728 by the Dominican monk Serafino Cerva.49  Kovač concluded that 

these were the products of the 1456 commission even though he had assumed from the 

document that the figures were simply painted on panel.    

 The second commission about which Kovač offered a further hypothesis was a 

commission from April 27, 1465 in which Dobričević agreed with the noblemen 

Marino Junius  Gondola, Marino Blasius Gondola, Nicole Blasius Ragnina, and 

Francisco Poli de Poza to make an altarpiece for twenty gold ducats for the Church of 

Santa Maria della Danče.  While cataloging the holdings of the various churches in the 

Dubrovnik area, Kovač described a polyptych found on the high altar of the Church of 

Santa Maria della Danče.  Although the panels had been inserted into a Baroque frame 

and covered with a revetment fashioned out of silver votive panels, the measurements 

specified in the contract were equal to the extant panels. Also, what little of the 

                                                
48 Ibid. 45-49 
49 Cerva wrote that the crucifix was made in January 1358 in thanksgiving for the 
city’s salvation from the plague.  Kovač argued that the crucifix was made instead in 
1348.  Not only did the city suffer a much worse plague in 1348 than 1358, but there is 
also a document from March of 1348 in which Syme de Pasqua Resti sets aside money 
in his will to make a crucifix for the Dominican Church. Ibid. 45  
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painting was visible was done in a manner appropriate to the mid-fifteenth century.  

Kovač concluded that it was highly likely that the altarpiece was the commission from 

1465 (Danče Polyptych, image 35).50 

 In 1933, Ljubo Karaman included Lovro Dobričević in his survey on 

Dalmatian art.  Karaman summarized the account of the life and the work of the artist 

laid out in Kovač.  While he lamented that the silver votive panels prevented him from 

studying it, Karaman affirmed that the polyptych on the high altar of Santa Maria della 

Danče was the product of the 1465 commission.  Karaman offered a new attribution 

for Dobričević, a Madonna and Child better known as the Gospa od Škrpjela (image 

38) in the Church of St. George in Perast.  In support of the hypothesis, Karaman 

pointed to similarities between the face of the Virgin in the Danče Polyptych and the 

face of the Virgin in the Gospa od Škrpjela and referred to a document from 1457 in 

which Dobričević accepted a commission from the curate of the Church of St. George 

in Perast.51  When discussing the 1456 commission for figures for either side of the 

painted crucifix in the Dominican Church, Karaman proposed that it was possible that 

the figures had been painted on the crucifix itself but that they were not visible 

because of residue and the awkward viewing position.52  He did not mention Kovač’s 

                                                
50 Ibid. 47 
51 In 1933, the faces were the only parts of the two paintings that were visible.  The 
Gospa od Škrpjela was covered with a silver revetment and the Danče Polyptych was 
covered with the aforementioned revetment of silver votive panels. Karaman, 
Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 157-158 
52 While Kovač accepted that the commission from 1456 was for painted figures and 
therefore the low-relief sculptures described in the Cerva manuscript could have been 
painted by Dobričević, Karaman was apparently more certain that the commission had 
been for figures painted on panel (strictly 2-dimensional).  Karaman does not mention 
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earlier hypothesis about the low-relief sculptures described by Cerva in the eighteenth 

century. 

 The Danče Polyptych was stripped of its silver votive revetment in the summer 

of 1936 and in 1943 Milan Kašanin was the first art historian to discuss the exposed 

polyptych.  He celebrated the polyptych’s central panel, the Madonna and Child, as 

one of the first examples of the “spirit of the early Renaissance.”53  The Danče 

Polyptych Madonna composition warrants the praise, especially after it had been 

hidden from view for so long.  The Madonna and Child are seated on a golden pillow 

and encased in a mandorla.  Rays of orange surrounds the Madonna’s body and fade 

into a yellow gold light that is then limited by the thick blue border with monochrome 

double-winged putti heads.  At the lower corners of the field, two angels serenade the 

mother and child: one with a harp and the other with a portable organ.  In an intriguing 

heavenly accessory choice, both angels have pointed red shoes.  The muscular Christ 

child stands on the Madonna’s lap, reaching for the neck of his mother’s dress with 

one hand and grasping her thumb with the other hand.  Christ is nude except for the 

diaphanous veil slung around his hips and looped over the Virgin’s fingers.  The 

Madonna’s orangish-red dress gathers at the cinched waist with a gold belt.  Her cloak 

is fashioned of deep blue and gold brocade with large floral designs and a deep gray 

interior.  Both the cloak and dress hem spill over the edge of the mandorla; the stiff, 

geometric folds of the brocade convey its weight and bulk compared to the pooled 

                                                                                                                                       
Kovač’s assessment of the low-relief sculptures or his assessment of the Cerva 
manuscript. 
53 “једно од првих које је иѕведено по схватанјима раног ренесанса” Milan 
Kašanin, Umetnost i Umetnici (Belgrade: Jugoistok, 1943). 155 
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fabric of the dress.  Though he was most impressed with the central panel of the 

Danče Polyptych, Kašanin was also the first scholar to name the figures on the side 

panels and identified them as Blaise and Francis of Assisi on the left and Nicholas and 

St. Stephen on the right.54     

 In addition to his description and assessment of the Danče Polyptych, Kašanin 

added several components to the assembled life narrative of Lovro Dobričević.  

Although he does not cite Testi as his source, Kašanin did include the news that a 

painter called “Lovro of Kotor” was mentioned in Venice in 1444.55  Without 

explaining why, he proclaimed that the John and Mary from the 1456 commission for 

accompaniment figures for the Dominican painted crucifix were done in the Byzantine 

style.56  Based on similarities with the saint figures in the Danče Polyptych, Kašanin 

concluded that a large polyptych in the Dominican Church could be connected with a 

joint commission from 1455 for Lovro Dobričević and Matko Junčić made for the 

Dominican Church.  The Dominican Polyptych (image 36) is a ten-field polyptych 

arranged in two registers with half-length figures in the top register and full-length 

                                                
54 Kašanin does not explain what led him to identify the saints in the way that he did.  
Only Nicholas has his very standard attribute of three gold orbs.  I think that Kašanin 
identified the saint on the bottom left as Francis of Assisi because he is dressed as a 
Franciscan but I have no idea what led him to conclude that the saint on the bottom 
right was Stephen.  Ibid. 156   
55  “…изгледа да је Ловро, у младости, боравио у Венецији, јер се 1444 поминје 
онде један сликар под именом Ловра из Котора… It seems as though, Lovro, in his 
youth, stayed in Venice because in 1444 there is a painter by the name of Lovro of 
Kotor mentioned there. Ibid. 151 
56 Ibid. 152 
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figures in the bottom register.57  The central image in the lower register is a Baptism of 

Christ and the central image in the upper register is an Eleousa-type variation of a 

Madonna and Child.  Although the Baptism of Christ is set in a landscape, the area 

above the horizon line is gold field as are all of the other panel backgrounds.  Based 

on the marked stylistic differences beween the Dominican Polyptych and the Lopud 

Polyptych (image 33) (attributed to Dobričević’s collaborator on the project Matko 

Junčić), Kašanin concluded that Junčić’s role in the project was minor.  In addition to 

the Dominican Polyptych, Kašanin discussed a group of paintings from the Church of 

Santa Maria od Rožata in Ombla that he associated with a document from 1469.58  He 

describes a panel in which the Madonna holds a book in which the legible text is 

written three quarters in Latin and the last quarter in Old Slavonic.59  In another panel 

from the Church of Santa Maria od Rožata, the inscription behind the saint’s head (he 

does not specify which one) is written in Greek.  Kašanin points to these details to 

argue “in Dubrovnik there is evidence of art and the spirit of the times not only with 

                                                
57 The half-length saints from left to right are: Peter, Dominick, Peter Martyr, and 
Francis.  The full-length saints from left to right are: Michael, Nicholas, Blaise, and 
Stephen. 
58 Kašanin’s article is the only mention of these paintings that I have ever seen or 
heard about.  The descriptions do not match anything else and unfortuantely he does 
not include images.  Given that the book was published in 1943 my only explanation 
for this is that the paintings were lost or destroyed in the latter days of World War II.  
Kašanin does not explain the document from 1469 but it is transcribed and included in 
Tadić’s collection.  The notarial record states that the Priest Bernardus owes 
Dobričević money (four ducats, sixteen grossi, and 15 parvulos) for a polyptych that 
the artist had already delivered to the church. Jorjo Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u 
Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Belgrade: Academia Scientiarum Serbica, 
1952). Document 510 
59 Kašanin, Umetnost i Umetnici. 152 
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the ‘maritime territories across the sea’, but also with the interior territories.”60  

Although he did not pursue Karaman’s suggestion about Dobričević and the possible 

attribution of the Gospa od Škrpjela icon, Kašanin asserted that the source of the 

artist’s success in Dubrovnik was his ability to work in a variety of styles, including 

Byzantine, Gothic, and early Renaissance, as directed by the patron.  This flexibility, 

for Kašanin, accounted for variations in the styles of Dobričević’s oeuvre.61 

 In 1952, Jorjo Tadić’s collection of transcriptions from the Dubrovnik archives 

provided additional data to incorporate into the reconstruction of the artist Lovro 

Dobričević.  Among other documents, Tadić included the contract that Kašanin had 

alluded to when attributing the Dominican Polyptych to Lovro Dobričević and Matko 

Junčić from 1448 and a contract to finish a project begun by Matko Junčić for the 

Church of St. George in Perast from 1455.62  When Vojislav Đurić wrote his survey of 

the Dubrovnik painting school in 1963, he did not discuss the Perast St. George 

commission but he did use many of Tadić’s other documents to fill in gaps in the story 

of the artist.  Đurić included information on the artist’s family and discussed (and 

cited) Testi’s discovery of Dobričević’s presence in Venice with Michele Giambono.63  

More so than his predecessors, Đurić included descriptions of the artist’s oeuvre.  He 

supported Kašanin’s earlier hypothesis about the unqueal division of labor between 

Dobričević and Junčić on the Dominican Polyptych commission.  He pointed to 

                                                
60 “у Дубровнику, је постојала уметничка и духовна веза не само с 
'прекоморским крајевима', него и са приморским залеђем." Ibid. 152 
61 Ibid. 254 
62 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Documents 347 and 
409 
63 Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola. 70 
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similarities between the composition of the Virgin and Child from the two polyptychs 

as well as to the similar presentation of the Anthony of Padua figure from the Danče 

Polyptych and the Francis figure from the Dominican Polyptych to prove that 

Dobričević had been responsible for the painting of the polyptych and that Junčić had 

made the elaborate wooden frame.64  Đurić identified the saints in the Danče 

Polyptych as Nicholas, Anthony of Padua, Blaise, and Julian instead of Nicholas, 

Francis of Assisi, Blaise, and Stephen as Kašanin had done earlier.  Đurić’s 

identifications fit better with the function of the Danče Church as part of the city’s 

lazaretto, the standard attributes of the saints and iconography found elsewhere in the 

city, and his identification of Anthony of Padua is confirmed by an inscription found 

above the saint’s head.65  

 Although he did not discuss the Gospa od Škrpjela from the Church of St. 

George in Perast in 1963, Đurić did broach the subject four years later.  Until 1967, 

the Gospa od Škrpjela had been encased in a seventeenth-century silver revetement.  

When the panel was removed and restored in April of 1967, Đurić was able to analyze 

the painting “in the buff” and definitively attributed it to Dobričević based on 

similarities with other works in the oeuvre and chronological coincidence.  Đurić 

suggested that the artist painted the icon shortly after the founding of the Church in 

                                                
64 The frame that the polyptych has been in since it was found by Kovač in 1917 is a 
later Baroque style frame.  Đurić suggested that the original frame that Junčić made 
looked more like the frame of a Lorenzo Veneziano frame in Vienna. ———, "Slikar 
Blaž Jurjev." 73 
65 Julian the Hospitaller is dressed in the style of a wealthy youth of Ragusa.  In 
Dubrovnik, there are no pictures of Stephen Martyr without his stones, so Julian is a 
better fit than Stephen Martyr.  It is unknown why Anthony of Padua has a label above 
his head when none of the other figures have them. 
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1452 and Dobričević was the only major artist working in Kotor in the middle of the 

fifteenth century.66  The Gospa od Škrpjela icon is an adaptation of the Hodegetria 

icon in which the Mother and Child are painted against a red curtain.  The stiff-backed 

Christ Child sits in the crook of the Madonna’s outstretched arm and wears a long 

white tunic with a gold bib-style collar.  The Madonna’s cloak is a plain blue with 

narrow gold trim and sunbursts on either shoulder.  Underneath the mantle, she wears 

a solid-color red dress with a gold and red belt.  The figures’ faces and necks are 

harshly modeled with severe, geometric shadows and both have a bolero-shaped 

shadow at the lower neck and sternum.  Perfect circles of pink for the Madonna and a 

brown for Christ placed spot in the middle of the cheeks indicate incarnate flush. Two 

circles at either lower edge indicate that the Madonna sits on a bench against a 

cylindrical pillow. The figures both have solid halos articulated in gesso and gilding.  

The style of the Gospa od Škrpjela is very different from that of the Danče Polyptych, 

but Đurić, like his predecessors Karaman and Kašanin, attributed the discrepancy to 

the artist’s ability to work in different styles for different patrons. 

 Ten years later (1977), Đurić proposed another addition to Dobričević’s 

oeuvre, a series of frescoes at the Savina Monastery in Herceg Novi in Montenegro.67  

Herceg Novi is located at the northern edge of the Bay of Kotor and the frescoes in the 

                                                
66 Vojislav Đurić, "Ikona Gospe Od Škrpjela," Anali filološkog fakulteta Beogradskog 
univerziteta 7 (1967).  Interestingly, according to local legend of the construction of 
the Church of St. George in Perast was precipitated by the discovery of the Gospa od 
Škrpjela icon on a rock in the Kotor bay by fishermen.  The fishermen built an island 
around the icon-bearing rock and then the Church of St. George was built on the man-
made island. 
67 Vojislav Đurić, "Manastir Savina," Boka 5 (1977). 
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Savina Monastery exhibited some of the same facial types and a similar treatment of 

drapery to Dobričević’s work in the Gospa od Škrpjela and the Dominican Polyptych.  

Although no archival notices prove any link between Dobričević and the monastery, 

the artist’s son, Vicko Lovrin (also a painter), was commissioned to paint frescoes in 

the Greek style (more graeco) for a monastery in Trebinje in 1510.68  Đurić argued 

that the fact that Dobričević’s son painted frescoes for an Orthodox monastery made it 

very likely that Lovro also accepted fresco commissions for Orthodox monasteries.  

He proposed that Lovro Dobričević apprenticed with Jovo de Debra before he went to 

Venice in 1444.  Jovo de Debra was a popular painter for Serbian Orthodox 

monasteries known to have worked in the Kotor area.  Since the Savina Monastery 

was newly consecrated in 1460 and Dobričević was the best-known artist working on 

the Bay of Kotor at that time, Đurić concluded that he had painted the frescoes.  On 

the heels of the Savina Monastery attribution, a Montenegrin art historian Rajko 

Vujičić attributed a series of frescoes uncovered after an earthquake in the Kotor 

Church of St. Ana to Dobričević on the basis of similarities with the Savina Monastery 

frescoes.69 

 In 1980, Gracija Brajković attempted to secure the attribution of the Gospe od 

Šrkpjela to Dobričević on the basis of two documents from 1454 and 1455 published 

in Jorjo Tadić’s collection.70  The first document from 1454 is the will of the artist 

                                                
68 Tadić, Građa O Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 838 
69 Rajko Vujičić, "O Novootkrivenim Freskama u Crkvi Sv. Ane u Kotoru," Zbornik 
Boka 15-16 (1984). 
70 Gracija Brajković, "Slika Lovra Marinova Dobričevića Na Otoku Gospe Od 
Škrpjela I Njezini Srebrni Ukrasi," in Fiskovićev Zbornik (Split: 1980). 
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Matko Junčić (Lorenzo’s collaborator on the Dominican Polyptych from 1448).  In his 

will, Junčić confessed that he would be unable to finish the work he had promised to 

do for the curator of the Church of St. George in Perast and arranged for the return of  

the advance payment of nine ducats.71  Unfortunately, the original commission 

contract no longer exists, only the will that confirms that Junčić had accepted the 

commission, was paid nine ducats in advance, and did not complete the work.  Despite 

Junčić’s intention to return the nine ducats, thirteen months later his brother Nicolo 

still had the money.  In December of 1455, Nicolo Junčić, the curator of the Church of 

St. George in Perast, and Lorenzo di Marino met at the notary’s office to record 

Lorenzo’s receipt of the nine ducats from Nicolo and agreed Lorenzo would now 

complete the St. George’s ancona commission.72  The document specifies that the total 

price for the ancona was 25 ducats; because the advance remained nine ducats, 

Brajković assumed that the price of Junčić’s original commission was also 25 ducats. 

Brajković argued that the commission that Dobričević finished for Junčić was the 

Gospa od Škrpjela. 

 In 1986-1987, the Croatian art historian Grgo Gamulin asserted that he had 

new information that definitively established the oeuvre of Lovro Dobričević and 

excluded the possibility that the artist had worked in Orthodox monasteries or painted 

the Gospa od Škrpjela.73  He proposed that Lovro Dobričević was the same person as 

the artist known in Italy as the “Master of Pantaleone.”  The “Master of Pantaleone” 

                                                
71 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 404 
72 Ibid. Document 409 
73 Grgo Gamulin, "Za Lovro Dobričevića," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 26 
(1986-1987). 
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was so named because of a signature M. Pantaleone 1460” found on an Adoration of 

the Shepherds panel by the British art historian Evelyn Sandberg-Vavala in 1930.  By 

the mid-1980s, the oeuvre of the “Master of Pantaleone” constructed by Sandberg-

Vavala, Roberto Longhi, Rodolfo Pallucchini, and Federico Zeri, included three 

panels of the Adoration of the Shepherds, the Wernher Annunciation (image 37) from 

the Luton Hoo Collection, and a group of fourteen saint panels at the Prague National 

Gallery. 74  The Wernher Annunciation and the panels from the Prague National 

Gallery (image 64) are from the same dissembled polyptych originally made for a 

                                                
74 The reconstruction of the “Maestro Pantaleone” began in 1930 when Evelyn 
Sandberg-Vavala grouped three painted panels of the Adoration of the Shepherds.  
One of the panels had the signature “M. Pantaleone 1460.”  Sandberg-Vavala 
proposed that the Pantaleone Master was better known as the painter and woodcarver, 
Jacopo Moronzon.  In 1946, Roberto Longhi approached the question of the 
authorship of the Adoration panels, adding to the group a larger Annunciation 
(Wernher Annunciation) panel then in the collection of Lady Ludlow.  Longhi rejected 
Sandberg-Vavala’s identification of Jacopo Moronzon because of marked differences 
in execution from works signed by Moranzon and suggested Leonardo Bellini.  
Longhi supported is attribution with analysis of the miniaturist techniques and scenes 
from the life of the Virgin in the background of the Werhner Annunciation.  In the 
1960 issue of Arte Veneta, Rodolfo Pallucchini added the saints panels from the 
National Gallery in Prague to the three Adoration of the Shepherds panels and the 
Wernher Annunciation.  In 1971, Federico Zeri used measurements of the Prague 
panels and the Wernher Annuncation and concluded that they were originally part of 
the same polyptych complex.  Zeri identified the Prague saints and determined that the 
polyptych was a Franciscan commission because of the presence of Louis of Toulouse, 
Francis, and Anthony of Padua.  Using the saint identifications, Zeri was able to date 
the polyptych to after 1450 because of the representation of Bernardino of Siena who 
was not canonized until 1450.  Zeri further argued that the technique and style of the 
Prague and London paintings linked them to artists in the circles of Michele 
Giambono or Gentile da Fabriano.Evelyn Sandberg-Vavala, "Il Maestro Della Vita 
Della Vergine," Dedalo XI (1930-31), Rodolfo Pallucchini, "Maestro Pantaleone," 
Arte Veneta  (1959/60), Federico Zeri, "Un Appunto Per Il Maestro 
Dell'annunciazione Ludlow," in Giorno Per Giorno Nella Pittura (Torino: Umberto 
Alemandi & Co, 1988), Roberto Longhi, Viatico Per Cinque Secoli Di Pittura 
Veneziana (Florence: Sansoni, 1946). 
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Franciscan Church. Gamulin argued that the physiognomy, technique, and 

composition exhibited in the oeuvre of the “Master of Panteleone” was identical to the 

physiognomy, technique, and composition exhibited in the oeuvre of Lovro 

Dobričević.75  As proof of this hypothesis, Gamulin claimed that the Wernher 

Annunciation and the Prague panels were the finished product of a contract made 

between Dobričević and Alouisio Georgi for a polyptych for the Dubrovnik 

Franciscan Church.76  Alouisio Georgi made the commission in 1455 but a marginal 

note shows that in 1458, Dobričević still had not completed the polyptych.  The price 

was 150 gold ducats, an appropriate sum for the large and lavish polyptych that 

contained the Prague and London panels.   

 As further proof of the connection between the “Master of Pantaleon” and 

Dobričević, Gamulin pointed to a Nativity panel that Kruno Prijatelj had found in the 

small town of Luka Šipan near Split in 1959.77  The similarities in composition 

between the Luka Šipan Madonna and the Adoration of the Shepherd panels 

confirmed for Gamulin that the “Master of Pantaleone” had ties to the Dalmatian 

coast. Gamulin further added a Madonna and Child from the National Museum of 

Croatia in Zagreb and a Madonna of Humility from the collector M. Brajčin in Split to 

the oeuvre.78  According to Gamulin, the artist who painted the Wernher Annunciation 

and Prague panels in 1455 and the Danče Polyptych ten years later, could not possibly 

                                                
75 Gamulin, "Za Lovro Dobričevića." 
76 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 407 
77 Kruno Prijatelj, "Porođenje Kristovo Majstora Pantaleona na Šipanu," Mogućnosti, 
no. 6 (1959). 
78 Gamulin, "Za Lovro Dobričevića." 
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have painted the Gospa od Škrpjela in 1445.  The addition of the “Pantaleone” 

paintings confirmed for Gamulin that Dobričević had learned to paint in Italy with 

Michele Giambono and Gamulin was certain that the same artist could not have 

painted the Gospa od Škrpjela only a year after returning to Kotor.  Gamulin argued 

that without the Gospa od Škrpjela, the other “Eastern-style” attributions made by 

Đurić and Vujičić to Dobričević were null and void.79 

  At the 1987 conference held in honor of the Zlatno doba Dubrovnika (Golden 

Age of Dubrovnik) exhibition, the Italian-Hungarian scholar Miklos Boskovits 

confirmed the attribution of the Wernher Annunciation and Prague panels to the Lovro 

Dobričević.80  Boskovits specifically pointed to the nearly identical renderings of St. 

Nicholas of Bari in the Dominican Polyptych and the Prague panels and the 

similarities between the St. Anthony of Padua figures in the Danče Polyptych and the 

Prague panels.  Using the relative demonstration of painterly sophistication between 

the three polpytychs, Boskovits proposed that the Wernher Annunciation/Prague 

panels were done after the Dominican Polyptych but before the Danče Polyptych.81  

This formulation of chronology fits the contract documents associated with each 

altarpiece: 1448 for the Dominican Polyptych, 1455-1458 for the Wernher 

Annuncation and Prague panels, and 1465 for the Danče Polyptych.  Boskovits 

expressed reservations about the attribution of the group of Adoration of the 

                                                
79 Ibid. 63 
80 Miklos Boskovits, "Da Biagio Da Trau a Lorenzo Da Cattaro: Appunti Sul Primo 
Quattrocento in Dalmazia," in Likovna Kultura Dubrovnika 15 i 16 Stoljeća (Zagreb: 
Naša djeca, 1991). 
81 Ibid. 160 
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Shepherds and Madonna paintings to Dobričević because of the mediocrity of the 

paintings.  He did not comment on the Gospa od Škrpjela. 

 Despite Gamulin’s insistence that the Gospa od Škrpjela and other Orthodox or 

“Greek style” paintings were not done by Dobričević, Rajko Vujičić continued to 

attribute works from Montenegro to the artist.  In 1991, Vujičić proposed that a 

double-sided icon in the treasury of the Kotor Cathedral was painted by Dobričević.82  

Vujičić made the attribution by comparing the Kotor icon with the Gospa od Škrpjela.  

He also expanded his earlier hypotheses about the frescoes in the Kotor Church of St. 

Ana and attributed another fresco in the Church of St. Nicholas in Bar, Montenegro to 

the artist.83   

 Rajko Vujičić made the most recent contribution to the reconstruction of the 

life of Lovro Dobričević in 2004.  At the conference Dani Cvita Fiskovićeva (Cvito 

Fisković Conference), Vujičić introduced a document that he found in the Kotor 

archives that shed light on Dobričević’s childhood.  A contract and receipt of payment 

from 1431 confirmed that Dobričević’s father sold him into the service of the Venetian 

captain Nicolo Pisano for an eight-year tenure.  The document explained that 

Dobričević would accompany Pisano to Venice.84   

 While scholars disagree on the oeuvre of Lovro Dobričević, there are some 

issues that warrant further consideration.  Regardless of the ideological import of the 

                                                
82 Rajko Vujičić, "Djelatnost Lovre Dobričevića U Boki Kotorskoj," in Likovna 
Kultura Dubrovnika 15 i 16 Stoljeća, ed. Cvito Fiskovic (Zagreb: Naša djeca, 1991). 
83 Vujičić, "O Novootkrivenim Freskama u Crkvi Sv. Ane U Kotoru." 
84 Rajko Vujičić, "Lovro Dobričević" (paper presented at the Dani Cvita Fiskovićeva, 
Orebić, Croatia, 2004). 



 

 

121 

Gospa od Škrpjela attribution, Brajković’s argument based on Matko Junčić’s 1444 

will and Dobričević’s commitment to finish the dead artist’s work from 1445 is not 

convincing.  Dobričević finished a commission started by Junčić, but there is no 

reason to determine that the commission and the Škrpjela panel go together.  In fact, if 

we look at the relative prices of Lorenzo’s other commissions and the Madonna from 

St. George’s of Perast, the evidence proves the opposite.  Although the original 

commission document is now lost, we know that the total price promised to Junčić 

was twenty-five ducats; he was given nine in advance.  Normally the advance price 

was intended to cover the costs of materials as well as serve as a retainer for the 

artist’s services.  In 1456, Dobričević accepted a commission for the Dominican 

Church in Dubrovnik for two figures done in paint and gold, one of Mary and one of 

St. John the Evangelist.  The agreed price was twelve ducats.85  Although the products 

of the 1456 Dominican commission are now lost, the fact that two figures made with 

gold cost twelve ducats means that twenty-five ducats or even the advanced nine 

ducats would be an absurd price for a single Madonna panel with no gold field.  In 

terms of Lorenzo’s other commissions, in February of 1448 he was paid twenty-two 

ducats for a fourteen-field polyptych and the extant Danče Polyptych cost 20 ducats.86  

The St. George’s of Perast commission must have been for a larger altar complex, not 

a single icon.  Even if the Gospa od Škrpjela was originally inserted into a larger 

complex, at a price of 25 ducats the panel should have been gold field instead of the 

plain red. 

                                                
85 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 412 
86 Ibid. document 344; document 476 
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 A second issue that requires attention is the level of sophistication of the 

Wernher Annunciation.  It far exceeds the level of any other painting in contemporary 

Dubrovnik including that of the Danče Polyptych in terms of composition, 

iconography, and symbolism. The Wernher Annunciation is set in both exterior and 

interior space in a type of open porch.  The Virgin stands behind a complex lectern set 

on a birdcage pedestal with three birds and a red bowl visible through the slats. A two-

handled glass vase displays four stems with small bouquet of red and white flowers 

pluming from the mouth.  The brocade design on the Virgin’s cloak incorporates 

unicorns, an emblem of virginity, and letters forming the word AVE M presumably for 

AVE MARIA.  Gabriel’s cloak is made of an equally intricate pattern of floral-vegetal 

designs.  A classicizing nude warrior sculpture stands on a column near the roof.  The 

background landscape includes a hortus conclusus complete with rabbits, a peacock, 

and an orange tree.  Beyond the confines of the garden but below the horizon line, the 

artist has painted a city and series of figures in grisaille, probably intended to represent 

scenes from the legends of the Virgin’s parents, Joachim and Anna.  Unfortunately, 

there are no other examples of the Annunciation iconography from Dubrovnik so it is 

impossible to determine the extent to which these symbols and allusions were familiar 

to Ragusan artists.  However, it is troublesome that there are no examples of this type 

of learned symbolism in other paintings from fifteenth-century Dubrovnik.  

Furthermore, if the Wernher Annunciation is accepted as part of Lovro Dobričević’s 

oeuvre, then the artist made at least two paintings with background landscapes: one in 

the Dominican Polyptych baptism and the second in the Wernher Annunciation.  The 
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discrepancy between the stylized symmetrical hillocks in the Baptism and the natural 

rolling hills in the Wernher Annunciation is quite marked as is the discrepancy in the 

finesse of the gold appliqué of the brocaded fabrics in the two works.87 

 As of July 2007, the Gospa od Škrpjela, the double-sided panel at the Kotor 

Cathedral, and the frescoes at the Savina Moanstery are all identified as the work of 

Lovro Dobričević on the museum tags.  The Wernher Annunciation at the Ranger’s 

House in London is identified as a work of Lorenzo of Cattaro.  There has been no 

subsequent research on the “Master of Pantaleone” and the current whereabouts of the 

Adoration of the Shepherds panels are unknown.   If anything has become clear in 

the conflicted course of art historical record, it is that a better understanding of his 

oeuvre and artistic personality will require further international cooperation and 

collaboration. What is certain is that because of the varied (and sometimes far-flung) 

locations of the paintings ascribed to Lovro Dobričević, his position in the 

understanding of art history should be seriously reevaluated. 

 

Mihajlo Hamzić 

 In his many surveys of the history of Dalmatian painting, the prolific Croatian 

art historian Kruno Prijatelj identified Mihajlo Hamzić, along with Lovro Dobričević 

                                                
87 Donal Cooper from the University of Warwick accepts the attribution of the 
Wernher Annunciation to Lovro Dobričević.  Cooper had the opportunity to examine 
the panel in a restoration studio and kindly provided his photographs.  Cooper is 
currently researching the activities of the mendicant orders in Dalmatia. 
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and Nikola Božidarević, as representative of the Renaissance in Dubrovnik.88  For 

Prijatelj, Hamzić’s position was guaranteed by his educational pedigree: a 1509 

document identifies Hamzić as having traveled in Italy where he practiced art with the 

best painter in Mantua.89  Other art historians also recognized Hamzić’s career in early 

sixteenth-century Dubrovnik and contributed to the construction of the narrative of the 

artist’s life and work.  A closer examination of the process of this construction 

illuminates some of its weak links. 

 Like many artists from the Republic of Ragusa, Hamzić was first discussed in 

1917 in Karl Kovač’s “Nikola Ragusinus und Seine Zeit” (Nikola Ragusinus and his 

Time).90  Kovač found over twenty notices of Hamzić in the archives but only two had 

anything to do with his career as a painter: one commission agreement and one 

reference to an earlier commission.  The commission was between Mihajlo Hamzić 

and his collaborator Pier Giovanni of Venice and the noble Luccari brothers.  The 

                                                
88 Kruno Prijatelj, "La Pittura in Dalmazia Nel Quattrocento E I Suoi Legami Con 
L'altra Sponda," in Quattrocento Adriatico: Fifteenth Century Art of the Adriatic Rim, 
ed. Charles Dempsey (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), ———, 
Kroz Povijest Umjetnosti U Dalmaciji (XIII-XIX. St) : Studije I Sinteze (Split: 
Književni krug, 1995), ———, "Legami Tra La Pittura Dell Dalmazia E La Pittura 
Delle Marche Tra il Quattrocento e il Seicento" (paper presented at the Marche e 
Dalmazia tra umanesimo e barocco: atti del covegno internazionale di studio, Ancona, 
1993), ———, "L'arte in Dalmazia Nel Cinquecento," in Crisi e Rinnovamenti 
Nell'autunno Del Rinasciamento a Venezia, ed. Vittore Branca and Carlo Ossola 
(Florence: Leo S. Olschki Editore, 1991), ———, "La Pittura Del Rinascimento in 
Dalmazia E in Istria," in L'umanesimo in Istria, ed. Vittore Branca and Sante Graciotti 
(Florence: Leo S. Olschki, 1983), Prijatelj, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th 
Centuries, Prijatelj and Gattin, Dubrovačko Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća, Kruno 
Prijatelj, Prilozi Slikarstvu XV-XVII Stoljeća U Dubrovniku, 4 vols. (1951). 
89 “Michael Camzouich, qui venit ex Italia et docuit artem Mantue sub principali 
pictore Italie.” Prijatelj, Prilozi Slikarstvu XV-XVII Stoljeća U Dubrovniku. 
90 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 
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brothers charged Hamzić and Pier Giovanni with making an altarpiece for their family 

chapel for thirty gold ducats.91  The second reference came from a commission 

agreement between Nikola Božidarević and the Minor Council in which Božidarević 

was charged with making a painting of Jerome to the model of a painting of John the 

Baptist that Mihajlo Hamzić had done one year earlier.92 The rest of the documents 

referred to Hamzić’s alternate career as an official in the city custom’s house.  From 

this information, Kovač concluded that an altarpiece located on the altar of the Luccari 

family chapel in 1917 in the Dominican Church was the product of the 1512 joint 

commission (Luccari Triptych, image 28).93  For the reference to the painting of John 

the Baptist, Kovač was more hesitant.  He noted that there was a painting of the 

Baptism of Christ in the State Archives but that it was difficult to compare the Luccari 

Triptych and the Baptism Lunette (image 29) because they were done in different 

styles and for different purposes.94 

 In 1933, Ljubo Karaman discussed the Baptism Lunette and the Luccari 

Triptych in his survey of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Dalmatian art.  Karaman 

ventured further with the attribution of the Baptism Lunette to Hamzić than Kovač had 

                                                
91 Ibid. 62; full document transcription published in Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u 
Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka.document 863 
92 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 63; full document transcription 
published in Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 
841 
93 The money for the altarpiece in the Luccari family chapel had been provided in the 
will of Stefano Luccari. The fact that St. Stephen was to the left of the central panel 
served as further confirmation of the connection between the altarpiece and the 
commission document.  Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. 
Document 863 
94 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 63 
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and said that it was “very believable” that the artist had painted the work before 

1510.95  Karaman noted similarities between the Baptism Lunette and the works of 

Piero della Francesca (c. 1412-1492) and Andrea Mantegna (c. 1431-1506), in 

particular the “hard schematic construction of Mantegna’s art.”96 

 Seven years later (1940), A. Matijević made a comparative analysis of the 

Baptism Lunette and the Luccari Triptych.97  Matijević was wary of attributing both 

works to Hamzić because of marked stylistic and technical differences.  He conceded 

that the Luccari Triptych attribution was fixed by the commission agreement from 

1512 but rejected the Baptism Lunette as the artist’s work.  While Matijević noted 

similarities between the Baptism Lunette and treatments of the same theme by Piero 

della Francesca or Verrocchio (c. 1435-1488), he claimed that the representational 

approach of the Baptism Lunette was far less sophisticated than that of the triptych.98 

 In 1951, Kruno Prijatelj uncovered a previously unknown document from 1509 

in which the Great Council accepted a figure of “St. John the Baptist” (figuram sancti 

Johannis Baptistae) from “Mihajlo Hamzić, who came from Italy and learned art in 

Mantua under the best painter in Italy” (Michael Camzouich, qui venit ex Italia et 

                                                
95 “Hamzićeva je vrlo vjerojatno i slika na platnu s prikazbom Kristova Krštenja iz g. 
1510,” Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 167 
96 “Kristovo Krštenje u Dvoru prikazano je u otvorenom krajoluku, koji, istina, ima još 
tvrdu šematičku konstrukciju Mantegnine umjetnosti,” Ibid. 167  
97 A. Matijević, "Mihajlo Hamzić, Slikar Dubrovačke Škole," Alma mater croatica IV 
(1940-1941). 
98 Ibid. 7-14 
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docuit artem Mantue sub principali pictore Italie).99  Armed with the new information, 

Prijatelj rejected Matijević’s earlier concerns because the receipt proved that Hamzić 

had made a painting of John the Baptist for the Major Council.  Prijatelj argued rightly 

that the “best painter in Italy” encountered in the city of Mantua at the turn of the 

sixteenth century could only be Andrea Mantegna (c. 1431-1506).  Prijatelj was 

understandably excited by the connection betweeh Hamzić and Mantegna: of the 

known or hypothesized teachers of Dalmatian artists, Mantegna was one of the 

highest-profile artists.100 

 One year later (1952), Jorjo Tadić published Građa o Slikarstvo Školi u 

Dubrovniku (Materials about the Painting School in Dubrovnik), a collection of 

transcription of all the known archival documents relevant to the painters of 

Dubrovnik from 1400 to 1600.  Of the sixty documents related to Hamzić in Tadić’s 

collection, only eleven deal with artistic pursuits or even refer to Hamzić as a painter, 

the rest record Mihajlo’s business pursuits and position at the Customs’ House.  Tadić 

found more documents than Kovač had, but Hamzić’s activities in painting and 

business remained heavily slanted toward the latter.  Of the eleven painting-related 

documents, only three are commission agreements and two of those are joint works 

with his collaborator Pier Giovanni of Venice.  The new documents gave additional 

                                                
99 Prijatelj, Prilozi Slikarstvu XV-XVII Stoljeća u Dubrovniku. Full document 
transcribed in Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 
826 
100 Other apprenticeship links known from archival documents include Nikola 
Ciprijanov de Blondis of Zadar with Paolo Veneziano, Blaž Luka Banić with 
Jacobello di Bonomo, and Lovro Dobričević with Michele Giambono.  Emil Hilje, 
Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru (Zagreb: Matica hrvatska, 1999). 26, 45; Testi, La Storia 
Della Pittura Veneziana. 85 
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information about Hamzić’s relationship with Pier Giovanni of Venice.  The Venetian 

artist joined Hamzić’s studio in March of 1512.101  Pier Giovanni was already a painter 

when he arrived and, unfortunately for the art historian, the terms of the one-year 

contract were hashed out in a secret pact.102  Although the initial contract expired in 

1513, Pier Giovanni remained associated with Hamzić until Hamzić’s death in 

1518.103 

 Though Tadić gave brief summaries of the transcribed documents in Serbian, 

the full fruits of his labor were not realized until 1963 when Vojislav Đurić published 

his survey Slikarstvo Školi u Dubrovniku (The Painting School of Dubrovnik).  Đurić 

organized his text according to the model of progression often favored in art history 

and titled the four sections: beginnings (počeci), improvement (uspon), maturity 

(zrelost), and decline (propadanje).  The discussion of Mihajlo Hamzić was included 

in the “maturity” section along with those of Vicko Lovrin and Nikola Božidarević.104  

With all of the additional information about Hamzić’s life offered by Tadić’s 

published transcriptions, Đurić had two problems to confront: questions about the 

authorship of the Baptism Lunette still resounded and there was a new dilemma, why 

Hamzić did not receive more commissions.  Đurić accepted Prijatelj’s argument about 

                                                
101 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 857 
102 “…quantum inter eos secreto convenit,” Ibid. Document 857 
103 Ibid. Document 1048 
104 Interestingly while Đurić characterized Lovrin as a capable and talented artist, 
Karaman and Prijatelj both labeled him as a mediocre painter.  Karaman and Prijatelj 
had included Vicko Lovrin’s father, Lovro Dobričević, as the third member of the 
Renaissance triad.   Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola. 144; Karaman, Umjetnost u 
Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 168; Prijatelj, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th 
Centuries. 34-35 
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the John the Baptist and proposed that the difference in style between this and 

Hamzić’s other work was due to the fact that the Luccari Triptych was a joint 

commission with Pier Giovanni of Venice.105  Đurić attributed Hamzić’s lack of 

success in painting enterprises in Ragusa to conservative patrons.  He contended that 

in the Baptism Lunette, Hamzić introduced a “sculptural treatment of forms in the 

spirit of Mantegna and Piero della Francesca” that was too progressive for Ragusa.106  

According to Đurić, Hamzić hired Pier di Giovanni in order to make his art more 

appropriate for the Ragusan patron.  This proposal further explains the differences in 

style between the Luccari Triptych and the Baptism Lunette.107  Because he was less 

than successful as an artist, Hamzić turned to civil service and business pursuits.  It 

was not unheard of for Ragusan artists to engage in trade but other than Hamzić, none 

let business eclipse their careers as artists.  Đurić discussed some of the anomalies and 

foibles of Hamzić’s career, but by far the bulk of the section on Hamzić was spent 

describing the “Mantegnesque” elements of the Baptism Lunette.  He pointed to the 

landscape, the fade of the sky toward the horizon, the change of the green colors in the 

trees, the arrangement of the scene as if it is on a pedestal, the face of the angel, the 

                                                
105 The contract for the Luccari Triptych does not include Pier Giovanni’s name, 
however Đurić assumed that the Venetian had participated in the commission because 
of his association with Hamzić’s studio.  Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u 
Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 863 
106 “Та скулптурност и дух мантенје и пјера дела франческа били су нешто ново 
у дубровачкој сликарској школи” Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola. 146  
107 Matijević, on the other hand, had argued that the representational strategy of the 
Baptism Lunette was far less sophisticated than that of the Luccari Triptych.  This 
seems to be the opposite of what Đurić is arguing. 
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deer crouching underneath the tree, the lack of gold leaf, the plasticity of the figures, 

and the quality of line.108 

 In 1962, independent of Đurić’s text and Tadić’s additional documents, Frano 

Kesterčanek argued against the link between the 1510 commission agreement for 

Nikola Božidarević and the Baptism Lunette.109  Kesterčanek started with the wording 

of the document which records that the Council commissioned Nikola Božidarević to 

make “a St. Jerome figure in cardinal dress, according to the design done by him and 

present it on fabric on a frame to the height, form and quality of the St. John the 

Baptist in the said room which was done by Mihajlo Hamzić” (unam figuram sancti 

Hieronymi in vestibus cardinalium, secundum designum per eum factum et eis 

presentatum in tela ad telarium de altitudine, forma et qualitate figure sancti Johannis 

Baptiste existentis in dicta sala, quam fecit magister Michael Camsich).110  

Kesterčanek argued that the specification “unam figuram” meant that the Jerome had 

to be “one” or a single figure.  The contract further specified that the Jerome and the 

John the Baptist be the same in size, form, height, and quality.  Given these 

requirements, Kesterčanek reasoned that either both the Jerome and John the Baptist 

must have been single figures or both must have been figures inserted into narratives.  

According to Kesterčanek’s argument, because the commission in 1510 was for “one 

figure,” a Jerome by Božidarević, the commission for a John the Baptist by Hamzić 

one year earler must also have been for “one figure” and so the Baptism Lunette 

                                                
108 Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola. 144-146 
109 Frano Kesterčanek, "O Mihajlu Hamziću I Ostalim Slikarima Xvi Stoljeća U 
Dubrovniku," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 14 (1962). 
110 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 841 
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cannot be the product of the Hamzić commission.  Kesterčanek suggested that either 

the Palace had two images of John the Baptist because of a special affiliation with the 

saint or that the lunette had been moved to the palace and was not its original 

location.111 

 Kesterčanek’s objections were ignored and scholars continued to identify 

Mihajlo Hamzić as the author of the Baptism Lunette.  In the 1987 exhibition 

catalogue Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika (Golden Age of Dubrovnik) for example, the 

catalogue author Vladimir Marković listed Hamzić as the painter of both the Baptism 

Lunette and the Luccari Triptych.112  Kovač (1917) is listed as the source for the 

attribution of the Baptism Lunette although notably the Slovenian author stopped short 

of definitively attributing the painting to Hamzić.113 

 In article (1995) in the journal Civiltá Mantovana, Roberto Sarzi identified 

Hamzić as one of the many Croatians who contributed to cultural life in Mantua.114  

Sarzi presented Hamzić as a student of Mantegna and cites Prijatelj’s survey from 

                                                
111 The first mention of the Baptism is not until Kovač in 1917 and he does not 
indicate if the panel was from the Palace holdings originally.  Kesterčanek notes that 
the Baptism was restored in Vienna in 1898 by Eduard Gerisch, possibly the work was 
transferred to the Rector’s Palace upon its return from Vienna similar to the transfer of 
the Ugljan Polpytych to the Franciscan Monastery after restoration in Vienna.  
Furthermore, if the Božidarević panel was destroyed in the 1816 fire it seems unlikely 
that the pendant Hamzić was preserved if it was in the same location. 
Kesterčanek, "O Mihajlu Hamziću I Ostalim Slikarima XVI Stoljeća u Dubrovniku."  
144-146 
112 Inexplicably, Marković lists the date of the Baptism Lunette as 1508 although the 
commission agreement between Hamzić and the Major Council dates to 1509.  Ante 
Sorić and Vladimir Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika XV. I XVI. Stoljeće: 
Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo (Zagreb: 
MTM,1987). 351 
113 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 63 
114 Roberto Sarzi, "Mantova e i Croati," Civilta mantovana 30, no. 100 (1995). 
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1968 on painting in Dubrovnik as evidence.  His article includes an image of the 

Baptism Lunette and he points to the face of the angel as proof of Hamzić’s training 

with Mantegna.  Sarzi did not provide any confirmation from Mantua of Hamzić’s 

sojourn nor did he disclose that the only documentary “proof” of Hamzić’s connection 

with Mantegna was one notice from Dubrovnik that reported that the artist “came from 

Italy and learned Mantuan art under the best painter in Italy.”115 

 One year later (1996) Kruno Prijatelj cited Sarzi’s article as international 

confirmation of the attribution of the Baptism Lunette to Mihajlo Hamzić, despite the 

fact that Sarzi did not offer any new arguments or introduce any new information and 

had relied entirely on Prijatelj’s survey of Dubrovnik painting from 1968.116  

Prijatelj’s 1996 article offered a sketch of Hamzić’s artistic career and the scholarly 

debates on his work, the Baptism Lunette.  Prijatelj reaffirmed that the Baptism 

Lunette was Hamzić’s work from 1509 and presented a new hypothesis about 

Hamzić’s stay in Mantua and route back to Dubrovnik.  Since Mantegna died in 1506 

and Hamzić was documented in Dubrovnik in 1509, Prijatelj posited that Hamzić 

worked in Mantegna’s studio between 1504 and 1506 when the Mantuan artist was 

working on the Chapel of St. John the Baptist in the Church of Sant’Andrea.  Prijatelj 

added the hypothesis that on his way back to Dubrovnik, Hamzić stopped in the 

Marches (on the eastern coast of the Italian peninsula) where he either worked with or 

                                                
115 Sarzi footnoted Prijatelj’s survey for this quote. Prijatelj and Gattin, Dubrovačko 
Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća. 
116 Kruno Prijatelj, "Prilog Mihi Hamziću," Peristil 38 (1996). 90-91 
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at least familiarized himself with the painting styles of San Severino, Lorenzo and 

Jacopo Salimbenini, and Lorenzo d’Alessandro.117 

 The data available about the artistic activities of Mihajlo Hamzić is limited and 

this gives rise to the persistent problem of biography as the basis for art history.  

Without the benefit of precedent established in secondary literature, the construction 

of the artist is flimsy at best.  The entire case for his life story depends on three 

commissions and two paintings.  Only one of the three commissions was an 

independent project and art historians believe that one of the two attributed paintings 

was done with Hamzić’s collaborator, Pier Giovanni of Venice. 

 Furthermore, the scaffolding provided in the secondary literature for the 

narrative of Mihajlo Hamzić’s career is problematic.  Kovač stopped short of 

attributing the Baptism Lunette to Hamzić because he saw marked differences between 

it and the Luccari Triptych.  Karaman said that it was “very believable” that the 

Baptism Lunette was Hamzić’s work but did not definitively establish the attribution 

and Matijević rejected the premise altogether.  The document of receipt from the 

Major Council for a painting of John the Baptist from Hamzić from 1509 proves that 

Hamzić delivered a painting of John the Baptist in 1509, not that the Baptism Lunette 

is the same painting as was suggested by Prijatelj.  The receipt document establishes 

that Hamzić worked in Mantua with Mantegna, but it does not establish any link 

between the Baptism Lunette and “Mantegnesque” style.  Prijatelj’s assertion of 

Hamzić’s career was often uncritically accepted by other scholars.  The exception to 

                                                
117 Ibid. 92-94 
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this acceptance: Kesterčanek raised a valid concern in 1962 about the specification of 

“one figure” found in both the receipt document from 1509 and the commission 

document from 1510.118  Prijatelj never responded to Kesterčanek’s argument and 

stayed fast to the Hamzić-Baptism Lunette connection anyway. 

 Conspicuously absent from the secondary literature after the confirmation of 

Hamzić’s Mantuan sojourn is description.  Matijević had questioned inconsistencies in 

the representational styles of the Baptism Lunette and the Luccari Triptych and 

concluded that the two works could not be by the same artist.  For the next sixty years 

these inconsistencies have been explained away as the fault of Pier Giovanni or the 

fault of conservative Ragusan patrons.  Documents and repetition have taken 

precedence over the paintings but given the insubstantiality of the written evidence, 

the visual evidence deserves closer consideration.   

                                                
118 I would also argue that because the Grand Council specified that Božidarević’s St. 
Jerome was supposed to be the same “height, form, and quality” as Hamzić’s John the 
Baptist from a year earlier and both made for the same room (Grand Council Hall) that 
the commissioners intended the two works to be pendants.  Kesterčanek argued that if 
the Jerome was supposed to be “one figure” (unam figuram) then the John the Baptist 
must also have been a single figure, not a narrative as is found in the Baptism Lunette.  
There is the possibility that the Council wanted Božidarević to make the Jerome to the 
specification of one of the figures that Hamzić made in the Baptism Lunette and that 
Kesterčanek’s assumption that “unam figuram” meant that there could only be one 
figure is false.  However, the Council also specified that St. Jerome was to be shown 
“in cardinal dress” (in vestibus cardinalium) and in iconographic surveys of images of 
St. Jerome, in Italy it is far more common to see him dressed in his cardinal regalia in 
single figure or sacra conversazione type images than narratives.  If the images were 
intended as pendants then both figures would be single meaning that the Baptism 
Lunette is not half of the 1509/1510 commissions for the Grand Council.  For 
information on the iconography of St. Jerome, please see: Eugene F. Rice, Saint 
Jerome in the Renaissance (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1985), Daniel 
Russo, Saint Jerome En Italie: Etude D'iconographie Et De Spiritualite XIII-XVI 
Siecles (Paris/Rome: Editions la Decouverte, Ecole Francaise de Rome, 1987). 
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 As this part of the record is clearly in need of reappraisal, I will describe and 

compare three works, the Baptism Lunette, the Luccari Triptych and the central panel 

of the Dominican Polyptych (image 36).  The Dominican Polyptych panel is also a 

Baptism, although it is dated to 1448.  Each painting will first be described separately, 

then the Baptism Lunette will be discussed in relation to the Luccari Triptych and 

finally the Baptism Lunette will be discussed in relation to the baptism scene in the 

Dominican Polyptych.  My intent is to question the visual evidence for a familiarity 

with Italian art manifest in the Baptism Lunette if it dates to 1509.119  What are the 

differences between the Baptism Lunette and the Luccari Triptych?  If, as Đurić 

proposed, Hamzić hired Pier Giovanni to help him temper his innovative approach to 

painting for the conservative Ragusan patron, what features were “tempered”?  What 

is the relationship between the central Baptism panel from the Dominican Polyptych 

and the Baptism Lunette?  If, as Prijatelj and Đurić suggested, the appearance of the 

Baptism Lunette was innovative for Ragusa and encouraged by the artist’s familiarity 

with Italian art, what did a representation of the same theme from Ragusa look like 

sixty years earlier?   

 The Baptism Lunette consists of three figures, John the Baptist, Christ, and an 

angel in a landscape.  John the Baptist and the attendant angel kneel on two flat rocks 

that flank the stream where Christ stands knee-deep in the water.  The dove of the 

Holy Spirit hovers above Christ’s head.  The figures’ rocky outcropping perches high 

                                                
119 Hamzić’s Italian experience was noteworthy enough to be noted in the document 
that confirmed the Council’s receipt of the painting and presumably, the artwork in 
question demonstrated the values that the artist learned there. 
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above the rest of the landscape and the scale of the surrounding countryside indicates 

the relative distance.  

 John the Baptist kneels on the sloped rock surface. His right big toe spreads 

wide for balance and lined shadows trace the length of the calf to indicate muscle 

tension.  John sports a green cloak with a yellow reverse over his left shoulder and 

arm.  Underneath the cloak John wears the traditional camel-skin, though this garment 

is skimpier than most and leaves his entire left side exposed.  The exposed ribs are 

clearly defined in a five-piece set edged in shadow.  Behind the rib cage lies a 

highlighted smooth patch that one is tempted to read as a stubborn love-handle.  

John’s bony shoulder and arm seem to strain to lift the golden amphora above Christ’s 

head and shadows of tensed ligaments shoot from the wrist.  John’s face and skin tone 

are dark and his hair and beard are ruggedly tousled to emphasize his al fresco ascetic 

existence. 

 Christ awaits his impending shower with serenity and slightly turns toward the 

Baptist as he touches his fingertips together.  He has narrow shoulders, a small waist 

and a soft protruding belly.  A white cloth with yellow edging slung low around the 

hips affords modesty.  The softness of Christ’s middle does not continue at his upper 

body and there are clear shadows for ribs: two at the right side underneath his breast 

and then five that bisect the sternum.  The sternum ends in a y-shape at the neck or 

throat.  Christ’s features are more delicate than John’s: a smooth forehead and cheeks, 

narrow pink lips, shoulder-length curly hair, thin arched eyebrows, and an aquiline 

nose. 
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 On the opposite rock, an angel kneels and holds out a cloak to cover the newly 

bathed Christ.  The angel gazes passively into empty space and does not engage with 

the other figures.  Wings with alternating registers of green, magenta and gold sprout 

from the angels back, though only one wing is visible because of the angle of view.  

The angel wears a moss-green dress, similar in color to the surrounding landscape.  A 

white belt cinches the garment at the waist and a thin strip of white is also visible at 

the neckline.  Celestial skincare outperforms the earthly and the angel’s face is more 

delicate and refined than the other two figures: the cheek planes are broader, the arch 

of the eyebrows more natural, under-eye shadows are less pronounced and the features 

softer.   

 The riverbed platform where the Baptism takes place is high above the 

surrounding landscape and the source of the water flow is curious.  Undulating lines in 

the river indicate a vigorous flow of water.  The shaded areas of darker and lighter 

blue continue in a regular pattern from the distance in the back of the picture plane.  

The water must flow either toward or away from the viewer.  If the water is flowing 

away from the viewer, Christ is in danger of falling over the edge of a major waterfall; 

the scale of the background landscape signals that it is far below altitude of the 

figures.  But if the water is flowing toward the viewer, as the increasing width of flow 

lines and small crest of white water at Christ’s knees seem to indicate, then the stream 

miraculously flows up a cliff. 

 The surrounding landscape includes large rocks alternating with flat tree 

strewn fields.  The landscape’s only inhabitant is a crouching stag underneath a tree at 
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the far left edge of the lunette.  A two-level stepped structure set into the hill at the 

back center of the composition is the only other sign of life.  The expansive sky fades 

from deep blue strewn with cumulous at the top of the composition to a luminous gold 

at the horizon.   

 In contrast to the continuous space of the Baptism Lunette, the Luccari 

Triptych is divided into three panels.  St. Nicholas occupies the central panel, on the 

left are John the Baptist and Stephen, and on the right Mary Magdalene and Paul.120  

St. Nicholas stands on an octagonal pedestal in a white niche with a scalloped, semi-

circular top.  The side panels feature a checkered floor with a white paneled chair rail 

to separate the foreground from the landscape behind.  The view of the landscape is 

limited because the figures block most of the view but both edges of the left panel 

show landscape as does the inside edge of the right panel.  Even in the minimal 

amount of landscape, the artist offers a view of the distance and takes care to show a 

golden green foreground and sfumato-infused purple mountain at the horizon.  The 

                                                
120 Marković’s entry in the Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika catalogue identifies the male 
figure in the right panel as Mark.  However, the middle name of the two sons that 
organized the commission was “Pauli” as was the middle name of their father in 
whose name they commissioned the altarpiece.  The three men are identified as 
Stephano Pauli de Lucharis, Petro Pauli de Lucharis, and Nicolai Pauli de Lucharis.  
Another family member, Paulo Nikolai de Lucharis, was also present.  Given the 
prominence of the name “Paul” among the Luccari family members, it seems that 
Marković’s identification of Mark was mistaken and that the figure is Paul instead.  
Additionally, there are no other representations of Mark in Ragusan painting from the 
fifteenth or sixteenth centuries, possibly because of the saint’s association with the 
Republic’s rival, Venice. Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 62; full 
document transcription of the Luccari commission in Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi 
u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 863; Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba 
Dubrovnika XV. i XVI. Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani 
Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. 352 
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tree in the right panel has a delicate fan of brown branches stippled with sparse gold 

leaves.  The sky fades from a deep blue at the top edge to a paler white closer to the 

horizon.   

St. Nicholas is the most imposing of the figures because he is fully frontal.  He 

offers a blessing gesture with his right hand.  White gloves with loose wrists cover 

both hands and he wears a series of gold rings on top of the gloves, three on his right 

hand and two on the left.  His left palm supports a book and his three golden orbs.  

The crook of his elbow supports his crozier with its intricate capital of a lamb 

inscribed in a vegetal spiral.  Nicholas’ chasuble is a richly patterned gold brocade 

with a central column of full-length figures in a painted version of acupintura.  

Flanking the central column at the breast are half-length figures of Gabriel and the 

Virgin Annunciate.  Nicholas’ face is deeply lined, particularly at the forehead and in 

the pronounced bags under his eyes.  His physiognomy is severe and geometric, the 

arches of the eyebrows mimic the arch of the moustache and the nose is a perfect 

triangle.  Even Nicholas’ hairline is geometrically inclined.  The ring of his tonsure is 

interrupted at the center of the forehead so that there is a solitary patch of hair right at 

the crown of the head.  His golden halo has a gessoed-floral pattern. 

 In the left panel, John the Baptist turns inward in front of Stephen.  Both 

figures have the same type of halo as Nicholas although John the Baptist’s begins to 

eclipse Stephen’s.  The Baptist points his right hand toward Nicholas and loosely 

grasps an unfurling scroll in his left hand with fragments of letters 

ECCE*AG…DEI*Q…PEC.  John’s legs are sculpted and smooth and his toes long 
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and stable although the arch of his right foot looks atrophied.  His camel-hair shirt has 

been updated with a melon fabric overlay and black sash belt.  A green cloak with a 

red interior covers his left shoulder.  Although he is tanner than his companion, John’s 

beard is neatly trimmed, his hair smooth and his skin is soft.  Behind John, Stephen 

balances the stones from his martyrdom on his head and each shoulder.  Blood oozes 

from the wound on the top of the head.  Stephen has the same punctuated tonsure as 

Nicholas and softer, though still measured and geometric features.  His chasuble is an 

elaborate multi-colored brocade pattern with inset gold boxes at the chest and bottom 

edges.   Half-length figures occupy each box, a white-bearded figure at the chest and a 

younger, beardless figure at the bottom.  Stephen holds a silver censer. 

 In the right panel, Mary Magdalene stands behind Paul.  Both figures cast their 

eyes downward and Mary has demurely covered her head with a black cloth although 

her hair still splays out at her shoulders.  Mary wears a red dress with gold trim and a 

green interior and cape.  Paul has a plain blue tunic belted with a red sash and a red 

cape thrown over his shoulder.  Mary grasps her ornate perfume bottle and Paul 

clutches a green covered book upright.  Paul also has found the punctuated tonsure an 

amenable hairstyle and wears a close-cropped beard.   

 The Dominican Polyptych dates to 1448, sixty years earlier than the assumed 

dates of either the Luccari Triptych or the Baptism Lunette.   The composition in the 

central panel of the Dominican Polyptych is a strange combination of naturalistic and 

schematic representation in which John baptizes a static Christ in front of two angelic 

onlookers.  The landscape is rendered in a blue-green palette with little color 
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differentiation between water and dry land.  The fissure-type stream in which Christ 

stands flows perpendicular to the picture plane in seven distinct blue and green lined 

spirals.  John and the angels stand on stepped rocks with undulating edges of a similar 

tone and receding landscape takes on the same hue.  Two grey rocks behind the 

shoulders of John and Christ break up the turquoise monotony, as does a large 

caramel-colored rock above the angels’ heads.  Above the horizon line at the back of 

the composition the sky is gold field with the exception of a blue semi-circle at the top 

center from which the dove of the Holy Spirit emerges on golden rays.   

 Relations between the figures are hieratically scaled: Christ is largest even 

though he is knee-deep in the stream, John the Baptist’s head rises above Christ’s but 

his head and limbs are markedly smaller, and the angels are smaller still.  The longer 

expanse of rock between the front of the picture plane and the position of the first 

angel indicates that they are further back in space than John or Christ, but the 

discrepancy is noticeable enough that it appears deliberate.  The angels have multi-

colored wings, blond hair, and small halos.  The standing angel presses his hands 

together in prayer while the kneeling angel holds out a white cloth to cover Christ 

post-shower.  John the Baptist raises his arm to overturn the bowl of water over 

Christ’s head.  The Baptist’s bare legs show tendons, bones, and kneecaps.  The flank 

exposed by the camel-skin tunic is similarly gaunt with diagonally stacked ribs.  John 

has a dark beard and unkempt hair that sticks out in unruly curls.  His narrow face is 

deeply tanned and wrinkled, a sharp contrast to the smooth and fair skin of his 

companion.  Christ’s palms are pressed together in a gesture of prayer and he is nude 
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with the exception of the sheer cloth slung around his hips.  The bony shoulders with 

protruding clavicle, bisected sternum, and individually defined ribs give way to a 

narrow waist and soft, distended belly.  However, while Christ is nude and on the 

receiving end of a baptism, the figure’s position and demeanor make no 

accommodations to the situation.  Christ is shown fully frontal and he gazes 

impassively forward.  In fact, Christ’s face and bust look as though they were 

extracted from a Pantocrator icon.  The discrepant size of Christ’s face and flattened, 

static features adds to this impression. 

 When compared against one another, does the Baptism Lunette correspond 

more closely to the style popular in Italy in the first decade of the sixteenth century?  

The most obvious difference is the format.  In Italy, the continuous field format of the 

Baptism Lunette was favored over the divided-field format of the Luccari Triptych.  In 

Ragusa, patrons and artists favored polyptychs or triptychs, so it is plausible that 

Hamzić conceded his Italian leanings to conform to the taste of the patron in the 

Luccari Triptych.  The insertion and integration of the Baptism Lunette figures into a 

landscape is a second factor that would have appealed to Italian taste.  It is also 

possible that the artist’s use of an amphora rather than a simple dish was an 

incorporation of Classicizing motifs used with such success by Mantegna and other 

Renaissance artists.121  Patrons in Dubrovnik were partial to the painted representation 

                                                
121 Jack Greenstein raised this possibility in response to an earlier draft of this paper.  
However, I would argue that Ragusan patrons and artists were familiar with classical 
references from sculpture and architecture.  Onofrio de la Cava, Michelozzo, and Juraj 
Dalmatinac all contributed to the civic landscape in a “classicizing vocabulary.”  A 
trip to Italy would not have been the only opportunity for the artist of the Baptism 
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of rich brocades and highly ornamented fabrics.122  Hamzić and Pier Giovanni catered 

to this preference in the Luccari Triptych. 

 With the exception of the factors mentioned above, however, the Luccari 

Triptych is the more “advanced” of the two works in terms of the rendering of 

anatomy, the depiction of space, and attention to natural phenomena.  A comparison of 

John the Baptist in the Baptism Lunette and in the Luccari Triptych shows that the 

artist has rendered the anatomy of the Luccari John with more subtlety and accuracy 

than of the Lunette John.  The Luccari John has some protruding tendons in his neck 

but they are far more naturalistic than the Lunette John’s striated legs, bulbous 

shoulder joint, or diagonal ribs.  The lamb at the center of St. Nicholas’ crozier in the 

Luccari Triptych is a far more convincing specimen of an animal than the overweight 

stag in the Baptism Lunette despite the fact that the former is painted in gold.  In the 

Luccari Triptych, Hamzić and Pier Giovanni made the tiled floor a checkerboard 

pattern, a technique that highlights an accurate depiction of space.  They also 

convincingly represented figures as occupying the same space in the side panels so 

that John the Baptist is immediately understood as standing in front of Stephen, 

likewise with Paul and Mary Magdalene.  In the Baptism Lunette, the construction of 

space is not as transparent.  It is unclear how the figures’ rocky “stage” of the 

foreground fits in with the miniature landscape in the background.  Finally, even 

                                                                                                                                       
Lunette to encounter an amphora type vessel.  Nikola Božidarević used a similar 
amphora as a vase in the foreground of the Kolendić Annunciation in 1513.  
122 See chapter on polyptychs for a discussion of this preference.  For comparative 
images please see works by Pier Giovanni of Venice, Nikola Božidarević, and Lovro 
Dobričević.   
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though the landscape visible in the Luccari Triptych is miniscule compared to the 

expanse of the Baptism Lunette, the Triptych’s shows more skill.  A comparison of the 

representation of vegetation between the two paintings is illustrative.  In the Baptism 

Lunette, trees and bushes are nodular spheres set either on a flimsy stick or directly on 

the ground.  In the Luccari Triptych, the tree has a splay of slender limbs from which 

stem sprays of delicate leaves that taper toward the top of the tree.  St. Stephen’s 

martyr’s palm has a brown stalk and brown edges to the individual green fronds.  Both 

of these details demonstrate an attention to the representation of the nature not found 

in the geometric shapes and blocked colors of the Baptism landscape. 

 A comparison between the central panel of the Dominican Polyptych and the 

Baptism Lunette offers an opportunity to examine the iconography and representation 

of the baptism of Christ in works purportedly sixty years apart.  Two major differences 

are immediately apparent: the Baptism Lunette dispenses with hieratic scaling of the 

figures and with the gold ground.  The representation of the figures’ physiognomies is 

also more consistent in the Baptism Lunette.  In the Dominican Polyptych baptism, 

Christ’s broad features contrast with John’s pinched and tanned profile.  Additionally, 

the profile of the kneeling angel in the polyptych panel is awkwardly conceived.  One 

may also point to the less stylized coloring of the landscape in the Baptism Lunette, 

rather than the brilliant blues and turquoises of the polptych panel, the lunette uses 

more subdued brown and moss green. 

 Yet despite these noted differences, the similarities between the two baptisms 

do not support the hypothesis of a sixty-year time lapse and a sojourn in Italy.  Both 
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images have rivers that flow perpendicular to the picture plane.  The river in the 

Dominican Polyptych baptism flows in spiraling swirls and in the Lunette the river 

flows in ribboned curves, but both representations of moving water are highly stylized.  

The anatomies of the figures are similarly presented with sharply linear ribs that bisect 

the sternum, sinewy legs for the Baptist and a soft and protruding belly for Christ.  

The angels in both images have striped polychrome wings.  Even the landscape 

formations are similar.  The edges of the rocks have the same geometric undulations 

and small steps.  The freestanding hills have protruding crags and convex peaks. 

 The differences between the Baptism Lunette and the Luccari Triptych do not 

give credence to the theory that Hamzić hired Pier Giovanni to help him meet the “less 

progressive” taste of Ragusan patrons nor do the differences between the Baptism 

Lunette and the central panel of the Dominican Polyptych support a sixty year time 

lapse and exposure to early sixteenth-century Italian art.   

 Comparisons with paintings from Dubrovnik raise questions about the artist of 

the Baptism Lunette but Karaman, Đurić, and Prijatelj all assumed that the 

composition was modeled after or took inspiration from Baptisms by Piero della 

Francesca, Mantegna, Lorenzo d’Alessandro, and anonymous Paudan miniaturists.123  

While there are some general parallels, I would argue that the blocking of the Rector’s 

Palace Baptism figures corresponds more closely to a series of woodcuts from 

devotional texts published in Germany and the Netherlands in the second half of the 

fifteenth century.  In the Baptism scene from an illustrated Biblia pauperum (image 

                                                
123 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek, Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska 
Škola, Prijatelj, "Prilog Mihi Hamziću." 
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65) from 1462, Christ stands in the same fissure-type stream between John the Baptist 

and the clothing-wielding angel.  As in the Dubrovnik Baptism John and Christ have 

haloes while the angel does not and Christ’s halo has an inscribed cross.  The dove of 

the Holy Spirit alights directly over Christ’s head.  The Baptism woodcut from copies 

of Humanae Salvationis (image 66), Meditationes seu contemplationes devotissimae 

(image 68) and Horologium Devotionis (image 67) all have the same layout and cast 

of characters. 

 In fact, in a three-piece comparison between the Dubrovnik Baptism, one of 

the devotional woodcuts, and an Italian example of the same theme, the kinship 

between the woodcuts and the Dubrovnik Lunette clearly exceeds the kinship between 

the Lunette and the Italian representative.  There are of course, similarities with Italian 

baptisms such as Ghirlandaio’s 1468 Baptism from Sant’Andrea a Brozzi or Fra 

Angelico’s Baptism from the Convent of San Marco: these compositions also center 

on a stream running perpendicular to the picture plane.  However, in the majority of 

Baptisms from fifteenth-century Italy, John the Baptist stands on Christ’s right with a 

pair of angels to his left.  This arrangement is common to the frescos from Viboldone, 

Ghirlandaio’s Baptism scene for the Siena Baptistery font, Fra Angelico’s fresco from 

between 1438 and 1445, Ghirlandaio’s 1468 fresco, Verrocchio’s 1474 painting, and 

Botticelli’s 1490 painting.  Even the Baptism finished by Francesco Mantegna for the 

Church of Sant’Andrea has John doing the baptizing from the right side instead of the 
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left.  Additionally, in all of these examples a pair of angels replaces the single angel 

holding the post-bath garment on the opposite bank.124 

 Thus it appears probable that the painter of the Rector’s Palace Baptism 

appropriated his composition from a devotional text Baptism woodcut.  The fact that 

all of the devotional texts mentioned were printed in Germany or the Netherlands 

revives the possibility that the Lunette could be by Hamzić since his father was from 

Cologne.125  The Horologium Devotionis was printed in Cologne and although the 

woodcut here is from a 1488 edition and “Johannesa  Teutonicusa” is first mentioned 

in Dubrovnik six years earlier it is not impossible that the Hamzić’s father brought 

with him a copy of a different edition with similar illustrations.  The possibility relies 

too much on speculation though; in a cosmopolitan city like Dubrovnik, chances are 

that there were other copies of these types of illustrated devotional texts.  Elements of 

the print baptisms are also seen in the central panel of the Dominican Polyptych which 

points to the presence of these types of devotional prints in Dubrovnik earlier in the 

fifteenth century. 

 Preserving the narrative of the Italian-trained, innovative, Renaissance artist 

Mihajlo Hamzić seems to be a losing battle.  He may have worked with the “best 

painter in Italy” in his youth but he only received three documented commissions and 

only the 1509 John the Baptist was done independently.  Hamzić had problems with 

                                                
124 The Baptism from the Dominican Polyptych is an interesting combination of the 
two approaches.  John baptizes Christ from the left as in the Baptism Lunette, but there 
is also a pair of angels as in many Italian examples. 
125 Frano Kesterčanek, "Prilozi Povijesti Dubrovačkog Slikarstva XVI Stoljeća," 
Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 13 (1961). 234 
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the Ragusan painter’s guild126 and problems with creditors.127  While documents from 

the archives proves that Hamzić painted an image of John the Baptist for the Great 

Council, other than the fact that it was present in the Rector’s Palace in 1917, there is 

no reason to believe that the Baptism Lunette has to be that John the Baptist.  

Božidarević’s St. Jerome was destroyed in an 1816 fire and if the two paintings were 

in the same room it seems likely that they both burned. 

 The strongest support for the construction of the life and work of Mihajlo 

Hamzić was Yugoslav and Croatian art historical tradition.  Đurić’s impassioned 

description of the Mantegnesque qualities of the Baptism Lunette was conditioned by 

his acceptance of the tradition that it was painted by an artist who studied with 

Mantegna.  In his 1996 celebration of Hamzić, Prijatelj pointed to Sarzi’s article as 

evidence that the Baptism Lunette attribution was internationally recognized.  

However, Sarzi only footnoted Prijatelj’s 1968 survey; he did not arrive at the 

conclusion after evaluating all of the facts and the style and presentation of the 

painting.   

 Challenges to the traditional narrative of the “life and work” of Mihajlo 

Hamzić have, until now, been dismissed.  The insistence on the sanctioned version of 

the story was motivated, at least in part, by its crucial role in the meta-narrative about 

the Renaissance in Dubrovnik.  However, in light of this new presentation of the 

                                                
126 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 835 
127 There are multiple documents that refer to Hamzić’s legal and financial troubles.  
The most dramatic indicent happened in 1514 when Michele and his brother Jacob had 
to turn over nearly 760 ducats worth of textiles from London and Venice to a creditor. 
Ibid. Document 903 
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available evidence and the conclusions drawn from that evidence, it is clear that the 

validity of the version of the “life and work” of Mihajlo Hamzić that includes the 

Baptism Lunette cannot be sustained. 

 

Ivan Ugrinović and Matko Junčić 

 Ivan Ugrinović and Matko Junčić are discussed together here because the two 

have had similar historiographic fates.  Both artists were introduced to scholars in 

1917, connected with altarpieces in the 1930s, and then stripped of those attributions 

in the past twenty years.  The recent research shows little of the earlier investment in 

intertwined ideas of ethnic identity and art history.  The “dethroning” of these two 

major figures in the “Dalmatian School of Painting” indicates changing attitudes that 

will fundamentally alter the study of Dalmatian art. 

 Both artists made their debut in Modern art history in Karlo Kovač’s 1917 

study “Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit” (Nikola Ragusinus and his time).128  Kovač 

found twenty-seven documents in the archives that referred to the artistic activities of 

Ivan Ugrinović.129  Notably of these twenty-seven documents, only eleven are 

commissions for painted altarpieces, the rest are commissions for home décor, 

furniture, or banners.  For Matko Junčić, Kovač uncovered four documents, all of 

them painting commissions.130  Despite the written documentation of multiple 

                                                
128 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 33-39 
129 Ibid. 33-39 
130 Ibid. 50-51 
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commissions for both artists, Kovač did not find sufficient evidence to attribute any 

extant paintings. 

 Kovač’s successors, however, were not as hesitant.  In 1931 Vicko Lisičar 

assigned a polyptych found in the Church of Madonna on the island of Koločep to 

Ivan Ugrinović based on a contract from 1434 (Kolocep Polyptych, image 32).131  One 

year later, Lisičar assigned a polyptych found in the Church of the Madonna of Šunj 

on the island of Lopud to Matko Junčić based on a contract from 1452 (Lopud 

Polyptych, image 33).132  Both of the contracts were transcribed in full in Kovač’s 

earlier study, but Lisičar claimed that he had “found” both of the documents 

himself.133 

 The document from 1434 is a contract for an altarpiece with “pictura et auro 

fino” from Ivan Ugrinović for the Chaplain Živka of Koločep for a price of 78 

iperperos and four gold ducats.134  Lisičar’s attribution was based on coincidence: 

there was a polyptych of unknown provenance in the Church of Madonna on Koločep 

and in 1434 a chaplain from Koločep ordered a polyptych from Ugrinović.  The 

document did not specify the church for which Chaplain Živka ordered the painting or 

even that his parish was on the island, but since it was the only polyptych in a church 

on the island in 1931 when Lisičar wrote his study, he assumed that the altarpiece in 

                                                
131 Vicko Lisičar, Koločep Nekoć i Sad (Dubrovnik: Dubrovačka hrvatska tiskara, 
1931). 
132 ———, Lopud: Historički i Savremeni Prikaz (Dubrovnik,: Dubrovačka hrvatska 
tiskara, 1932). 
133 “našao sam i pročitao” translated “I found and read,”  Lisičar, Koločep Nekoć i 
Sad. 85; “našao sam i pročitao” translated “I found and read,” ———, Lopud: 
Historički i Savremeni Prikaz. 43 
134 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 211 
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the Church of the Madonna, hereafter referred to as the Koločep Polyptych, must be 

the product of the 1434 commission. 

 The Koločep Polyptych consists of sixteen scallop-topped panels in a blue and 

gold wooden frame.  An enthroned Madonna and Child occupy the central field of the 

bottom register.  The Madonna wears a rose-colored dress and traditional blue mantle 

with gold floral appliqué designs.  The Christ Child has the square jaw and receding 

hairline of an adult and wears a red tunic.  The single-figure saint panels in the lower 

register are approximately two-thirds the size of the central panel.  The saints 

portrayed are Nicholas, Blaise, Anthony Abbot, John the Baptist, and Paul.  

Originally, an image of Peter occupied the field on the far left but unfortunately it has 

been lost.135  The central field in the upper register shows the Crucifixion with the 

Virgin and John.  Two narrow fields of the same height on either side of the 

Crucifixion composition show the Angel Gabriel and the Virgin Mary in the 

Annunciation.  The side panels in the upper register are set approximately six inches 

lower than the Crucifixion grouping and depicted half-length saints.  Only two panels 

from the upper register survive and of those, only the hand of Catherine is 

identifiable.136 

                                                
135 Both Lisičar and the Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika catalog identify the missing figure in 
the lower register as Peter but neither offer the reasoning behind the identification.  I 
assume that it is a matter of iconographic precedent since Paul is in the same position 
on the opposite side. Lisičar, Koločep Nekoć i Sad, Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno 
Doba Dubrovnika XV. I XVI. Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani 
Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. SI/3 
136 This information also comes from the Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika catalog.  I believe 
that the identification was made on the basis of the hands of the figure which show a 
wedding ring from the saint’s “mystic marriage.”  I have never seen the Koločep 
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 A year later, Lisičar employed the same logic to make a second attribution.  In 

a contract dated to 1452, Pasquoe Givanović, Giuano Tomanović, Matulino Luxić, and 

Darcho Radulović from the “Insula de Medio” (Lopud) commissioned Matko Junčić 

to make a polyptych with twelve gilded figures (inauratam).137  The contract specified 

that the polyptych be similar in style to the one done for the Church for St. Peter in 

Dubrovnik and measure three and one-quarter bracchi high and three and one-half 

bracchi wide.138  Junčić was to be paid 28 ducats on receipt of the finished polyptych.  

On Lopud in 1932 there were several large altarpieces but only one fit the general 

specifications of the 1452 Junčić commission, the polyptych at the Church of the 

Madonna of Šunj.  Lisičar therefore argued that the Lopud Polyptych was the work 

commissioned from Junčić. 

 Originally the Lopud Polyptych was a fourteen figure polyptych housed in a 

gilded frame.  In 1890, the polyptych was cut apart and incorporated into a new altar.  

As a result, the intact polyptych now consists only of five fields: A large central 

Madonna and Child, two half-length evangelists in a modified upper register, and full-

length figures of Jerome and Anthony Abbot.  In the central image of the enthroned 

Madonna and Child surrounded by angels, a single donor kneels in the left corner of 

the composition.  The Madonna has broad, flat cheeks and slight features.  A peaked 

crown encircles her head and fits over her blue veil.  The gold and black brocade 

                                                                                                                                       
Polyptych in person. Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika XV. i XVI. 
Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. SI/3 
137 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 392, page 
186 
138 Ibid. 
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design mantle falls in sharply geometric folds over the figure’s lap.  The Christ Child 

wears a plain red tunic and has a curly cap of golden hair.  He reaches to bless the 

donor with his right hand.  Although they are no longer incorporated in the polyptych 

form, other panels associated with the Lopud Polyptych show the Crucifixion with the 

Virgin and St. John; figures of Nicholas, Blaise, Catherine, and Magdalene and 

narrative fieds with Daniel in the lions’ den and the birth of the Virgin.139 

 Lisičar’s attributions were accepted but they did present some problems for 

historians of style.  Both the Koločep and Lopud Polyptychs were in the style of the 

Trecento artist Paolo Veneziano (1333-1358).  Since they dated from a century later 

than Paolo, they would be particularly retardataire if they were indeed painted in 1434 

and 1452.  In 1933, Ljubo Karaman suggested that the retardataire appearance of both 

of the Elafiti polpytychs was an act of deliberate conservativism on the behalf of the 

patrons.140  Kruno Prijatelj took up the case and compared the saint-types, coloring, 

and compositions of the polyptychs with examples of Gothic painting from Venice.  

He concluded that they were examples of the late manifestation of the Paolesque 

manner that was so popular along the Adriatic shores.141  Igor Fisković went so far as 

to suggest that Ugrinović had been an apprentice in a Venetian workshop that 

                                                
139 Like the Koločep Polyptych, the Lopud Polyptych has been taken to an undisclosed 
“restoration studio.”  No one I have talked to has seen either painting since the Lopud 
Parish Museum closed before the war in 1990.  Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba 
Dubrovnika XV. i XVI. Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani 
Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. SI/5 
140 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 163 
141 Prijatelj, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries. 
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specialized in Paolesque painting at the turn of the fourteenth-century.142  Vojislav 

Đurić also explained the polyptychs as examples of the conservatism that reigned in 

Dubrovnik; while Venetian Dalmatia embraced the looser post-Paolesque style that 

dominated la Serenissima in the 1430s, the independent Republic of Ragusa insisted 

on maintaining Byzantine forms because of their historic affiliation with the Eastern 

Empire.143  Thus, they explained the conservativism of Dubrovnik painters as a 

political statement, not simply a question of taste.  

 Lisičar’s conclusions about the association of the two Elafiti polyptychs with 

the contracts from 1434 and 1452 have only recently been called into question.  Both 

attributions were made and publicized between the two World Wars and were 

particularly appealing for arguments regarding the Croat or Yugoslav historic claim to 

the region.  However, given the limitations of the archival documents and the clear 

Trecento character of both polyptychs, the challenge was long overdue. 

 Đurić discussed one problem with the connection between the Lopud 

Polyptych and the 1452 document in 1963.  The commission clearly states that the 

polyptych was supposed to have twelve figures.  The Lopud Polyptych, however, had 

fourteen painted fields, eleven with figures and three with narratives (Daniel in the 

Lion’s Den, the Birth of the Virgin, and the Crucifixion).  Đurić blamed the 

discrepancy in the format on the whim of the artist and so retained the traditional 

                                                
142 Igor Fisković, "Ivan Ugrinović, Bogorodica Sa Svecima, Poliptih 1434," in Paolo 
Veneziano. Stoljeće Gotike Na Jadranu, ed. Biserka Rauter-Plančić (Zagreb: MDC, 
2004). 
143 Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola. 
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attribution and dates.144  The entries in the catalogue for the 1987 Zlatna Doba 

Dubrovnika (Golden Age of Dubrovnik) exhibition kept the dates and artists but called 

attention to a further disconnect between the Lopud Polyptych and the 1452 document: 

the contract named four patrons from the island and only one is shown kneeling in the 

central field.145  

 The first challenge to the Lopud Polyptych attribution to Junčić came in a 1991 

article by Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić146 drawn from her doctoral study on decorative motifs 

in Dalmatian painting.147  Prijatelj-Pavičić called attention to the similar treatment of 

decoration in the brocade fabrics and halo stippling in the two Elafiti polyptychs.  She 

argued that decorative motifs and stippling were often unique to a particular 

workshop.  The shared motifs, furthermore, matched those in the Ugljan Polyptych 

(image 18).  The Ugljan Polpytych was then attributed to Dujam Vučković148 and 

Prijatelj-Pavičić pointed out similarities between the Lopud Polyptych and the Ugljan 

Polyptych in the vivacious angels surrounding the Madonna, the harmony of the 

brocade fabric and the construction of the Madonna’s throne.  The son of Ivan 

Ugrinović, Stjepan Ugrinović, was an apprentice in Vučković’s studio before 1447 

                                                
144 Ibid. 
145 Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika XV. i XVI. Stoljeće: 
Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. 349 
146 Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić is the daughter of Kruno Prijatelj.  She hyphenated her name 
in the early 1990s.  I will refer to her as Prijatelj-Pavičić in the text to differentiate her 
from her father but will give the name with which she signed the article in the 
footnotes and bibliography. 
147 Ivana Prijatelj, "Prilog Ornamentici Blaža Jurjeva Trogiranina i Njegova Kruga," 
Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 26 (1986-87). 
148 Please see section on Ivan Petrov of Milan and Dujam Vučković of Split for a 
discussion of this attribution. 
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when he returned to Dubrovnik and worked with his father.149  Based on the 

convergence of all of these facts, Prijatelj-Pavičić argued that the Lopud Polyptych 

was a product of the Ugrinović workshop from the 1450s and that the Koločep 

Polyptych was from the same workshop twenty years earlier.  This contribution 

questioned the connection between the Lopud Polyptych and the 1452 Junčić 

commission, although it did maintain a fifteenth-century date and keep the polyptych 

“in the family” of identified Dalmatian painters. 

 At the conference held in honor of the 1987 exhibition, Zlatno doba 

Dubrovnika (the Golden Age of Dubrovnik), the Hungarian-born scholar Miklos 

Boskovits pleaded with the Yugoslav art history community to consider the Lopud 

Polyptych as a Trecento import from Italy rather than a domestic work from the mid-

fifteenth century.  Boskovits’ contribution to Likovna Kultura Dubrovnika (Dubronvik 

Cultural Heritage) published in 1991 was an article entitled “Da Biagio di Trau a 

Lorenzo di Marino,” (From Blaise of Trogir to Lorenzo di Marino).  Boskovits argued 

against the connection between Matko Junčić and the Lopud Polyptych by looking at a 

second commission in which the artist was believed to have participated. 150  The 

Dominican Polyptych is connected with a contract from 1448 in which Lovro 

Dobričević and Matko Junčić agreed to make an altarpiece for the high altar of the 

Dominican Church of Ragusa at a price of forty-five gold ducats. 151  Although the 

contract lists both artists as painters (pictores) earlier literature relegated Junčić to a 

                                                
149 Prijatelj, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries. 19 
150 Boskovits, "Da Biagio Da Trau a Lorenzo Da Cattaro: Appunti Sul Primo 
Quattrocento in Dalmazia." 
151 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 347 
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minor role, possibly only carving the frame; scholars saw more parallels between the 

Dominican Polyptych and Lovro Dobricevic’s Danče Polyptych than with the Lopud 

Polyptych.152  Boskovits took seriously the collaborative nature of the commission and 

attributed both the central Baptism field and the central Madonna and Child from the 

upper register to Junčić’s hand.  Given Boskovits’ theory about the division of labor 

for the Dominican Polyptych, the attribution of the Lopud Polyptych becomes even 

less likely as it is doubtful that the same hand painted both works. 

 In an article from 2007 in the Croatica Christiana Periodica (Periodical of 

Croatian Christianity), Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić mounted a convincing argument against 

the attribution of the Koločep Polyptych to Ivan Ugrinović.153  Prijatelj-Pavičić starts 

from the stipulation in the contract that specifies that the polyptych be made to the 

model of the polyptych in the Monastery of St. Clare.154  She continues her analysis by 

citing the fact that the artist and patrons agreed at a price of seventy-eight iperperos 

and four gold ducats for the finished altarpiece.  Unfortunately for the artist (or 

fortunately for the patrons), later additions to the original contract show that the artist 

was only paid thirteen grossi and four gold ducats, the equivalent of roughly four-and-

a-half ducats.155  Through a comprehensive study of documented polyptychs, Prijatelj-

                                                
152 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 162; Prijatelj, Dalmatian 
Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries, Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola, Kašanin, 
Umetnost i Umetnici. 
153 Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić, "Prilog Poznavanju Poliptiha Bogorodice S Djetetom iz 
Koločepa," Croatica Christiana Periodica 58 (2007). 
154 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 211 
155 According to Robin Harris’ conversion tables one iperpero equals 12 grossi and 
one ducat equals 40 grossi.  Robin Harris, Dubrovnik: A History (London: Saqi, 
2003).  
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Pavičić shows that the prices for a work of the size and with the materials of the 

Koločep Polyptych is ten to fifty gold ducats.  Since the price set in the document of 

1434 was for far less, it cannot refer to the Koločep Polyptych. 

 Without the attribution of the Koločep Polyptych, Prijatelj-Pavičić’s earlier 

case for the attribution of the Lopud Polyptych to the Ugrinović workshop falls down.  

Stjepan Ugrinović has no extant works and the only work associated with Ivan 

Ugrinović is a miniature from the “Liber Statutorum Cititatis Ragusii” which bears the 

signature “IOANES PINXIT.”  Kruno Prijatelj attributed the miniature to Ugrinović in 

1963 on the basis of similarities with the Koločep Polyptych and the coincidence of 

the first name “Ioanes,” John or Ivan.156  However, a single miniature is not sufficient 

support for the polyptych attribution when countered with Prijatelj-Pavičić’s new 

evidence and argument.  The other work attributed to Junčić is the Dominican 

Polpytych and if we accept Boskovits’ suggestion about the authors of the individual 

fields, it is not possible to attribute the Lopud Polyptych to Junčić, the styles are too 

disparate even if both do take inspiration from Byzantine-style icons. 

 With no information to the contrary, the best hypothesis is that both polyptychs 

are products of Trecento workshops and anonymous makers.  What remains unknown 

is whether the polyptychs were imported from Italy or made in local ateliers and more 

precise indications of timeframe.  However, because most larger commissions in 

fourteenth-century Dubrovnik were ordered from Italian workshops and domestic 

painters handled smaller-scale needs like painting palace rooms, boxes, chests, and 

                                                
156 Kruno Prijatelj, "Doprinos Ugrinoviću," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 
15 (1963). 
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banners,157 it seems probable that Miklos Boskovits is correct and both polyptychs are 

from Trecento workshops from the Italian peninsula. 

 In the case of the Koločep and Lopud Polyptychs, the drive to attribute them to 

“domestic” artists prevented the altarpieces from being studied in relation to Trecento 

counterparts from the Italian peninsula.  Furthermore, the tenacity with which the 

attribution stuck compromised the oeuvre of Matko Junčić to the point that he was 

demoted from an independent master to an assistant in the 1455 Dominican Polyptych. 

 Both Matko Junčić and Ivan Ugrinović catapulted to art historical fame when 

Lisičar gave them an oeuvre, even if the oeuvre for each was a single work. The 

deconstruction of the Koločep and Lopud attributions is undesirable for the project of 

“Croatian” art history but important to the understanding of Ragusa and the larger 

Adriatic art market.  Scholarship in the twentieth century has been colored by 

anachronistic political animosity.  If the divide is between “Croatia” and “Italy” then 

“Croatian” art history loses claim to two extant altarpieces because they were most 

likely imported from the Italian peninsula rather than made locally.  Croatia also loses 

Ivan Ugrinović in that now the artist has no known extant works.  However, freed of 

the Lopud Polyptych albatross Matko Junčić can reclaim other works considered 

“beyond his reach” in terms of Quattrocento technique and style.  The recent work 

done by Croatian scholars indicates that the heritage-driven biography model is losing 

support.  Identifying a painting as the work of “anonymous” is unacceptable within the 

framework of the biographic paradigm, but a telling signal of shifting priorities 

                                                
157 Please see chapter on patronage in Dubrovnik for more information on this 
practice. 
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Dujam Vučković of Split158 and Ivan Petrov of Milan 

 Dujam Vučković of Split and Ivan Petrov of Milan were both painters living in 

Central Dalmatia in the second quarter of the fifteenth century.  They worked together 

on a fresco project in the Chapel of St. Duje in the Split Cathedral in 1429.159  They 

appeared as witnesses together in 1437,160 Vučković was a witness for Ivan Petrov’s 

dowry agreement in 1438,161 Ivan Petrov bought land from Vučković in 1441,162 and 

the two bought and shared painting materials until 1446.163  Two years later (1448), 

Ivan Petrov died.164  Upon his own death in 1457, Dujam Vučković left Ivan Petrov’s 

daughter Andriola 200 libara in his will.165  Despite this history of collaboration, co-

appearances, and possibly even friendship, their relationship has been warped as art 

historians in the second half of the twentieth century have sought to present the native 

Dujam Vučković as more talented and successful than the Italian-born Ivan Petrov. 

                                                
158 There is a disagreement among Croatian art historians whether the name should be 
transcribed as “Vušković” or “Vučković.”  In older literature the artist is often referred 
to as Vušković but in 1999, Hilje argued that the name is more accurately “Vučković.”  
I know this was a dispute among the Croatian art historians because Hilje discussed it 
with me when I first arrived in Zadar.  Apparently at the Dani Cvita Fiskovićeva 
(Days of Cvito Fisković) in 2004 there was a heated argument.  The issue appears to 
be resolved now and the artist is most often referred to as Vučković.  I was at a 
reception for Croatian art historians in April of 2007 and Josko Belamarić, previously 
the major proponent of the spelling ‘Vušković,’ conceded that Hilje was correct. 
159 Cvito Fisković, "Nekoliko Dokumenata O Našim Starim Majstorima," Vjesnik 
Arheologika e Historia Dalmatia LII (1950). 162 
160 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 92 
161 Ibid. 92 
162 Ibid. 93 
163 Ibid. 93 
164 Fisković, "Nekoliko Dokumenata o Našim Starim Majstorima." 187; Vučković 
died sometime after 1457.  Please see Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 122 
165 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 94 
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 Proponents of Dujam Vučković had an advantage over those of Ivan Petrov 

because Vučković was identified as an artist earlier than his colleague.  Ivan 

Kukuljević-Sacinski included Vučković in Slovnik umjetnikah jugoslavenskih 

(Almanac of Yugoslav Artists).  Kukuljević-Sacinski had two documents about 

Vučković: a record of a receipt for something Vučković had made for the Split 

archbishop, Jacobo Badoer, in 1442 and a lawsuit with a woodcarver over an 

unfinished polyptych in 1449.166  A.G. Fosco offered the next piece of the biographic 

puzzle in 1893 when he published a contract made in 1448 for a polyptych for Juraj 

Radoslavčić of Split by Vučković and the woodcarver Antun Restinović.  The 

Radoslavčić contract is illuminating because of its specificity: the main register was to 

have three fields: George killing the dragon in the center with St. James and St. 

Nicholas on either side.  The upper register was to have five fields: a Crucifixion 

scene with Mary and St. John in the center and then two half-length saints on either 

side.  God the Father and the twelve apostles were to fill thirteen individual fields in 

the predella.167  In 1912, V. Mole published an agreement from the same year (1448) 

about the carving of a polyptych between Vučković and the woodcarver, Restinović.  

The polyptych was being made for the Chapel of St. Martin in the Church of St. 

Francis and was to show St. Martin giving his cloak to the beggar in the central field 

and have “figures and images” (“figuras et ymaginas”) in the lateral fields.  As in the 

polyptych planned in the Radoslavčić contract, the predella was to show God the 

                                                
166 Ivan Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih, 5 vols. (Zagreb: 
Tiskom Narodne Tiskarne, 1858-1860). 
167 A.G. Fosco, La Cattedrale di Sebenico e il Suo Architetto Giorgio Orsini, vol. II 
(Šibenik: Woditzka, 1893). 
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Father and the twelve apostles.168  In 1920, P. Kolendić found notice of the completion 

and receipt in 1451 of the polyptych commissioned by Radoslavčić in 1448.169 

 No scholars mentioned or recognized Ivan Petrov of Milan until 1950.  In that 

year, Cvito Fisković wrote an article called “Nekoliko Dokumenata O Našim Starim 

Majstorima” (Some documents about our old masters) in which he explained a 

compendium of documents about artists in Dalmatia.  The first appearance of Ivan 

Petrov of Milan in Split was in January of 1429 when the painters Dujam Vučković 

and Ivan Petrov received 92 gold ducats to paint and gild the Chapel of St. Duje in the 

Split Cathedral.170  In his larger follow-up study on artists in Zadar, Fisković 

uncovered other data about the Milanese painter’s life and career in Dalmatia 

including the receipt of payment for the land he bought from Vučković (1442),171 a 

contract for a polyptych for the Parish Church of St. Peter in Znojak (1442),172 a 

                                                
168 V Mole, "Urkunden Und Regesten Zur Geschichte Der Dalmatinischen Kunst Aus 
Dem Notariatsarchiv Von Sebenico," Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der 
K.K. Zentralkommission für Denkmalpflege VI (1912). 
169 P Kolendić, "Slikar Juraj Čulinović u Šibeniku," Vjesnik Arheologika e Historia 
Dalmatia XLIII (1920). 
170 The text of the payment receipt for the fresco work in the Chapel of St. Duje says 
“Duymus Marini and Iohannes Pauli.”   However, Fisković found other notices in 
1950 of a painter “Iohannes” from Milan whose father’s names was listed as “Petrus” 
or “Petri.”  “Iohannes Petrus” was often mentioned alongside Dujam Vučković and 
Fisković concluded that the discrepancy was simply a notarial mistake rather than an 
indication that Vučković worked and was acquainted with two painters from Milan 
named “John Peter” and “John Paul.”  Successive scholars have agreed with this 
hypothesis.  Fisković, "Nekoliko Dokumenata O Našim Starim Majstorima." Tomislav 
Raukar et al., Zadar pod Mletačkom Upravom (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1987). 162; 
Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 116 
171 Cvito Fisković, Zadarski Sredovjećni Majstori (Split: Matice Hrvatske, 1959).185-
186 
172 Ibid. 187-188  The contract for Znojak indicated that Ivan Petrov had also done an 
altar for the Church of St. Catherine on Pag.  The Znojak polyptych was supposed to 
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contract for painted decoration in the Zadar Cathedral of St. Anastasia (1446)173 and 

the date of the artist’s death in Zadar, June 1, 1448174.   

 Cvito Fisković’s article and book from 1950 and 1959 respectively brought to 

light new information about Dujam Vučković’s life and career as well.  Beyond the 

notice of the 1429 fresco commission in the Chapel of St. Duje in Split, other notices 

from the archives revealed that Vučković won a lawsuit against the Zadar Franciscans 

for payment in 1453,175 agreed to an apprenticeship with the children of the 

woodcarver Antun Restinović in 1453,176 and delivered some sort of painting to the 

Franciscans in Puntamika in 1454.177 

 Despite the wealth of new information about Ivan Petrov and Dujam Vučković 

brought to light by Fisković in the 1950s, the narrative of their “life and work” was 

regretfully missing one component—neither artist had any extant “work.”  Ironically, 

the force that changed this situation was a natural disaster.  During restoration of the 

Split Cathedral necessitated by a 1958 earthquake, frescoes were discovered on the 

ceiling of the Chapel of St. Duje (St. Duje frescos, image 14).  The frescoes were in 

very poor repair but conservation efforts revealed the decorative scheme.  The vault of 

the ceiling was divided into four fields in which the four evangelists with their 

symbols sat on late Gothic-style thrones.  The faces and figures of Luke and Matthew 

                                                                                                                                       
be modeled after the St. Catherine one which had an Annunciation, two saints, and 
four apostles. 
173 Ibid.101 
174 Ibid. 187 
175 Ibid. 186 
176 Ibid. 24-25 
177 Ibid. 186 
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are preserved well enough but the fields of Mark and John are in poorer repair and 

only fragments remain.  The background was dark blue and studded with stars.  The 

borders of the vault were decorated with a thick border of curving white vines.  

Thanks to Cvito Fisković’s earlier discovery of the commission agreement between 

Ivan Petrov, Dujam Vučković and the curate of the Split Cathedral from 1429, there 

was no question as to the artists responsible for the frescoes.  

 In 1958, the artists’ historiographic fates converged with the discovery of the 

frescoes, but they diverged only a year later as Yugoslav art historians began to 

privilege native-son Vučković over foreign-born Petrov.  In 1959, Davor Domančić 

published images and analysis of the frescoes in the Chapel of St. Duje in the art 

historical journal of the Split Conservation Institute (Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u 

Dalmaciji).178  Domančić explained the iconographic scheme of the frescoes and 

reported on the conservation process.  He also proposed a hypothesis about the 

division of labor between Vučković and Petrov.  He ceded that determining the 

individual contributions of each painter would be impossible, but argued that since 

Vučković’s name came first in the Chapel commission and because he was listed as a 

painter and before Ivan Petrov in other archival documents, it was fair to conclude that 

he was the head painter and that Ivan Petrov was his assistant.179  Domančić offered 

no further proof in support of Vučković’s exalted status over Petrov.   

                                                
178 Davor Domančić, "Freske Dujma Vušković u Splitu," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti 
u Dalmaciji 11 (1959). 
179 Ibid. 49  Domančić does not cite the other documents in which Vučković precedes 
Ivan Petrov nor does he offer any additional support for this argument.  It bears noting 
that in one of the documents published by Fisković in 1959 where the two painters 
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 With Ivan Petrov “out of the way” as a lowly assistant, Domančić made 

another step in the construction of Vučković’s life and work.  He pointed to 

physiognomic and figural similarities, similar eye shapes, facial outlines, architectural 

thrones, and treatment of drapery, between the Split frescoes and the Ugljan Polyptych 

(image 18) (named for the island across from Zadar where it was found in 1890).180  

The Ugljan Polyptych is a twenty-nine field altarpiece in an elaborately carved frame 

and has long been considered the masterwork of Dalmatian painting.181  The similar 

approach to the application of plastic decoration and use of green undertones in 

painted flesh in both works further strengthened the connection and Domančić 

concluded that the frescoes and the Ugljan Polyptych were both the work of Dujam 

Vučković.182  In addition to the visual evidence, Domančić suggested that a contract 

for an altarpiece for the high altar of the Church of St. Francis in Zadar made between 

Vučković and Paulo and Lodovico Georgii on January 11, 1452 was the commission 

for the Ugljan Polyptych.  The contract specified that Vučković would paint and gild a 

“sculpted wood” (palam de lignamine sculptam) altarpiece for the high altar for the 

Franciscan Church by April and that he would be paid 200 gold ducats upon 

                                                                                                                                       
served as a witnesses that Ivan Petrov is listed before Dujam Vučković.  Both men are 
listed as painters and as citizens of Zadar. Fisković, Zadarski Sredovjećni Majstori. 
185 
180 Domančić, "Freske Dujma Vušković u Splitu." 53 
181 Sabalich, I Dipinti Delle Chiese di Zara, Dudan, La Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: 
Venti Secoli di Civiltà, Ljubo Karaman, "O Domaćem Slikarstvu u Dalmaciji za 
Vrijeme Mletačkog Gospodstva," Almanah Jadranske straže  (1927).  The 
aforementioned authors were among the first to recognize the extraordinary quality 
and artistry of the Ugljan Polyptych.  For a full bibliography please see: Emil Hilje 
and Radoslav Tomić, Slikarstvo, ed. Nikola Jakšić (Kranj: Gorenjski Tisak, 2006). 
178-179 
182 Domančić, "Freske Dujma Vušković u Splitu." 54 
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delivery.183  Domančić admitted that connecting the contract with the Ugljan 

Polyptych posed a problem: why was the polyptych found on Ugljan if it was made for 

the Franciscan Church in Zadar?184  His solution was to propose that the altarpiece 

found at the Franciscan Monastery on Ugljan in the nineteenth century was moved 

there from the Franciscan Monastery in Zadar at some unrecorded earlier date.  As 

support for this hypothesis, he pointed to other documented examples of altarpieces 

that were moved from their original locations185 and expressed doubt that the new and 

non-central monastery on Ugljan could have afforded an altarpiece as extravagant as 

the Ugljan Polyptych.186  Armed with these facts, Domančić heralded Vučković as the 

artist of the Ugljan Polyptych. The Croatian art historians Kruno Prijatelj and Grgo 

Gamulin, welcomed the news of the attribution of the high-quality Ugljan Polyptych 

to a domestic artist and accepted Domančić’s argument without reservations.187 

                                                
183 Full text of the 1452 commission available in Ivo Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada 
Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1972), Hilje, Gotičko 
Slikarstvo U Zadru. 127 
184 Domančić, "Freske Dujma Vušković u Splitu." 54 
185 An altarpiece from the high altar of the Franciscan Monastery in Zadar was 
transferred to a church on the nearby island of Pag when the Monastery was 
remodeled.  Documents from Šibenik and Trogir show similar transferals of 
altarpieces from urban to suburban churches. Ibid. 57 
186 The Franciscan Monastery on Ugljan was founded in 1430 and its Church was not 
built until 1447. Ibid. 54 
187 Kruno Prijatelj, "Novi Podaci o Zadarskim Slikarima XIV-XVI Stoljeća," Prilozi 
povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 13 (1961), ———, Studije o Umjetninama u 
Dalmaciji (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1963), Prijatelj, "Bibliografski i Biografski 
Podaci o Majstorima Dalmatinske Slikarske Škole.", Grgo Gamulin, Madonna and 
Child in Old Art of Croatia, ed. Vlatko Paveltić, Monumenta Artis Croatiae (Zagreb: 
Matica Hrvatska, 1971). 
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 In 1972, Ivo Petricioli exposed new information about both Ivan Petrov and 

Dujam Vučković in his monograph on woodcarving and wooden sculpture in Zadar.188  

Petricioli had found and published a contract agreement between Ivan Petrov of Milan 

and the Zadar Archbishop Lorenzo Venier from 1431 in which the artist agreed to 

paint and gild the wooden cross and fourteen wooden figures (the 12 apostles, Mary, 

and John) carved by the Matteo Moronzon of Venice.189  In 1972, a wooden Crucifix 

and six of statues of apostles were still kept in the Cathedral and four more apostle 

statues were found, coated with limestone, in the Zadar Church of St. Chrysogonus.190  

Given the description of the sculptural group in the contract and comparison with 

Moronzon’s other work, Petricioli concluded that the sculptures were the product of 

the contract from 1431.  Petrov painted individualized physiognomies on each of the 

apostles in addition to painting robes and some lettering on scrolls (Moronzon 

Sculptures, image 17).   

 Petricioli’s study of wooden sculpture in Zadar turned up a second work to add 

to Vučković’s oeuvre as well.  In 1955, Cvito Fisković and Petricioli had connected 

fragments of sculpted wooden polyptych found in the Franciscan Church in Zadar 

with a commission contract from 1432 in which the woodcarver Petar de Riboldis 

                                                
188 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 
189 Ibid. 123-124 
190 At some point the six sculptures in the Cathedral were cleaned in the Church of St. 
Donat in Zadar but they were returned to the Cathedral in 1934 when they were 
restored.  The figures that had been covered in limestone were in very bad condition 
and still being restored when Petricioli published his book.  Despite the poor 
condition, Petricioli was able to conclude that the four sculptures were part of the 
Moronzon Cathedral group because all of the figures were the same size (between 139 
and 143 centimeters) and original material. Ibid. 62-63 
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agreed to make a polyptych for the Franciscans in Zadar.191  The specificity of the 

contract confirmed that the fragments found in the Franciscan Church were originally 

part of the De Riboldis Polyptych ( image 24).192  The contract allowed de Riboldis 

two years to complete the polyptych; it was after all, very large and very elaborate.  

Petricioli found that the completion of the polyptych took longer than expected and it 

still was not finished in 1452.  On January 11th of that year, the Zadar noblemen Paulo 

and Lodovico Georgii made a contract with Dujam Vučković to paint and gild the 

“altarpiece of sculpted wood” (pala de lignamine sculptam) from the high altar of the 

Church of St. Francis in Zadar.193  Vučković had until April to finish the project and 

would be paid 200 gold ducats upon delivery.  The location of the altarpiece, the high 

price for material and labor (200 gold ducats), and details of the contract confirmed 

that Vučković painted the De Riboldis Polyptych, the fragments of which were in the 

Franciscan Church.194  The polychromy of the De Riboldis fragments show muted 

hues, heightened shadows, and a preference for strong black lines. 

                                                
191 Cvito Fisković and Ivo Petricioli, "Zadarski Poliptih Petra De Riboldisa," Anali 
Dubrovnik IV-V (1955-1956).   
192 The contract specified the following iconographic elements: the lamentation of 
Christ consisting of a Pieta, figures of John, Nicodemus, Joseph of Arimethea and the 
“other Mary;” stories from the life of St. Francis; the Coronation of Mary with God 
the Father, the Holy Spirit and a choir of angels, the stigmatization of St. Francis; the 
four evangelists; an Annunciation; and figures of other saints.  The full text of the 
1432 contract is available in: Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba 
Gotike. 124 
193 Ibid. 76 
194 Ibid. 77-80  The full text of the commission contract between the Georgii brothers 
and Dujam Vučković is available on page 127 of the same text.  A slightly different 
transcription (no significant changes) is available in: Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u 
Zadru. 211 
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 Domančić and Petricioli used the same commission contract from January 11, 

1452 to attribute two different altarpieces, the Ugljan Polyptych and the De Riboldis 

Polyptych.195   Petricioli’s case for the contract’s association with the De Riboldis 

Polyptych was much stronger than Domančić’s: fragments were still in the Franciscan 

Church in Zadar and they were part of a “sculpted wood altarpiece” just as was noted 

in the contract.  Without the support of the contract, Domančić’s argument for 

Vučković as the painter of the Ugljan Polyptych relied on visual comparisons between 

the polyptych and the frescoes from the Chapel of St. Duje and the hypothesis that 

Vučković was master artist in his partnership with Ivan Petrov because his name was 

listed first.  This development in combination with Petricioli’s discovery of Ivan 

Petrov’s painting of the Moronzon sculptures for the Zadar Cathedral should have 

encouraged a reevaluation of the oeuvres of the two artists.  It did not.  Croatian art 

historians continued to operate under the assumption that Dujam Vučković was 

responsible for the Ugljan Polyptych and cite Domančić’s article from 1959 as 

confirmation.196  Nether Petricioli nor any of his colleagues noted that the lynchpin for 

Domančić’s argument about the Ugljan Polyptych used a document that was later 

proven to be connected with another work.  Ivo Petricioli expressed reservations about 

                                                
195 Petricioli did not say anything about Domančić’s earlier hypothesis regarding the 
document in his book.  When I brought the dual use of the 1452 Franciscan 
Commission document up with Emil Hilje in 2006 he did not realize that Domančić 
had tried to use the document.  He did not know of any examination of the duplication. 
196 Prijatelj, "La Pittura Del Rinascimento in Dalmazia E in Istria.", ———, 
Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries, ———, "La Pittura in Dalmazia 
Nel Quattrocento E I Suoi Legami Con L'altra Sponda.", ———, Kroz Povijest 
Umjetnosti U Dalmaciji (XIII-XIX St) : Studije i Sinteze. 
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the Vučković attribution in 1987 but did raise the issue of the faulty contract 

connection nor did he venture an alternate suggestion.197 

 The constructed narrative of the life and work of Ivan Petrov got some reprieve 

in 1990 when Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić proposed that the artist mentioned in Dalmatia 

was the same person as the artists identified elsewhere as Zanino di Pietro and 

Giovanni di Francia.198  Prijatelj-Pavičić pointed out the common elements in all three 

of these monikers: the names John and Peter, albeit in alternate forms.  Archival 

records sometimes refer to Zanino di Pietro as from Milan and Giovanni di Francia 

was clearly from France.  In the 15th century, Milan was arguably part of France, so 

Ivan Petrov, Zanino di Pietro, and Giovanni di Francia could be considered as coming 

from the same place.  The central component of Prijatelj-Pavičić’s argument was the 

compilation of the dates and established locations of the three artists in which there is 

no overlap.  In other words, if the three John Peters were the same person, he was 

never in two places at once.  Prijatelj-Pavičić relied on a passive treatment of images 

and while she included numerous illustrations of works attributed to the three artists, 

she did not extensively discuss particular visual similarities nor did she identify the 

John Peter associated with each work.  In an interesting development regarding the 

attribution of the Ugljan Polyptych, Prijatelj-Pavičić suggested that the altarpiece was 

a collaborative effort from Vučković and Petrov rather than an independent work by 

                                                
197 Raukar et al., Zadar pod Mletačkom Upravom. 162 
198 Ivana Prijatelj, "Pokušaj Identifikacije Ivana Petrova Iz Milana," Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 29 (1990). 
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Vučković.199  In support of this hypothesis she pointed to similarities between figures 

in the Ugljan Polyptych and figures from a polyptych attributed to Zanino di Pietro in 

the Museum of the Diocese of Camerino.200  Several paintings from collections and 

churches in Dalmatia that previously had been anonymous were included in the 

collective John Peter oeuvre. 

 In the same issue of Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji (Documents 

Regarding the History of Art in Dalmatia) that Prijatelj-Pavičić suggested that the 

Ugljan Polyptych could have been a joint commission between Vučković and Petrov, 

Emil Hilje hypothesized that it could be the work of Ivan Petrov.201  In an article about 

painters in Zadar in the second quarter of the fifteenth century, he argued that the fact 

that Vučković’s name was listed first in the contract for the Chapel of St. Duje 

frescoes did not indicate that Ivan Petrov was Vučković’s assistant.  He held that it 

was just as likely that Vučković’s name was listed first because he was better known 

or was from Split or had worked for the patron previously.202  The second part of 

Hilje’s argument turned on a Luka Man of Sorrows (image 15) panel found in the 

town of Luka on an island near Zadar.  The Man of Sorrows was a fragment of a 

polyptych and had remnants of a carved frame that Ivo Petricioli had identified as the 

work of the woodcarver Matteo Moronzon.203  The Luka Man of Sorrows and the Man 

of Sorrows panel from the Ugljan Polyptych are very similar.  Both show Christ half-

                                                
199 Ibid. 57 
200 Ibid. 66-67 
201 Emil Hilje, "Zadarski Slikarski Krug u Drugoj Četvrtini 15. Stoljeća," Prilozi 
povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 29 (1990). 
202 Ibid. 40 
203 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 68 
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length with his left wrist crossed over the right just below the navel.  In both images, 

Christ’s head lolls to the left and the arms are held away from the body in the same 

way.  In addition, the punched design registers of the patee-adorned halo are identical.  

Hilje concluded that the same artist painted the Luka Man of Sorrows and the Ugljan 

Polyptych.204  Ivan Petrov painted the sculptures that Moronzon made for the Zadar 

Cathedral in 1431.205  Hilje proposed that the polyptych from Luka was another joint 

venture by Petrov and Moronzon and therefore that Petrov painted the Man of Sorrows 

and the Ugljan Polyptych.  

 Six years later (1996) in a festschrift for Cvito Fisković, Josko Belamarić 

published an article titled “New Facts about Dujam Vučković” (Novi Potvrde Za 

Dujma Vuškovića).206  Belamarić acknowledged that Prijatelj-Pavičić and Hilje had 

raised the possibility of Ivan Petrov’s participation in the Ugljan Polyptych and 

footnoted their articles.207  Prijatelj-Pavičić’s proposal of the Ugljan Polyptych as a 

collaboration between Vučković and Petrov was a corollary of her thesis about Ivan 

Petrov as Zanino di Pietro and Giovanni di Francia.  Belamarić claimed that he had 

proof that Dujam Vučković was the only artist responsible for the Ugljan Polyptych 

and offered the following facts: the Franciscan Church of St. Jerome on Ugljan was 

consecrated on May 21, 1447 and there is reason to believe that the Ugljan Polyptych 

                                                
204 Hilje, "Zadarski Slikarski Krug u Drugoj Četvrtini 15. Stoljeća." 40-43 
205 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 60-67 
206 Josko Belamarić, "Nove Potvrde za Dujma Vuškovića," Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 36 (1996). 
207 Ibid. 32 
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was on the altar by that date.208  Dujam Vučković and Ivan Petrov dissolved their 

previous agreements regarding supplies and division of labor on April 9, 1446209 and 

Ivan Petrov died at the beginning of 1448.210  In addition, Ivan Petrov’s other 

independent commission for a polyptych was for a smaller and much more modest 

work than the Ugljan Polyptych—it only cost fourteen ducats and was for a parish 

church in the suburbs.211  Belamarić concluded that these facts prove that Vučković 

painted the Ugljan Polyptych and that Ivan Petrov was not involved.212  In the same 

article, Belamarić added three paintings to Vučković’s oeuvre: a book illustration of 

St. Anastasia in the mariegola of the Split Confraternity of St. Anastasia,213 the 

painted frame of the Madonna del Taurello in the Split Cathedral,214 and five panels 

that since 1919 had been in the collection of the Hermitage Museum in St. Petersburg, 

                                                
208 Belamarić cites an argument made by Ivo Petricioli for this fact but does not give 
the text of the inventory.  Ibid. 37 
209 Ibid. 37, also see Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 93 
210 Belamarić, "Nove Potvrde Za Dujma Vuškovića.", Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u 
Zadru. 93 
211 The fact that Ivan Petrov painted (alone) the Moronzon sculptures for the Zadar 
Catehdral is not mentioned.  Belamarić, "Nove Potvrde Za Dujma Vuškovića." 37, 
Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 93 
212  Belamarić does not explain how these facts add up to a confirmation of Dujam 
Vučković as the sole artist of the Ugljan Polyptych.   
213 He argued that the St. Anastasia illustration had the same physiognomy, typology 
of figures, decorative elements, and coloring as the Ugljan Polyptych.  Belamarić, 
"Nove Potvrde Za Dujma Vuškovića." 34 
214 The attribution of the Madonna del Taurello frame panels is very strange.  
Belamarić states that there are documents in the Praga transcriptions that outline that 
the frame was by Vučković but gives no indication as to the documents or an 
argument.  I asked Emil Hilje about this and he told me that when he published this 
article, Belamarić believed that he had evidence that Vučković painted the Madonna 
del Taurello but told Hilje that his argument wasn’t yet ready for publication.  When 
Hilje asked Belamarić about the subject a few months later he said that he had 
abandoned the project but gave no further explanation.  Hilje thinks that Belamarić 
had misread or misunderstood the transcriptions.  Ibid. 36 
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Russia.215  The argument about the attribution of the Hermitage panels was the most 

developed of the three proposals.  

 The polyptych panels from the Hermitage (hereafter Hermitage Panels, image 

20) were introduced by the Italian art historian, Andrea de Marchi, in the same 

festschrift.  De Marchi identified the five panel saints as Duje, Anastasius, John the 

Evangelist, Louis of Toulouse, and Mark.  Since both Duje and Anastasius were local 

Dalmatian saints, De Marchi assumed that the polyptych was originally from 

Dalmatia.  He noted the “bittersweet expressivity and acrid coloring” that he claimed 

were common features in paintings by Dalmatian artists.216 By comparing the 

Hermitage Panels with the Ugljan Polyptych figures, De Marchi concluded that the 

panels were by the same artist because of similarities in physiognomy, drapery, 

positioning, coloring, and presentation.  De Marchi cited Domančić’s article from 

1959 for the attribution of the Ugljan Polyptych and attributed the Hermitage panels to 

Vučković.  Given that De Marchi does not read or speak Croatian, it is clear that he 

took the attribution as an established and uncontested fact. 

 Belamarić’s contribution to the case for the attribution of the Hermitage panels 

was two archival documents that he claimed definitively linked Vučković with the 

Hermitage panels and established that the polyptych was originally from the 

Franciscan Church in Split.  Both of the documents were from a collection of 

transcriptions from the Zadar archives in the Venice Marciana Library made by 

                                                
215 Ibid. 37-38 
216 “…un’expressivitá dolceagra e da un acre cromatismo,” Andrea de Marchi, "Un 
Polittico Spalatino Di Dujam Vušković a Hermitage," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u 
Dalmaciji 36 (1996). 19 
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Giuseppe Praga before World War I.  The first document is a passage from the will of 

Nikola Bobanica in which his son Johannis states that Bobanica left a sum of eight 

ducats for a painting for the high altar of the Franciscan Church.217  The second 

document from September 12, 1453 records that “Miss Nicolota, the daughter of 

Bubalich the deceased” (dona Nicolota filia condam Bubalich) owed Dujam Vučković 

sixteen librara.218  Belamarić argued that “Bobanica” and “Bubalich” were variants of 

the same family name and that the reason Nicolota owed Vučković money was 

because the polyptych made for the Franciscan Church with the money from Nikola 

Bobanica’s will exceeded the provided eighty ducats.219   

 The interpretation of the documents is based on assumptions and 

circumstantial evidence.  De Marchi’s attribution of the Hermitage Panels to 

Vučković depends on the assumption that Vučković painted the Ugljan Polyptych.  

Belamarić’s text-based argument for the Hermitage panel attribution is flawed because 

the two documents from the Praga transcriptions are not specific enough to support the 

attribution without the crutch of a preexisting connection to Vučković.  It is already a 

leap to assume that Bobanić and Bubalich refer to the same family, especially on the 

basis of only two references.  Furthermore, the 1442 will that provides for eighty 

ducats to a Franciscan Church and a second document eleven years later that links 

Vučković and a member of the Bobanić family do not give enough information to 

                                                
217 Belamarić, "Nove Potvrde za Dujma Vuškovića." 35 
218 Ibid. 36 
219 Ibid. 35-36 
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prove that the Bobanić family commissioned a polyptych from Vučković, let alone 

prove that the panels in the Hermitage are part of that polyptych.  

 In 1999, Emil Hilje countered Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić’s argument that Ivan 

Petrov, Zanino di Pietro, and Giovanni di Francia were one and the same person.220  

Hilje used previously unknown archival documents from Venice and Zadar to 

approximate the ages of Giovanni di Francia and Ivan Petrov and concluded that the 

two could not be the same person.221  Hilje rebuffed the idea that the Zadar notaries 

would be so consistent in the designation “from Milan” if the artist were indeed from 

France.  In addition, Hilje took on the task of comparative analysis between images 

attributed to the three artists and concluded that while the three worked in the same 

tradition and style, that their paintings were not similar enough to suggest that they 

were executed by the same artist.222 

                                                
220 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 
221 Giovanni di Francia was first mentioned in Venice in 1405 at which time he was 
already married.  Hilje proposed that if the artist was already married in 1405, he was 
most likely born around 1380.  In 1438, Ivan Petrov was married in Zadar to a woman 
with a sizeable dowry.  If the artists were the same person, then the bridegroom would 
have been around sixty years old and the Zadar marriage would have been his second.  
However, the content of the marriage contract from 1438 makes this doubtful.  The 
bride came directly from her father’s house with a large dowry and the contract 
includes the stipulation that the painter would receive 100 libara from the bride’s aunt 
after the aunt’s death.  Hilje reasoned that these supplemental facts established that the 
bride was relatively young at the time of the marriage.  Hilje also pointed to a 
document from 1467 (nineteen years after Ivan Petrov’s death) in which the daughter 
of Ivan Petrov, Andriola, is still a very young woman.  If the artist were indeed born in 
1380, he would have lived an extraordinarily long life if he had a young daughter 
nineteen years after his death.  Ibid. 94-96 
222 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru.95-96 



 

 

177 

 Hilje also expanded his earlier argument attributing the Ugljan Polyptych to 

Ivan Petrov (1990223).  In addition to the rejection of Domančić’s assumption of 

Vučković as “head artist” and the conclusions drawn from the Man of Sorrows panel 

from Luka, Hilje presented new visual comparisons.  He pointed to certain Northern 

elements in the Ugljan Polyptych, particularly gold work and tooling, that support an 

attribution to an artist from the North of Italy (Milan).224  To complete the picture, 

Hilje discussed the two known commissions undertaken by Ivan Petrov and Dujam 

Vučković independently: Ivan Petrov’s painting of the Moronzon sculptures for the 

Zadar Cathedral and Dujam Vučković’s painting of the De Riboldis Polyptych for the 

Franciscan Church.  The finesse with which Ivan Petrov painted the Cathedral 

Moronzon sculptures far exceeds that of Vučković’s pieces of the De Riboldis 

Poylptych.  Petrov’s individualized physiognomies of the remaining apostles 

demonstrate sensitivity not evident in Vučković’s work.  In a non-conventional move, 

Ivan Petrov took care to paint eyelashes on the faces of the Moronzon sculptures and 

the artist of the Ugljan Polyptych did the same.  Hilje therefore concluded that Petrov 

was the better artist of the two and painted the Ugljan Polyptych. 

 In the same text, Hilje formulated individual oeuvres for Ivan Petrov and 

Dujam Vučković beyond the Chapel of St. Duje frescoes from 1429, Vučković’s 

painted fragments of the De Riboldis Polyptych, the Cathedral Moronzon sculptures 

by Petrov, and the infamous Ugljan Polyptych.  Without the luxury of signed works, 

Hilje made his attributions using a Morellian method.  A Madonna and Child (image 

                                                
223 ———, "Zadarski Slikarski Krug u Drugoj Četvrtini 15. Stoljeća." 
224 ———, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 97-98 
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16) in the Zadar Permanent Collection of Religious Art (SICU) from the Monastery of 

St. Mary’s was given to Ivan Petrov on the basis of similarities with the central 

Madonna and Child from the Ugljan Polyptych.  The SICU panel is not as embellished 

as the central panel of the the Ugljan Polyptych but the elongated faces of the 

Madonnas are very similar as are the Gothic architectonic thrones, the tooling details 

on the haloes, and shape of the childs’ heads.225  Hilje presented two further possible 

attributions for Ivan Petrov: a group of panels in a private Swiss collection and the 

Hermitage panels attributed to Vučković by Ivan Petrov.  Both the Swiss panels and 

the Hermitage panels resemble the Ugljan Polyptych panels in the execution of 

figures, drapery, and physiognomy.226  The approach to the oeuvre of Dujam 

Vučković was similar in that it depended on comparison with the artist’s only 

established commission, the painted surfaces of the De Riboldis Polyptych.  Hilje 

identified eight paintings from Dalmatian collections that all had weak coloring with 

greenish undertones, a careless execution of drapery, and awkward physiognomy, 

figures with heavy eyes, fat rolls at the neck, and bulbous hands.227 

 Despite evidence to the contrary, the catalogues for the exhibitions The Croats: 

Christianity, Art, Culture in 2000 and Paolo Veneziano: Stoljeće Gotike na Jadranu 

                                                
225 Ibid. 100 
226 Ibid. 110 
227 The eight paintings are: the Rave Madonna and Child (Zadar, SICU; image 23), the 
Split Crucifixion (Split, Galerija umjetnina), the Franciscan Madonna (Zadar, 
Franciscan Monastery Collection; image 22), Madonna between angels (Korčula, 
Cathedral Treasury), Mystic Marriage of St. Catherine (Hvar, Franciscan Monastery; 
image 21), Šibenik Madonna (Šibenik: City Museum), Madonna del Latte (Šibenik, 
Franciscan Monastery), and St. Nicholas Fragment (Dubrovnik, Private Collection). 
Ibid. 126-129 
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(Paolo Veneziano: Gothic Centuries on the Adriatic) in 2004 both listed the Ugljan 

Polyptych as the work of Dujam Vučković.228  Josko Belamarić wrote both of the 

entries and cited Davor Domančić’s article from 1959.  Only Emil Hilje and Radoslav 

Tomić’s catalogue of paintings from the archbishopric of Zadar published in 2006 

listed Ivan Petrov as the painter of the Ugljan Polyptych.229  There is no identification 

tag provided for the polyptych at the Franciscan Monastery in Zadar. 

 It remains to be seen if art historians will give Ivan Petrov due credit for the 

Ugljan Polyptych and his career as a whole.  In light of the reevaluation trend seen in 

the recent work on Matko Junčić and Ivan Ugrinović and the views of the new 

generation of Croatian (and international) scholars, I am cautiously optimistic. 

 

The “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” or Menegelo Ivanov de Canali  

 The construction of the biography of the next artist, the “Master of the Tkon 

Crucifix,” is a clear example of the attempt to forge the ethnic identity of the artist. 

Prior to 1999, the artist was identified only by the anonymous moniker, but it was 

tacitly assumed that he was a local Dalmatian because the artworks associated with 

him were all found in the Zadar-Šibenik area.  By process of elimination, Emil Hilje 

argued that the Venetian-born Menegelo Ivanov de Canali was to be identifed with the 

“Master of the Tkon Crucifix.”  Yet prior to that the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” 

                                                
228 Anđelko Badurina and Vladimir Marković, The Croats: Christianity, Culture, Art 
(Zagreb: Galierija Klovićevi Dvori, 1999). 621-626, Biserka Rauter-Plančić, ed. Paolo 
Veneziano. Stoljeće Gotike Na Jadranu (Zagreb: MDC,2004). 156-157 
229 Hilje and Tomić, Slikarstvo. 170-179 
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was already included under the rubric of the “Dalmatian School of Painting.”230  The 

reconstruction of his oeuvre began in 1955 in an article by Ivo Petricioli.231  Had the 

artist been immediately identified as Italian-born, Croatian scholars might have 

invested less time and energy into the reconstruction, as seen in the case of Ivan 

Petrov’s career.232  

 Our story begins, when Petricioli suggested that three works from the Zadar 

area constituted a group produced by a single artist: a painted Crucifix from the 

Monastery of the Church of Sts. Cosmas and Damian on the Ćokovca hill on Pašman 

(hereafter Tkon Crucifix, image 50), the painting of the Virgin with St. John the 

Baptist in the Franciscan Monastery in Kraj on Pašman (Pašman Virgin and Baptist, 

image 51), and the Varoške Madonna Tripytych (image 49) found in St. Simon’s 

Church.  The three works, tentatively dated to the second half of the fourteenth 

century, were painted in the style associated with the Trecento in Venice.  Instead of 

gold field, the backgrounds were painted deep red.  Five years later (1960), Kruno 

Prijatelj added to Petricioli’s group of three a polpytych originally from Šibenik that 

was destroyed during the Second World War (Destroyed Šibenik Polyptych, image 

                                                
230 Prijatelj, "Dalmatinska Slikarska Škola.", ———, Studije O Umjetninama U 
Dalmaciji, ———, "La Pittura Del Rinascimento in Dalmazia E in Istria.", ———, 
Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries, ———, "Legami Tra La Pittura 
Dell Dalmazia E La Pittura Delle Marche Tra Il Quattrocento E Il Seicento", ———, 
"La Pittura in Dalmazia Nel Quattrocento E I Suoi Legami Con L'altra Sponda." 
231 Ivo Petricioli, "Prinove Zadarskom Slikarstvu XV Stoljeća," Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 9 (1955). 
232 A further change regarding the reconstruction of the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” 
is that since the master was anonymous, there was little archival data to use as 
scaffolding for the biography. 
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41).233  In the 1965-1966 issue of the Zagreb journal Peristil (Peristyle), Petricioli  

added to the oeuvre of the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” a panel of St. John the 

Baptist from the Orthodox monastery of St. Aranđela (Aranđela Baptist, image 42) as 

well as the works of another anonymous artist known as the “Master of San Elsino”: a 

polyptych from the National Gallery in London (Elsino London Polyptych, image 45), 

pieces of a polyptych at the Pinacoteca Civica in Fermo (Fermo Polyptych, image 44), 

and a small Madonna in the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York (Met 

Madonna, image 48).234 

 There is some question whether the attribution of the Elsino London Polyptych, 

was accepted outside of Croatia.  In Martin Davies’ catalogue of Italian paintings from 

before 1400 the Elsino London Polyptych is attributed to the “Dalmatian School.”235  

The catalog entry does not mention the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” or any of the 

other works in the associated oeuvre although Petricioli’s article from Peristil (1965-

1966) is listed in the bibliography.  In a review of the 1967 exhibition at the Galerija 

Klovićevi Dvori in Zagreb, the Italian art historian Rodolfo Pallucchini mentioned 

Petricioli’s hypothesis about the “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” and the Elsino London 

Polyptych, but stopped short of confirming the attribution.236 

                                                
233 Prijatelj made the attribution based on visual analysis of a photograph in the photo 
archive of the Yugoslav Academy of Arts and Sciences in Zagreb in comparison with 
the works that Petricioli had already identified. Kruno Prijatelj, "Izgubljeni Šibenski 
Poliptih Xv Stoljeća," Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 12 (1960). 
234 Ivo Petricioli, "Slikar Tkonskog Raspela," Peristil 8-9 (1965-66). 
235 Martin Davies, The Early Italian Schools: Before 1400 (London: National Gallery 
Publications, 1981). 6 
236 Rodolfo Pallucchini, "Considerazioni Sulla Mostra 'Paolo Veneziano E La Sua 
Cerchia' Di Zagabria," Arte Veneta XXI (1967). 
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 By 1990, there were eleven paintings associated with the “Master of the Tkon 

Crucifix.”237  The eleven works were tempera on board.  Five of them were painted on 

gold field, four on red field, and two on a mottled gold and red field.  The 

physiognomies of the figures exhibited small oval faces with compact features, 

almond-shaped eyes, and long fingers with no knuckles.  Unfortunately, none of the 

eleven works have a signature and there are no archival documents connected with 

them.  However, the provenance of the paintings points to a general area: of the 

eleven, seven were found in the Zadar-Šibenik area.  Based on style, technique, and 

materials, they were dated to the end of the fourteenth or beginning of the fifteenth 

century.238 

 The “Master of the Tkon Crucifix” did not remain nameless.  In 1999, Emil 

Hilje identified him with Menegelo Ivanov de Canali.239  Hilje argued that because 

seven of the eleven extant paintings were found in the Zadar-Šibenik area, that the 

artist must have been one of the five painters documented in the area at the end of the 

fourteenth and beginning of the fifteenth centuries: Nikola Ciprijano de Blondis, Ivan 

Tomazinov of Padua, Stjepan Martinov Lazanja, Blaž Luka Banić, and Menegelo 

Ivanov Canali.  He then eliminated four of the candidates on the basis of known facts 

about their lives.  Nikola Ciprijanov was a student of Paolo Veneziano and had a 

                                                
237 The additional three paintings not mentioned above are the Koper Madonna (image 
47), the Šibenik Predella Saint, and the Šibenik drawing. 
238 Petricioli, "Slikar Tkonskog Raspela." 
239 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo U Zadru. 
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proposed attribution, an Imago Pietatis found in Prague.240  The eleven works do not 

bear a close enough resemblance to Paolo’s work to support a claim of direct 

mentorship and certainly clash with the style of the Prague Imago Pietatis.  Ivan 

Tomazinov from Padua was eliminated because he was noted in Zadar for only two 

years, and it is unlikely that he could have produced so many works in that short time.  

Stjepan Martinov Lazanja was eliminated because he was only active in Zadar for 

three years and the prices paid for his documented works suggest that he was not a 

particularly talented artist.  Finally, Blaž Luka Banić was eliminated because he was a 

student of Jacobello di Bonomo and the coloring, style, and features of the “Tkon 

Crucifix” oeuvre differs markedly from that of Jacobello di Bonomo.  Of the five 

possibilities, Menegelo Ivanov de Canali appeared to be the best candidate, not only 

because the other four were judged to be inappropriate.  Archival documents establish 

that Menegelo Ivanov de Canali was in Zadar from 1385 until his death in 1435.  

There are over fifty commissions to him, a respectable number for a fifty-year career 

in the city. 

 Menegelo was from Venice, presumably apprenticed there, and then worked in 

that city prior to transferring his workshop full-time to Zadar.241  While Menegelo was 

still in Venice in October of 1384, a document from 1383 suggests that he had already 

finished a commission for Zadar resident Martino Bartuolovo before his permanent 

                                                
240 Olga Pujmanova, "A Panel by Nicolò Di Cipriano Da Zara," The Burlington 
Magazine CXXX, no. 1026 (1988). 
241 Testi, La Storia Della Pittura Veneziana. Vol 2. 86 
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transfer to the city sometime before August of 1385.242  Although in 1385 the 

commune of Zadar was officially under Hungarian jurisdiction, this incident suggests 

that Venice was a consistent beacon of artistic style for Dalmatia even if the political 

situation changed.  Menegelo’s presence in Zadar and the frequency with which he 

received commissions indicates that there was an active community of artists in the 

city and furthermore that patrons did not employ artists based on divisions between 

“foreign” and “domestic.”  Menegelo attracted numerous students to the city even 

from as far away as Dubrovnik.243  He worked for the archbishop of Zadar, Nikola 

Matafari, in 1386 and with Zadar’s most sought-after woodworkers, Marko Nikolin 

and Martin Hermanov.244  

 There is little to mistrust in the historiography of the “Master of the Tkon 

Crucifix” or Menegelo Ivanov de Canali.  The group of artworks identified by 

Petricioli and others clearly support the hypothesis of a single artist.  Hilje’s 

identification of Menegelo relies on extensive archival data and research on the artists 

active in the Zadar-Šibenik area in the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries.  

The artist’s anonymity during the heyday of ethnic identity- motivated art history was 

both a blessing and a curse: on the one hand there are few suspect aspects to the 

biography but on the other the artist did not receive the scholarly attention that he 

might otherwise have had, had he been positively identified earlier.    

 

                                                
242 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 51 
243 Menegelo took Marko Ninov from Dubrovnik as a student in 1398. Ibid. 53 
244 Ibid. 51-54 



 

 

185 

Nikola Vladanov  

 Nikola Vladanov was first recognized as an artist in Šibenik through a series of 

archival documents in the Slovnik umjetnikah jugoslavenskih (Almanac of Yugoslav 

Artists, 1858-1860) studied by Ivan Kukuljević-Sakcinski.  Kukuljević included 

Vladanov in his almanac on the basis of a will he found dated 1468 that mentioned the 

painter Nikola and his widow Slavica.245  Another piece of his biography was 

established in 1910, when Vicenzo Miagostovich published a contract dated 1443 for 

an altarpiece for the tabernacle of the Chapel of Santa Maria agreed to by Vladanov 

and the curate of the Šibenik Church of San Domenico.  According to the contract, 

Vladanov assumed responsibility for painting, carving, and gilding the altarpiece.246  

The next piece of his biography was published in 1920 by Petar Kolendić, a receipt of 

payment from 1465 from the Šibenik Dominicans to two local artists to complete an 

altarpiece begun by Vladanov but apparently unfinished.247  These three notices of 

Nikola Vladanov from the archives combine and establish only that there was a painter 

by the name of Vladanov connected to an altarpiece with unknown whereabouts, and a 

commission left unfinished.   

                                                
245 Kukuljević-Sacinski, Slovnik Umjetnikah Jugoslavenskih. See entry: Vladanov.  
Unfortunately, Kukuljević did not give the original Latin text and the will has since 
been lost.  It would be interesting to see the form of the name recorded in the will.  In 
most sources Vladanov is referred to as Nicoló del fu Vladano.  Nikola Vladanov is 
the Slavicized form of the name that has become standard. 
246 Vicenzo Miagostovich, "Per Una Cronaca Sebenicese," Rivista Dalmatica IV 
(1908). 
247 Kolendić, "Slikar Juraj Čulinović U Šibeniku." 
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 The first attempt to frame a biographical narrative and oeuvre for Nikola 

Vladanov was made in 1954 by Kruno Prijatelj.248  Prijatelj hypothesized the artist’s 

life span in the fifteenth century by approximating his age in 1409 in connection with 

the cross for the Šibenik Dominicans, the date of  his will in 1466, and a mention of 

his death in 1468.   Vladanov is known to have received six commissions: a cross in 

1409, a polyptych for a stonecutter in 1419, a polyptych for the confraternity of St. 

Michael in 1432, a polyptych for the Šibenik Franciscans in 1434, a banner for the 

Confraternity of the Madonna of Mercy in 1438, and the 1465 commission for the 

Šibenik Dominicans that was not finished. Vladanov is mentioned as a witness in 

documents in 1420, 1425, 1450 and 1464.  He bought a house in Šibenik between 

1443 and 1444.249   

 Prijatelj used this documentary biographical scaffolding to make the first 

attribution of an extant work to the artist, a polyptych located, at least in 1950, in the 

Church of St. Gregory.  In 1419, the stonecutter Mihovil Cipila commissioned 

Vladanov to paint a polyptych in return for a price of 300 libara.250  The timeline 

agreed to by the patron and artist stipulated that the polyptych would be completed by 

the time that Cipila returned from a pilgrimage to “St. James’ in Galicia” or Santiago 

                                                
248 Kruno Prijatelj, "Prilog Poznavanju Zadarsko i Šibenskog Slikarstva XV Stoljeća," 
Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 8 (1954). 
249 Prijatelj, "Bibliografski i Biografski Podaci o Majstorima Dalmatinske Slikarske 
Škole." 
250 ———, "Prilog Poznavanju Zadarsko I Šibenskog Slikarstva Xv Stoljeća." 84 
“…se tenere et debere dare magistro Nicolao pictori de Sibenico libras tres centum 
denariorum parvorum et hoc pro labore unius anchonie” (Not arhiv grada Sibenia 3/II 
list 63, a) 
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de Compostela.251  Other Šibenik documents confirm that members of the 

Confraternity of St. James from the Church of St. Gregory made pilgrimages to 

Compostela beginning in 1406.252  Prijatelj’s reasoning, that if Cipila was going on the 

Compostela pilgrimage, he was most likely a member of the Confraternity of St. 

James in the Church of St. Gregory,253 places a flagstone on the biographical path of 

Vladanov which is supported by the fact that in 1432, the Confraternity of St. Michael 

commissioned from Vladanov a polyptych on the model of the polyptych from the 

high altar of the Church of St. Gregory.254  Prijatelj proposed that a polyptych found in 

the Church of St. Gregory was the  St. James Confraternity Polyptych (image 30).  

There was no evidence to suggest that the altarpiece found in the church in 1950 had 

been transferred there from elsewhere at an earlier date.  The polyptych featured 

James and Gregory on either side of the central Madonna, appropriate choices for the 

Confraternity of St. James attached to the Church of St. Gregory.  

                                                
251 Ibid. 82 
252 Ibid. 83   
253 Ibid. 85 
254 “…promisit hinc ad festum sancti Michaelis Archangeli de mense septembri 
fabricare et facere suis propiis expensis unam anconiam quantitatis et qualitatis 
anchonie per ipsum facte fuit fabricare (sive fabricate) fratelie sancti Gregorii de 
Sibenico, posite in maiori altare exlesie dicti sancti Gregorii de Sibenico, cum opere et 
labore simile prout construere fecit dicta anconia dicte ecclesie sancti Gregorii et cum 
tot figures (et omni) quod sunt composite in dicta anconia in nominee illorum 
sanctorum quod dicti judices nominabunt aponendo pactis et condicionibus inter ipsas 
partes solempniter firmatis…”(Notarski arhiv Sibenik 3 I n list 66-66a) 
Ibid. 84 
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 In 1988, Prijatelj used a similar argument to attribute a second painting to 

Vladanov.255  A notarial record from the Šibenik archives established that, in 1452, the 

Brotherhood of the Madonna of the Varoška Church commissioned Vladanov to make 

a polpytych.  There is a panel in the treasury of the Varoška Church that shows a 

Madonna of Humility in a style appropriate for the mid-fifteenth century (Varoška 

Madonna, image 31).  The Virgin cradles the child in her right arm and holds a flower 

for her son to play with.  She sits on a carpet of green grass with stylized stalks and 

flowers and wears a blue mantle with a gold vegetal pattern.  Interestingly, rather than 

the rich blue of her cloak, her head is covered with a white cloth dotted in black spade 

shapes.  There is no record of the panel’s transfer to the Varoška Church so Prijatelj 

reasoned that it was made for that Church.  The edges of the panel have remnants of a 

scalloped frame, which Prijatelj contends is evidence that it was originally part of a 

polyptych.256  Finally, Prijatelj points to the decorative motif on the Madonna’s veil. 

Both the Varoška Madonna and the St. James Confraternity Polyptych Madonna have 

white veils decorated with black stemless spade shapes.  This type of veil decoration is 

unique within the corpus of Dalmatian painting, making it feasible that the same artist 

painted both Madonnas.257  Since the commission from 1452 was for a polyptych for 

the Varoška Church and the panel found in the Varoška Church exhibits 

characteristics of fifteenth-century paintings and has physical evidence of a previous 

                                                
255 Kruno Prijatelj, "Neobjelodanjena Slika 'Bogorodica S Djetetom' Nikole 
Vladanova," Prilozi Povijesti Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 27 (1988). 
256 Ibid. 79-81 
257 Ibid. 81 
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frame, Prijatelj concluded that the panel was the central field of the Confraternity’s 

polyptych. 

 Both of these attributions raise some questions.  In the case of the St. James 

Confraternity Polpytych, the altarpiece was found in the Church of St. Gregory and the 

later commission contract for the Confraternity of St. Michael specifies that Vladanov 

was to execute te polyptych in the same manner as the altarpiece in the Church of St. 

Gregory.  However, does the fact that the Confraternity of St. Michael asked Vladanov 

to follow the model of the earlier polyptych prove that Vladanov painted the St. 

Gregory altarpiece, or merely that he was believed capable of something similar?  In 

the same way, Vladanov received the commission from Mihovil Cipila who was going 

on a pilgrimage to Santiago de Compostela.  Do Mihovil’s travel plans definitively 

prove that he was a member of the Confraternity?  The saints on either side of the 

Virgin on the altarpiece from the Church of St. Gregory are James and Gregory.  Does 

this automatically confirm that the altarpiece was made for the Confraternity of St. 

James or could the two saints have just been popular locally?  In the case of the 

Varoška Madonna, is it possible that the panel was moved to the Church treasury 

sometime between the fifteenth and the end of the twentieth century?  Likewise, is it 

not plausible that the panel was a single panel inserted into a hemispherical top 

scalloped frame?  Couldn’t the black stemless spades be a later addition?  The Virgin 

does have six fingers on her left hand, presumably a result of later overpainting rather 

than an artist’s rogue conception of anatomy. 



 

 

190 

 However, the possible objections are not pressing enough to discredit the 

strength of the coincidence of factors in support of the attribution.  The polyptych 

found at the Church of St. Gregory confirmed that Vladanov modeled a second 

polyptych after one at St. Gregory as the document required.  Vladanov agreed to a 

commission for a man who was going on a pilgrimage to Santiago de Compostela.  

The Confraternity of St. James housed in the Church of St. Gregory went on a 

pilgrimage to Santiago de Compostela.  Both James and Gregory are pictured on the 

polyptych.  The panel was found at the Varoška Church and has features that suggest 

it was part of a polyptych.  The Brotherhood dedicated to the Madonna was housed at 

the Varoška Church and that same Brotherhood commissioned Vladanov to make a 

polyptych.  

 Still little is known about Vladanov and one cannot help but wonder if the 

artist will still have so prominent a position in the art history of the Dalmatian coast 

when the field moves away from its hyper-concern with cultural heritage.  The lack of 

scholarly interest in Vladanov and his paintings in the past two decades indicates that 

even the artist’s posthumous fifteen minutes of fame have expired. 

 

Artists with Signed Paintings 

 Within the group of artists identified as the “Dalmatian School of Painting” 

there are two who have signed paintings.  Understandably, this type of data changes 

the process of the art historian’s construction of the “life and work” narrative.  The 

survival of a signed work allows a greater reliance on the image.  Archival documents 
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can serve a more subsidiary role because attributions are made through verifiable 

connoisseurship details rather than documentary coincidence.258  The case studies of 

the last two artists are offered both in the interest of completeness (so that all of the 

artists associated with the “Dalmatian School of Painting” are discussed) as well as a 

commentary on alternate processes of “life and work” reconstruction.  

Petar Jordanić 

 The carved frame of a polyptych in the Zadar Monastery of St. Mary bears the 

inscription “HOC OPUS FECIT P(RES)B(ITE)R PETRUS IORDANIC(US) MANU 

SUA P(RO)PRIA/DE SUIS BONIS/P(RO) A(N)I(M)A SUA/AD LAUDE(M) DEI 

ET B(EA)TE MARIE VIRGI(NIS)” (this work was made by Priest Petar Jordanić by 

his own hand and of his good spirit to the glory of the holy Virgin Mary).  Insets with 

coats of arms on either side of the inscription panel bear the date 1/4/9/3.  The St. 

Mary’s Polyptych (image 57) has thirteen fields: seven in the predella, three in the 

central register, and three in the upper register.  The predella shows Christ and the 

twelve apostles.  Christ is in the center field holding a book and offering a blessing 

gesture with the disciples are grouped in pairs in the other six panels.  The Madonna 

and Child occupy the middle field of the central register.  The image is unusual 

because while it is a Madonna della Misericordia in which the Virgin protects a crowd 

of the faithful underneath her cloak, the Christ Child stands on her lap as well. Two 

angels hold up up the cloak to protect a group of men on the left and women on the 

                                                
258 Admittedly, there can be numerous problems with “connoisseurship attributions” as 
well but as has been shown consistently in the other case studies, in cultural heritage 
driven art historical studies the interest in the personhood of the artist often 
overshadows interest in the images.   
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right. The women closest to the Virgin’s legs wear Benedictine habits.  In the panel to 

the left of the Virgin and Child are saints Peter and Paul and in the panel to the right, 

saints Simeon and Roch.  These four saints of the central register are shown full-length 

and stand on a plain painted floor.  The background is gold and each figure, including 

the Madonna, Child, and two angels, have punch-tooled halos.  A painted bust of 

Christ as the Pantocrator occupies the middle field of the upper register.  Christ’s face 

is sharply symmetrical and divided by a long straight note and prominent filtrum.  

Stacked wrinkles in the shape of wide-Ms mar the smooth surface of his forehead.  

There are Gothic letters in the central band of Christ’s punch-tooled halo, but 

unfortunately they are illegible.  Three-quarter length figures of Peter Martyr and 

Francis occupy the left field and Mary Magdalene and Ursula in the right field.  All of 

the figures have the same distinctive physiognomy: thick necks support squat, square 

faces with wide-almond-shaped eyes, straight noses, and downturned mouths.   

 The frame of the St. Mary’s Polyptych is an elaborate, carved complex.  The 

artist’s inscription is carved in relief beneath the predella with side panels that bear 

coats of arms and the date.  Twisted columns with capitals support the arcade that 

divides the predella fields.  The divisions of the upper fields are made with square 

supports decorated with vertical infinity shapes.  Rosettes with relief designs fill all 

available spaces.  The sides of the frame have floral vines in full relief.  

 Giuseppe Sabalich included the St. Mary’s Polyptych in his 1912 Pitture 

Antiche di Zara (Antique Paintings of Zadar) and was the first art historian to discuss 
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the artist Petar Jordanić.259  By 1912 the polyptych must have already been in the inner 

lair of the monastery for a number of years because Sabalich reported that Carlo 

Federico Bianchi had not been permitted to see it though he did know of its existence. 

Sabalich’s description of the polyptych suggests that Jordanić was familiar with the 

work of a monk from Negroponte, Fra Antonio, who exhibited the same tendencies 

and referred to the artist’s painting in Venice at the Church of San Francesco alla 

Vigna.260  Alessandro Dudan was unimpressed with Jordanić’s skill and called him an 

“abomination” in 1922.261  In his survey of the history of Zadar between 1409 and 

1797, Angelo de Benvenuti, gave notice of a reference in Marin Sanudo’s Diarii 

(1496-1533) which refers to a priest “Piero Sordanich” of Zadar who accompanied a 

Venetian delegation to a meeting on Korčula in 1501 to draw pictures (maps) of the 

counties under attack by Turkish forces.262   

 Unfortunately, the St. Mary’s Polyptych was destroyed during the Allied 

Forces’ bombing of Zadar in 1944.  Thankfully the polyptych had been photographed, 

although only in black-and-white, before the war.   

                                                
259 G Sabalich, Pitture Antiche di Zara: Ricerche Critiche Documentate Con 
Illustrazioni Artistiche Fotografiche (Zadar: Tip. S. Artale, 1912).  
260 Ibid. 2 
261 Dudan, La Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà. 393 
262 Although Benvenuti references Sanudo and quotes the Diarii, he does not specify a 
page, volume, or edition that he used.  Emil Hilje looked for the reference to Jordanić 
in the Diarii but was unable to find it.  Angelo de Benvenuti, Storia di Zara dal 1409 
al 1797 (Milano: Fratelli Bocca, 1944). 65; Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 151 
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 After the loss of the St. Mary’s Polyptych, in 1960 Cvito Fisković discovered a 

Madonna and Child painting in a private collection in Vienna.263  Jordanić signed the 

Vienna Madonna (image 58) as the “Priest Petar Jordanić” on a cartello.264  The 

cartello rests on a parapet in front of the figures which also contains two flowers and 

and a book.  The Madonna holds Christ against her cheek in the Eleousa-type 

arrangement.  The figures stand against a gold-field backdrop with an incised vegetal 

pattern.  Strips of landscape flank the gold-field so that it looks as though the gold-

field blocks the view of the continuous landscape.265  The horizon line of the 

landscape sections falls at the Virgin’s shoulder and in the sky above hover four 

kneeling and chubby angels.  The figures have the same physiognomy as the ones on 

the St. Mary’s Polyptych with square jaws and almond-shaped eyes.   

 In the same article from 1960, Fisković attributed a panel of a Madonna and 

Child from the Parish Church in Tkon (Tkon Madonna, image 59) to Jordanić on the 

basis of similarities in physiognomy and design with the St. Mary’s Polyptych and the 

Vienna Madonna.  The Tkon Madonna depicts the Virgin on a throne with the Christ 

Child laid across her lap.  The white throne with pink accents sits on a bed of stylized 

                                                
263 Cvito Fisković, "Zadarski Slikar Petar Jordanić," Radovi Instituta JAZU VIII, no. 1 
(1960).  Unfortunately this image is only known from black-and-white photographs. 
Recent attempts to contact the owner of the painting have been unsuccessful. 
264 “MCCCVIII/OPUS PRESBITERI PETRI IUDANICI DE IADRA D(ICT)I GIETI” 
The painting is clearly not from 1308 and Jordanić was most likely dead by 1508.  It is 
not clear what the Roman numerals refer to or what D(ICT)I GIETI means.  Hilje, 
Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 145 
265 Carlo Crivelli often used this arrangement of a fabric backdrop with strips of 
landscape on either side.  For comparison please see: Madonna (Bergamo, Academia 
Carrara), The Lenti Madonna (New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art), or The Jones 
Museum (London, Victoria and Albert Museum). All printed in R. W. Lightbown, 
Carlo Crivelli (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004). 
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grass and plants but against a gold field.  A pair of angels holds up a brocaded cloth 

attached to the hexagonal, then domed top portion of the throne.  The Virgin has a flat, 

wide face and dark eyes with almost no visible whites.  She stares blankly into space 

with her arms crossed at her chest. Christ looks at the Madonna as he reclines on a 

yellow blanket with a grey checked interior.  Jordanić had some problems with the 

anatomy of the nude figure, in particular at the shoulders: the Christ Child’s chubby 

right arm transitions awkwardly into an emaciated shoulder.  The yellow cloth covers 

the left shoulder so the problem is not as evident there.   Although the child is not 

sleeping, it does seem that the reclining position is meant to foreshadow the Pietà, 

thereby explaining the Child’s more muscular physique.  Both figures have plain gold 

halos with a single black line near the edge. 

 In 1969, Ivo Petricioli added a fourth work to the oeuvre of Petar Jordanić, 

again on the basis of the physiognomies of the artist’s figures (Zadar Ceiling 

Fragments, image 60).266  Fragments of two panels had been found in the Zadar 

Cathedral during a renovation in 1954 but needed restoration work before they could 

be adequately analyzed.  The first fragment depicts an unknown saint in a long blue 

tunic with a book in is right hand.  In a second field, at the top of the first panel, “head 

to head” with the full figure is a portion of a second figure’s head.  A second panel 

shows a portion of a saint’s robes and a smaller figure kneeling beside him.  Petricioli 

made the attribution based on features common to Jordanić’s characteristic 

physiognomy. 

                                                
266 Ivo Petricioli, "Doprinos Slikaru Petru Jordaniću," in Zbornika Sretozara 
Radojčiđa (Belgrade: Matica Srpska, 1969). 
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 Ivo Petricioli discussed the parallels between Jordanić’s paintings and those of 

the Crivelli brothers (Carlo 1430-1495 and Vittore 1435-1501).267  In an article in a 

book on the lesser-known brother, Vittore Crivelli, Petricioli laid out the documentary 

evidence for Carlo and Vittore’s sojourns in Zadar.  Carlo is only noted in Zadar in 

1463 and 1465, but Vittore stayed for more than a decade between 1465 and 1477. 

Though there are no documents connecting Jordanić with either Crivelli brother, 

Petricioli claimed that the priest’s use of pictorial devices such as the parapet and 

iconographical elements such as the reclining Christ Child, proved Jordanić’s 

familiarity with the Italian artists’ work. 

 Despite the fact that Jordanić had an oeuvre established by two signed 

paintings, until 1999 no scholars had found information about him in the archives.  

While researching Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru (Gothic Painting in Zadar), Emil Hilje 

uncovered nineteen notices of the priest-artist in Zadar between 1468 and 1504.268  

While Hilje’s research did reveal some interesting facts, such as confirmation that 

Petar was the illegitimate son of the Zadar nobleman Marko Jordanov Nosdronje, it 

did not reveal any information related to the priest’s alternate career as a painter. 

 It is curious that Jordanić was not a more popular or studied figure during the 

height of art historical research driven by national interests (roughly between 1960 and 

1990).  Clearly the loss of the St. Mary’s Polyptych in 1944 contributed to his 

marginalization.  The fact that he was a priest and not primarily a painter may have 

                                                
267 ———, "Orme Di Carlo Crivelli a Zara: L'opera Pittorica Di Pietro Jordanic E Le 
Testimonianze Archivistiche," in Vittore Crivelli e la Pittura del suo Tempo nel 
Fermano, ed. Stefano Papetti and Pietro Zampetti (Milano: F. Motta, 1997). 
268 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 145-151 
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also discouraged study.  However, it was modern political borders that were most 

detrimental to interest in Jordanić’s art.  Between the first and second world wars, 

Zadar and its immediate surroundings were part of Italy and not the first Yugoslavia.  

Jordanić was not included in Ljubo Karaman’s 1933 survey text, Umjetnost u 

Dalmaciji (Art in Dalmatia), and was not consistently included in the “Dalmatian 

School of Painting” group until the 1970s.269 Due to these mediating factors the 

process of the construction of the “life and work” of Petar Jordanić is less complete 

than those of other artists surveyed.   

 While art historians may have considered Jordanić only a peripheral member 

of the “Dalmatian School of Painting,” there are multiple aspects of his career and 

paintings that warrant further study.  Was it commonplace for Dalmatian priests to 

also be painters?  Was his double profession necessitated by changes in the Zadar art 

market?  Was Jordanić painting for the local population who were accustomed to an 

alternate style of art?270  What was Jordanić’s relationship with the Crivelli brothers 

and why are there so many parallels between Jordanić’s paintings and those of the 

                                                
269 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek.  Jordanić was not included in the 
1967 article by Prijatelj, "Bibliografski I Biografski Podaci O Majstorima Dalmatinske 
Slikarske Škole."  The first major listing of the “School” that he appears in is from 
1983: ———, Dalmatian Painting of the 15th and 16th Centuries.  Interestingly, there 
has never been an article about Petar Jordanić published in the journal Prilozi Povijesti 
Umjetnosti u Dalmaciji. 
270 It should be noted that the St. Mary’s Polyptych follows the format and 
specifications of earlier polyptychs in the Zadar region.  It is possible that as the art 
market in Zadar changed and more patrons ordered paintings from larger Venetian 
workshops that patrons interested in preserving local artistic tradition had to turn to 
“secondary” artists like Jordanić.  For more information on the polyptych in Central 
Dalmatia please see Chapter 4. 
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Crivelli brothers?  Further investigation of these issues should offer valuable insight 

into the artistic life of Zadar at the end of the fifteenth century. 

 

Nikola Božidarević 

 Nikola Božidarević has consistently been the object of scholarly study since 

the end of the nineteenth century and will continue to be the best-known and most 

studied artist from the Dalmatia in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.  The fact that 

two signed and dated paintings survive undoubtedly bolters his reputation.  His 

identification with his birthplace, evidenced in his signature “Nicolo Raguseo,” made 

him an ideal candidate for ethnically motivated biography.  Ample data about the artist 

was found in the Dubrovnik city archives, a windfall for art historians intrigued by 

documentary evidence.  However, while all of these factors contribute to the artist’s 

fame, most impressive, surely the factor that will ensure that he retains his elevated 

status in art historical estimation, is the high quality of his paintings.  

 R. Eitelberger was the first author to describe the paintings of Nikola 

Božidarević in his survey from 1884, Die Mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale 

Dalmatiens in Arbe, Zara, Nona, Trau, Spalato und Ragusa (Dalmatian Medieval Art 

in Rab, Zadar, Nin, Trogir, Split and Dubrovnik).  Eitelberger deciphered the signature 

painted on the Danče Triptych (image 54), an altarpiece at the Church of Santa Maria 

della Danče just outside the Dubrovnik city walls, as NICOLAVS RHADVSINVS 

PINGEBAT.  Another inscription gave the date, February 1517 (MCCCCCXVII 
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MENSIS FEBRVARII).271  The triptych depicts an enthroned Madonna and child 

against a landscape and blue clouds in the central field.  The infant John the Baptist 

kneels at the base of the throne and winged putti heads hover on either side of the 

throne.  Unlike Madonna and Child in the central panel, the figures in the left and right 

panels are set against gold fields.  St. Gregory occupies the left field and the right field 

shows St. Martin on his horse and the beggar.  St. Gregory’s mantle, the Madonna’s 

cloak, and St. Martin’s tunic are painted as intricately designed, rich brocade fabric.  

Above the central grouping is a lunette shaped panel that contains an image of the 

Crucifixion.  The Virgin, St. John, St. Mary Magdalene, St. Clare and St. Ursula 

lament the dead Christ.  The predella is divided into three fields and shows the 

following scenes from left to right: the papal coronation of St. Gregory, St. George 

killing the dragon, and St. Gregory’s appointment as a bishop.  Eitelberger 

characterized the artist as a member of the Italian school.272 

 Shortly after Eitelberger established the authorship of the Danče Triptych, a 

local writer, Giuseppe Gelcich, proposed that a triptych (Bonda Triptych, image 53) 

and a sacra conversazione in the Dominican Monastery in Dubrovnik (Georgi Sacra 

Conversazione, image 55) were by the same “Nicolaus Rhaugusinus.”  Although he 

did not identify the features that led him to his hypothesis, Gelcich did explain that the 

                                                
271 R Eitelberger, Die Mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens in Arbe, Zara, 
Nona, Sebenico, Trau, Spalato Und Ragusa, 2 ed. (Vienna: Wilhelm Braumuller, 
1884). 
272 Ibid. 338 
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works in the Dominican monastery were “inferior” to the Danče Triptych in terms of 

expression and physiognomy.273  

 By far the majority of the reconstruction of the life and work of Nikola 

Božidarević was done by Karl Kovač and published in his article (1917) “Nikolaus 

Ragusinus und seine Zeit.”274  Kovač chose the artist as the title artist for his study 

because among the artists working in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century Ragusa, he 

found the most information in the archives about Nikola Božidarević.  Furthermore, 

Kovač was the first scholar to connect the painter who signed his works “Nicolaus 

Ragusinus” with the painter “Nicolao Bosidarouich” or “Nicolo Boxidari” found in 

written documents.275  In addition to the Danče Polyptych, Kovač located a second 

signed work by the artist (NICOLO RAGUSEO PINX) on island of Lopud.  

Božidarević made the altarpiece, found in the Dominican Church on Lopud, at the 

bequest of the ship captain Marco di Biagio Kolendić in honor of the Virgin 

Annunciate (MARCO DE BIAGIO COLLENDICH PATRON DE NAVE FECCE 

FARE QUESTO ALTARE (a)LLO HONORE DEL(l’) ANNVNCIATA).  The single-

field altarpiece (Kolendić Annunciation, image 52) depicts the Annunciation on an 

outdoor, tiled porch with a landscape behind.  In the landscape an open loggia frames 

a group of figures in the distance, most likely depicting the visitation of Mary and 

Elizabeth.  The predella contains five separate scenes, from left to right: a church 

                                                
273 “…e probabilmente dei consimili nella chiesa domenicana, i quail a quelli di Danće 
(sic) sono alquanto inferiori per quello riguarda l’espressione e la delicatezza delle 
fisomie” Giuseppe Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi 
Monumenti Istorici Ed Artistici (Ragusa: Carlo Pretner Tip. Edit, 1884). 79 
274 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 
275 Ibid. 15-16 
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interior with monks, a Nativity, an image of Marco Kolendić’s ship in the Lopud 

harbor, the Adoration of the Magi, and a scene of the Virgin, Christ, and St. Nicholas 

blessing a boatload of Dominican monks.  The faces of the Angel Gabriel and the 

Virgin have the same oval shape and delicate features as the faces on the Danče 

Triptych.  In addition, the painted brocade cloaks and garments show the same interest 

in decoration and intricate pattern. 

 Kovač used the information that he found in the archives to cobble together a 

tentative narrative of the artist’s life.  Although Nikola’s father (Božidar Vlatković) 

was also a painter, Nikola sought training outside the family atelier and on September 

2, 1476, he entered an apprenticeship for three years with the Dubrovnik painter Ivan 

Ognanović.276  Apparently, Ognanović’s tutelage was not all Nikola had envisioned 

because only three months later, on January 7, 1495, a margin note states that the 

contract was broken because Nikola was going to Venice.  It appears that the two 

parted amiably because Nikola agreed to paint with Ognanović when he returned to 

Ragusa.277  The next notice of Nikola in Dubrovnik is from fourteen years later 

(1494), when Nikola, along with his father Božidar Vlatković, agreed with the 

Ragusan nobleman Hieronymous de Gradi to make an altarpiece for the Gradi family 

altar in the Dominican Church for twenty gold ducats.278  The father-son team 

received another commission from the Ragusan nobility in 1495, this time from 

                                                
276 Ibid. 20 
277 “Cassatum de voluntate partium.  Nicolaus dixit, se esse iturum Venetias, quod 
tamen Nicolaus promisit et se obligavit, quousque stabit hic Ragusii, adiuvabit ipsum 
Pethar ad pingendum quantum poterit” Ibid. 21 
278 Ibid. 24-25 
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Nicolao Rus. De Poza, for an altarpiece for the Franciscan Church in Cavtat at a price 

of twenty-six gold ducats.279 

 Kovač showed that Nikola did not need his father’s participation in order to 

secure commissions.  In 1497, the nobleman Pasquale de Resti entrusted Nikola with a 

project for a new altar for the Dubrovnik Cathedral of St. Mary.  The commission was 

for a triptych style altarpiece for which Nikola was to paint two figures on each of the 

side panels and then incorporate and insert an older icon into the center panel.  The 

contract specifies that Nikola promised that there would be no damage to the icon.280  

Kovač found contracts for six other commissions for Nikola Božidarević: an altarpiece 

for the Convent of St. Francis from 1501, an altarpiece for the private chapel of 

Johannes de Volcio in 1508, an altarpiece for the Church of St. Mary in 1510, an 

image of St. Jerome for the Major Council in 1510, an altarpiece paid for in the will of 

the archbishop of Mrkan-Trebinje in 1514, and an altarpiece for the Cathedral in 

1517.281  Nikola died in 1517 shortly after agreeing to the contract for the Cathedral 

altarpiece.282  Kovač did not connect any of these documents with extant paintings.283 

  Alessandro Dudan included Nikola Božidarević and his two signed paintings 

in his survey of Dalmatian art from 1921.  Dudan qualified A. Venturi’s earlier 

assessment that Nikola was an imitator of Bartolomeo Vivarini suggesting that while 

                                                
279 Ibid. 23-24 
280 Ibid. 25 
281 Ibid. 25-29 
282 Ibid. 29 
283 Kovač describes the two altarpieces in the Dominican Church that Gelcich 
suggested were painted by Božidarević but did not opine on their artist or mention 
Gelcich’s hypothesis. Ibid. 7-8 
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the Ragusan artist may have followed Bartolomeo’s lead in format, he diverged from 

it in terms of color and style.284  Dudan suggested that a polyptych from the 

Franciscan Church in Cavtat be added to Nikola’s oeuvre because it resembled his 

signed paintings in terms of presentation, coloring, and style.285 

 Ljubo Karaman first proposed that there was an identifiable “Nikola 

Božidarević School of Painting” in 1933.286  After describing the signed Danče 

Triptych and the Kolendić Annunciation, Karaman confirmed a third attribution for 

Nikola.  The Georgi Sacra Conversazione was one of the paintings in the Dominican 

Monastery that Gelcich had proposed as Nikola’s work.  Karaman had found a 

previously unpublished commission contract between Nikola and Orsato Junius 

Georgi from 1513 for an altarpiece for the Georgi family altarpiece in the Dominican 

Church.  Because the altarpiece was still on the Georgi family altar in 1933, Karaman 

had no trouble identifying the altarpiece referred to in the commission.287  The Georgi 

Sacra Conversazione is the first known example of the sacra conversazione 

iconography in Dubrovnik and shows an enthroned Virgin and Child flanked by saints 

Julian and Jacob on the left and saints Dominick and Matthew on the right.  Above the 

central composition is a triangular panel with a Pieta-Lamentation scene in which 

Peter Martyr, Mary Magdalene, John, and Peter attend to the Virgin with the dead 

Christ on her lap.  Karaman asserted that the Georgi Sacra Conversazione had the 

                                                
284 Dudan, La Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà. 374-375 
285 Ibid. 375  This work, the Cavtat Polpytych was later determined to be the work of 
Vicko Lovrin. 
286 Karaman, Umjetnost u Dalmaciji: XV i XVI Vijek. 160-168 
287 Ibid. 163 
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same type of “composition, coloring, style, typology of figures, punched designs, and 

details” as the Kolendić Annunciation.288  Karaman discussed a fourth painting, a 

triptych, found in the Franciscan Monastery on Lopud that had a dedicatory inscription 

that confirmed that it was commissioned by a shoemaker with the same family name, 

Božidarević (Shoemaker Triptych, image 56).  He proposed that while perhaps the 

patron Božidarević was some relation to the painter, the altarpiece itself was a 

workshop production because it demonstrated a “hard and less skilled hand.”289  The 

fifth painting that Karaman linked with the workshop of Nikola Božidarević was the 

second painting that Gelcich had proposed as Nikola’s back in 1884, a triptych on the 

altar to the left of the high altar in the Dubrovnik Dominican Church.  The central field 

of the triptych (Bonda Triptych) shows the Virgin and Child seated on top of a half-

moon supported with angel heads.  In the left panel are saints Paul and Blaise and in 

the right Thomas Aquinas and Augustine.  By comparing the style of the Bonda 

Triptych with the Danče Triptych from 1517, Karaman concluded that the triptych in 

the Dominican Church was painted much earlier.  Based on the painted model of 

Ragusa in Blaise’s hand, he dated the painting between 1481 and 1485.290  

 Karaman added several conjectural hypotheses to the biography laid out by 

Kovač and proposed that Nikola had worked in both the Vivarini and the Crivelli 

workshops while in Venice.  From an apprenticeship in the Vivarini workshop, 

                                                
288 “Ova slika, po sačuvanom ugovoru nesumnjivo djelo Dobrovčanina Nikole 
Božidarevića iz g. 1513, tako se podrobno u kompoziciji, u koloritu, u stilu i tipovima 
figura, u svojem općem utisku kao i u detaljima, podudara sa slikom Blagovijesti na 
Lopudu iz iste godine 1513…” Ibid. 163 
289 “…tvrđu i manje vještu ruku…” Ibid. 164 
290 Ibid. 164 
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Karaman claimed that Nikola borrowed “compositions and the typology and 

positioning of the saints around the Virgin.”291  From an apprenticeship in the Crivelli 

workshop, he proposed that Nikola took his “use of gold in the background, his 

dresses and saint aureolas, his tastes and the angel heads and the decorative 

Renaissance throne for the Virgin.”292  Unfortunately no archival documents from 

Italy confirm Karaman’s hypotheses.  Karaman concluded that Božidarević was a 

successful artist in Dubrovnik because he managed to incorporate contemporary 

stylistic trends from Italy with the conservative tastes of his noble Ragusan patrons. 

 In 1963, Vojislav Đurić used documents from Jorjo Tadić’s 1952 collection to 

further flesh out the narrative account of Božidarević’s life.  Tadić had published 

thirteen documents that were not included in Kovač’s collection from 1917 including 

agreements for Nikola to take on apprentices, a lawsuit, and five commission 

contracts.293  Đurić did not add any more paintings to Nikola’s oeuvre.  He seconded 

Karaman’s assessment that the Lopud Shoemaker Triptych was a workshop production 

rather than by Nikola himself.294  Because the Bonda Triptych was found in the Bonda 

Family Chapel in the Dominican Church, Đurić proposed that the family had 

commissioned the triptych from Nikola.  Đurić proposed 1500 as the triptych’s date, 

                                                
291 “Na praksu Vivarinijeve škole podsjeća u Božidarevića opća kompozicija, tipovi i 
raspored svetaca oko Marije” Ibid. 165 
292 “…na radnje braće Crivelli podsjećaju pak obilata uporaba zlata u fondovima, 
haljinama i svetačkim aureolama, gusi nizovi i vijenci anđeoskih glavica, a i lagani 
dekorativni oblici renesansnoga Marijina prijestolja” Ibid. 165 
293 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka.  The reference 
numbers for those documents in Tadić’s collection are as follows: 768, 854, 797, 678a, 
781, 791 and 798 
294 Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola.  127, 133 
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fifteen years later than Karaman’s previous hypothesis, because he argued that Nikola 

had stayed in Italy between the date of his departure from Ognanović’s studio in 1476 

and the date he contracted for an altarpiece for Nicolao Ruz de Poza with his father in 

1494.295   

 There were very few changes or additions to the story of Nikola Božidarević.  

In 1968, Kruno Prijatelj called attention to parallels in Nikola’s paintings and the work 

of Pinturicchio and Perugino, particularly in terms of the “sweet” physiognomy of the 

Madonna.296  In 1986, Vladimir Marković and Iris Rupnik elaborated on the 

possibilities for the artist’s activities during the years that he was “missing” from 

Dubrovnik documents (1476-1494).297  Marković proposed that Nikola worked in 

Rome with Pinturicchio (1454-1513) and was therefore familiar with the Roman 

artist’s projects in the della Rovere family chapel at Santa Maria del Popolo and 

Borgia apartments in the Vatican.  As support for his hypothesis, Marković pointed to 

similarities between the landscape in the Kolendić Annunciation and the landscape in 

Pinturicchio’s St. Jerome in the Desert from the della Rovere family chapel and to 

similarities between the head of St. Julian in the Georgi Sacra Conversazione and the 

heads in the Astronomy Allegory in the Borgia apartments.298  Based on this evidence, 

Marković proposed that Nikola worked in Pinturicchio’s studio between 1485 and 

                                                
295 Ibid. 122 
296 Prijatelj and Gattin, Dubrovačko Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća. 
297 Marković and Rupkin presented their hypotheses for Nikola Božidarević at the 
conference attached to the Zlatna Doba Dubrovnika exhibition in 1986.  The 
conference proceedings, however, were not published until 1991. 
298 Vladimir Marković, "Nikola Božidarević u Rimu," in Likovna Kultura Dubrvonika 
15 i 16 Stoljeća, ed. Igor Fiskovic (Zagreb: Naša djeca, 1991). 187 
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1494 and assisted on the artist’s major decorative projects in Rome.  Rupnik proposed 

that Nikola had spent time in Umbria with Perugino and pointed to similarities 

between the Kolendić Annunciation and an Annunciation in San Lazzaro by Perugino 

as well as Perugino’s 1489 altarpiece, the Pala di Durante.299  Neither Rupnik nor 

Marković offered any documentary evidence in support of their hypotheses. 

 Nikola’s training is the only hole in the narrative of his life and his work that is 

open for interpretation or undocumented claims.  The landscapes in the Kolendić 

Annunciation and Pinturicchio’s St. Jerome in the Dessert are not close enough to 

support the claim that Nikola worked in Rome.  Nor is the fact that Nikola had a 

penchant for “sentimental” faces.  By the same token, there is no incontrovertible 

evidence that Nikola was familiar with the paintings of the Vivarini workshop or the 

Crivelli brothers.  Yet I am more inclined to believe the Vivarini or Crivelli hypothesis 

over the Pinturicchio or Perugino hypothesis because there is more than one element 

that points to a connection with Vivarini or Crivelli.  The margin note in the 

apprenticeship agreement from 1476 specifies that Nikola broke his contract with 

Petar Ognanović to go to Venice and at that time the Vivarini workshop was 

flourishing in the city.  Neither Carlo Crivelli, nor his brother Vittore, had an atelier in 

Venice but both brothers were working in the Marches in the ninth decade of the 

fifteenth century.  Given the close economic ties between Ragusa and the Marchegian 

cities and the arrangement of shipping routes, it is probable that a trip from Ragusa to 

                                                
299 Iris Rupnik, "Umbrijski Elementi u Djelu Nikole Božidarević," in Likovna Kultura 
Dubrovnika 15 i 16 Stoljeća, ed. Igor Fiskovic (Zagreb: Naša djeca, 1991).  Rupkin’s 
article is particularly short and does not offer much support in favor of her hypothesis 
for Nikola’s Umbrian sojourn. 
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Venice would have included a port in the Marches.300  In terms of composition, the 

parallels between the Bonda Triptych and Carlo Crivelli’s Dominican Polyptych for 

Ascoli Piceno from 1482 are closer than those between the Kolendić Annunciation and 

Pinturicchio’s St. Jerome in the Desert.  Both the Crivelli brothers and Bartolommeo 

Vivarini combined paintings with landscape and with gold-field backgrounds and 

Nikola did the same, especially in works like the Danče Triptych where the side panels 

are gold ground while the central panel is a landscape.  Even when Nikola did 

abandon the gold-field background in the Kolendić Annunciation, he maintained other 

material value markers such as gold gesso halos and gold-patterned brocades.  In 

Crivelli’s few pala paintings with landscapes such as the Vision of the Beato Gabriele 

Ferretti (London, National Gallery) or St. Francis Receiving in a Chaplice the 

Precious Blood of the Redeemer (Milan, Museo Poldi Pezzoli), the artist embellished 

details such as the brocade fabric behind Christ in the St. Francis image or the 

“vision” of the Madonna and Child in the Gabriele Ferretti image.301    

 The construction of the narrative of Nikola Božidarević’s “life and work” has 

had the benefit of an extended timeline and participation of many different scholars, 

notably from different places.  Nonetheless, Božidarević became a figurehead for a 

                                                
300 Bariša Krekić, Dubrovnik : A Mediterranean Urban Society, 1300-1600 
(Aldershot, Great Britain ; Brookfield, Vt.,: Variorum, 1997).  The migration from 
central and southern Dalmatia to the Marches also confirms the ties between the two 
Adriatic coasts. Ferdo Gestrin, "Migracije Iz Dalmacije u Marke u XV i XVI 
Stoljeću," Radovi Institut za hrvatsku povijest 10 (1977). 
301 It should be noted that just because there are common elements in the styles and 
approaches of Nikola and the Crivelli or Vivarini families that there is no reason that 
Nikola’s “exposure” had to occur in the Marches or in Italy.  It is plausible that one of 
the many wealthy merchants in Ragusa bought or commissioned something from one 
of these workshops and brought it back home. 
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“school” of painting and his legacy embroiled in political-ideological struggles.302  

However, the combination of his signed paintings, extensive archival presence, and 

consistently measured scholarship has, in most cases, prevented the types of 

questionable conclusions found in the “life and work” narratives of other artists.  This 

is especially fortunate—Nikola Božidarević is the artist from the Dalmatian coast best 

poised to excite the interest of the international community of art historians. 

Conclusion 

 In Art as Existence, Guercio posited that art history will never free itself from 

the monograph.  Instead of dismissing it altogether, Guercio proposed that the value of 

the “life and work” model lies in its “utopian impulse,” by equating art and biography; 

the monograph author contributes to a larger narrative about the nature of human 

creativity.  What Guercio fails to recognize, however, is that the interest in historical 

biography is not always an interest in the veneration of human creativity.  One may 

question whether it is appropriate to raise the specter of creativity in relation to pre-

Renaissance artists in the first place, but the more pressing issue here is what lies 

beneath the veneer of imagination.  The accounts of the nine case studies discussed 

here have demonstrated that the penchant for biography was often encouraged by the 

underlying belief that through their makers art objects can embody a national identity.  

This explains the persistence of the claim to collective ownership that one encounters 

                                                
302 Please see the account of the Zlatna Doba Dubrovnika exhibition in Chapter 1. 
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over and over again in Dalmatian art historical literature: the painters are “ours” 

(naši).303   

 Even in a region so recently marred by ethnic violence, the heyday of 

reconstructing and defending artists’ biography to keep the ideology of cultural 

heritage intact seems to be passing.  The new generation of Croatian art historians are 

challenging one another and looking for explanations from outside their borders.  

More credence is being given to the theories and research of foreign scholars, 

especially provided that they expend the energy to consider the extensive domestic 

scholarship.  The ideological barrier between Dalmatia and the Italian peninsula (or 

even Western Europe) imposed in the early twentieth century is crumbling.  A fuller 

understanding of the complexity of the region with its web of influences and 

multiplicity of touchstones is beginning to emerge.  As the world becomes smaller 

thanks to the ease of travel, availability of information, and flow of communication, 

the focus of Dalmatian art history can expand and shift away from the “life and the 

work” of these eleven artists. 

  

 

                                                
303 The use of “naši,” meaning ours, is frequent in Serbo-Croatian.  It is used for 
language (as in, “he speaks ours”) or for family geneology (as in, “are you ours?” to 
ask “are you Croatian?”).   
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Chapter 3 
Patrons and Power: Noble and Citizen Art Patronage in Ragusa 

 

 A question regarding the motives of the citizenry vis-à-vis the nobility to 

commission art arises in the second quarter of the sixteenth century when the members 

of the Confraternity of St. Lazarus (called the Lazarini) needed an altarpiece.1  The 

Confraternity had been established in 1531 and constructed a private house of worship 

shortly thereafter.  The brothers wanted the church and the altarpiece to express not 

only their devotion but also their economic wealth and cultural sophistication.  The 

Lazarini sought to convey this message to Ragusa’s noble political elite and to the 

members of the city’s older citizen confraternity, the Confraternity of St. Anthony.2 

                                                
1 The exact date of the altarpiece is unclear.  There is no surviving commission 
contract but since the Confraternity was founded in 1531 and the local artist Krile 
Antunović Nikolin copied the Asumption composition for an altarpiece securely dated 
to 1552, it is fair to conclude that Titian received the commission between these dates.  
This argument was first advanced by Vladimir Marković in: Ante Sorić and Vladimir 
Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika XV. I XVI. Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, 
Slikarstvo, Iluminirani Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo (Zagreb: MTM,1987).  
2 The Confraternity of St. Anthony was founded in 1348. In their group charter, the 
Lazarini identified themselves as the “merchants of the Levant,” most likely to 
differentiate themselves from the older merchant confraternity, the Brotherhood of St. 
Anthony. Although when it was established the Antunini brothers traded in the 
Mediterranean and the Levant, by the sixteenth century, the trade interests of the city’s 
older merchant families had shifted to focus primarily in Western Europe.  Due in part 
to the new situation effected by Ottoman domination of the Balkans and the Levant, 
newer merchant families took over these routes.  As there was little competition from 
other European traders because of the peril of trade in the Levant and the Balkans, 
these merchants amassed much wealth. 
The enrollment registers of the Confraternity of St. Anthony confirm members from 
both the nobility and the citizenry.  This indicates that, particularly in the 
confraternity’s early years, the Antunini were more akin to a trade guild than to the 
Venetian type confraternity.  As explained by Brian Pullan, the Venetian Scuole 
Grandi provided the cittadini an alternate power structure to the noble government.  
Trade guilds helped practitioners of the same profession to come together for their 
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Rather than hire a local artist to paint the new altarpiece, the Lazarini chose one of the 

best-known and most famous painters from the Italian peninsula, Titian Vecellio 

(1485-1576).   

 The composition of the Lazarini Assumption (image 34) is similar to that of 

Titian’s earlier Assumption of the Virgin for the Frari Church in Venice.  The 

perspective is di sotto in su: the group of disciples crowd around the empty coffin, 

stare incredulously, and gesture wildly at the aloft Virgin above.  The Virgin, clothed 

in billowing robes in shades of blue, perches on a cloud on her tip-toes.  The line of 

her body twists in one of Titan’s signature spirals and a putto emerges from the top 

border to place a golden crown on the Virgin’s head.  Rays of painted yellow-gold 

form a wide oval around the Virgin.  Dramatic dark gray clouds border the golden 

oval and extend to the vertical edges of the canvas.  

 While the central panel depicting the Assumption of the Virgin dominates the 

composition, four additional fields showing the Angel Gabriel and the Virgin 

Annunciate in the top panels and pairs of the saints Lazarus, Blaise, Nicholas, and 

Anthony in the lower panels qualify the altarpiece as a polyptych.3  The backgrounds 

of the four side panels are a deep plaster grey.  In the full-length lower panels, the 

backdrop is conceived as a plaster niche crowned with a square painted marble panel.   

                                                                                                                                       
own mutual benefit but were not (necessarily) intended as mechanisms by which a 
group could exercise power in the civic sphere. 
3 The altarpiece panels moved from the Church of St. Lazarus to the Dubrovnik 
Cathedral in 1711 and incorporated into a new frame.  Unfortunately there is no 
information available about the appearance of the original altarpiece complex.   
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 As in most of Europe’s cosmopolitan centers, Titian’s fame and reputation 

were well established in Dubrovnik by the middle of the sixteenth century. Ragusan 

merchants were prominent in the artist’s adopted city (Venice) and surely familiar 

with his work from there.   Titian also had an earlier link with a Ragusan patron: in 

1520 the nobleman Ludovico Gozze commissioned an altarpiece for the Church of 

San Francesco ad Alto in Ancona.  Although born in Dubrovnik, Gozze was a highly 

successful merchant and permanent resident of Ancona.  The Gozze Ancona 

Altarpiece was prominent, accessible, and Titian’s first and only work in Ancona 

proper.  In choosing Titian to make the altarpiece for the high altar of their new 

confraternity church, the Confraternity of St. Lazarus announced itself as a formidable 

presence in the civic sphere. 

 The motives and intentions of the Lazarini are clear, but was this ostentatious 

display a new development in Dubrovnik or a regular occurrence?  Did the members 

of the citizenry commission art to remind the nobility of their presence?  Did the 

nobility use grandiose displays to announce their own power?  Did either group 

gravitate toward a particular type of commission?  Was one group more prone to 

innovation or conservativism?  This study will examine these questions as they relate 

to private patronage in Dubrovnik in the centuries before the establishment of the 

Confraternity of St. Lazarus, between 1300 and 1531.4 

                                                
4 I have chosen 1531 because it was the year that the Confraternity of St. Lazarus was 
established and the beginning of a new era of collective citizen organizations in 
Dubrovnik.  Several additional confraternities were established after 1531 for the 
cittadini and the advent of these organizations changed the nature of private patronage.  
The later decades of the sixteenth century were also a period of change for the nobility 
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Government and Social Structure 

 When the Ragusans set out to establish a government and civic structure in the 

thirteenth century, they followed the approach of their larger and more established 

Adriatic counterpart, the Venetians.  There was never any hesitancy or awkwardness 

in this direct imitation because it was widely acknowledged that the la Serenissima’s 

government structure was the most perfect in Europe.  In 1591, Nicolo Vito delle 

Gozze confirmed that the Ragusan government was modeled after the “holy and 

divine government”5 of the Venetians and four centuries later Fernand Braudel called 

Ragusa a “perfectly preserved city-state” that was the “living image of thirteenth-

century Venice.”6    

 Venice’s lead in establishing government structure was not only a natural 

choice because of the city’s admirable reputation for stability, but an effect of direct 

influence: between the Fourth Crusade (1202-1204) and 1358 Dubrovnik was part of 

the Venetian Empire.  The decision to emulate Venetian government appears to have 

been a choice that was made freely by the Ragusans.  The Venetians were interested in 

                                                                                                                                       
and patterns of art patronage differ significantly from the standards of the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries. 
When the Milanese priest Pietro Casola visited Dubrovnik in 1442 and described the 
festival of the city’s patron saint, he does not mention any participation by the 
citizenry or confraternities, only the nobility.  When Serafino Razzi described the 
same festival in 1588, the cittadini confraternities played a major role in the civic 
ceremonies.  Furthermore, the establishment of new citizen confraternities over the 
course of the sixteenth century indicates the more prominent role that these 
organizations and the citizenry played in the life of the city.  The establishment of the 
Confraternity of St. Lazarus is an appropriate start point for this new era. 
5 Nadja Aksamija, "Between Humanism and the Counter-Reformation: Villas and 
Vileggiatura in Renaissance Ragusa" (Princeton University, 2004). 57 
6 Susan Mosher Stuard, A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval 
Centuries (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1992). 
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the economic side of the colonial relationship, not the ideological.7  The first records 

from the Grand Council date to 1301 and between 1301 and 1358 there are no 

indications that the Venetians interfered in any way with the activities of the fledgling 

Ragusan organization.8  In a further emulation of Venetian practice, in 1332 the 

members of the Grand Council “closed their ranks” and defined the nobility as the 

families that were then seated on the Council.9  Council records from after the serrata 

show fifty family names as members of the nobility, but after the plague of 1347, only 

twenty-nine of these families remained.10   

 Fourteenth-century political decrees prohibited noblemen from engaging in 

particular activities or professions.  Butchering was first on the list but it included 

other injunctions against working with one’s hands, standard fare for noble 

                                                
7 The Venetians wanted to control Ragusan trade and ensure that they did not become 
a competitor in maritime trade.  The Dubrovčani were only allowed to go to Venice 
with four ships per year and they were not allowed to do any trade with foreigners.  
The Venetians were only concerned that the Ragusans did not engage in trade that 
conflicted with their own interests and therefore did not care when they began to work 
the overland trade routes with the interior Balkans.  This was especially profitable for 
Dubrovnik when the activities of the Bosnian silver mines picked up in the thirteenth 
century.  Bariša Krekić says that underestimating the revenue possibilities of the 
Balkan silver mines was one of the worst mistakes that the Venetians ever made.  
Bariša Krekić, Dubrovnik in the 14th and 15th Centuries: A City between East and 
West (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1971). 10-25 
The Ragusans were also obligated to contribute two armed vessels to the Venetian 
fleet in times of war.  This was the same obligation that the Dubrovičani had to the 
Byzantine Empire prior to 1205, so it was not regarded as any particular hardship.  
Stuard, A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval Centuries. 28 
For a discussion of how the Venetian colonial approach differed from its later Modern 
counterparts see: Maria Georgopoulou, Venice's Mediterranean Colonies: 
Architecture and Urbanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
8 Milan Rešetar, "Dubrovačko Veliko Vijeće," Dubrovnik 1-2 (1929). 2-3 
9 Krekić, Dubrovnik in the 14th and 15th Centuries: A City between East and West. 33 
10 Konstantin Jireček, Die Romanen in Den Städten Dalmatiens Während Des 
Mittelaltters (Vienna: Gerold in Komm, 1902-1904). 
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directives.11  All political power in the city was consolidated in the hands of the 

nobility.12  The bureaucracy became more complicated over the course of the 

fourteenth century and a Senate and Minor Council were established in addition to the 

Grand Council.13  The head of the government, the rector, was elected from the ranks 

of the Grand Council to serve a one-month term. 

 When Serafino Razzi wrote his history of Dubrovnik in 1588, he described a 

population divided into three groups: the noblemen, the citizens (cittadini), and the 

commoners (poplani).14  The Venetian population was divided into the same three 

groups and this tripartite division is familiar from the histories of other city-states in 

the Early Modern era.  The cittadini were distinguished from the popolani by wealth 

and profession, they could not engage in manual labor or retail trade and had to 

possess an unspecified level of capital.15  Both natives and immigrants could be 

cittadini and foreigners in temporary residence in the city also warranted the 

designation.16  The criminal law code distinguished between the three groups for most 

                                                
11 Stuard, A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval Centuries. 155 
12 The patriciate accounted for approximately four percent of the population. Bariša 
Krekić, Dubrovnik : A Mediterranean Urban Society, 1300-1600 (Aldershot, Great 
Britain ; Brookfield, Vt.,: Variorum, 1997). 
13 Svjetlan Berković, ed. Diplomacy of the Republic of Dubrovnik (Zagreb: Tiskara 
Puljko,1998). 18 
14 Serafino Razzi, La Storia Di Ravgia (Bologna: A. Forni, 1980). 125 
15 Giuseppe Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi 
Monumenti Istorici Ed Artistici (Ragusa: Carlo Pretner Tip. Edit, 1884). 91 
16 In Venice, there was a distinction drawn between the cittadini originari and those 
who became citizen by the process of naturalization.  This sort of distinction does not 
seem to have been drawn in Dubrovnik. 
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punishments,17 but neither the cittadini, nor the popolani had any political power.  

Certain government posts were reserved for citizens; the most important post was a 

consul of a foreign port, a role that carried diplomatic responsibilities.18  Citizens 

could not marry into the nobility because the Ragusan noble families were an 

exclusively endogamous group.19  It was only after the population of Ragusa was 

decimated in the earthquake of 1667 that the Grand Council agreed to admit some of 

the oldest and most prominent citizen families into its ranks.  

 While the Ragusan nobility were fiercely protective of their elevated status, the 

effective division between the nobility and the citizens was less obvious.  As a city 

dependent on trade for its wealth, many members of both the nobility and the cittadini 

were merchants.  Unlike in Venice, where noblemen were expected to invest capital 

instead of directly engaging with trade goods,20 in Dubrovnik there was no distaste 

associated with being a noble merchant.21  As a result, the experience of the nobility 

and the cittadini could differ only in terms of their access to political power.22 

                                                
17 Bernard Stulli, Povijest Dubrovačke Republike (Zagreb: Časopis Dubrovnik, 1989). 
93 
18 Stuard, A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval Centuries. 156 
19 Ibid. Stuard refers to this practice of endogamous marriage as prijateljstvo and 
credits the stability of the Ragusan government to it.  In his review of Stuard’s book, 
Bariša Krekić discounted the validity of Stuard’s thesis claiming instead that it was 
Ragusa’s economic success that was responsible for its stability in his review of 
Stuard’s book.  See: Bariša Krekić, "A State of Deference: Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the 
Medieval Centuries," Speculum 69, no. 3 (1994). 
20 Patricia Fortini Brown, Private Lives in Renaissance Venice (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2004). 
21 In fact, the manual by Benedetto Cotrugli appears to be a manual written 
specifically for the Ragusan merchant patriciate. See: Benedetto Cotrugli and Ugo 
Tucci, Il Libro Dell'arte Di Mercatura (Venice: Arsenale, 1990). 
22 Stulli, Povijest Dubrovačke Republike. 93 
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 In written documentation, it is easy to identify the nobility from Dubrovnik 

because there are only twenty-nine families.23  Unfortunately, identifying the cittadini 

and distinguishing them from the commoners is more problematic.24  There does not 

appear to have been any efforts to exclude people from the cittadini order until the last 

years of the sixteenth century.  Giuseppe Gelcich gave a short history of the cittadini 

families in his Dello Sviluppo Civili di Ragusa Considerato ne’ suoi Monumenti 

Istorici ed Artistici (On the Civil Development of Ragusa Considered in its Historical 

and Artistic Monuments) from 1884, and identified a group of twenty-one families as 

the “old families of the Ragusan citizenry” (antiche famiglie di cittadini ragusei).25  

Gelcich reported that these families jealously guarded their status and protested the 

entry of a number of families of foreigners that were unworthy, either because they 

engaged in “retail trade” or because they were not wealthy or virtuous enough.  

                                                
23 The twenty-nine noble families dominated political and social life in Ragusa and 
therefore formed the ruling patriciate.  I will use patriciate and noble interchangeably 
to refer to members of these twenty-nine families. 
24 Distinguishing between the cittadini and popolani in written documents can also be 
problematic in Venice before the seventeenth century.  The cittadini class remained 
fluid and unfixed for the fifteenth and much of the sixteenth century, a law established 
in 1569 identified the group more clearly.  Those families that had been cittadini in the 
past were recorded (though they were supposed to be able to prove three generations 
of legitimate birth) as were people that warranted citizenship because of their 
professions: lawyers, physicians, notaries, anyone engaged in a civil profession, and 
non-noble priests.  The libro d’argento in which the cittadini recorded births and 
marriages (a parallel practice to the noble libro d’oro) provides a list of the citizen 
families for the later centuries and a guide for earlier ones. John Jeffries Martin, John 
Martin, and Dennis Romano, Venice Reconsidered: The History and Civilization of an 
Italian City-State, 1297-1797 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003). 
25 Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi Monumenti Istorici 
Ed Artistici. 
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Despite the old families’ concerns and protests, over twenty-five new families became 

cittadini before the end of the sixteenth century.26 

Patronage Studies in Venice and Dubrovnik 

 The Venetian government provided the model on which the Ragusans formed 

their own government and likewise the more established field of patronage studies in 

Venice provides a model for this study of patronage in painting in Dubrovnik.  The 

parallels between the Venetian experience and the Ragusan one are obvious.  Both 

populations were divided into three groups.  The economies of both cities were 

primarily dependent on trade and members of both the nobility and the cittadini 

accumulated wealth as merchants rather than by holding land or banking.  In many 

cities, wealth, profession, or land ownership separated the nobility from the citizens, 

but in both Venice and Ragusa, bloodlines were the only distinguishing characteristic.  

 Several scholars have compared the projects, interests and aesthetics of the 

cittadini and the patriciate in Venice.  Whereas in terms of institutions and attitudes 

the Venetian cittadini emulated the nobility,27 in terms of art patronage recent studies 

have shown that the cittadini were not afraid to diverge from the nobility.28  In his 

analysis of the building projects of the Scuole Grandi in the sixteenth century, 

                                                
26 Ibid. 91-94 
27 Brian S. Pullan, Rich and Poor in Renaissance Venice; the Social Institutions of a 
Catholic State to 1620 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971).107-131; Dennis 
Romano, Patricians and Popolani: The Social Foundations of the Venetian 
Renaissance State (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987). 55  
28 Michael Hochman in his study of Venetian collectors and patrons between 1540 and 
1628 argues that through patronage and collecting the cittadini were emulating the 
nobility directly, he says “pretending” to be part of the patriciate.  Michel Hochmann, 
Peintres Et Commanditaires À Venise: (1540-1628) (Paris: Boccard, 1992). 
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Manfredo Tafuri found that the cittadini embraced an “experimental spirit” in 

architecture.29  When Peter Humfrey first analyzed the altarpieces erected by the 

scuole piccole, he found that they were often more innovative than the altarpieces 

commissioned by the nobility.30  In his larger 1993 study, Humfrey found that 

altarpieces commissioned by cittadini were less likely to be constrained by concerns 

about display and decorum and were therefore often grander than altarpieces 

commissioned by nobles.31  Monika Schmitter showed, via case studies of two 

cittadino inventories from the early sixteenth century, that the cittadini used art 

collecting as a means to emphasize cultural distinction and were inclined to seek out 

emerging talent instead of simply following the patricians’ lead.32  These studies 

indicate that the Venetian cittadini were willing to diverge from the conservative 

tendencies of the nobility and used art to distinguish themselves within their social 

group. 

 Studies of patronage in Dubrovnik are less common and in fact the only 

exploration is part of Nadja Aksamija’s 2004 dissertation on villa architecture in the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  Aksamija proposed that in Ragusa the cittadini 

had an antagonistic relationship with the artistic taste and patronage patterns of the 

nobility.  She argued that the cittadini resented the political power of the nobility and 

                                                
29 Manfredo Tafuri, Venice and the Renaissance, trans. Jessica Levine (Cambridge: 
MIT Press, 1989). 81-97 
30 Peter Humfrey, "Competitive Devotions: The Venetian Scuole Piccole as Donors of 
Altarpieces in the Years around 1500," The Art Bulletin 70 (1988). 
31 ———, The Altarpiece in Renaissance Venice (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1993). 107-108 
32 Monika Schmitter, "'Virtuous Riches': The Bricolage of Cittadini Identities in Early-
Sixteenth-Century Venice," Renaissance Quarterly 57, no. 3 (2004). 
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that villa architecture expressed these deeply rooted divisions in Dubrovnik society: 

the patrician villas were conservative and signified the owners’ nobility, while the 

cittadini villas were more unconventional and proclaimed the ambitions of the 

politically underprivileged.33   

 Aksamija supported her claim of a rift between the nobility and the cittadini 

with two written sources: a series of letters written by the Ragusan playwright Marino 

Darsa (or Držić 1508-1567) to Cosimo de’Medici in 1566 and a mid-sixteenth century 

poem written by the nobleman Marino Caboga.  The letters to Cosimo de’Medici are 

impassioned pleas for the Florentine ruler’s help to overthrow the Ragusan 

government.   Darsa complained that the Ragusan people were oppressed by “fifteen 

helpless and worthless madmen who have been respected so far because it was long 

customary” and that with Cosimo’s assistance they could free themselves from this 

burdensome and unfair rule.34  In return, Darsa promised Cosimo free reign of the 

merchant republic (although his letters indicate that his ultimate goal was the creation 

of a government like that of Genoa in which the nobles and citizens shared power).  

The poem, written in Italian by the nobleman Marino Caboga in the mid-sixteenth 

century, is addressed to the patriciate and mocks them for their barbarity, stupidity, 

pomposity and lack of morals.35  Aksamija argued that the villas built by the cittadini 

Tomo Stjepović-Skočibuha between 1549 and 1553 and by Vice Skočibuha between 

1574 and 1588 were physical manifestations of cittadini frustration with the 

                                                
33 Aksamija, "Between Humanism and the Counter-Reformation: Villas and 
Vileggiatura in Renaissance Ragusa". 
34 Ibid. 39-42 
35 Ibid. 73 
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conservativism and exclusivity of the patriciate.  Villas built by the nobility in the 

sixteenth century such as the Villa Sorgo in Lapad constructed between 1518 and 

1521, the Villa Bona in Batahovina completed in 1520, and the Villa Gondola in 

Gravosa constructed between 1527 and 1549 featured the same 2-story, L-shaped 

layout and “transitional Gothic-Renaissance” architectural language.  The architectural 

vocabulary and approach to space in the two Skočibuha villas is so different from that 

of contemporary noble villas from the eastern coast of the Adriatic  that scholars 

believe that they must have been designed by foreign architects.36  The Skočibuha 

villas were more akin to Venetian or Genoese prototypes and were grand two-storey 

buildings set on a high platforms in formal gardens.   

 It is thus imperative to determine whether the claim of noble conservativism 

and cittadini innovation extends to private painting commissions before 1531.  The 

conservativism of the patrons takes two forms: there is stylistic conservativism in 

which patrons choose an older or more traditional format or aesthetic and there is 

perpetuation conservativism in which patrons insist on conforming to an expected 

model.  The two types of conservativism are not mutually exclusive. 

 Aksamija’s discussion of noble villas demonstrates that both kinds of 

conservativism were at play.  The noble villas were based on a traditional design and 

are similarly conservative in decorative detail and architectural vocabulary.  For the 

present discussion of private painting commissions, the measure for conservativism in 

style will be the dominant trends from the Italian peninsula; this is appropriate because 

                                                
36 Ibid. 62-66 
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so many of the artists were either from Italy or had studied painting there.  The 

measure for perpetuation conservativism will be the frequency with which patrons 

require a new project be done according to an older model.   

Does the divide between noble conservativism and cittadini progressivism that 

Aksamija identified in villa architecture exist in painting?  If so, when does the divide 

first appear?  Since Aksamija’s examples of villa architecture are from relatively late 

in the sixteenth century, the question arises whether there was an identifiable divide 

earlier?  Were the cittadini using art commissions as a way of competing with the 

nobility or as a way of distinguishing themselves within their own social order?  Were 

there types of commissions or artists favored by one group or another?  I have chosen 

to focus on privately funded commissions for both public and private spaces.  Along 

with domestic projects for painted shields, chests, furniture, and interior spaces, this 

category also includes altarpieces for family chapels in public churches made by 

individuals.  However, I have excluded commissions organized and paid for by curates 

or other church officials because those projects were funded by and intended for a 

larger group than the noble or non-noble curates.   

 Two types of evidence will be used to explore these questions.  The first is 

written evidence and the second is the visual evidence of extant paintings.  On some 

occasions the two types of evidence overlap and there is both written evidence about a 

painting and the painting itself, but these cases are all too rare.  Examining the kind 

and scope of the private commissions made by the nobility and cittadini over this long 

period offers a broad view of how the society regarded art.  For the paintings, I have 
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chosen a selection of artifacts for which there is information available about the 

patrons and circumstances of production.  In the interest of continuity and 

completeness the two types of evidence are not separated but rather explained 

chronologically and thematically. 

 Although it would be preferable to be able to examine only actual paintings 

produced for noble and citizen patrons, circumstances require that this study also rely 

on written documentation of commissions and contracts, only a fraction of which has 

survived. While the written documentation may be fragmentary, it still provides a 

valuable second source of information.  For reasons of accessibility, this study relies 

on Jorjo Tadić’s compilation of archival documents published in 1952.37  Tadić’s 

collection is widely acknowledged to be the most complete and accurate 

representation of sources available in the Dubrovnik archives pertaining to artists and 

painting in the city from 1284 to 1600.38  Of the 1250 documents in these volumes, 

this study addresses only those that record private commissions, wills, and inventories.  

Tadić included any document that mentioned an artist including marriage contracts, 

apprenticeship agreements, land or house payment receipts, or even the registers of 

                                                
37 Jorjo Tadić, Građa O Slikarskoj Školi U Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka, 2 vols., vol. 1 
(Belgrade: Academia Scientiarum Serbica, 1952). 
38 Subsequent researchers have uncovered few additional documents that pertain to 
painting and the Dubrovnik archivist recommends Tadić’s collection for researchers 
interested in the history of painting between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries.  
The only reference to a document from the Dubrovnik Archives not included in 
Tadić’s collection that I’ve encountered (in my research and talking to Croatian art 
historians) is a technical description of gilded tin from 1434 that mentions the artist 
Ivan Ugrinović.  This is discussed in: Ivana Prijatelj-Pavičić, "Prilog Poznavanju 
Poliptiha Bogorodice S Djetetom Iz Koločepa," Croatica Christiana Periodica 58 
(2007). 
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city wall night watchmen.  These documents offer a more complete picture of the lives 

of the artists, and complement an understanding of patronage and possible social 

divides in the city.   

The Fourteenth Century 

 Determining patronage activities from the fourteenth century is somewhat 

problematic.  The serrata, which distinguished the nobles from the cittadini, was 

promulgated in 1332 and the city-state became independent from Venetian rule in 

1348.  A plague struck the population of Dubrovnik in 1347 and again in 1361.39   

 Although most projects from the fourteenth century were arranged by the 

fledgling government or by church officials, there is some documentation for private 

commissions.  In 1351, Ciue Tudisio hired Marcus of Puglia to make an illuminated 

missal and an altarpiece according to models of the items found in the Dominican 

Church.40  Since Tudisio is not identified as a curate or affiliated with any particular 

church, it is possible that the items were intended for his home.  A more definite 

private commission for a noble home is from 1369 when Martinus Sorgo ordered from 

“Magister Johannis” for two altarpieces for his home, one small and one large.41  In 

1389, the nobleman Blasius Marini Menze paid six iperperos for Johannis of Durazzo 

                                                
39 One hundred and ten of the members of the Grand Council died in the 1347-1348 
plague.  Susan Mosher Stuard reports that the 1361 plague was actually more 
devastating in Dubrovnik than the one in 1348.  Stuard, A State of Deference: 
Ragusa/Dubrovnik in the Medieval Centuries. 45-48 
40 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 20, 21 
41 Ibid. Document 48 



 

 

226 

to prepare and paint the interior of Blasius’ house according to the model of the 

painted exterior.42   

 Another avenue by which commissions were arranged in fourteenth-century 

Dubrovnik was through wills.  Many people specified the church and even the altar for 

which they were leaving money.  Too few wills survive for a pattern to emerge 

regarding the selection of churches to which funds were bequeathed.  Two individuals 

left money for images for the churches of their onomastic saints:  Stephen de Menze 

for an altarpiece in the Church of St. Stephen in 1344 and Andrea Bodaza for an 

altarpiece in the Church of St. Andrew in 1348.43  Thidoe Tudisio left money to 

commission icons for three churches outside of the city with which he presumably had 

some connection: the Church of St. Michael on the island of Šipan (in the Elafiti 

archipelago), the Church of St. Blaise in the city, and the Church of St. Ilarija in the 

suburb of Mlini.44  Perhaps the most significant and interesting of the testament 

commissions is from Nicola Luccari from 1352 in which he contributes one hundred 

and fifty iperperos for an altarpiece for his chapel in the Dominican Church in 

Dubrovnik (“capelle mee in ecclesia fratrum predicatorum”).  Nor was Nicola the only 

member of the family contributing to the altarpiece since the will specifies that the 

artist already had received fifty iperperos from Nicola and would receive another one 

hundred iperperos from another relative.  The artist in question was one “Polo pintori 

                                                
42 “…de pingendo omnibus eius expensis et calcinando totam curiam domus sue a 
parte anteriori et faciatas camerarum dicte domus sue in qua habitat a parte exteriore 
ad pictures consimilies illis quas fecit super sall domus ipsius ser Blaxii” Ibid. 
Document 81 
43 Ibid. Documents 27 and 29 
44 Ibid. 45 
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Veneti” and given the high price, it is possible that he is to be identified with Paolo 

Veneziano (1333-1358).45 

 However, while noble patrons may have been more prominent in the public life 

of the city, citizens did commission some decoration projects and fund commissions in 

their wills.  Four wills from non-noble Ragusans from the fourteenth century bequeath 

funds for altarpieces for local churches.  The beneficiary in three of the four wills was 

the Franciscan Church.  The Dominican Church was the recipient of the fourth.  Non-

nobles evidently did not gift significantly more or less than their noble counterparts.46   

 The only citizen of Dubrovnik known to enter a contract for private domestic 

projects was Miltino Priboe in the 1390s.  Two contracts survive, both with artists 

whose surname was Drušković.  In 1393, Priboe hired Nixa Drušković to paint 200 

roof beams with figures and colors for six iperperos (three iperperos for every 100 

beams).47  In 1398, Stoychus Drušković was paid ten ducats for a canopy with stars, 

apples, and gold frames for a bed.48   

                                                
45 “…et dedi ad faciendum magistro Polo pintori Veneti unum supraaltare pro 
yperperis CL, de quibus habuit magister Polus L de meis yperperis, et yperperos 
centum teneantur dare Marcus et Nissa filii Junii de Lucari pro testamento matris 
sue…” Ibid. Document 733.  For proposals regarding Paolo Veneziano’s work in 
Dalmatia and Dubrovnik please see: Vinko Zlamalik, Paolo Veneziano i Njegov Krug 
(Zagreb: Listopad-Prosinac, 1967), Biserka Rauter-Plančić, ed. Paolo Veneziano. 
Stoljeće Gotike Na Jadranu (Zagreb: MDC, 2004). 
46 One of the non-noble wills allotted 30 iperperos and the other three allotted 100 
iperperos each.  The amounts allotted in noble wills in the thirteenth century ranges 
from 10 iperperos to 150 iperperos. 
47 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 110 
48 Stoychus Druschouich is most likely the same person as “Stoychum of Ragusa” 
who was hired by the Minor Council in 1389.  Ibid. Document 121 
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 The small number of extant private commissions from the fourteenth century 

makes it difficult to draw any conclusions about patronage divides between the 

cittadini and the nobility.  More commission contracts or wills were drawn up by 

nobles than by commoners, but this is perhaps to be expected since the families active 

in the life of the city were the ones designated by the serrata of 1332.  There is no 

discernible divide in which religious institutions were patronized by the nobility and 

the citizen-commoners.  Three out of the four non-noble wills allotted funds to the 

Franciscan Church whose curate was an elected government post that could only be 

filled by a nobleman.   

Significant for later developments is the fact that only one individual, Nicola 

Luccari, gave money for an altarpiece for a family chapel.  It is probable that the 

altarpiece project with “Pola de Venetia” existed before Nicola drew up his will since 

the will states that Nicola had already given the artist fifty iperperos.  The majority of 

people, noble and non-noble alike appear to have given money to the church in 

expectation of spiritual rewards rather than public recognition. 

The Fifteenth Century 

 In the fifteenth century, private patronage experienced a boom in Dubrovnik. 

The documented investment in art and decoration projects attests to the financial 

success of the inhabitants of Ragusa.  While the division between the patronage 

patterns of the cittadini and the nobility intensified over the course of the fifteenth 

century, the increased power of the nobility did not result in strife or discontent on the 

part of the citizenry.  There was only one revolt against the noble government in the 
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history of the city, in 1400 to 1401, when the two pairs of brothers from the 

Zamanijića and Budačića families tried to a coup with a military junta supported by 

Bosnian captains.49  Patronage projects for domestic and public spaces show that the 

nobility and the cittadini consistently hired artists and followed models according to 

class.  In part this is explained by the fact that the two groups commissioned for 

different types of projects, but the level of conformity in the demands of each group 

speaks to a general climate of perpetuation conservativism rather than 

experimentation. 

 Popular among noble patrons was painted decoration inside their palaces.  

Perhaps the first documented example dates from 1389, but the practice continued in 

the fifteenth century.50  In 1427 and 1428, Ivan Ugrinović completed several painting 

projects for the palace of Georgio Gozze.  Initially Gozze hired Ugrinović to paint the 

ceiling of his bedroom in blue with gold stars in specified locations for thirty gold 

ducats.51  When he continued his interior design makeover a year later the project was 

more modest, six ducats to paint three sides of a second room with gold.52  Other 

noble families hired Ugrinović for similar home décor paintings projects in 1430 and 

1450.53   

                                                
49 Unfortunately, very little is known about the protagonists or their motives.  Stulli, 
Povijest Dubrovačke Republike. 97 
50 Blasius de Menze hired an artist to paint the interior of his home in 1389.  Tadić, 
Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 81 
51 Ibid. Document 174 
52 Ibid. Document 178 
53 Ibid. Document 193 and 379 
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 Woodcarving décor was also en vogue for noble patrons.  In 1457, Johanni 

Blasius Ragnina hired the woodcarver Alegreto to make him some type of decorative 

molding or frame (unum quadrum de camera cum casselleta magnum et pulchrum).  

Ragnina specified that Alegreto was to follow the model of the frame found in the 

home of the nobleman Marino Gradi.54  Junio Sorgo hired the woodcarver to make a 

bookcase and cabinet in 1459 and Gioani Gondola hired Alegreto to make elaborately 

decorated furniture in 1476.55  Alegreto was the only artist that accepted these sorts of 

commissions and was frequently in the employ of the Ragusan nobility. 

 While domestic projects constituted a majority of private commissions of the 

nobility, there are far fewer examples of cittadini home décor projects in the fifteenth 

century.  Several contracts record cittadini patrons hiring artists to make images of the 

Madonna and Child for modest prices.  The painters Ivan and Stjepan Ugrinović and 

the woodcarver Alegreto appear to have cornered the market for Madonna icons.  The 

pair received all of the documented commissions from the fifteenth century for 

Madonna panels and consistently the contracts specified that the artists were to make 

the new icon to the model of one possessed by a fellow cittadino.56  In addition, 

although the artist is not specified, cittadini inventories from the fifteenth century 

show the popularity and prominence of such icons. 

                                                
54 Ibid. Document 414 
55 Ibid. Documents 440 and 570 
56 There are too many examples of this to narrate the contracts individually.  The 
panels ranged in price from six to fifteen gold ducats.  For specific information on the 
contracts or which models the cittadini wanted the artists to follow please see: Ibid. 
Documents 253, 360, 460, 587, 596, or 598 
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 Noble families frequently contracted with Ivan and Stjepan Ugrinović and 

Alegreto as well, though not for Madonna icons.  The consistency with which Ivan (or 

his son Stjepan) Ugrinović and Alegreto were hired makes it possible to delineate a 

clear division of labor between the two, especially for larger projects.  Alegreto made 

the carved frames and one of the Ugrinovićs painted the panels.57  In some cases, the 

cost of the labor for the frame exceeded the cost of the painting.  Both the painter and 

the woodcarver paid for materials out of the agreed upon sum, but the painter, not the 

woodcarver, also had to pay for the gold to gild the frame.58  The price of the 

woodcarver’s work was well-deserved: the carved frame often included figures, 

carved vines, incised designs, and sculpted crockets or spires.59  Similar to the 

cittadini Madonna contracts, the contracts for noble altarpieces often directed the 

artists to follow a preexistent model.60  The nobleman Johanes Andree Volcio even 

hired the pair to make him two altarpieces according to the same model in contracts 

that were six years apart.61 

                                                
57 Ibid. 229, 246, 258, 270, 340, 368, 381, and 590 
58 Petricioli noted this division of cost between the woodcarver and the painter in his 
study of woodcarving in Zadar.  The practice was the same in the Marche region of 
Italy in the Crivelli workshop so it seems reasonable to assume that this was also the 
case in Dubrovnik.  The relative sums paid to the painter and the woodcarver further 
support the hypothesis.   Ivo Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba 
Gotike (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1972). Giuseppe Crocetti, "Vittore Crivelli e gli 
Intagliatore dei Suoi Polittici," in Vittore Crivelli E La Pittura Del Suo Tempo Nel 
Fermano, ed. Stefano Papetti and Pietro Zampetti (Milano: F. Motti, 1997). 
59 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 
60 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. 229, 246, 258, 270, 
340, 368, 381, and 590 
61 The two contracts could not have been for the same product left unfinished because 
additions to the first contract from 1436 note that the terms were fulfilled (the artist 
was paid and the altarpiece received) in 1438.  Ibid. 229 and 258 



 

 

232 

 Although the woodcarver Alegreto collaborated with Ivan and Stjepan 

Ugrinović on numerous Madonna images and noble family altarpieces, he did not 

work exclusively with the father and son team.  A group of commissions related by a 

common model indicates the woodcarver’s broader popularity with cittadini patrons, 

as well as cittadini patrons’ willingness to invest in altarpieces for public spaces.  The 

first commission, from 1439, was arranged and paid for by Florio Turcini, a member 

of one of the oldest cittadini families in the city.  Turcini signed two contracts on 3 

February 1439: one with Alegreto for the carved frame costing seventeen ducats and 

the other with the painter Lorenzo of Florence for panels costing forty ducats.  The 

contract for the painting stipulates that Lorenzo change, correct, decorate, or repaint 

the panels at the request of the Franciscan brothers Silvani and Michoz or Florio 

Turcini.  Although neither document establishes the destination of the altarpiece, the 

involvement of Franciscan monks suggests a Franciscan institution and a later 

document confirms that Florio Turcini had an altarpiece in the Franciscan Church in 

Rijeka Dubrovačka.62  The iconography of the altarpiece is not specified, but the 

contract with Alegreto indicates that the altarpiece must have a tabernacle and was to 

be made to the model of Ratchi Pisarda’s altarpiece, which was found underneath the 

balustrade of the organ in the Dominican Church.63  Unfortunately, the contracts for 

                                                
62 In 1442, Marino Bizia commissioned Alegreto to make him an altarpiece to the 
model of the one that Florio Turcini had in the Franciscan Church in Ombla (Rijeka 
Dubrovačka).  Given that Bizia hired the same artist and the 1439 document indicates 
connection with a Franciscan Church, it is fair to conclude that Turcini’s 1439 
altarpiece was for the Franciscan Church in Rijeka Dubrovačka.  Ibid. Document 275 
63 “…unam inconam cum illis figures, intagliis, fogliaminis, tabernaculo et 
magnitudine et forma, quibus est incona Ratchi Pisarda existens et sita in ecclesia 
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Ratchi Pisarda’s altarpiece have not survived, but its use as a model in Tucini’s 

contract is the first notice in Dubrovnik of an altarpiece in a public church privately 

sponsored by a non-nobleman.  While Pisarda may have been a pioneer as a cittadino 

patron, Turcini invested an unprecedented amount of money in his project, seventeen 

gold ducats for the frame and forty gold ducats for the panels.  With the exception of a 

commission from 1473, Turcini’s was the most expensive documented commission of 

the fifteenth century.64  Turcini’s choice of painter was equally impressive.  Lorenzo 

of Florence was brought to Dubrovnik by the government and was given an annual 

salary by the Grand Council.65  During the Florentine artist’s fifteen years in 

Dubrovnik, there are no other examples of him working for a private patron.   

 Three years later, Marino Bizia ordered an altarpiece from Alegreto made to 

the model of Fiorio Turcini’s altarpiece in the Franciscan Church in Ombla.  Bizia and 

Alegreto agreed on a price of eighteen gold ducats, one ducat more than the price of 

Turcini’s contract with Alegreto.  Presumably, if Alegreto was using the model of the 

work that he did for Turcini, the woodcarver was only responsible for the frame and 

Bizia made a second contract with a painter.  Unfortunately, no second contract can be 

found.  It is possible that Bizia made a contract with an artist outside of Dubrovnik or 

obtained the panels elsewhere. 

                                                                                                                                       
sancti Dominici fratrum predicatorum subtus ballatorium organorum.”  Ibid. 
Document 275 
64 The Ragnina family paid Lovro Dobričević 60 gold ducats for an altarpiece for the 
Church of St. Peter Major in 1473. Ibid. Document 537 
65 There is documentation of the artist receiving an annual salary from the Ragusan 
government in 1435 and then again in 1443, 1444, 1449, and 1450.   
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 Contracts confirm that there were at least three altarpieces privately sponsored 

by non-noble laypeople in the first half of the fifteenth century.  Although the religious 

institutions for which they were commissioned were not connected, the three projects 

were linked by their form: Turcini’s contract specified that the altarpiece be produced 

to the model of Pisardo’s and Bizia’s that it be made to the model of Turcini’s.  

Alegreto produced the frames for the latter two of the three projects; the only painter 

named was Lorenzo of Florence.  The similar prices of the frame portion of the 

Turcini and Bizia altarpieces (17 and 18 gold ducats respectively) suggest that they 

were comparable in style and content as well as cost and impressiveness. 

 Two commissions warrant special mention in a discussion of cittadini taste 

because they appear to diverge from the norm.  The first is a contract from January of 

1438 in which Dobrasin and Juraj Veseličić hired Ivan Ugrinović to paint “canvas in 

three pieces” (la tela in tre peze).66  Not only is this the only documented example of a 

painting on canvas in Ragusa, the iconography was unusual: a landscape with two 

castles, dancing figures, St. George, and St. Stephen.67  The specified sizes of the three 

canvases were large: the one with the figures was 17 ½ feet by 15 feet, the second was 

30 feet by 8 ½ feet, and the third was 10 ½ feet square.68  Unfortunately, there is no 

                                                
66 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 233 
67 “…a far un lavorier commo scrivera de sotto, zoe a la tela in tre peze. In prima pea 
brazia XIII longa, large brazie 7 a la ditta che debia far in torno una vida e che sia 
larga la dita vida brazio mezzo, in mezzo II castelli com alguna cazasone e verdura 
comme pertignera al ditto lavorier, a ancora una danza de figure pente, e un san 
Stefano over San Zorzi.  E che la dicta tela sia piena de figure, colli colori boni et 
belli, comme se convien al ditto lavorier” Ibid. Document 233 
68 Dubrovnik used the same standard for the measure of a “braccio” as Venice which 
according to Ronald Zupko was .65 of meter.  The measurements given in the contract 
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indication in the document where the canvases were to be hung and the commission is 

the only one of is type in the history of the city.  If the canvases were for a domestic 

space, either for the interior of exterior of a building, this would be an example of 

cittadino domestic patronage. 

 A second unusual commission provides information about cittadini attitudes 

toward patronage of luxury items.  In 1440, the artist Božidar Markojević promised a 

representative of cittadino Maroe Milinović that he would construct, paint, and put 

ornamentation on two coffani or chests (one large and one small) for a total price of 

five gold ducats.69  This artist promised that the chests would be comparable to those 

available or made in Venice (factos et fabricatos ad modum et secundum quod presenti 

tempore fiunt et fabricantur coffani Veneciis pro spensis).70  This contract is the first 

commission for a chest that is preserved in the archives.  Noble patrons began 

commissioning decorative chests from local artists only three years later (1443), 

however, the next cittadino patron to order a chest from a local artist did not do so 

                                                                                                                                       
are 8 bracchi by 7 bracchi, 14 bracchi by 4 bracchi, and 5 bracchi by 5 bracchi.  
These measurements equal 5.2 by 4.55 meters, 9.1 by 2.6 meters, and 3.24 meters by 
3.25 meters.  Ronald Edward Zupko, Italian Weights and Measures from the Middle 
Ages to the Nineteenth Century (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 1980). 
69 The Latin word in the documents is “coffani” which Tadić translates to шкриње.  
Given the context and the fact that this document from 1440 indicates that the item 
could be purchased in Italy, I believe that a coffani is something like a cassone or 
marriage chest.  It is unclear whether they were specifically or only intended for 
weddings though.  In a sixteenth-century document, the patron specified that he 
wanted two coffani one for a wedding and one regular.  This would indicate that they 
were simply painted and decorated chests of some sort. 
70 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 245 
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until 1458.71  Either Milinović was ahead of his time in 1440 or the cittadini continued 

to purchase their coffani in Italy.  

Art and Social Status 

 In Patricians and Popolani: the Social Foundations of the Venetian 

Renaissance State, Dennis Romano argued that during the last decades of the 

fourteenth century and the early decades of the fifteenth century Venetian society 

became increasingly stratified according to class structures.72  The families of the 

Venetian nobility showed new concern in establishing their exclusivity and power.  By 

the middle of the century, the cittadini organized the confraternities as a parallel arena 

of exclusivity and power.  In Ragusa, this process of stratification started later than it 

did in Venice but was gaining momentum by the 1450s.  Two collective commission 

projects from 1452 and 1465 indicate a developing awareness of a link between art 

and social status: a contract with Matko Junčić organized by a group of cittadini and a 

contract with Lovro Dobričević organized by a group of noblemen. 

 In 1452, Pasquoe Givanović, Giuano Tomanović, Matulino Luxić, and Darcho 

Radulović commissioned an altarpiece from the painter Matko Junčić.  In the contract, 

the four men are identified as the representatives of the community of Lopud 

(presentibus et stipulanibus nominee et vice universitatis et hominum Insule de 

                                                
71 In 1443, Marino Junii Cruce ordered a chest from Radoe Dragosalić and Pasqualis 
Resi ordered a chest from Ivan Ognanović. Matko Givanović ordered two chests from 
Paskoe Radičević in 1458.  The next cittadino to order chests also ordered them from 
Paskoe Radičević although not until 1465.  Ibid. Documents 295, 298, 424, and 478. 
72 Romano, Patricians and Popolani: The Social Foundations of the Venetian 
Renaissance State. 
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Medio).73  The destination of the altarpiece is not specified but it was supposed to be 

three and one-quarter bracchi high by three and one-half bracchi wide with twelve 

gilded figures and made to the model of the altarpiece in the Church of St. Peter in 

Dubrovnik.  The artist was given a ten ducat advance and the four signatories from 

Lopud agreed to pay another sixteen ducats upon receipt of the altarpiece.  It is not 

clear from the contract which altarpiece in the Church of St. Peter in Dubrovnik Junčić 

was to take as his model but it seems likely that it was the one that Junčić made three 

years earlier (1449) for the abbot Johanni Gazuli and the curates Johanni Antunović, 

Paucho Radulović, and Blaxio.74  The prices of the two altarpieces are commensurate: 

the St. Peter’s altarpiece from 1449 cost 100 iperperos, or roughly 30 gold ducats and 

the Lopud commission for an altarpiece cost 28 gold ducats.75 

 The Lopud contract is the only example from the Republic of Ragusa of a 

commission being made on behalf of the community as a whole.  While the 

professions of the community representatives are unknown, both Givanović and 

Radulović were from prominent cittadini families on Lopud.76  The corporate nature 

of the commission may imply that in 1452, the cittadini families did not yet consider 

individual family altars to be a priority.  Yet, the choice of artist and model may have 

been encouraged by family ties: the work specified as a model had been commissioned 

                                                
73 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 392 
74 Ibid. Document 355 
75 According to Robin Harris’ currency equivalencies one iperpero is equal to 12 
grossi and one ducat is equal to 40 grossi.  Robin Harris, Dubrovnik: A History 
(London: Saqi, 2003). 
76 Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi Monumenti Istorici 
Ed Artistici. 91 
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in 1449 for St. Peter’s Church by the curate Paucho Radulović who was most likely 

had family ties with the signatory Darcho Radulović.  Another member of the 

Radulović family, the chaplain Nixa, had previously contracted with Matko Junčić for 

an altarpiece for the Church of St. Nicholas in 1448.77   

 Although Matko Junčić completed six commissions for non-noble patrons 

between 1448 and 1454, he was not exclusively the “artist of the commoners.”  The 

patrons of three of the six commissions were members of the Radulović family which 

suggests that Junčić’s popularity was due to positive reviews from acquainted patrons 

who happened to be cittadini.  However, Junčić attracted noble patrons.  In 1448, he 

collaborated with Lovro Dobričević on an altarpiece for the noble curates of the 

Dominican Church.78  In 1450, Junčić made an altarpiece for the noble curates of the 

Franciscan Monastery79 and in 1452 he was working for the nobleman Johanni 

Palmota.80  

 The second group commission project was sponsored by noble patrons from 

the Gondola, Ragnina, and Poza families in 1465.  The commission, made with Lovro 

Dobričević, was for an altarpiece for the Church of Santa Maria and lazaretto at Danče 

just outside the city walls.  The inscription on the building indicates that the 

construction of the lazaretto and church at Danče was begun in December of 1457 by 

                                                
77 The price for the 1448 commission for the Church of St. Nicholas was 23 gold 
ducats. Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 350 
78 Ibid. Document 347 
79 Ibid. Document 371 
80 Ibid. Document 394 
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“public decree.”81  The patrons’ were not curates or chaplains; all four men were 

active in the Ragusan government.82  In fact, the order in which that the men are listed 

reflects the seniority of their service in the government: Marino Junius Gondola 

entered government service in 1407, Marino Blasius de Gondola in 1439, Nicolo 

Blasius Ragnina in 1444, and Franciscus Poli Poza in 1449.83  In his study of patterns 

of office-holding in the Ragusan government, David Rheubottom found that 

individuals often held the most prestigious positions approximately twenty-five years 

after their entry into the government.84  Since the four patrons had been in government 

service between sixteen and fifty-eight years, it is fair to conclude that they were 

prominent members of Dubrovnik society.  In this case, the corporate commission 

appears to have been a charitable act on the behalf of the noblemen for the newly 

established church and lazaretto at Danče. 

 The 1465 altarpiece made for the Church of Santa Maria at Danče is still found 

in the church (hereafter Danče Polyptych, image 35).85  The commission contract does 

                                                
81 DIVAE MARIAE VIRGINI/S.C.DECRETO AD PAVPERVM 
SEPVLT/EX.AER.PVB.DOTIBVS/VIII.IDVS DECEMBRIS M. CCCCLVII/D  
Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi Monumenti Istorici 
Ed Artistici. 69 
82 According to the list compiled by David Rheubottom.  David Rheubottom, Age, 
Marriage, and Politics in Fifteenth-Century Ragusa (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2000). 
83 Ibid. Appendix B 
84 ———, "Tidy Structures and Messy Practice: Ideologies of Order and the 
Practicalities of Office-Holding in Ragusa," in Orders and Hierarchies in Late 
Medieval and Renaissance Europe, ed. Jeffery Denton (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 1999). See figure 8.1 on page 134 
85 Kovač first described the altarpieces in the Danče Church of Santa Maria in 1917.  
He noted that the measurements of the altarpiece on the high altar are appropriate to 
the specifications given in the commission contract if one takes into account the 
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not specify which figures the patrons wanted depicted but the iconography is 

appropriate for a charitable donation to a hospital church altar.  The central panel 

shows the Madonna and Child in a golden mandorla.  The left panel shows the 

Republic’s patron saint, Blaise, and Anthony of Padua.  On the right panel are 

Nicholas, the patron saint of sailors and an advocate of charity, and Julian the 

Hospitaller, a saint traditionally associated with charity and guest houses.  At the top 

of the composition, a fourth panel shows God the Father holding an orb with a map of 

the world and surrounded by the heavenly host.  Behind the figures on the main panels 

is a modified gold ground with a black semi-circle at the top of the field and a green 

ground with a green-paneled chair rail at the bottom.  The Madonna and Child are set 

in a painted mandorla rather than set directly against the gold field so that only the 

area between the mandorla’s exterior edge and the frame of the rectangular panel is 

gold field.  These modifications in the central and side panels help to limit the 

necessary amount of gold. 

 Compared to the price points of other contemporary altarpieces, the price paid 

by the four noble patrons for the Danče Polyptych was a modest sum of twenty ducats.  

Lovro Dobričević received six other major altarpiece commissions from noble patrons 

between 1448 and 1477 with prices ranging from thirty to sixty gold ducats.  Of these 

six altarpieces, the only one that still exists is a joint commission between Dobričević 

and Matko Junčić for the Dominican Church in 1448.  The curates Triphono Bonda 

                                                                                                                                       
original frame.  The panels of the polyptych were incorporated into a Baroque style 
frame presumably in the seventeeth century.  Karl Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und 
Seine Zeit," Jahrbuch des Kunsthistorischen Institutes der K.K. Zentralkommission für 
Denkmalpflege VIII (1917). 9, 44-47 
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and Bartolo Gozze paid forty-five ducats for the Dominican Polyptych (image 36) 

which is a larger altarpiece with more gold details and decoration than the Danče 

Polyptych. 

 The patrons of the Danče Polyptych were prominent members of Dubrovnik 

society and donating an altarpiece to the church attached to the city’s new lazaretto 

was an act of charity.  Interestingly, even though when the finished product was for a 

public space where the donors would spend little time, they hired an artist familiar 

from other noble projects.  Lovro Dobričević entered contracts for eight public 

projects with noble patrons over the course of his career but only two contracts with 

non-noble patrons.  In 1456, Francho, a Dominican friar, hired the artist to make two 

figures (the Virgin and the Disciple John) to flank a painted crucifix on the high altar 

of the Dominican Church.  The contract specifies that Giuro Stiepanović had provided 

the twelve ducats for the project.  The family name Stiepanović is not found in the lists 

of the cittadini and nothing is known about this benefactor other than his name.  

However, providing funds for two figures from the most sought after artist in the city 

was most likely a gesture with ulterior motives.86  The only other non-noble patron of 

Dobričević was the Chaplain Bernardo from the Church of St. Mary of the Rosary in 

Rijeka Dubrovačka.  The original circumstances of this commission are unknown, but 

in September of 1469 Dobričević went to court over non-receipt of a payment of four 

gold ducats and sixteen parvulos.  Given the typical ratio of the total price to money 

                                                
86 The position of curate of the Dominican Church was an elected position in the 
government. Rheubottom, "Tidy Structures and Messy Practice: Ideologies of Order 
and the Practicalities of Office-Holding in Ragusa."  Table 8.1 



 

 

242 

advanced for labor and materials for projects in Dubrovnik, it is highly unlikely that 

the agreed upon sum for the total project exceeded eight ducats.87  Whether by 

intention or serendipity, Dobričević worked primarily for noble patrons just as Junčić 

worked primarily for non-noble patrons a decade prior.  However, this patronage 

loyalty, just as it was for Matko Junčić, was probably due to relationships forged with 

patrons from a particular social class.  The decision of the donors of the Danče 

Polyptych to hire Lovro Dobričević for a comparatively minor charity project suggests 

a preference for familiarity. 

 

Conspicuous Commissions at the End of the Century  

 If the mid-century corporate commissions demonstrate a burgeoning awareness 

of patronage as a mark of social status, by the end of the century that awareness was 

fully developed.  Examples of one noble and one cittadino project, both from the 

1490s, illustrate this new consciousness.   

 In 1494, Hieronymo Gradi and his brothers88 commissioned an altarpiece for 

the Gradi family chapel of St. Jerome in the Dominican Church from father and son 

                                                
87 Typically the materials and “retainer” fee given to the artist at the agreement on the 
contract at the notaries was between thirty and fifty percent of the total fee. 
88 Only Jerome is listed by name at the beginning of the contract.  Additions to the 
contract in September and November of 1494 list Stephen Gradi as paying the artists.  
According to David Rheubottom’s list of politically active men between 1440 and 
1490 there was only one member of the Gradi family named “Jerome.”  His father’s 
name was Çugno and his grandfather’s name was Mateus and he was politically active 
between 1440 and 1494.  His brother Stephen (same father and grandfather) was 
politically active between 1463 and 1490 and his brother Marin was active between 
1450 and 1497.   Assuming that the Gradi brothers entered the Council at 
approximately the same age, it is probable that Jerome was the oldest Gradi brother 
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Božidar Vlatković and Nikola Božidarević.  The artists supplied the patrons with a 

drawing and the contract identified the iconography of the altarpiece as St. Matthew, 

St Jerome as a hermit in the desert, and St. Stephen with a Nativity scene above these 

figures.89  Unfortunately the Gradi altarpiece no longer exists but from the description 

in the contract it seems that the format was more in line with Italian ideals since the 

artists were supposed to include gilded arches and colonettes (archetos inauratos et 

columnettas inauratas).  The contract further indicates that the frame was ordered 

separately because the patron agreed to supply the arches, columns, and edges of the 

exterior frame.90  This arrangement marks a change in the relative importance of the 

frame and the painted panels from the earlier Alegreto-Ugrinović commissions.  In the 

Gradi altarpiece, the painted panels take precedence over the frame as evidenced by 

the fact that the forms in the frame are standard enough that separate parties could 

supply the parts.  The brothers drew up the contract at the end of April and by 

November of the same year the terms of the contract were complete.   

 The Gradi brothers were apparently pleased with their new altarpiece because 

two weeks after the completion of the altarpiece commission, they retained Vlatković 

                                                                                                                                       
and Stephen was the youngest.  Marin is listed in the second commission from 
December of 1494.  Rheubottom, Age, Marriage, and Politics in Fifteenth-Century 
Ragusa. Appendix C, 185  
89 “cum tribus figures: sancti Mathei apostolic, sancti Hieronymi in deserto seu 
heremo et sancti Stephani, et cum figura gloriose Virginis parturientis in circo supra 
figures suprascriptas”  Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. 
Document 674 
90 “Et in qua inchona debent facere archetos inauratos et columnettas inauratas et 
omnia alia necessaria dicte inchone, exceptis intalii extra dictam inchonam, videlicet 
supra archetos, et a lateribus extra columnella, que sustinebunt archetos, que intale 
supra et circum dictam inconam dicti nobiles de Gradi facere debeant omnibus eorum 
expensis” Ibid. Document 674 
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and Božidarević to make a series of gold and blue relief panels for the same chapel.  

The contract implies that the reliefs were decorative rather than figurative (intaleis, 

relevis et foliaminibus) and specifies that the artists were to use blue paint of the same 

quality as that on the ceiling of the Minor Council Hall in the Rector’s Palace.  Six 

months later (January 1495), the brothers abandoned this part of the project, but the 

commission is telling in and of itself.  According to Rheubottom’s list of politically 

active males in Ragusa, only twelve members of the Gradi family held government 

offices in the fifteenth century, a number that pales in comparison with the 108 active 

males in the Gozze family.  In light of this disparity the investment in the Gradi family 

chapel with the express requirement that the quality of blue rival that found in the 

Council Hall can be understood as a display of political ambition as much as an 

investment in religious devotion. 

 The nobility were not alone in the desire to impress through commissions.  

Commissioning art demonstrated generosity to the community, a sense of decorum, 

and superior style, but in some cases commissions could also be a source of 

embarrassment.  Helie Rajković assumedly had the best of intentions when he 

commissioned Bartolomeo Palmi of Venice to make an altarpiece for the high altar of 

the Franciscan Church in Cavtat in December of 1492, but the project did not proceed 

or end as planned.91  The initial contract specified that the altarpiece of six bracchi 

high by five bracchi wide would contain five figures: the Virgin Mary in the middle, 

Francis and John the Baptist to her left, and Nicholas and Anthony of Padua to her 

                                                
91 Ibid. Document 668 
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right.  The price agreed upon by the patron and artist was thirty gold ducats, of which 

three were paid in advance.  There is no record of any subsequent payments from 

Rajković to Bartolomeo for the remaining twenty-seven ducats. 

 Seven months later in July of 1493, the curate of the Franciscan Church in 

Cavtat, the nobleman Antonio Gozze made another contract with Bartolomeo Palmi of 

Venice for a second altarpiece for the same church.92  At five bracchi high by four 

bracchi wide, the altarpiece was to be smaller than the first and display five figures in 

two registers.  The artist supplied the patron with a drawing and set March of the next 

year as the deadline for receipt.  Then, Helie Rajković, who was present but not 

mentioned at the opening of the document, promised to give Antonio Gozze thirty 

ducats who in turn promised to give the money to Bartolomeo.93   

 When the contract was signed, Bartolomeo received seven ducats from 

Rajković.  In March of 1494, the deadline that Gozze had set for the receipt and 

payment of the polyptych, Bartolomeo received another nine ducats from Rajković.  In 

August of 1494, Bartolomeo received another six ducats from Rajković which brought 

the total amount paid over the course of twenty-one months to twenty-two gold ducats.  

A note from March of 1496 reveals that the parties abandoned the contract, 

presumably for non-payment.94   

                                                
92 Ibid. Document 670 
93 “Helias Raychouvich de Zaptat, ibi presens, promisit dare et solvere ducatos auri 
triginta dicto ser Antonio, et dictus ser Antonius dicto Batholomeo”  Ibid. Document 
670 
94 “1496 die 19 martii cassum voluntate partium, quia in nominee fuerun satisfacti 
secundum pactum contrascriptum” Ibid. Document 670 
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 The incident is interesting for several reasons.  First, there is the curious 

circumstance of two contracts for altarpieces in the same church between the same 

artist and benefactor.  The second altarpiece was never completed and it is unclear 

whether the first altarpiece was completed or not. 95  If the two contracts were indeed 

for different altarpieces, Rajković’s commitment of sixty ducats shows that he fancied 

himself a special benefactor of the Franciscan Church in Cavtat.  The patron must 

have felt financially secure enough to donate thirty ducats for an altarpiece in October 

and then donate another thirty ducats for a second altarpiece only six months later.96  

However, Rajković was unable to meet the schedule for payment on the second 

altarpiece and as there is no record of payment on the first, he might have reneged on 

that as well.  He surely embarrassed himself by defaulting on a commission he 

promised to the noble curate of the church. 

 A more likely possibility is that the two contracts were drawn up for the same 

altarpiece and it was never completed.97  The change in the measurements for the 

                                                
95 Interestingly, there is no mention of the three ducats that Rajković gave Bartolomeo 
as an advance for the October contract.  One would assume that if that contract had not 
been fulfilled, that the three ducats would have rolled over and been part of the 
payment for the December contract and there is no mention of this in the December 
contract.   On the other hand, in December Bartolomeo receives seven ducats in 
advance for an altarpiece that cost the same thirty ducat total price.  Possibly the three 
ducats from the original October contract were figured into the seven ducat advance of 
the July contract. 
96 Kovač included both of the documents in his 1917 study and he concluded that 
Bartolomeo had made two altarpieces for the Franciscan Church. Kovač, "Nikola 
Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 59 
97 If this is the case, then it is curious that the terms of the July agreement were not 
simply added to the earlier October agreement.  I have not looked at these documents 
in the archives, only in the secondary sources.  Kovač notes that the October contract 
is found on folio 39 of the Div. Not 1492-1493 and that the July contract is found on 
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altarpiece and Gozze’s involvment could be due to problems fitting the altarpiece into 

its intended space or the curate wanting to maintain some control over the furnishings 

of his church.  The difference between the two contracts however exceeds a simple 

change in measurement.  Although the first contract specified the saints and placement 

desired by the patron, the second contract was far more specific in terms of timeline, 

the type and quality of materials, delivery, and the durability of the altarpiece.98  When 

Rajković drew up the first contract, the stipulation was simply that the artist would use 

thirty ducats worth of gold and colors (cum auro et bonis coloribus, ita quod sit precii 

et amontantie a ducatis triginta auri infra).  When Gozze drew up the second contract 

he demanded that the artist use good-quality gold, good-quality blue, and good-

quality, fine colors and binders and make the altarpiece according to a drawing.  It 

seems as though Gozze did not trust the original contract and demanded a second to 

remedy the oversights of the first.  Whether this was a power struggle between a noble 

and a cittadino is unclear, but it does show that Rajković was inexperienced as a 

patron.99  The fact that Rajković could not pay the agreed upon price, even twenty-one 

                                                                                                                                       
folio 184 of the same volume.  Tadić adds folio 72 from Div Not 1491-1493 as a note 
for both documents but does not give any indication as to what additional information 
was provided on folio 72.  My guess is that folio 72 somehow ties the two 
commissions together (possibly the release from the first contract).  I need to follow 
up on this possibility in the Dubrovnik archives.  Ibid. 59-60, Tadić, Građa o 
Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Documents 668 and 670 
98 The October contract specified five painted figures and the July contract indicated 
that there were supposed to be two registers with five figures.  Five figures in two 
registers would most likely have been an arrangement similar to the Danče Polyptych 
in which there is a large central Madonna flanked by two vertically stacked fields on 
either side.   
99 The other possibility is that Bartolomeo was an “unknown” in Dubrovnik and 
therefore regarded as untrustworthy by Gozze. 
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months later, indicates that either he overestimated his own financial standing or he 

lost interest in the project when Gozze intervened.  The artist never received any other 

commissions. 

 One might suggest that Rajković was challenging the status quo by hiring an 

artist from Venice and that this commission is a solid example of a cittadino 

embracing innovation over tradition. However, the case is not as clear as one might 

hope.  To begin with, the format of Rajković’s altarpiece was neither foreign nor 

innovative.  He wanted a five-panel polyptych with the Virgin in the center flanked by 

saints on gold ground.  Furthermore, the argument about the cittadino embracing 

innovation assumes that the cittadino is concerned with asserting an identity separate 

and different from the nobility.  It is a declaration of independence from the dominant 

group.  Rajković may have had to rely on the nobleman Gozze to draw up a second 

contract in order to remedy the flaws he made when he organized the commission with 

the artist alone.  If Rajković was preoccupied with asserting his independence from the 

nobility, then surely he would have insisted that the notary identify him as the donor in 

the opening lines of the contract.  Even more telling would have been if he had 

recognized the need to amend the contract and done it himself or found another 

cittadino to assist him.  Instead, Gozze makes the contract with the artist and Rajković 

even agreed to give the money to Gozze to give to the artist.  Rajković may have 

wanted to prove his power and importance to the congregation, but his attempt fell 

flat. 
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Sixteenth-Century Domestic and Luxury Arts  

 In the first three decades of the sixteenth century, nobles and cittadini 

commissioned art to demonstrate devotion, wealth, or power to the community.  

However, while patronage was a signal of social prestige, both groups had an 

ambivalent regard for innovation and stylistic change.  Conformity to class-consistent 

models was still dominant. 

 While in the fifteenth century, interior paint and decorated furniture were 

popular amongst the nobility, in the sixteenth century the most common domestic 

commission was for painted chests.  As was discussed earlier, the earliest known 

commission for a painted chest was made in 1440 by a cittadino who specified that the 

chest be as fine as those found in Venice.  It was not until the 1520s, however, that 

special order chests became common among the nobility.  It is unfortunate that none 

of these painted chests have survived because the contracts from the 1520s 

consistently specify that they be made and painted in the “modern” style.  The earliest 

contract of this type is from January of 1521 when Francisco Caboga commissioned 

the painter Franjo Matijin and the woodcarver Petrus Radi to make nine “modern” 

painted chests: three large, three mid-sized, and three small.100  The specifications that 

the chests be comparable to Mathei Poza’s indicates that other nobles had similar 

chests prior to 1521.  The Caboga clan must have been particularly keen on painted 

chests because in November of the same year, Francisco Tudisio placed an order with 

                                                
100 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 998.  
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Petrus Radi and Stjepan Radovanović for painted chests to the modeled on those of 

Marino Caboga.101  Francisco Tudisio’s were to be painted with narrative scenes as 

well as roses and the Tudisio family coat of arms.102  Marino Caboga ordered another 

chest from Petrus Radi in December of 1521; this one was to be made in the “modern 

style” whereby two smaller chests were fit inside a larger one.103  The nesting format 

quickly gained in popularity: Marino Zamagno ordered one in 1526,104 Francisco 

Menze ordered one in 1530,105 and in 1531, Marino Ragnina106 and Andree Babalio 

ordered one nesting chest each.107  The prices of the chests varied: Francisco Caboga 

paid twenty-five gold ducats for nine chests but seven years later Marino Ragnina paid 

only thirteen gold ducats for his nesting chests.  It is unfortunate that we do not have 

more information about these chests, particularly about what narrative scenes with 

which they were decorated and the use to which they were put.  Even without this 

data, the frequent stipulation that they be modeled on the chest of another nobleman 

                                                
101 The contract specifies that Stjepan Radovanović and Petrus Radi made Marino 
Caboga’s chests, so they could not have been part of Francisco Caboga’s earlier order 
from Petrus Radi and Franjo Matijin. “…quam alii laboreriorum colorum finium et 
auri boni et pulcri, et cum illis frixiis, picturis et rosis et pulcritudine picturarum et 
qualitate laboreriorum, quibus et prout sunt illi cophini tres per ipsos Petrum et 
Stiepanum facti ser Marino Dan. De Caboga…” Ibid. Document 1010 
102 “…exceptis histories pingendis, quas dictus ser Franciscus debet dare et pictores 
tenentur pingere ad laudem cuiuslibet pictoris boni et magistri periti in arte pingendi; 
et de pluri tenentur facere unam columnam bene factam et laboratam ad laudem boni 
magistri totam deauratam et cum armis seu insignibus ipsius ser Francisci; et cum 
bona membrana seu capreto factam”  Ibid. Document 1010 
103 “…secundum morem et consuetudinem moderni temporis… cophanum unum 
magnum cum duobus cophanettis” Ibid. Document 1012 
104 Ibid. Document 1038 
105 Ibid. Document 1070 
106 Ibid. Document 1071 
107 Ibid. Document 1075 
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and the concentrated flurry of commissions between 1520 and 1531 shows the 

prevalence of a standard style and the extent to which the nobility were concerned 

with “keeping up” with one another. 

 The trend for local chest commissions appears to have been restricted to noble 

families.  The only document for a chest commission by a cittadino is from January of 

1531 when Bartholomus Bratuti contracted Petrus Radi to make him two “modern” 

chests for five ducats.108  The contract does not cite a particular model for the artist to 

follow but given Petrus Radi’s popularity with the nobility, it is fair to conclude that 

the format was similar. 

Nikola Božidarević and Private Altarpiece Commissions 

 In the sixteenth century it became more common for cittadini to donate 

altarpieces to churches.  Whereas between 1400 and 1499 only three cittadini donated 

altarpieces, between 1500 and 1531 eight cittadini donated altarpieces to local 

churches.  Some cittadini had particularly lofty aspirations for the locations of their 

donations.  Franchi de Castella bequeathed twenty ducats for an altarpiece for the 

Dubrovnik Cathedral.  In 1510, the curates of the Cathedral (not named in the contract 

but noblemen since it was a government position) contracted with Nikola Božidarević 

to make the altarpiece.109   The artist submitted a drawing fixing the design, format, 

and size of the altarpiece which was approved by the curates.  What is not clear from 

the document is whether Franchi de Castella named the artist in his will or the choice 

of Nikola Božidarević was made by the curates.   

                                                
108 “duos coffanos parvos ad modernam”  Ibid. Document 1073 
109 Ibid. Document 836 
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 If Franchi de Castella selected the artist, the choice shows that Nikola 

Božidarević was highly regarded by cittadini and nobles alike.  Božidarević’s first 

commission in the city was in collaboration with his father Božidar Vlatković for the 

altarpiece for the noble Georgi family chapel of St. Jerome in 1494.  After this 

privately funded project, noble curates from the Cathedral, the Franciscan Church in 

Dubrovnik, and the Franciscan Church in Cavtat hired the artist to make five different 

altarpieces between 1495 and 1508.  Three of the five altarpieces were made for the 

Dubrovnik Cathedral: one for an altar on the “right part of the high altar,”110 one for a 

“reliquary” altar,111 and a third for an altar of St. Nicholas.112  It is plausible that by the 

time Franchi de Castello drew up his will that there were already three altarpieces by 

Nikola Božidarević in the Cathedral.  By the same token, it is also possible that 

Franchi de Castello supplied the funds for the altarpiece and the curates chose 

Božidarević because they approved of the work that he had already done in the 

Cathedral. 

  Božidarević completed an altarpiece for another cittadino in 1513.  There is no 

extant contract but there is a signed and dated painting with a named patron.  Karlo 

Kovač was the first to discuss the Annunciation (Kolendić Annunciation, image 52) 

found in the Dominican Church on the island of Lopud in his 1917 study “Nikolaus 

Ragusinus und seine Zeit.”113  Kovač noted the signature in a roundrel and read it as 

                                                
110 “unam palam magnam pro altari a parte dextra altaris magni sancta Marie Maioris” 
Ibid. Document 701 
111 “unam palam pro altari reliquiarum dicte ecclesie” Ibid. Document 781 
112 Ibid. Document 798 
113 Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 12 
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NICOLO RAGUSEO PINX.114  An inscription on a roundrel inset on the Virgin’s 

lectern established the name of the patron and reads: on the 16th of March, 1513, 

Marco de Biagio Collendich, Sea Captain, had this altar made to honor the Annunciate 

(ANO DO MDXIII AD XVI MARCII MARCO DE BIAGO COLLENDICH 

PATRON DE NAVE FECCE FARE QUESTO ALTARE ALLO HONORE DEL 

ANUNCIATA).  A third inscription establishes that the altar was made for a church on 

the island of Lopud and reads: Middle Island to the honor and glory of the Virgin 

(INSVLA DE MEDIA VIRGO QIBVS POTEST LAVDIBUS EXTOLLIT).   

 The Kolendić Annunciation provides a welcome break from commissions for 

which now there are only written contracts.  As the first confirmed continuous-field 

altarpiece in Dubrovnik and the first altarpiece to explicitly identify the donor, the 

Kolendić Annunciation is especially intriguing.  Although Kolendić was not from one 

of the older Lopud cittadini families, he must have been a successful captain to 

commission an altarpiece from a prominent Dubrovnik artist.115  The artist made two 

references to Kolendić’s profession: one in the donation inscription and the second in 

the central panel of the five-panel predella which shows one of Kolendić’s ships in the 

Lopud bay.  

 In contrast to the gold backgrounds of the Danče Polyptych or the Dominican 

Polyptych, the background of the Kolendić Annunciation contains an expansive 

landscape.  Trees and shrubbery dot the central portion of the landscape and a 

                                                
114 Although Kovač published the signature as NICOLO RAGUSEO PINX later 
restoration efforts revealed that the signature read NICOLO RAGUSEO PINSE. 
115 For a list of cittadini families with the date of their entrance into the class as 
established by Gelcich please see the appendix. 
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shepherd appears with his three sheep.  At the right side is an open two-vault arcade. 

Four figures congregate behind the loggia and the context and figures’ positions 

suggest that the grouping is the Visitation between Mary and Elizabeth.  The horizon 

and sky occupy the upper quadrant of the composition.  The transition from the pale 

blue horizon to the deep blue of the upper sky shows attention to the appearance of the 

atmosphere.  God the Father, the Dove of the Holy Spirit, and a group of winged 

cherub heads appear at the center of the sky in a golden sphere.  Cloud slivers billow 

from the top of the picture plane. 

 In the foreground, the Angel Gabriel offers the Virgin a sign of peace on an 

outdoor terrace.  Mary accepts with her head bowed and her arms crossed low against 

her chest.  The blocking and positioning of the two figures is typical for Annunciation 

iconography.  The detailed nature of the figures’ embellished clothing, with its 

patterns, tooling, and appliqué, is remarkable.  Gabriel’s chasuble and the Virgin’s 

cloak are fashioned of gold fabric with intricate black brocade detail.  Gabriel’s 

chasuble has gold trim and contrasting patches of blue cross-hatched fabric that 

decorate the shoulder, cuffs, mid-chest, and lower front of the garment.  Four red 

tasseled cords attach to the shoulder.  A short red sash with gold designs and tasseled 

edges wraps around one wrist and a second sash of the same type loops over one 

shoulder, across the chest and flutters horizontally behind the angel.  A third sash and 

cord of unknown origin fall from underneath the chasuble.  A brilliant yellow garment 

emerges from underneath the angel’s chasuble and trails on the floor behind.  The 

Virgin’s drapery has fewer components.  The painted brocade cloak drapes over her 
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shoulders and we see the orange-hued interior at the loose loop of the sleeves and in 

the puddled folds on the floor.   Her red dress has a gathered bodice and black trim at 

the neck and wrists and a plain blue scarf circles her shoulders twice. 

 On the one hand, the clear statement of patronage and continuous-field format 

of the Kolendić Annunciation are unusual and progressive compared to other 

contemporary projects undertaken in Ragusa.  Descriptions found in contracts and the 

appearance of extant altarpieces confirm that gold background, divided-field 

polyptychs were far more common.  However, the attention given to pattern, design, 

and elaborate costuming tempers this claim of progression since these features are all 

hallmarks of conservative painting trends in Ragusa.  If Kolendić’s altarpiece was the 

only example of a continuous-field altarpiece in the city, then it would be an 

invaluable piece of evidence in support of the claim of cittadini innovation and noble 

conservativism: the cittadini shifted to match the style popular on the Italian peninsula 

while the nobility maintained the older Ragusan art forms and preferences.  

Unfortunately the division is not that clear-cut.  Only two months after the date 

professed on the Kolendić Annunciation, a noble patron, Orsato Georgi, contracted 

with Božidarević to make him an altarpiece for his family chapel in the Dominican 

Church.  The 1513 Georgi Sacra Conversazione (image 55) strikes the same 

precarious balance between embracing a format popular amongst cosmopolitan Italian 

patrons and retaining older decorative tendencies. 

 In the contract dated May 4, 1513, Orsato Georgi approved the drawing of the 

new altarpiece submitted by Božidarević.  The pair agreed that the finished altarpiece 
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would be seven bracchi high (c. 15 feet) including a triangular cima piece on top of 

the main field.  The artist guaranteed that all of the figures would be well done and 

painted in oil.  The final fee was forty gold ducats.116   

 The sacra conversazione composition depicts the Virgin and Child on a raised 

throne with Saints Julian and James on the left and Saints Dominick and Matthew on 

the right.  The altarpiece was for the Georgi family chapel in the Dominican Church, 

and Orsato Georgi appears as a kneeling donor in a brown garment with grey hair and 

a long grey beard in the lower right-hand corner. 

The figures occupy the foreground space and so there is little opportunity for 

distant landscape vistas.  Even so, splaying trees and distant hills are visible in the 

spaces between the figures’ shoulders and at either lateral edge.  The sky is a hazy 

white closer to the horizon but fades to a deeper blue where a line of putti busts float 

on individual clouds at the top of the panel.  The cima lamentation occupies a 

triangular space so the artist had occasion to paint a landscape expanse with green 

hills, a painted castle, and a cumulus-strewn sky beyond the figure grouping. 

The predilection for pattern and complex drapery found in the Kolendić 

Annunciation also appears in the Georgi Sacra Conversazione.  The clothing of the 

Virgin and St. Julian is especially embellished.  A gold fabric with black brocade 

design comprises both figures’ cloaks.  Julian wears a scroll-brimmed cap, a blue 

wide-sleeved tunic with rows of interlocking gold loops, blue-blousoned shorts, red 

tights, and gold tripped calf-high sandals.  Similar to the Virgin in the Kolendić 

                                                
116 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 879 
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Annunciation, the Georgi Virgin wears a brocade cloak and a red dress with a gathered 

waist and bodice.  A blue sash winds around her shoulders and a red sash is 

interwoven in the loose chignon of her hair. 

 Both the Georgi Sacra Conversazione and the Kolendić Annunciation boast 

innovative features and it would be futile to try to determine which is definitively the 

“more progressive” of the two.  The Kolendić Annunciation includes a landscape with 

a classical architectural structure and figures that extend the depicted narrative.  Marco 

Kolendić demonstrated an interest in broadcasting his role in the altarpiece by 

including his name and the date and by showing a ship in the topographically-accurate 

Lopud harbor.  The importance placed on the identity of the donor shows that 

Kolendić sought recognition in his community and understood that commissioning an 

altarpiece was a reasonable means to achieve this end.  In the Georgi Sacra 

Conversazione, the figures occupy the same space and the governing sacra 

conversazione concept was a contemporary fashion on the Italian peninsula.  The 

donor did not have his name included on the panel, but perhaps this was unnecessary 

since the altarpiece was for a family chapel.  Orsato Georgi demonstrated generosity, 

decorum, and wealth by commission an altarpiece from Božidarević.  By decorating a 

family chapel in one of the city’s most prominent churches, Orsato confirmed his 

family’s position in Ragusan society. 

 The proximity in dates between the Kolendić Annunciation and the Georgi 

Sacra Conversazione raises the possibility that Marco Kolendić “broke” the tradition 

of multi-paneled altarpieces and Orsato Georgi followed suit.  However, there are no 
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contracts citing either work as a model nor are there any other extant altarpieces that 

follow their model.  The Georgi Sacra Conversazione was Božidarević’s only 

adaptation of the popular Italian “conversation” iconography in which a group of 

saints surround the Virgin and Child.  The Kolendić Annunciation is the artist’s only 

extant or recorded example of the subject of the Annunciation.  The reception of 

Božidarević’s two continuous field altarpieces from 1513 can only be extrapolated 

from the appearance and format of the artist’s next (and last) altarpiece, the Danče 

Triptych (image 54) from 1517.   

 The Danče Triptych was made for the same church as Lovro Dobričević’s 

Danče Polyptych from 1465.  Whereas the patrons, artist, and date of the Danče 

Polyptych are identified by a contract document, the only concrete information about 

the Danče Triptych comes from a two-line inscription on the painting: Painted by 

Nicolaus Ragusinus (NICOLAVS RHADVSINVS PINGEBAT) and 1517 month of 

February (MCCCCCXVII MENSIS FEBRVARII).117  With no secure evidence about 

the patron, the Danče Triptych is applicable to this discussion only in relation to the 

style and format introduced in the Kolendić Annunciation or the Georgi Sacra 

Conversazione.  

                                                
117 Given the precedent set by the Danče Polyptych from 1465 in which a group of 
four prominent members of the nobility donated an altarpiece for the lazaretto and 
church at Danče and Božidarević’s history of noble commissions, it is plausible that 
nobles sponsored the Danče Triptych.  A third piece of evidence in support of this 
conclusion is the lack of an inscription identifying the name of the patron.  Marco 
Kolendić’s role in the making of the Kolendić Annunciation was clearly established on 
the altarpiece but noble patrons were more subtle, perhaps concerned with decorum. 
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 As its name confirms, the Danče Triptych is a divided field altarpiece. An 

enthroned Madonna and Child appear with the infant St. John in the main panel.  Saint 

Gregory is on the left panel and Saint Martin and the beggar is on the right panel.  A 

lunette shaped field above the central grouping depicts a Crucifixion with the Virgin 

Mary, John, Mary Magdalene, Clare, and Ursula.  The predella is divided into three 

fields that depict Gregory’s papal coronation, St. George killing the dragon, and 

Gregory’s confirmation as a bishop.  The three predella fields, the cima lunette, and 

the central Enthroned Madonna panels are set against landscape backdrops while the 

side St. Gregory and St. Martin panels are set against gold backdrops.  In the 

horizontal format lunette Crucifixion and the predella scenes, Božidarević used the 

landscape to incorporate additional aspects of the narrative.  In the background of the 

Crucifixion lunette, Božidarević extended the narrative moment by depicting the 

entombment of Christ’s body.  In the Coronation of St. Gregory, a representation of 

the Castel Sant’Angelo identifies the cityscape setting as Rome and in St. George 

Killing the Dragon, the landscape includes the grateful princess and a distant crowd of 

townspeople restrained by soldiers on horses.  The landscape of the central panel is 

limited by the vertical format, but includes tree branches and shrubs set against a sky 

of gradated blue.  Although the central panel has an outdoor space as a backdrop, a 

chair rail rising from a black-and-white-checkerboard floor with alternate colored 

inscribed circles fills the bottom third of the field.  The molding and floor pattern 

continue through the two exterior fields of the triptych which creates a unified space 



 

 

260 

despite the constraints of the divided frame.  The landscape however, with its blue 

skies, cumulus clouds, and hints of greenery, is confined to the central panel.   

 As in the Kolendić Annunciation and the Georgi Sacra Conversazione, the 

artist invested considerable time and skill in the representation of drapery and other 

decorative details.  The Virgin wears the same intricate floral-pattern, black-on-gold 

brocade, cloak with a red, gathered-waist dress as her counterparts in the artist’s other 

altarpieces.  Saint Gregory has a gold brocade cloak with figured acupintura 

medallions.118  Saint Martin appearance confirms his wealth.  His hair falls in 

shoulder-length ringlets and his bloused top is made of black-on-gold brocade with 

velvet trim and full, pleated sleeves.  Martin’s horse wears a tasseled bridle and head 

piece. 

 The format and features of the Danče Triptych suggest that Ragusan patrons, 

or at least Božidarević’s patrons, did not change their preferences in the second decade 

of the sixteenth century.  Artists incorporated landscapes or details that extended the 

narrative moment but these components did not replace the interest in decorative 

details or the multiple field format.  The Danče Triptych can be considered on par with 

the Kolendić Annunciation and Georgi Sacra Conversazione in terms of tension 

between innovation and conservativism.  

The double debut of the innovative Kolendić Annunciation and Georgi Sacra 

Conversazione in 1513 posed the possibility that Ragusan patrons crossed a threshold 

                                                
118 The only identifiable image among the medallions shows Christ in the sarcophagus 
flanked by Mary and John.  This is the medallion shown on the clasp of the cloak and 
is most likely a reference to the miraculous mass of Saint Gregory. 
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and entered a new period of freer experimentation and progressivism.  However, the 

fact that the Danče Triptych can be securely dated to four years later confirms that this 

possibility was not fulfilled in the proximate future.  Božidarević’s untimely death in 

1518 represented an additional setback as the remaining artists in Dubrovnik, Pier 

Giovanni of Venice, Franjo Matijin, and Petrus Radi, were practitioners of alternate 

styles. 

 The account of the tastes and attitudes of Nikola Božidarević’s patrons has in 

some ways been an interlude in the larger argument about art patronage and the 

relationship between cittadini and noble identities.  Nikola Božidarević attracted high-

end patrons from both the noble and cittadini classes.  The desire to make a public 

statement is equally evident in the pair of commissions from the Gradi family in 1494 

and the Marco Kolendić’s altarpiece for Lopud from 1513.  The only extant contract 

with the stipulation that Božidarevićs follow an earlier model was drawn up early in 

the artist’s career when he was still collaborating with his father Božidar Vlatković.119  

In his solo commissions, he supplied the patron with a drawing for approval.  While 

the practice of presenting the patron with a drawing does not necessarily prove that the 

products of those commissions were unique in appearance or format, it does present 

the possibility of more variation. 

 

 

                                                
119 In February of 1495 the pair promised Nicola Poza, as the curate of the Franciscan 
Church in Cavtat, that they would make an altarpiece to the model of the one Matko 
Junčić made in the Chapel of St. Jerome. (680) 
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Other Altarpieces, 1509 - 1530  

 The format and appearance of the Kolendić Annunciation was an aberration 

among cittadini sponsored private altarpieces.  Between 1509 and 1530, all private 

altarpieces commissioned by the citizenry conformed to the same basic structure: 

polyptychs with gold fields and a standard cast of religious figures.120  In one will 

from 1520, the testee, Dondochalo, left money to hire Pier Giovanni of Venice to 

make an altarpiece to the model of the one made for fellow cittadino Marko Ročić.121  

Neither the Dondochalo altarpiece, nor the Ročić model altarpiece survives, but an 

alternate example of the artist’s work, the Špilica Polyptych (image 26) from 1523, 

offers a general idea of original structure and aesthetic. 

 A polychrome sculpture of the Madonna and Child encased in a niche forms 

the central field of the lower register of the Špilica Polyptych.  Painted fields comprise 

the rest of the altarpiece: five half-length fields in the upper register, four full-length 

fields in the bottom register (two on either side of the sculpture niche) and finally a 

painted lunette field at the top.  The central field in the upper register depicts a night 

composition with Christ with the cross on his shoulder; one man scourges Christ and 

another follows in procession.  The painted illumination of Christ’s halo stands out 

against the dark background and serves as the light source for the single panel.122  

                                                
120 Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Documents 831, 995, 
996, 1007 
121 Ibid. Document 996 
122 Anđelko Bađurina posited that the image was loosely inspired by a work of the 
same theme by Giorgione found in the Scuola di San Rocco in Venice.  It is possible 
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With the exception of the field depicting the crucifixion procession, the other eight 

panels in the central portion of the polyptych all have gold backgrounds.  Given this 

example of Pier Giovanni’s work, along with the descriptions and specifications 

offered in the written contracts, it is safe to conclude that Pier Giovanni’s style did not 

diverge significantly from that of his local Dubrovnik predecessors.123   

 There are far fewer records of noble families commissioning private 

altarpieces in the sixteenth century than in the fifteenth century.  Other than 

Božidarević’s commission for the Georgi Sacra Conversazione, there are records of 

only four privately funded altarpiece commissions from noble families in the first 

three decades of the century: an altarpiece for the Franciscan Church in Cavtat for 

Domenico Poza (1509), an altarpiece for the Luccari family chapel (1512), an 

altarpiece for an unspecified location for the Gozze family (1521), and an altarpiece 

for the Franciscan Church in Ragusa for Luca Bona (1528).124  The three that still exist 

are the Poza altarpiece (Cavtat Polyptych, images 39, 40), the Luccari altarpiece 

                                                                                                                                       
that the artist saw this painting during his trip to Venice to buy the polychrome 
sculpture of the Madonna and Child. 
123 Several Croatian scholars have claimed that Pier Giovanni of Venice was the artist 
of choice of the city’s more conservative patrons.  For more information please see: 
Vojislav Đurić, Dubrovačka Slikarska Škola (Beograd: Naučno delo, 1963), Kruno 
Prijatelj and Nenad Gattin, Dubrovačko Slikarstvo XV-XVI Stoljeća (Zagreb: Zora, 
1968). Milan Pelc, "Dubrovnik Painting Culture of the 16th Century," in Restauriranje 
Tizianove Slike iz Crkve Sv. Dominika u Dubrovniku, ed. Ferdinand Meder (Zagreb: 
Kerschoffset, 2008). 
124 It is debatable whether Domenico Poza’s commission for the Franciscan Church in 
Cavtat qualifies as a private commission since his father, Nicola Poza, was the curate 
of that church in 1495.  However, the contract does not refer to Domenico as the 
church curate and he sponsored an altarpiece for an altar dedicated to St. Michael.  
The presence of the Poza family crest on the frame pillars suggests that it was a 
private commission despite the family ties to the church. 
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(Luccari Triptych, image 28), and the Bona altarpiece (Bona Polyptych, image 62).  

The three altarpieces confirm the predominantly conservative tendencies of noble 

patrons. 

 When Domenico Poza commissioned the Cavtat Polyptych from Vicko Lovrin 

(the son of Lovro Dobričević) in 1509 he agreed to pay twenty-two gold ducats for an 

altarpiece that was four bracchi wide by four bracchi high for the altar of St. Michael 

in the Franciscan Church in Cavtat.  Lovrin supplied a drawing of the proposed 

structure and the contract indicates that the finished altarpiece was to include an image 

on top of the main section with three figures.125  Although the main portion of the 

Cavtat Polyptych is a square, the altarpiece is divided into fourteen gold-field spaces.  

The main grouping consists of a central image of St. Michael and the devil, half-length 

images of St. Francis and St. Bartholomew, and full-length figures of John the Baptist 

and St. Nicholas (image 39).  A pentagonal cima composition tops the central group 

and depicts the Virgin and Child with St. Sebastian and St. Roch (image 40).126  The 

cima composition is skillfully executed and resembles similar paintings of the 

Madonna and Child with saints painted by Giovanni Bellini in the first decade of the 

sixteenth century.  In the cima field, Lovrin even limited the painted brocade to a 

small section of the Virgin’s cloak and rendered the rest of the clothing in solid colors.  

                                                
125 “…facere unam palam pro altare sancti Michaelis in ecclesia fratrum minorum de 
Zaptat, que habeat in quadro brachia quattuor cum figuruis, intaleis et laboreriis 
modelli in folio dato per partes in notaria, et de super sit una incona cum tribus 
figures, sic est in dicto modello.” Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-
XVI Veka. Document 834 
126 The contract specified three figures were supposed to be in the cima image but it 
seems likely that the Madonna and Child were regarded as a set and therefore only 
count for one of the three figures. 
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However, the impact of these unusual features is lessened by the overwhelming use of 

gold-field, the divided composition, and the standard presentation of the five figures in 

the main grouping.  In terms of presentation, the Cavtat Polyptych resembles Lovro 

Dobričević’s Danče Polyptych (image 54) from forty years earlier, a central image 

flanked by two half-length saints and two full-length saints.  Dobričević even used the 

pentagonal cima field in the Danče Polyptych for the composition of God the Father 

and the heavenly host.  Despite some minor updates, the Cavtat Polyptych follows an 

older model. 

 The second extant noble altarpiece from the opening of the sixteenth century is 

the Luccari Triptych (image 28) from 1512.  The Luccari Triptych is divided into three 

panels.  St. Nicholas occupies the central panel, on the left are John the Baptist and 

Stephen, and on the right Mary Magdalene and Paul.127  St. Nicholas stands on an 

octagonal pedestal in a white niche with a scalloped, semi-circular top.  The side 

                                                
127 Marković’s entry in the Zlatno Doba Dubrovnika catalogue identifies the male 
figure in the right panel as Mark.  However, the middle name of the two sons that 
organized the commission was “Pauli” as was the middle name of their father in 
whose name they commissioned the altarpiece.  The three men are identified as 
Stephano Pauli de Lucharis, Petro Pauli de Lucharis, and Nicolai Pauli de Lucharis.  
Another family member, Paulo Nikolai de Lucharis, was also present.  Given the 
prominence of the name “Paul” among the Luccari family members, it seems that 
Marković’s identification of Mark was mistaken and that the figure is Paul instead.  
Additionally, there are no other representations of Mark in Ragusan painting from the 
fifteenth or sixteenth centuries, possibly because of the saint’s association with the 
Republic’s rival, Venice. Kovač, "Nikola Ragusinus Und Seine Zeit." 62; full 
document transcription of the Luccari commission in Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi 
u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 863; Sorić and Marković, eds., Zlatno Doba 
Dubrovnika XV. i XVI. Stoljeće: Urbanizam, Skulptura, Slikarstvo, Iluminirani 
Rukopisi, Zlatarstvo. 352 
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panels feature a checkered floor with a white paneled chair rail to separate the 

foreground and the landscape behind.  

 St. Nicholas is the most imposing of the figures because he shown fully 

frontal.  He offers a blessing gesture with his right hand.  The saint’s chasuble is richly 

patterned gold brocade with a central column of full-length figures in a painted version 

of acupintura needlework.  Nicholas’ face is deeply lined, particularly at the forehead 

and in the pronounced bags under his eyes.  While each side panels depicts two 

figures, the artist does not use spatial relationships differently than one would find in 

an individual field polyptych.  The figures appear stacked and static; while the outlines 

of the bodies overlap there is no indication of an awareness of shared space or 

volumes in contact.  The four side saints have the same type of gesso identificatory 

gold halos as Nicholas.  While John the Baptist, Mary Magdalene, and Paul are clad in 

bright, solid colors with gold embellishments, the proto-martyr Stephen wears a multi-

colored brocade chasuble with two acupintura figures in two gold rectangles inset into 

the pattern.  Other details such as the top of Nicholas’ crosier or Mary Magdalene’s 

perfume bottle confirm that the application of gold and gesso was a desirable inclusion 

for altarpieces.  Although the Luccari Triptych lacks the gold-field of the Cavtat 

Polyptych from four years earlier and incorporates some more “modern” elements 

such as the Nicholas’ classical niche or the landscape in the side panels, it maintains 

the format and value markers found in other contemporary projects for noble patrons. 

 Of the three altarpieces in this group from the first three decades of the 

sixteenth century, the contract and appearance of the 1528 Bona Polyptych (image 62) 
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make it the most likely challenge to the status quo of noble conservativism and 

repetition.  In the contract drawn up in August of 1528, Luka Bona specified that the 

artist, Pier Antonio of Urbino, was not to use any gold or other ornamentation.   

 The appearance of the Bona Polyptych confirms that the artist heeded the 

patron’s wishes—all six individual fields contain figures (or a group of figures) set 

against painted landscapes.  In format, the Bona Polyptych is similar to Titian’s (1485-

1576) Averoldi Polyptych from 1516-1518.  There are six fields: a central field that 

runs the length of the polyptych flanked by two fields stacked vertically on either side 

(a smaller field with a half-length figure on top, and a larger full-length field 

underneath) and a triangular cima field above the main group.  In the Averoldi 

Polyptych from Brescia and the Bona Polyptych from Dubrovnik, the large central 

field shows a vertically oriented composition of the Resurrection of Christ and the two 

fields in the upper corners show the Annunciation.128  The saints in the lower side 

fields in the Bona Polyptych are Michael and Luke, the onomastic saints of Luka Bona 

and his father Michele.   

 In the central Resurrection composition, Christ appears above his opened tomb 

in a mandorla of fluffy white and gray clouds. Christ’s flowing cape knots at the neck 

and covers his lower half while leaving his muscular chest exposed.  He gazes upward, 

offers a blessing gesture, and holds a pole with a banner of St. George’s cross.  Visible 

in the background underneath the clouds is a distant city landscape with a single bell 

tower.  In the panel at the upper left corner, the Virgin kneels at her lectern.  She wears 

                                                
128 The Bona Polyptych shows the Virgin in the left field and Gabriel in the right field 
while the Averoldi Polyptych shows the figures in the opposite positions.   
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a plain blue dress and mantle.  A drawn curtain exposes a railing and countryside 

beyond.  The Virgin’s halo is a single line of yellow paint.  On the opposite field on 

the right, the Angel Gabriel points to a dove of the Holy Spirit and offers the Virgin a 

stem of lilies.  The view behind the figure includes rolling hills and hemispherical 

shrubs.  In the lower left field, St. Luke poses casually with crossed feet and leans 

against an ox.  The rolling hills of the landscapes in the upper fields give way to 

craggy cliffs and trees in the lower fields.  In the left bottom panel, Michael stands 

nonchalant on top of the devil and pierces him through the mouth with a spear. In the 

triangular cima field, God the Father spreads his arms benevolently against a cloud-

strewn sky. 

 The Bona Polyptych is a mediocre imitation of Titian’s earlier work, the 

Averoldi Polyptych.  However, the more important question here is does the Bona 

Polyptych indicate a shift in the preferred aesthetic of the Ragusan nobility?  On the 

one hand, Luka Bona stated in the commission contract that the artist was not to use 

any gold.  Ragusan patrons knew of the Perugian artist’s advertised skills in drawing 

and coloring.129  It would be hasty to assume that the Bona Polyptych represents the 

beginning of a new era in the patronage of the Ragusan nobility in which they edged 

                                                
129 In a contract from one year earlier for an altarpiece for the Church of the Ascension 
the artist’s skills in drawing and coloring are mentioned specifically: “…et illud 
complere et ornare bonis coloribus et bene composites ac preparatis figures bonis 
lineamentis perficere et omnia quae ad eum spectat de arte sua complere ad laudem et 
approbationem cuiuslibet boni magistri pictoris…”  Tadić, Građa o Slikarskoj Školi u 
Dubrovniku XIV-XVI Veka. Document 1041 
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closer to the contemporary trends of the Apennine peninsula, but of the options it is 

the most promising possibility.130   

 In the case of the Bona Polyptych, experimentation and willingness on the part 

of the nobility to embrace foreign trends contradicts Aksamija’s findings about 

architecture, cittadini innovation, and noble conservativism.  Citizen commissions 

from the first three decades of the sixteenth century follow earlier models and 

furthermore show that the citizenry preferred to imitate models common to the group.  

Unfortunately, the case of the Bona Polyptych is not sufficient support for the opposite 

claim of artistic progressivism fueled by the nobility.  Given the descriptions of the 

cittadini altarpieces and the appearance and description of the noble altarpieces from 

the same period, there is little variation.  However, it would be inaccurate to 

characterize the cittadini as preoccupied with imitating the patronage practices of the 

nobility.  The Ragusan citizenry generated its own trends. 

Summary  

 As described in this survey, the division between noble and cittadini tastes is 

not clear enough in the medium of painting to make any definitive proclamations 

conservativism in style.  However, the designation of models was prevalent in 

contracts from both groups.  Noble families imitated one another when commissioning 

home décor, decorative objects, or altarpieces.  The cittadini were similarly internally 

                                                
130 It should be noted that Pier Antonio’s first commission in the city was also for the 
nobility, but organized by the government and by the curates of the Church of the 
Ascension.  In  1527, members of several noble families contracted with Pier Antonio 
to make an altarpiece for an astronomical price of 150 gold ducats.  The price is 
especially high considering that the artist was directed not to use any gold.   
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consistent.  In the same vein, each group employed the same artists.  Lovro Dobričević 

enjoyed patronage from noble families while Matko Junčić received similar 

solicitation from the cittadini.  With the exception of the Kolendić Annunciation (and 

possibly the Franchi de Castella will commission) Nikola Božidarević worked for the 

nobility in both private and public contexts.  The preference for one artist over another 

cannot be explained as a function of relative cost since the rates were the same.  

 It is unfortunate that no examples of private, secular painting projects from 

Dubrovnik have survived.  While the written contracts prove that there was a 

consistency (perpetuation conservativism) in patronage projects among the cittadini 

and the nobility, without any physical examples it is impossible to understand 

Dubrovnik preferences vis-à-vis their European counterparts.  For example, the 

nobility consistently specified that they wanted chests done in the “modern” style 

between 1521 and 1531.  It is unclear what patrons or artists intended by “modern.”  

 The cittadini did not patronize painting in order to compete with the nobility or 

express any sort of resentment of their position in the social order.  In the same vein, 

there is no evidence that they emulated the noble classes.  The deep-seated rift 

between the cittadini and the nobility that Aksamija discussed in architecture is not 

apparent in painting, even at the end of the sixteenth century.  Neither of Aksamija’s 

textual sources (Darsa’s letters to Cosimo de’Medici and Caboga’s poem) is sufficient 

to uphold a claim of rampant discontent among the cittadini.  While Darsa’s letters to 

Cosimo de’Medici indicate his dissatisfaction with the reign of the Dubrovnik 

nobility, this is an isolated phenomenon.  Nothing ever came of Darsa’s pleas and the 
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citizen poet died only a year later.  Caboga’s poem, while it does criticize the nobility, 

does not fall in the same category as Darsa’s letters because it is an internal criticism.  

Caboga was mocking his fellow nobles.  For example, he chastises the nobility for not 

understanding Italian or Latin and deem themselves to be “scholars and cavaliers” 

(“Non capisci il vulgar, peggio il latino,/E pensi esser Dottor e Cavaliere”).131  The 

poem is not evidence of disharmony between the cittadini and the patricians, but 

rather evidence of discord within the ranks of the patriciate.  Furthermore, while the 

nobility consistently embraced architectural conservativism over the course of the 

sixteenth century, the two cittadini villas are not sufficient evidence to conclude that 

as a class the cittadini were stylistically progressive.  Aksamija does not mention any 

cittadini villas other than Tomo Stjepović-Skočibuha’s at Boninovo and Vice 

Skočibuha’s at Tri Crkve.  The Skočibuhas were not even counted as cittadini until the 

middle of the sixteenth century and their embrace of innovation in architecture cannot 

be taken as emblematic of the approach of the cittadini as a whole.132 

 Rather than indicating a rift between the nobility and the cittadini, private 

patronage in painting confirms that all Ragusans developed a more acute awareness of 

status as their society became increasingly stratified over the course of the fifteenth 

century.  The awareness was not necessarily antagonistic, nor did it pit classes against 

                                                
131 Aksamija, "Between Humanism and the Counter-Reformation: Villas and 
Vileggiatura in Renaissance Ragusa". 204-206.  It is also possible that the “vulgar” 
that Caboga refers to is proto-Croatian. 
132 Gelcich, Dello Sviluppo Civile Di Ragusa Considerato Ne' Suoi Monumenti Istorici 
Ed Artistici.  97 
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one another.  At least in the arena of private patronage between 1300 and 1531, 

Ragusa’s reputation for stability and social harmony remains intact.  
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Chapter 4 
Polyptychs and Presence: Altarpieces and Ritual in Central Dalmatia 

 

 The polyptych made it possible to represent multiple subjects in a single work 

and embellish those representations in a manner befitting their importance and 

relationship to the divine.  By emphasizing special elements through decoration, 

design, space, and color the artist made the altarpiece into an object that corresponded 

to the other liturgical furniture.   

 In the case of the Ugljan Polyptych (image 18), the choice subjects for the 

individual fields and the extensive decorative detail have been attributed to provincial, 

and therefore overly conservative or retardataire, tastes.  Consequently, despite its 

material splendor and exotic saint fashions, most art historians would not consider the 

Ugljan Polyptych an especially noteworthy altarpiece.  Approximately dated to the 

middle of the fifteenth century and made for the town of Zadar on the Dalmatian 

coast, the polyptych appears neither innovative nor unexpected for the time.  Yet this 

dismissive assessment defines the polyptych only in relation to values associated with 

the Renaissance pala altarpiece and therefore fails to consider it in its own right. 

 Currently housed in a storage room-cum-exhibition space in the Franciscan 

Monastery in Zadar, the splendor of the Ugljan Polyptych contrasts sharply with its 

modest surroundings.  Measuring eight feet in width and seven and a half feet tall at its 

highest point (245 x 230 centimeters), the altarpiece, with its ornate gilded frame and 

twenty-nine individual gold fields makes an immediate impression.  In the central 

field, the Madonna and Child perch on an elaborate throne that has a paneled base, 
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acanthus scroll supports, gold inlay, and blue spires.  Alighted around the throne are 

eight angels with gold-flecked wings who serenade the duo with harps, lutes, lyres, 

and mandolins.  A complicated pattern in gold covers the blue field of the Madonna’s 

mantle: four-petal flowers with sunbursts encased in scalloped trefoils.  The underside 

of the mantle is a pedestrian aquamarine, but the red trim with its banner of gold 

Gothic letters and pastiglia dot border stave off any threat of sartorial boredom.  The 

ruby-rose dress underneath is covered in a field of vegetable-inspired arabesques and 

belted at the waist with a demure black sash.  Christ’s pink blanket covers his two 

shoulders like a cloak and then sweeps across his body to hide his genitals.  The floral 

sunburst and arabesque pattern overlays the pink fabric with no adjustments made for 

the drapery folds shown by changes in tone.  Christ’s halo is a patée-adorned style 

with incised punching around the perimeter and triangular designs inside the patée.  

The Virgin Mary’s halo has the same incised punching design around the perimeter 

and a series of punctuated lozenges. 

 Twisted double colonnettes separate the central field from those on either side 

of the Madonna and single twisted colonnettes divide the other six fields of the lower 

register.  Each full-length saint stands on a hexagonal pedestal.  Although the 

pedestals do not reach the lateral edges, the ground in front is a carpet of green dotted 

with clover-like flowers while the area in back is plain black.  Beginning at the left 

side, Peter Martyr lives up to his name with a knife cleft into his skull and blood 

running down his drawn and jaundiced face.  Nicholas’ pink colored vestment 

trimmed with pastiglia gold rosettes exceeds the decoration expectations for 
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ecclesiastic dress.  Francis and Jerome are more traditionally clad, but the artist has 

positioned Francis’ hands and one foot to showcase his stigmata and added gold-trim 

and decorative fringe on Jerome’s cloak.  Of the six full-length figures, Simeon the 

Prophet wins the prize for the most sumptuously dressed.  His blue ankle-length tunic 

has a yellow slip that peeks out at the bottom.  The edge of the yellow underskirt 

displays a floral border that contrasts with the border of golden interlocking triangles 

of the blue layer above.  The center of the yellow underskirt has a floral border while 

the edge of the blue has a border of interlocking golden triangles.  A red rectangular 

field at the bottom center of the tunic inscribes an elongated quatrefoil edged in gold 

stippling.  A golden crocket-patterned brocade covers the rest of the blue tunic and a 

white sash knots at the navel.  A magenta cope, edged in richly tooled gold completes 

the outfit along with black boots and a blue wrap-style cap.  To the right of Simeon, 

James, the youngest of the full-length saints is shown with a short, curly beard and 

long blond hair tied back in a low ponytail.  Even though the patterns of his garments 

pale in comparison with those of Simeon, the colors are still richly saturated: saffron 

yellow, cornflower blue, and vibrant pink. 

 The attention to color, pattern, and detail in rendering of the figures in the 

bottom register continues in the rendering of the upper register, half-length saints.  At 

the left, Chrysogonus wears a full suit of silver armor and holds a red standard and a 

blue shield.  Gold ribbing trims his armor, with rows of concentric circles around each 

of his fingers.  The purple-infused red of the shawl slung around Chrysogonus’ 

shoulders clashes with the cherry red of his cross-emblazoned flag.  A single blue 
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feather attached to a headband rises from Chrysogonus’ forehead.  A deacon-martyr, 

either Stephen or Lawrence, is next in line.  The figure, tonsured and carrying a 

martyr’s palm and red book, wears a brown dalmatic embellished with a T-shape of 

golden brocade and a golden collar.  John the Baptist still has his camel-skin tunic, but 

the artist has added a pink cope with gold triangle-patterned trim that clasps around 

the neck to help the normally austere ascetic meet the dress code of his colleagues.  

The soldier-saint Dimitrius has gleaming, richly incised golden armor.  A blue sash 

with golden bobble trim covers one shoulder and couches the cord of Dimitrius’ 

shield. Next in line is a bishop-saint in a red chasuble with a gold-brocade T-shape and 

brocaded collar (similar to the deacon-martyr on the other side).  The saint, most likely 

the local patron saint Donat, also has a bishop’s pointed hat and a golden crozier.  The 

young saint on the right end of the second register has not heeded the call for fancy 

dress and wears a simple brown tunic, a beige pilgrimage hat and clasps a rosary in 

both hands.1   

 Above the central Madonna and Child composition and elevated from the 

register of half-length saints, is a three-field composition of Christ, the Virgin, and 

John.  The central panel depicts Christ half-length in a pink hexagonal sarcophagus 

with a deep blue cross behind.  Smaller scale, but still full-length, figures of the Virgin 

and John flank the Imago Pietatis.  Though in mourning, John and Virgin wear 

shockingly bright hues of orange, magenta, and blue. 

                                                
1 Emil Hilje has tentatively identified this saint as Pellegrina (also known as 
Peregrina).  There was a church in the town of Cali near to the Ugljan Franciscan 
Monastery dedicated to that saint.  Emil Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo U Zadru (Zagreb: 
Matica hrvatska, 1999). 
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 Christ and the twelve apostles occupy the thirteen fields of the predella.  In the 

center, Christ offers a blessing and holds a open a book that displays the text “EGO 

SUM LUX MUNDI QVI SEQ(VITUR)” (I am the light of the world, he who follows).  

All of the disciples have brightly colored shirts and shawls in contrasting colors.  They 

hold either scrolls or open books.  Bartholomew wields a knife and James, in the same 

color combination as his representation above, supports himself with his traditional 

staff. 

 If the rich colors and carefully rendered patterns and details in the Ugljan 

Polyptych are not brilliantly arresting in themselves, the gilded frame is impressive.  

Blue field pilasters with inset panels of gilded vines, scalloped semi-circles and triforia 

form the lateral edges.  Each painted field is divided by twisted colonnettes.  A pair of 

the colonnettes flanks the large Madonna and Child field, and pairs of colonnettes also 

flank the Imago Pietatis field above.  The full-length saints are divided by single 

colonnettes while the half-length saints are separated by triad clusters of colonnettes.  

The same type of colonnettes separates the arched predella fields.  The top of each 

field is an arch with a scalloped underside.  Each of the sixteen larger fields is topped 

with a semi-circular shell in blue and gold.  At the top of the frame each semi-circle 

arch is crowned with tripartite, tapered arches with tendrils, crockets, and elaborate 

fleur-de-lis at the pinnacles. 

 According to the traditional chronology espoused by art historians, the heyday 

of the multi-field altarpiece had passed at least thirty years earlier in the major 

cosmopolitan centers of Italy.  The continuous picture space of the pala was better 
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suited to accommodate developments in visual naturalism and narrative.  As these 

values have become so intimately associated with the fifteenth century and the 

Renaissance, altarpieces such as the Ugljan Polyptych that do not meet these 

expectations have been regarded as “lesser” specimens.  

 This chapter will first examine the genesis of the conceit against the polyptych 

format and then propose that the penchant for the polyptych was not merely a 

conservative preference.  Instead, the structured format and material flourish of the 

polyptych tradition was appropriate to an alternate conception of imagery linked to 

non-standard liturgies and was therefore a conscious choice for clergy and 

congregations.  Scholars have treated the polyptych as an art object instead of as a 

functional component of ecclesiastic furnishing.  I will argue that there are two basic 

assumptions that have contributed to misunderstandings about the polyptych: one, the 

notion of a single-stranded progressive development of altarpieces; and two, the idea 

that the liturgy of the Roman Church in Early Modern Europe was a homogenous 

practice.  By extension, I will propose that these alternate liturgical practices were 

symptomatic of alternate religious sensibilities and regard for imagery. 

 My argument focuses on a group of polyptychs made in the fifteenth-century 

for churches on the Dalmatian coast.  There are nine extant and intact polyptychs 

including the Ugljan Polyptych in the group and several auxiliary panels presumably 

from other dissembled polyptychs.  Unfortunately there are no fixed dates for any of 

the altarpieces except for the now destroyed St. Mary’s Polyptych (image 57) 

documented to 1493.  Croatian scholars generally agree that with the exception of the 
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St. Mary’s Polyptych, the altarpieces date between 1410 and 1450 (please see 

appendix 4.1).  Although not all of the altarpiece panels are in their original frames, 

the basic presentation formula is the same: a central image, usually of the Madonna 

and Child, flanked by individual panels with single saints.  The arrangement varies 

with the number of fields and size of the polyptych.  The simplest altarpieces have five 

fields: a central panel, usually depicting the Madonna and Child, flanked by two pairs 

of one full-length saint each.  The most elaborate, the Ugljan Polyptych, have twenty-

nine fields arranged in three registers.  The larger double-register polyptychs have an 

upper gallery of half-length saints, typically flanking a Man of Sorrows or Crucifixion 

image.  The tri-register polyptychs add a predella gallery of Christ flanked by the 

twelve apostles.   

 The quality of materials and artistry varies within the group.  The Ugljan 

Polyptych is by far the most impressive of the altarpieces in terms of the display of 

materials and labor, but all of the Dalmatian polyptychs use gold-fields, some 

variation of decorative punching or stippling, and often the application of gold pattern 

on top of paint.  The use of bright colors is another constant with particular affinity 

shown for shades of red, yellow, green, and pink.  Not all of the altarpieces have 

maintained their original frames, but all of the extant frames are elaborate, gilded 

complexes with intricate carving details, gables, spires, and crockets. 

 It must be conceded at the outset that neither the polyptych format nor the 

single saint panels are unique to the immediate geographic area of Dalmatia.  Similar 

polyptychs were manufactured for many churches and religious organizations on the 
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Italian peninsula, particularly in the northeast and along the western coast of the 

Adriatic.  The basic polyptych format described above was the dominant production 

type of the workshop of Paolo Veneziano (1333-1358) and his followers in Venice in 

the fourteenth century.  The Vivarini workshop (c. 1430-15022) in Venice and later the 

Crivelli workshop (second-half of the fifteenth century3) in the Marches region of Italy 

also produced many altarpieces of this type.  

 The group of Dalmatian polyptychs is roughly contemporary with the 

polyptychs produced by the Vivarini workshop in Venice.  As altarpieces, they are not 

uncommon but what is intriguing about the situation in Dalmatia is the consistency 

with which patrons and artists adhered to the polyptych.4  Whereas in Venice or later 

in the Marches, the religious attitudes that spurred congregations to embrace the 

polpytych were marginalized, in Dalmatia those attitudes remained mainstream and 

                                                
2 The dates of the Vivarini workshop in Venice are difficult to establish.  Antonio 
Vivarini was born in either 1415 or 1418 and died in Venice in either 1476 or 1484.  
Giovanni d’Alemagna, the cousin from Germany, is documented in Venice from 1437 
and is known to have died in Padua in 1450.  Bartolomeo worked in the family atelier 
between 1450 and 1498.  The youngest member of the family, Alvise, died in 1502.   
3 In his monograph on the artist, Ronald Lightbown posits that the artist was born 
sometime around 1435.  He left Venice in 1459 after being sentenced to six months in 
prison for having an affair with another man’s wife.  After fleeing Venice, Carlo is 
mentioned in the archives in Zadar until 1464 after which point he went to the 
Marches region.  He signed and dated the Massa Fermana Altarpiece in 1468.  Carlo’s 
brother Vittore stayed in Zadar between 1465 and 1481. 
4 Although this study only deals with the nine extant polyptychs, any survey of 
commission, contract, or receipt documents from Dalmatia will show the singular 
popularity of the polyptych.  For transcriptions of or references to these documents, 
please see: Ivo Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta U Zadru U Doba Gotike 
(Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1972). Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo U Zadru, Kruno Prijatelj, 
Slikar Blaž Jurjev (Zagreb: Matica Hrvatska, 1965). Jorjo Tadić, Građa O Slikarskoj 
Školi U Dubrovniku Xiv-Xvi Veka, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Belgrade: Academia Scientiarum 
Serbica, 1952). 
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identifiable.  The small size of the Dalmatian cities contributed to this transparency 

along with the galvanization of a population under the duress of threats from Venice 

(between the tenth and early-fifteenth centuries) or the Ottomans (between the later-

fifteenth and late-seventeenth centuries).  The history of the region along with written 

sources from Church authorities allow for the interpolation of local religious practice 

in the ritual or public sphere which undoubtedly shaped private or lay devotion and 

mindset.  While the religious situation described here is specific to the cities along the 

Dalmatian coast, I believe that the effect of the argument may be further generalized to 

the religious climate of other places where the polyptych type retained popularity. 

Polyptychs in Art History 

 Scholars have not assigned terms to distinguish between different types of 

polyptychs.  The same term is applied to any multi-paneled altarpiece whether fixed or 

hinged in construction.  Polyptychs can display narratives with each field containing 

an individual scene, figures, or a combination of the two.  It is worth emphasizing that 

none of the Dalmatian examples contain religious narratives, only devotional variants 

such as the Madonna della Misericordia or Christ in the sarcophagus.  With the 

exception of these variations, all of the Dalmatian polyptychs have single figure 

panels. 

 Although in and of themselves polyptychs have not attracted much attention 

from art historians, the altarpiece as a general category has always been a topic of 

inquiry. The first art historian to discuss the altarpiece as a type with a particular 

purchase on the interrelationship of artistic form, content, and function (aufgabe) was 
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Jakob Burckhardt.5  Burckhardt’s exploration of the altarpiece was part of a larger 

project undertaken in his later years (1885-1895) in which he sought to create a history 

of Renaissance art organized by particular aufgabe rather than artists’ biography.6  He 

argued that by discussing the altarpieces or confraternity paintings or secular history 

paintings of Renaissance Italy separately, one could remedy the inherent bias in the 

“history of artists” that implies that artists had complete control over their works when 

really they were governed by “an ever growing corpus of precedents.”7  The section on 

the altarpiece was published in 1898, the year of Burckhardt’s death, but the remaining 

sections of Kunstgeschichte nach Aufgaben (art history according to aufgaben) were 

available only in manuscript until 2005.8 

 In his discussion Burckhardt identified the multi-paneled polyptych as an early 

stage in development of the narrative altarpiece and the ultimate achievement of the 

                                                
5 Aufgabe is difficult to translate into English.  John Hinde gives the following 
explanation: “Broadly speaking, he meant it [Aufgabe] to mean neither simply the task 
or purpose envisioned by the artist, nor the specific commission behind the work of art 
or the particular solution to the problems of artistic composition.  Rather, he 
understood the artistic Aufgabe as the convergence of stylistic, formal, and cultural-
historical factors that would emerge as representative of the specific aesthetic needs 
and goals of an era that would come together as a type of representational hegemony.” 
John R.  Hinde, Jacob Burckhardt and the Crisis of Modernity (Montreal: McGill-
Queen's University Press, 2000). 289 
6 Maurizio Ghelardi, David Britt, and Caroline Beamish use “genre” instead of 
aufgabe in their English translation of Burckhardt’s manuscript Kunstgeschicte nach 
Aufgaben.  However, the term encompasses more than just the idea of ‘genre.’  Please 
see footnote five above for John Hinde’s definition. 
7 Maurizio Ghelardi, "Introduction," in Italian Renaissance Painting According to 
Genres, ed. Maurizio Ghelardi (Los Angeles: Getty Research Institute, 2005). 
8 Jacob Burckhardt, Italian Renaissance Painting According to Genres, ed. Maurizio 
Ghelardi, trans. David Britt and Caroline Beamish (Los Angeles: Getty Research 
Institute, 2005). 
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aufgabe of the altarpiece.9  Between the generative stage (multi-paneled polyptych) 

and the narrative stage were the single-panel stage and the sacra conversazione stage.  

The goal of the generative stage was fulfilled when the altarpiece became sufficient 

decoration for the altar and backdrop for the celebration of the Eucharist.  Although he 

cited the “remarkable intelligence and refinement” of the polyptychs from the Vivarini 

workshop in Venice, Burckhardt drew the majority of his examples from Central Italy.  

He considered Giotto’s Stefaneschi Altarpiece with its multi-gabled silhouette but few 

internal divisions to be a more advanced from of altarpiece than any of the Vivarini 

polyptychs although the former predates the latter by a century.10  Burckhardt’s 

analysis pointed to “material splendor” and “popular devotion, with its attachment to 

the externals of religion” as explanation for a patron’s preference for the polyptych 

over the unified pala altarpiece.  He assumed that “more advanced painters” would 

unequivocally find the continuous field more desirable for their art and that it was the 

patrons (or lesser painters) that perpetuated the polyptych format.11   

 While the fifteenth-century separate-field polyptych was not given a 

particularly exalted position in Burckhardt’s scheme, neither was it regarded as 

retrograde.  However, the polyptych did not fare as well in Helmut Hager’s exposition 

on Burckhardt’s essay from 1962.12  Taking it upon himself to identify works that 

could become the normative models of each phase in Burckhardt’s altarpiece aufgabe 

                                                
9 ———, The Altarpiece in Renaissance Italy, ed. Peter Humfrey, trans. Peter 
Humfrey (Oxford: Phaidon, 1988). 
10 Ibid.54-55 
11 Ibid. 56 
12 Helmut Hager, Die Anfänge Des Italienischen Altarbildes: Untersuchungen Der 
Entstehungsgeschichte Des Toskanischen Hochaltarretabels (Munich1962). 
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scheme, Hager chose Duccio’s Maesta as the prime achievement of Burckhardt’s 

genesis phase.  This choice devalued the individual-field polyptych as Henk van Os 

later pointed out: by Hager’s definition, the separate-field polyptych can only be a 

degeneration because the Maesta was a unified composition without internal 

divisions.13   

 The interpretive framework promoted by Burckhardt and Hager continued to 

color scholarship.  Peter Humfrey gave the polyptych disproportionately little 

consideration in his 1993 study The Altarpiece in Renaissance Venice.  The timeframe 

established for the study is between 1450 and 1530 with particular concentration given 

to the period between 1460 and 1516 (the period of the career of Giovanni Bellini).14  

Admittedly, Humfrey’s chosen timeframe sets him at the margins of polyptych 

popularity in Venice.  However, it should not go unnoticed that of the one hundred 

altarpieces identified by Humphrey as “major,” nineteen of them were multi-paneled 

and divided triptychs or polyptychs.15  Yet for Humfrey, as for his predecessors, the 

polyptych was an archaic style rooted in the Gothic tradition.  The only polyptych he 

described in depth is Antonio Vivarini and Giovanni d’Alemagna’s Certosa Altarpiece 

and, although it is lauded for its richness of gilding, polychromy, and architectural 

frame, it is still treated as the inferior predecessor of the Renaisance pala.  Despite the 

fact that one-fifth of Humfrey’s “major altarpieces” were polyptychs, the author’s 

                                                
13 Henk van Os, Sienese Altarpieces 1215-1460: Form, Content, Function, 2 vols., 
vol. 2 (Groningen: Egbert Forsten Publishing, 1990). 
14 Peter Humfrey, The Altarpiece in Renaissance Venice (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1993). 
15 Ibid. 84 
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interest clearly lay in the innovations of the sacra conversazione and narrative 

altarpieces associated with the Renaissance. 

 If the polyptych is judged according to Renaissance artistic values, of course, it 

will not measure up.  The isolation of the figures in individual compartments makes it 

difficult for the painter to convey emotion or interrelationships.  The gold ground 

hinders the display of volume, cast shadows, and perspectival space and with these a 

unified source of lighting.  Likewise, the gold ground eliminates the need to show a 

light source.  There is no narrative moment for the painter to extend and no external 

references to incorporate.  In Burckhardt’s scheme of the development of the 

altarpiece, the ultimate achievement of the aufgabe was the narrative altarpiece that 

could showcase artistic invention and innovation.16  The polyptych can never compete 

with the pala according to these value judgments. 

 One exception to the discussion of the polyptych as a predecessor to the pala is 

Ronald Lightbown’s extensive monograph on Carlo Crivelli from 2004.17  Lightbown 

had to confront the issue of the polyptych because Crivelli worked almost exclusively 

in the divided-field format.  As evidenced by the number of works in museums 

worldwide, the Crivelli workshop was prolific and successful.  Patrons wanted highly 

decorative, polychromatic and patterned polyptychs and the workshop met that 

demand.  While Lightbown did not explore why Crivelli patrons were so responsive to 

this particular aesthetic, he did confront the issue of the theological significance of the 

polyptych altarpiece.  

                                                
16 Burckhardt, The Altarpiece in Renaissance Italy.  85-110 
17 R. W. Lightbown, Carlo Crivelli (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004). 
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 Lightbown posited the belief that intercession of the Virgin and Saints on 

behalf of the faithful with a judgmental God was a foundational premise in 

determining altarpiece imagery.  The majority of polyptych altarpieces from the 

Marches region of Italy have an Enthroned Virgin in the large central panel.  

Accordingly, Lightbown proposed that each polyptych should be understood as a court 

of Heaven or Curia Coeli in which the saints on the wings are attending the court of 

the Virgin as the Queen of Heaven.18 The position of each figure in relation to the 

Virgin indicated his or her position in the hierarchy of saints.  The patron saint of the 

Church or name saint of the donor often occupied the position of honor at the right 

hand of the Virgin.  The Archangel Michael was a popular choice for this position of 

honor in altarpieces made for funerary chapels because he was believed to be 

responsible for escorting souls after death.  The occupation of the saint also helped to 

determine his or her position in the polyptych.  A doctor of the Church such as Jerome 

or Augustine would always be given a position of greater honor (closer to the Virgin) 

than a lay saint like Stephen or Lawrence.19  Although this may seem like common 

sense few art historians have even introduced the possibility that the positioning and 

relationship between the figures in a polyptych may be significant.   

 Lightbown’s court of heaven hypothesis offers an explanation for the structure 

of the polyptych, but it is limited in that it is applicable only to polyptychs where the 

central panel is the Madonna enthroned.  In the Vladanov Polyptych (image 30), the 

central image is the Madonna della Misericordia.  In the Svih Svetih Polyptych (image 

                                                
18 Ibid. 71 
19 Ibid. 71-72 
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10), the central image is John and the Virgin lamenting Christ in a sarcophagus 

surrounded by hooded confraternity members.  It might be difficult to argue the same 

structure can still be associated with the court of heaven if the central image has no 

relation to a throne. Other issues and questions would also arise:  if intercession of the 

Virgin and saints are the main goals of the altarpiece, then what is the purpose of 

making them in gold and such?  If the intention is to show the court of heaven, what is 

the point of dividing all of the figures into separate fields?  Would it not be more 

representative to show the saints in audience with the Virgin in the same space?  

Certainly Carlo Crivelli was working at a time when this approach was already 

popular elsewhere on the Italian peninsula.  Why did he not follow suit? 

 Rather than grapple with the perplexing questions raised by the polyptych most  

art historians shift the discussion to the significance of the represented saints for the 

patron or honoree.  Peter Humfrey’s description of Antonio and Bartolomeo Vivarini’s 

Certosa Polyptych shows the value of this approach.  Humfrey’s point of departure is 

an inscription painted in the central panel of the Certosa Polyptych altarpiece that 

establishes that the work was painted on the instruction of Pope Nicholas V in 

commemoration of Cardinal Niccolo Albergati.  Pope Nicholas V had once been 

Cardinal Albergati’s secretary and the polyptych was placed in the Carthusian 

monastic church of San Gerolamo alla Certosa.  Jerome occupies the position of honor 

at the right hand of the Virgin.  This was appropriate and is expected because Jerome 

was the titular saint of both the church and the altar.  Jerome is dressed as a penitent, a 

lion crouches at his feet, and he holds a book and a miniature church.   In 
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characterizing the saint in this fashion, the Vivarinis emphasize Jerome’s, and by 

extension Cardinal Albergati’s, theological scholarship and ecclesiastic authority.  To 

the left of the Virgin is John the Baptist, another popular example of eremitical 

asceticism.  Saint Bruno, the founder of the Carthusian order is placed next to Jerome 

and next to John the Baptist is Saint Nicholas.  Nicholas, conveniently, was the name 

saint of both Cardinal Albergati and Pope Nicholas V.  Popes Peter, Paul, and Gregory 

occupy the upper register and serve as representatives of Church hierarchy.  The 

fourth saint in this group of four is Saint Benedict, the founder of the Benedictine 

order to which the Carthusians belonged.  At the center of the upper register is an 

image of the Man of Sorrows flanked by two angels.  This is explained as an allusion 

to Eucharistic sacrifice.  The frame also contributes to the iconographic program; the 

top of the spires of the frame is a carving of God the Father, angels and prophets.20 

 Humfrey’s interpretation presents a valid and valuable foundation for 

understanding the commission of the polyptych.  The difficulties arise from the idea 

that this type of litany of the significance of each figure or saint is adequate as 

description or discussion.  Cardinal Albergati was certainly worthy of adulation and 

the Carthusians definitely saw themselves as a noble order of monks involved in good 

work.  However, Humfrey’s description deemphasizes what both Cardinal Albergati 

and the Carthusians would agree was the principle purpose of the Vivarini complex of 

paint and wood, an altarpiece.  Humfrey hints at this purpose when he talks about the 

allusion of the Man of Sorrows to the Eucharistic rite that happens on the altar below.  

                                                
20 Humfrey, The Altarpiece in Renaissance Venice. 163 
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This small aside in the description, however, is not any great revelation: of course the 

imagery of the altarpiece will reference the Eucharist.  Eucharistic symbolism is 

regarded as a given, and the definition of the liturgical function of images beyond this 

is nebulous territory not willfully trod by art historians. 

 Staale Sinding-Larsen offered a variety of insights on the shortcomings of the 

art historical analysis in his polemical text Iconography and Ritual.21  Although the 

Pesaro Altarpiece is a sacra conversazione, continuous field altarpiece from the 

sixteenth century, Sinding-Larsen’s observations regarding the work relate well to this 

discussion.   

 The traditional explanation of the Pesaro Altarpiece focuses on the patron 

Jacopo Pesaro and the historical situation in Venice.  It is assumed that Jacopo Pesaro 

ordered the painting from Titian to commemorate his leading of the papal troops to 

victory against the Turks at Santa Maura in 1503.  Jacopo Pesaro is shown kneeling to 

the left of the enthroned Virgin and Child.  Behind him, a soldier holds a flag with a 

papal banner, with the Pesaro family crest, an olive branch, and a captured Turk in a 

turban.  Saint Peter kneels on the steps of the dais, probably because he was of 

personal significance to Jacopo as a representative of the Vatican forces.  To the right 

of the Virgin stand two Franciscan saints, expected attendants given that the altarpiece 

is housed in a Franciscan Church.  Art historians focus on the relationships within the 

painting, Jacopo Pesaro and the Virgin, Jacopo Pesaro and his attributes, Jacopo 

Pesaro and Saint Peter, etc.  Sinding-Larsen does not deny that any of those pairings 

                                                
21 Staale Sinding-Larsen, Iconography and Ritual: A Study of Analytical Perspectives 
(Oslo: Universitetsforlaget AS, 1984). 
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are insignificant or uninteresting to understanding Titian’s altarpiece but does, 

however, take issue with the fact that in this discussion, the Virgin and Child are 

regarded as secondary requirements that are considered of interest only in relation to 

the patron.   

 While Jacopo Pesaro’s victory over the Ottomans may have been the impetus 

for the making of the picture, the primary function of the work was as an altarpiece, 

not as a commemoration of a particular event.  Sinding-Larsen proposed that the 

discussion of the altarpiece needed to treat more seriously the ways in which the 

altarpiece’s iconography connected to the Mass.  In this formulation, Pesaro’s 

kneeling position and his offering of the symbols of his victory to the Virgin and 

Child, as well as the angels carrying a cross, relate to the offering of the Mass.  The 

consistent element is the Mass, not the patron.22 

 On the one hand, explaining the choices of the patron and the order and any 

particular concerns of the church serves to add interest to what could otherwise be 

understood as a painfully straightforward endeavor.  It is obvious that if an object is in 

a church then its function is related to the ritual of the Church.  However, what is often 

taken for granted is the premise that there was a single, uniform church ritual and that 

all altarpieces and imagery in the church had the same relationship with ritual.  

Differences between the Western and Eastern conception of imagery are well known 

but there is never any mention of the possibility of different relationships or regard for 

imagery within the Latin Church.  I would argue that the unusual situation of the 

                                                
22 Ibid. 68-69 
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Church in Dalmatia provides a clear example of this heterogeneity and makes clear 

that not all of Latin Christendom had an identical view on imagery.   

Variations in Religious Rituals and Practice 

 I will argue that two local variations on the Roman liturgy contributed to the 

preferred aesthetic in the region: the first is the influence of the Eastern rite and use of 

a variation of the Aquileian rite; the second is the performance of the Slavonic or 

Glagolitic mass.  It seems that these practices arose organically after the local 

population converted to Christianity.  A brief historical background of the ecclesiastic 

organization and power structures demonstrates the validity of the claim for Dalmatia 

as melding East and West.    

 After 1054, the Church in Dalmatia was under the sole authority of Rome and 

the papacy.  However, several notices from after 1054 indicate that use of the Eastern 

rite and Greek language persisted in Dalmatia.  Thomas the Archdeacon of Split 

(1200-1268) reported in his Historia Salonitana that at the Council of Split in 1060 

there was no move to outlaw the Greek language or rite and that both Greek and Latin 

were recognized as valid liturgical languages.23  Nearly 150 years after Dalmatia was 

“Romanized,” Pope Innocent III wrote a letter to the priest of the Zadar Cathedral of 

Sant’ Anastasia noting, although not condemning, that the church continued to 

perform the Greek rite and ceremony in the Greek language.24  The use of the Greek 

                                                
23 Nada Klaić, Izvori Za Hrvatsku Povijest (Zagreb,: Školska knjiga, 1955). 52 
24 Carlo Federico Bianchi, Zara Cristiana (Zadar: Tipografic Woditzka, 1877). 131  
The pope’s relaxed attitude toward the persistence of Greek contrasts with the attitude 
that Venice would take only thirteen years later in its colonization of Crete.  In Crete, 
the use of the Eastern rite was connected to the Byzantine Empire, the rival power that 
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rite and language continued through the middle of the thirteenth century in Zadar.  The 

local ecclesiastic historian, Carlo Bianchi, reported that Zadar city chroniclers 

mentioned a church dedicated to Saint Platon in which priests celebrated the Greek rite 

in the Greek language.  Although the Church of Saint Platon was converted into the 

sacristy of the Dominican church in 1248, Bianchi noted that the Dominican friars 

maintained aspects of the Greek “attitudes and liturgy” until the end of the eighteenth 

century.25  The longevity of the practice suggests that Church authorities were not 

threatened by the performance of the Eastern rite or use of the Greek language in 

Dalmatia. 

 The wholesale practice of the Eastern rite faded in Dalmatia after the middle of 

the thirteenth century and was replaced by the celebration of the Latin-language 

Aquileian rite. The ecclesiastic handbook written by the Archbishop of Zadar, Nicolo 

Matafari (c. 1310-1367), Thesaurus Pontificalis, attests both to the adherence to the 

doctrine of the Latin Church and to the fact that the liturgical rite used in Dalmatia 

differed from that of Rome.  Matafari was a member of the local Zadran nobility who 

became the city’s archbishop in 1332.26 The archbishop was educated at the Sorbonne 

                                                                                                                                       
Venice was replacing, and therefore was considered dangerous. In Zadar, the use of 
the Eastern rite was a choice rather than a threat because the city and region had 
already been part of the Latin Church for a century.  For further information on this 
topic please see: Maria Georgopoulou, Venice's Mediterranean Colonies: Architecture 
and Urbanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
25 Bianchi, Zara Cristiana.132.  Saint Platon was a Byzantine saint whose cult was 
possibly imported from Constantinople.  
26 Despite the fact that the papacy granted Venice the privilege of appointing the 
Dalmatian archbishops in 1203 by making Dalmatia part of the Patriarchy of Grado, 
Matafari was confirmed by the pope, not the Patriarch, a full year after he had 
assumed the cathedra.  Ibid. 17 
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as a young man and is known to have spent time in Padua between 1353 and 1357.  

Although the exact date of the Thesaurus Pontificalis remains unknown, Carlo 

Bianchi suggests that Matafari wrote the work for his subordinates while he was away 

in Padua.27  The text is a manual for clergy of all orders and explains the structure of 

the Church hierarchy and how to perform the sacraments and other sacred functions.  

When discussing the hierarchy of Church offices, Matafari points out the where the 

structure of the Greek Church differs from that of the Latin Church.28  He enumerates 

the reasoning and ceremony for the seven sacraments and gives justifications from the 

Old and New Testaments for the authority of the pope.29  Despite the overwhelmingly 

Roman Catholic character of the text, Matafari intimates that his archibishopric 

diverges from Rome in the practice of the liturgy.  In the section titled “De Nocturnis, 

hoc est Matutinis dominicalibus, et ferialibus” Matafari explains the content and order 

of the parts of the liturgy and clearly states “Romani vero diverso modo agree 

coeperunt maxime a tempore, quo theuthonicis concessum est regnum ecclesiae 

nostrae.”30  Matafari assures his reader that the Dalmatian Church has permission to 

use the variation from the time of the “T[h]eutons.”  The content of the liturgy that 

Matafari describes is consistent with that of the Aquileian or Patriarchal rite.31 

                                                
27 Nicolo de Matafari and Carlo Federico Bianchi, Nicolo De Matafari Arcivescovo Di 
Zara Ed I Suoi Scritti (Zadar: Tipografia di G. Woditzka, 1881). 7 
28 Ibid. 18 
29 Ibid. 31-32 
30 Ibid.90 
31 “Ancien rite d’Aquilee appele le Patriarchin” in Ibid, Pierre LeBrun, Explication De 
La Messe, facsimile of original from 1726 ed. (Farnborough: Gregg International 
Publishers, 1970). 
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 As per its name, the Aquileian rite is associated with the Patriarchy of Aquileia 

where, according to legend, Saint Mark wrote his gospel.  The earliest surviving 

documentation regarding the rite is an eighth century capitulare that was added by a 

Lombard hand to the sixth century Codex Richdigeranus.32  Several eighteenth-

century liturgical historians included appendices or mentioned the Aquileian rite 

alongside other non-conventional rites such as the Ambrosian, Gallician and Sarum.33  

The most widely accepted theory suggests that the Aquileian rite is related to the 

Gallician rite, which is understood as originating in Antioch.34  Evidence suggests that 

while the mass did contain antiphon sections similar to those found in the conventional 

Gregorian masses, many of the choral arrangements were polyphonic melodies.35    

Although the specific content of the Aquileian rite and its content differences with the 

standard Roman rite are beyond the scope of this discussion and are the domain of 

liturgical historians and musicologists, the rite seems to have been diffused along the 

coasts of the Adriatic and in Venetian territories.36  

                                                
32 "Aquileian Rite,"  Catholic Encyclopedia, http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/.  The 
capitulare gives information about the liturgical calendar between Advent and June.  
At many points the calendar diverges from the Roman calendar and falls in line with 
the Eastern and Gallician calendars. 
33 LeBrun, Explication De La Messe. 
34 "Aquileian Rite." 
35 David di Paoli Paulovich, Il Canto Patriarchino Dell'istria, Del Quarnero E Della 
Dalmazia Nei Riti E Nelle Antiche Tradizioni Religiose Dell'area Veneto Adriatica 
(Adliswil: Pizzicato Edizioni Musicali, 2005). 60-61 
36 Venice’s relationship with the Aquileian rite is a complicated one.  It appears that 
elements of order and choral arrangement consistent with the Aquileian rite were used 
in the Church of San Marco through the end of the nineteenth century.  Other Venetian 
territories such as Trieste and Udine persisted in the practice of the Aquileian rite 
through the Council of Trent.  However, it seems that cosmopolitan Venice, with its 
flow of international visitors, adopted the Roman rite as standard (with the exception 
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 Scholars have proposed that the music and melodies of the Aquileian rite were 

derived from the Byzantine rite.37  Given the affinity of the Dalmatian church for the 

Byzantine rite confirmed in 1198 and in 1258, it is logical that Byzantine elements 

would be incorporated in a variation on the Catholic liturgy.  Although the topic 

demands further specialized research, it should be noted for the present discussion that 

the Aquileian rite provided an acceptable blend of Eastern and Western rites.38  The 

Italian musicologist David di Paoli Paulovich proposed that there may be further 

parallels between the choral arrangements and structure of the Aquileian rite and 

fifteenth-century attempts to reconcile the Roman-Gregorian and Byzantine liturgies.39   

 After the notice in Matafari’s manual, there are no more explicit references to 

the Aquileian rite or peculiar musical practices in Dalmatia.  However, incidental 

reports of issues of concern for the Zadar archbishops imply that the Aquileian rite 

may still have been in use and an issue of concern for the Venetian archbishops in the 

                                                                                                                                       
of San Marco) sometime around the tenth century.  For information about the use of 
the Aquileian rite in San Marco, please see James H. Moore, "The "Vespero Deli 
Cinque Laudate" And the Role Of "Salmi Spezzati" At St. Mark's," Journal of the 
American Musicological Society 34, no. 2 (1981). 
37 Paulovich, Il Canto Patriarchino Dell'istria, Del Quarnero E Della Dalmazia Nei 
Riti E Nelle Antiche Tradizioni Religiose Dell'area Veneto Adriatica, Moore, "The 
"Vespero Deli Cinque Laudate" And the Role Of "Salmi Spezzati" At St. Mark's." 48-
60 
38 Leo Levi, "Il Centro Internazionale Per La Musica Liturgica.  Mete E Metodi.," 
Centro Nazionale Studi di Musica Poplare Catalogo sommario delle Registrazioni, no. 
1948-1962 (1963). 241  
Unfortunately since Levi’s suggestion no further research has been done on this. but 
unfortunately no further research has been done on the possibility since then. 
Paulovich, Il Canto Patriarchino Dell'istria, Del Quarnero E Della Dalmazia Nei Riti 
E Nelle Antiche Tradizioni Religiose Dell'area Veneto Adriatica. 
39 Paulovich, Il Canto Patriarchino Dell'istria, Del Quarnero E Della Dalmazia Nei 
Riti E Nelle Antiche Tradizioni Religiose Dell'area Veneto Adriatica. 43 
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fifteenth century.  Although the papacy granted Venice the right to appoint the Zadrani 

archbishops in 1203, political shuffling meant that the Venetians did not get to 

exercise the privilege fully until they bought Dalmatia from the Hungarians in 1409.40  

Two of the Venetian appointed archbishops from the fifteenth century, Lorenzo 

Venier and Maffeo Vallaresso, especially pursued reform policies.41 

 Lorenzo Venier was transferred to the archibishopric of Zadar from Modon in 

the Morea where he served as a bishop.  From the outset, Venier’s experience in 

Modon indicates an awareness of the challenges of Dalmatia regarding the 

interrelationship between the Latin and Byzantine traditions.  The bishop of the 

Venetian outpost of Modon in the Byzantine-controlled Morea would certainly have 

experience with issues of negotiation between the two branches of Christianity.  Soon 

after Venier’s arrival in 1428, he convened a synod that, according to Bianchi, 

established new rules of ecclesiastic discipline.42  Three Franciscan monasteries were 

founded under his regime and shortly before his death in 1448 he created further 

                                                
40 Matafari assumed the archbishop’s seat without being confirmed by the Venetians 
or approved by the Patriarchy of Grado.  He was confirmed by Pope John XXII one 
year after he took office. 
41 The first archbishop appointed by the Venetians was Biagio Molin in 1420.  The 
Hungarian King had appointed Luca Turriano of Fermo in 1400 and he held the office 
through the transition despite Venetian protests.  Molin held the seat for only eight 
years and was replaced by Lorenzo Venier in 1428.  Venier was archbishop until his 
death in 1449.  The Patriarchy of Grado sent Polidaro Foscari to replace him but 
Foscari died in transit.  Maffeo Vallaresso became the archbishop in 1450 and 
remained until he died in 1496.  He was succeeded by Giovanni Robobella.  Bianchi, 
Zara Cristiana. 52-54 
42 Ibid. 54 
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mandates regarding choral discipline.43  Unfortunately, there is a lack of specific 

information on what Venier was trying to prevent or enforce with the new rules.  

Bianchi indicated that Venier convened a synod, but did not have information on the 

individual reforms.  

 Given the history and background offered by Matafari’s earlier text, it is 

arguable that Venier’s reforms and disciplinary mandates were aimed at eradicating 

the Aquileian rite.  In further support of the hypothesis is the fact that Venier’s 

reforms specifically targeted choral discipline and music is an integral part of the 

practice of the Aquileian rite and an area in which it differs significantly from its 

Roman counterpart.44 

 As proposed previously, the Dalmatian Church embraced two alternate ritual 

foundations that contribute to the penchant for polyptychs and the material-laden 

aesthetic.  The first is the affinity for the East and the Aquileian rite, and the second is 

the performance of the Slavic or Glagolitic liturgy.  The Slavic migration to the 

Dalmatian region occurred in the seventh century and there is evidence that the 

Slavonic liturgy was practiced in the area as early as the tenth century.45  However, it 

                                                
43 Ibid. 54 and 137.  Although the suggestion is only conjecture, it is possible that 
Venier founded so many Franciscan monasteries because that order was more in line 
with the Latin Church’s teachings in the area as opposed to the Dominicans who were 
known to be more conservative and in Zadar in particular to espouse “Greek rites and 
attitudes” 
44 Paulovich, Il Canto Patriarchino Dell'istria, Del Quarnero E Della Dalmazia Nei 
Riti E Nelle Antiche Tradizioni Religiose Dell'area Veneto Adriatica. 
45 The seventh century date is accepted by most scholars and almost unanimously by 
non-Croatian scholars.  Marcus Tanner, Croatia: A Nation Forged in War (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), Giuseppe Praga, History of Dalmatia, trans. 
Edward Steinberg (Pisa: Giardini Editore, 1993). John V. A. Fine, When Ethnicity Did 
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was not practiced in the Latinate coastal cities until the Slavs moved from the 

hinterland into the urban environment.46  There are indications of Slavs in Zadar and 

Split as early as the ninth century but it is generally acknowledged that the 

“Slavicization” of the cities was not in full effect until the fourteenth or fifteenth 

centuries.47  A Venetian document from 1346 refers to the Zadrani as speaking Slavic 

and in the same year Venice ordered that a public proclamation be made in both 

“lingua sclavonica et latina.”48  In 1443, the Venetian Senate established a permanent 

position for a Slavic translator in Zadar.49  The earliest known orders for Missals in 

“littera sclava” in or near Zadar are from 1455, 1457, 1460 and 1462.50  These dates 

suggest that the Glagolitic liturgy being a problem was relatively new for the urban 

                                                                                                                                       
Not Matter in the Balkans : A Study of Identity in Pre-Nationalist Croatia, Dalmatia, 
and Slavonia in the Medieval and Early-Modern Periods (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michgan Press, 2006). 
46 The liturgy was already established in 925 when the first synod at Split prohibited it.  
The advocate for the Glagolitic mass was Bishop Grgur of Nin.  The Croatian King 
Tomislav supported Alexander II and the reform papacy and was not in favor of the 
Glagolitic mass.   Fine, When Ethnicity Did Not Matter in the Balkans : A Study of 
Identity in Pre-Nationalist Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slavonia in the Medieval and 
Early-Modern Periods. 57 
47 Bariša Krekić, Dubrovnik in the 14th and 15th Centuries: A City between East and 
West (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1971).116   Krekic states that the 
“slavicization” of the cities was a general process of demographic growth and change.  
By the fifteenth century in Dubrovnik, the Slavic tongue was outlawed in the council 
hall (meaning that it must have been used in the council hall if they had to outlaw it).   
M.A. Usmiani, "Marko Marulić," Harvard Slavic Studies III (1957), Joan Dusa, The 
Medieval Dalmatian Episcopal Cities: Development and Transformation, vol. 94, 
American University Studies (New York: Peter Lang, 1991). 
48 Fine, When Ethnicity Did Not Matter in the Balkans : A Study of Identity in Pre-
Nationalist Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slavonia in the Medieval and Early-Modern 
Periods.151 
49 Carlo Federico Bianchi, Fasti Di Zara Religioso-Politico-Civili Dall'anno 1184 Av. 
Cr. Sino All'anno 1888 (Zadar: Tipografia di G. Woditzka, 1888). 63 
50 Cvito Fisković, Zadarski Sredovjećni Majstori (Split: Matice Hrvatske, 1959). 74 
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archbishop in the fifteenth century, but it was one that would plague Venier’s 

successor, Archbishop Maffeo Vallaresso.51  

 Vallaresso was not Venier’s first successor.  After Venier’s death in 1449, the 

Venetians elected a member of one of their own powerful patrician families, Polidaro 

Foscari, to serve as archbishop but he died en route to Zadar.  The next choice for the 

position was Vallaresso, a Venetian patrician of Dalmatian origins, who was 

transferred to the Zadar archbishopric in 1450 from Treviso.  The Vallaresso family 

maintained its ties with the Eastern Mediterranean, Maffeo’s uncle was the archbishop 

of Candia Fantino and his brother was a bishop and then archbishop in Capodistria 

(Koper).52  According to Bianchi, Vallaresso brought several reliquaries to Zadar in 

hopes of currying favor with his new charges.53  Unfortunately for Vallaresso, the 

well-intentioned reliquaries did little to ward off the problems he faced over the forty-

six years of his tenure as archbishop. 

 The origin of the Slavonic liturgy has been heavily mythologized but the base 

account gives credits both for the development of the liturgy and the conversion of the 

                                                
51 Another source of information that helps to establish usage of the liturgy in 
Dalmatia is Luka Jelić’s compendium of archival documents that mention the 
Glagolitic liturgy.  The first document for the fifteenth century that refers to the 
Glagolitic liturgy in Zadar is from July 15, 1437 in which the priest “Georgius Zubina 
filius Pauli de Blato” confirms that he has received an “olographum” in Glagolitic 
characters.  After 1437, references to the Glagolitic liturgy in Zadar increase.  Luka 
Jelić, Fontes Historici Liturgiae Glagolito-Romanae (Veglae: Sumptibus Academiae 
Palaeoslavicae Veglensis, 1906). 
52 Bianchi, Zara Cristiana. 55 
53 Ibid. 58 
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Slavs to Christianity to the Byzantine disciples Cyril and Methodius.54  Cyril 

developed the Glagolitic script in order to write the Slavonic language and then 

translated a liturgy and church documents into Slavonic.55  The evolution of the 

Slavonic liturgy is a complicated issue because it relies on elements of both the 

Eastern and Western rites.  Because Cyril and Methodius were missionaries from 

Byzantium, most scholars believe that the original translation was from the little 

known liturgy of St. Peter (rather than the St. Basil or Chrysostom liturgies) but that 

over time it was blended with the Roman rite to avoid controversy with other 

missionaries.56 It is worth noting that the Dalmatians and Croatians are the only 

converts of Cyril and Methodius that became part of the Latin Church; all of the 

brothers’ other Slavic converts joined Byzantine orthodoxy. 

 Regardless of the liturgy’s source, Latin was the universal language of the 

Catholic Chuch and vernacular rites were forbidden.  When Vallaresso became the 

archbishop in 1450, the Glagolitic mass or mass in what he referred to as “Illyrian” 

was a widespread practice that required attention.  Bianchi reports that Vallaresso 

prohibited the performance of Mass in Illyrian except at the Church of St. Donat or 

Santa Maria Maggiore with special permission from the archbishop’s office.57  It is 

curious that there are no references to the Glagolitic liturgy in Zadar earlier in the 

                                                
54 Antonin Dostal, "The Origins of the Slavonic Liturgy," Dumbarton Oaks Papers 19 
(1965). 
55 Ibid.  The term “Slavonic” refers to the name for the language of the Old Church.  It 
is most closely related to modern day Macedonian.  See Dostal’s article for more 
information.   
56 Ibid. Again, this is a very complicated issue.  See Dostal’s article for more 
information. 
57 Bianchi, Zara Cristiana. 132 
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fifteenth or fourteenth centuries.  This may be because the Slavic population in Zadar 

was larger and more visible by the time Vallaresso assumed office in 1450.  

Additionally, the number of Slavic inhabitants in Zadar and the other Dalmatian 

walled cities increased precipitously after 1468 when Ottoman invasions made the 

surrounding area uninhabitable.58   

 Vallaresso’s correspondence from his forty-five year reign in Zadar is 

preserved in a volume at the Barberini library in the Vatican collections and several of 

his personal letters condemn priests for celebrating the Slavonic mass or complain to 

other bishops or friends about his charges using the Slavic language.59  Other records 

from the court of the Roman Curia demonstrate that Vallaresso often had problems 

with the local clergy.60  Vallaresso’s wideranging dispute with the archdeacon of 

Zadar, Franjo Damjanov, lasted over fifteen years.  The archbishop even went so far as 

to lodge a formal complaint with the auditor of the Sacred Rota in Rome regarding the 

suitability of the members of the commission appointed to resolve the dispute.  One of 

his objections was the fact that the abbot of St. Chrysogonus had been 

excommunicated and would therefore be biased toward Damjanov’s position.61  

Unfortunately, the remaining letters do not indicate why the abbot was 

excommunicated or even the specific nature of the case against Damjanov.  However, 

                                                
58 The first major Turkish incursion in the immediate Zadar area occurred in 1468. —
——, Fasti Di Zara Religioso-Politico-Civili Dall'anno 1184 Av. Cr. Sino All'anno 
1888. 
59 Luka Jelić, "Regestum Litterarum Zadarskoga Nadbiskupa Mafeja Vallaressa 
(1449-1496)," Starine XXIX (1898). 70, 77, 81 
60 Jadranka Neralić, "Judicial Cases in the Court of Maffeo Vallaresso, Archbishop of 
Zadar (1450-1494)," Review of Croatian History 1 (2007). 
61 Ibid. 287 
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sources do report Damjanov’s popularity in the community and support among the 

local clergy.  Given this background information and the content of Vallaresso’s other 

correspondence, it seems plausible that the ongoing dispute involved the Glagolitic 

litugy.62 

 Despite Vallaresso and others’ best efforts, the Glagolitic liturgy continued to 

be celebrated in Dalmatia.  The post-Tridentine reforms outlined by the Zadar 

Archbishop Muazio Callino from 1566 prove that it continued to be an issue in the 

area.  Callino prohibited the celebration of the “Illyrian mass” except in the Church of 

St. Simeon and in the Church of the Holy Trinity.  In addition, the clergy could get 

special permission from the archbishopric to perform the vernacular mass for funerals 

and other sanctioned occasions.63  Many of the prohibitions are general and expected 

given the climate of the Church after the Council of Trent: the clergy are forbidden to 

wear silk decorated with gold or silver, or wear rings if they are not dignitaries or 

doctors.64  One direction may refer to the continued use of the Aquileian liturgy in 

Zadar although Bianchi’s explanation is too vague to confirm this: he reminds the 

canons and dignitaries to sing the “messa conventuale” and forbids any substitutions.65   

 Even this cursory glance at ritual and liturgy in Dalmatia demonstrates 

divergence from the ceremonies regarded as standard by the papacy and practiced in 

                                                
62 For transcriptions of Vallaresso’s personal correspondence from the Barberini 
library in Rome, please see: Jelić, "Regestum Litterarum Zadarskoga Nadbiskupa 
Mafeja Vallaressa (1449-1496)."  For further information on the Glagolitic liturgy in 
Dalmatia and in the Balkans, please see: ———, Fontes Historici Liturgiae Glagolito-
Romanae. 
63 Bianchi, Zara Cristiana. 27 
64 Ibid. 27 
65 Ibid.27 
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Central Italy.  While in terms of ecclesiastic structure and authority the Dalmatian 

Church adhered to papal policies, the effective observation of Christian ritual took on 

different characteristics.  Until the end of the twelfth century, the Byzantine rite was 

standard in Dalmatia and there were churches that persisted in using the Greek rite 

until the end of the thirteenth century.  The rise of the Aquileian rite was facilitated in 

part by its parallels and similarities to the Byzantine rites, particularly in the area of 

music.  The Glagolitic rite, because it was invented by Byzantine disciples, also 

correlated with aspects of the Byzantine liturgy.   

The Image in the Latin West and Byzantine East 

 In order to explain how these ceremonial anomalies contribute to the penchant 

for the polyptych format and lavish use of materials, I need to draw attention to the 

divergent regard for imagery in the Byzantine and Latin churches.  The focus here is 

on images specifically in church interiors and how they relate to the ceremony of the 

liturgy in each tradition.   

 In the Latin Roman Church the image, in the guise of the altarpiece, plays a 

passive role in the ceremony by providing a visually appealing and instructive 

backdrop for the ceremony.  The image may be incorporated into the practice of 

devotion, for instance if the priest asks the congregation to contemplate the suffering 

of the Virgin, but the image does not assume any agency.  The iconography derives 

from a preexistent symbolic repertoire and is related to the Eucharist.66  As an 

auxiliary component of the liturgy, the physical appearance of the altarpiece can vary 

                                                
66 Sinding-Larsen, Iconography and Ritual: A Study of Analytical Perspectives. 
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because it has no specific religious demands to meet other than to depict relevant 

figures or narratives.  In this way, Duccio’s Maesta and Titian’s Assumption of the 

Virgin Mary can fulfill the same purpose, despite very different appearances. 

 In the Byzantine tradition however, the image plays an active role in the 

performance of the liturgy.  Rather than a decorative backdrop like the altarpiece, the 

icon is addressed with hymns, wafted with incense, and even kissed.67  These actions 

are part of what Hans Belting refers to as the “dramaturgy” of the Byzantine Church, a 

term that he uses to refer to the performance, processions, incantations, and the 

regulated choral interaction between the celebrant and the congregation.68  It is helpful 

to highlight that “liturgy” denotes the prescribed course of action for public worship 

and therefore, the dramaturgy of the Byzantine tradition that invokes an “active” 

regard for the image could take place outside of the church building.  Travelers to 

Constantinople reported a particular ritual in which the Hodegetria was brought out to 

a square near to the Hagia Sophia.  The icon-carrier was blindfolded and then made to 

carry the icon fifty times around the square while the crowd pushed and jostled to 

come in closer contact.69  The icons acted as a conduit for divine spirit and as such 

were regarded as “presences” with whom and through the faithful could commune. 

 In her article “Icons in the Liturgy” Nancy Ševčenko examines both written 

and visual evidence in order to determine how proskynesis (the veneration of icons) 

                                                
67 Hans Belting, Likeness and Presence : A History of the Image before the Era of Art, 
Pbk. ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996). 183 
68 Ibid. 226 
69 Bissera Pentcheva, Icons and Power: The Mother of God in Byzantium (University 
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2006). 133 
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was incorporated into the Byzantine liturgy.  Ševčenko defines “liturgical use” very 

narrowly as “what takes place in a regularly repeated and definable office, celebrated 

in common by a church or monastic congregation, normally under the leadership of 

professionals—members of the clergy or monks.”70  A fresco from the Markov 

Manastir near Skopje (Macedonia) shows a bareheaded man carrying an Eleousa-type 

icon on his back.  A deacon wafts the icon with a special type of censer that was used 

at memorial services and there are different groups of people present including monks, 

singers, and bishops.  Ševčenko argues that the Markov Monastery fresco shows a 

procession and ceremony that took place every Friday in an adaptation of a ritual that 

originated in the sixth century in Constantinople.71  Written descriptions of the 

Constantinople procession describe how the procession included the clergy, the choir, 

the townspeople, a Eleousa icon, and several other icons.  The icons were invoked 

outside the church before the assembly entered and then once inside the church, the 

icons were brought to the tombs in the central chapel while the clergy and people 

performed various litanies.  The Kyrie eleison had to be repeated fifteen times before 

every icon in the procession.72 73  

                                                
70 Nancy Patterson Ševčenko, "Icons in the Liturgy," Dumbarton Oaks Papers 45 
(1991). 46 
71 The procession in Constantinople began at Blachernai and finished at the 
Chalkoprateia.  It was initiated by Patriarch Timothy I (511-518) in imitation of a 
ritual in Jerusalem which began at the Holy Sion and ended at Gethsemene. Ibid. 51 
72 Ibid. 52 
73 Some may balk at the definition of a procession as an example of Byzantine 
dramaturgy since processions were also popular happenings in firmly Roman Catholic 
cities in the Middle Ages. Bill Tronzo argued that the medieval processions were not 
liturgical occasions because they focused on the “object” of the icon rather than the 
“presence” of the person (or people) represented.  “Object” processions exploited the 
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 This is a key division between the Byzantine and Latin conceptualizations of 

the image: a liturgical object versus an auxiliary object attached to the liturgical space.  

Liturgical objects play an active role in the prescribed structure of public workshop.  

In the Byzantine tradition, the image plays a role in a dramaturgical performance and 

therefore is a requisite prop.  In the Roman rite of the Latin liturgy, the altarpiece is 

not a liturgical object; rather it is a backdrop for the performance of the ceremony.  

The altarpiece can depict the central issue of the liturgy, the Eucharistic sacrifice and 

its history, but it is not a “utensil” in the same sense as is an altar, altar cloth, chalice, 

ciborium, etc.  In his article “How Liturgical is the Medieval Altarpiece,” Kees van 

der Ploeg points out that altarpieces have never been subject to any canonical 

regulations from the papacy, while the use and appearance of the objects listed above 

have always been controlled.74  

 In both traditions, liturgical objects demand a certain richness of aesthetic to 

convey importance.  Altars are made out of intricately carved stones, altar cloths are 

embroidered with richly colored threads, chalices are made of silver and encrusted 

with jewels, ciboriums are made of gold and glass.  The appearance of liturgical 

objects has to separate them from their quotidian counterparts.  Sparkles and splendor 

separate chalice from wine glass, altar cloths from tablecloths.  Liturgical objects are 

                                                                                                                                       
preexistent points of an urban space in order to facilitate viewing.  In contrast, 
“presence” processions, such as the procession of the Madonna of S. Sisto in Rome, 
the focus was on transporting the icon from one holy place to the next as part of the 
worship of the liturgy.  William Tronzo, "Processions, Cloisters and Crowds:  An 
Approach to the Spatial Dimension of Medieval Society," (2008). 
74 Kees Van Der Ploeg, "How Liturgical Is a Medieval Altarpiece?," in Italian Panel 
Painting of the Duecento and Trecento, ed. Victor M. Schmidt (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2002). 115 
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the closest that the congregation comes to God and their physical preciousness must be 

appropriate as vehicles of divine mystery.75 

 The premise that material wealth connotes heaven or otherworldliness seems to 

contradict the Christian tradition that cautions against the allure of “the things of the 

world.”  Christ posed the challenge in the form of a metaphor: “it is easier for a camel 

to pass through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of 

Heaven,” and advised the apostles to “keep neither silver nor gold nor brass in their 

purses.”76  However, this penchant for poverty and renouncing worldly things did not 

apply to imagery or goods associated with God’s mission or presence on Earth, the 

Church and its furnishings.  While some art historians have proposed that the rich 

appearance used for ecclesiastic representation was appropriated from the Roman 

emperors, more recently, Thomas Mathews has argued that the attributes assigned to 

Christ and other saints such as gold garments or halos were originally and more 

commonly understood as attributes of pagan divinities.77  Deities were clad in full gold 

garments but citizens dressed in white and restricted their use of gold to modest 

decorative stitching.  The Roman emperors appropriated the mode of representation of 

the divine in order to communicate their own exalted status or difference from the 

common population.  When the same attributes were “re-assigned” to Christ they were 

                                                
75 The same argument could be made about reliquaries: their materials had to reflect 
and communicate the fact that they were “containing” the divine. 
76 Matthew 19:24 and Luke 9:3 Revised Standard Version 
77 Thomas F. Mathews, The Clash of Gods: A Reinterpretation of Early Christian Art 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993). 101-103 
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intended to communicate his divinity, not any imperial intent.  According to Mathews, 

even the throne is an attribute of divinity rather than an imperial symbol.78   

 This divide between the image as a prop for the Byzantine Church and the 

image as a backdrop for the Latin Church is not a novel concept but forms an 

important part of the present argument.  Art historians approach religious images from 

the Byzantine and Latin traditions according to this underlying assumption: Byzantine 

images are functional and Latin images are art.  Icons are studied in terms of a 

relationship with a viewer that is mediated by the liturgy and a product of the liturgical 

context whereas altarpieces are art and therefore judged according to aesthetic 

standards and art theory.  The “stages” of altarpiece development established by 

Burckhardt respond to artistic changes rather than functional ones, the move between 

the divided field polyptych to the continuous field pala is a judgment that depends on 

artistic values, not functional ones.  The shift from depicting a sacra conversazione to 

depicting a narrative likewise had little relation to the liturgy.  When Belting discusses 

icons in Likeness and Presence, it is in a social context rather than an artistic one.  In 

the discussions of the Mandylion as the instigator of controversy in Rome or the 

perceived efficacy or thaumaturgy of an imported icon, the focus is not on the artistry 

of the image but on what the image can do.79  80 

                                                
78 Ibid. 108 
79 Belting, Likeness and Presence : A History of the Image before the Era of Art. 211, 
330  
80 Of course there are exceptions to this dichotomy of form and function.  Henk van 
Os broached the topic of the liturgical function of the altarpiece and determined that 
the subject too often led scholars to over-interpretations, particularly when they 
attributed a particular iconography to a specific part of the mass or cult.  Van Os 
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Dalmatian Altarpieces  

 Just as the Dalmatian Church incorporated Byzantine aspects into its liturgy, it 

incorporated components of the Byzantine regard for images.  In terms of location, the 

polyptychs are definitely altarpieces, not iconostases.  They were placed behind the 

altar and the mass took place in front of them rather than behind.  The individual saint 

images were fixed in place and did not shift according to the liturgical calendar nor 

were they processed around the church or the city.  Despite these differences, 

however, there are elements of the iconostasis that are retained in the polyptych.  The 

iconostasis was a collection of figurations and a tangible, visible presence of the 

divine community.  If the iconostasis was a “house” or meeting place for various 

presences, its earthly counterpart was the church building where the faithful could 

collect.  In turn, the congregation of the earthly could encounter the represented and 

                                                                                                                                       
argues that the fact that an altarpiece includes the Man of Sorrows does not necessarily 
indicate a special interest in the cult of the Corpus Domini, it is just a variation on a 
preexistent symbolic repertoire.  While Sinding-Larsen warns against 
underemphasizing the liturgical content in an altarpiece, as with his concerns with the 
Pesaro Altarpiece, he equally cautions against over-interpretation.  The interpretation 
of an altarpiece (or any image or liturgical space) according to the writings of a single 
theologian or how the artist “read” the Bible is anachronistic and dangerous because 
this sort of “personalistic” analysis is completely alien to Church tradition and liturgy.  
Van der Ploeg concluded that altarpieces should not be considered liturgical objects 
and that the line of argument that tied their advent and development to the liturgy was 
faulty.  Charles Hope also argues against over-interpretation of the theological 
meanings of Renaissance paintings.  In other words, attempts to analyze altarpieces in 
terms of their liturgical function have been unsuccessful.  H.W. van Os, "Some 
Thoughts on Writing a History of Sienese Altarpieces," in Altarpiece in the 
Renaissance, ed. Peter Humfrey and Martin Kemp (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1991). 27  Sinding-Larsen, Iconography and Ritual: A Study of Analytical 
Perspectives. 85  Ploeg, "How Liturgical Is a Medieval Altarpiece?." Charles Hope, 
"Altarpieces and The Requirements of Patrons," in Christianity and the Renaissance: 
Image and Religious Imagination in the Quattrocento, ed. Timothy Verdon and John 
Henderson (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2001). 
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present congregation of the divine.  The collected individual panels of the polyptych 

can be understood as similar to the collection of icons on the iconostasis.81 

 The Dalmatian Church embraced the “dramaturgy” of the Byzantine liturgy 

and therefore embraced parts of the Byzantine aesthetic.  The gold, polychromy, 

gilded frame, and elaborate arrangement of the polyptych-type altarpiece all 

contributed to the type of religious experience fostered in the Dalmatian Church.  

Rather than a backdrop for the liturgy, the altarpiece was a liturgical object and its 

status was communicated by its preciousness.  The display of preciousness 

communicated proximity to and worthiness of the divine and separation from the 

mundane.  The altarpiece had a specific function, to figure the divine and be the 

medium through which the faithful encountered the divine.  The function dictated the 

form. 

 If we reconsider the Ugljan Polyptych according to the demands of this rubric 

of function, it is an extremely effective and successful altarpiece.  The pinnacles, 

crockets and gilding of the frame identify the polyptych as an exceptional place within 

the plain stucco interior of the church.  The gold fields immediately separate the 

                                                
81 I would argue that the reason that so many of the individual representations of saints 
are similar in the Dalmatian polyptychs is because the artists (and patrons) believed 
themselves to be following an ancient, and therefore trustworthy and efficacious, 
prototype.  As Alexander Nagel and Christopher S. Wood have argued in The Art 
Bulletin, “artifacts in the pre-modern period had a double historicity: one might know 
that they were fabricated in the present or in the recent past but at the same time value 
them and use them as if they were very old things.”  Following this line of argument, 
the saint images on the Dalmatian (or indeed any) polyptych follow an earlier model 
and therefore participate in what Nagel and Wood call the “diachronic chain of 
replications.” Alexander Nagel and Christopher S. Wood, "Toward a New Model of 
Renaissance Anachronism," The Art Bulletin 87, no. 3 (2005). 405 
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realms of the painted figures and the viewer.  The fact that each figure gets his or her 

own space emphasizes importance and disconnect from the typical laws of continuous 

space.  For the full-length figures, the pedestals and the semi-circular shell above each 

frame field create niches that intensify this impression of import.  The rich patterns of 

the painted fabrics and intricate punching details on the halos and borders demonstrate 

an investiture of wealth and skill.  The shockingly bright colors layered on top of one 

another imbue the image with vibrancy.  The Gothic lettering in gold of the Ave Maris 

Stella that runs in the border of the Virgin’s mantle communicates why she is worthy 

of praise in the text of a popular song.   

 The appearance of the polyptych has to set it apart from the ordinary and make 

evident the difference between the earthly and divine.  The artistry is done by man, but 

shows God and has to be worthy of the depiction and sufficiently animate divine 

mystery.  The frame delineated the sacred space of the image within the sacred spaces 

of the church.  Gold fields communicated that the environment of heaven was separate 

from that of man.  The bright colors, intricate patterns, gold tooling, and gilded 

impasto all made clear that the community of heaven was different than the 

community of men.  Earthly people did not have cloaks with pink exteriors and blue 

interiors or breastplates in etched gold.  The materials and the polychromy emphasized 

difference and “specialness.” 

 The separate space allotted to each figure in the individually framed fields was 

a further sign of “specialness” to a population accustomed to communal existence. In 

the urban environment, allotted space was a signifier of power and prestige.  Noble 
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families had personal pews and the clergy had individual seats in choir stalls.  To be 

set apart from a crowd was to be made special and by allotting each saint his or her 

own gold field, the polyptych further called attention to the other-ness of the divine.  

Each panel was shown separated from the next and often stacked on top of one 

another; this arrangement further ensured that the viewer did not equate heaven with 

the constraints of three-dimensional space.  Along the same line of argument, 

whenever the faithful are shown in a polyptych (as a confraternity or gathered under 

the Madonna’s cloak), they are all jumbled together and set against a plain 

background.  In the Vladanov Polyptych (image 30), the gaggle of the faithful are 

shown against the black interior of the Madonna’s cloak and in the Svih Svetih 

Polyptych (image 10) the confraternity brothers are shown in front of the painted wood 

panels of the  sarcophagus.82  Saints have earned the privilege of being depicted alone 

against gold backgrounds.83  To consider this in alternate terms, the representation of 

the holy figure needs to be separate and whole because it connects with the heavenly 

persona whereas a depiction of the faithful crowd is not a medium for communication. 

 Baxandall used the term period eye to discuss the cognitive capacities of 

fifteenth-century viewers shaped by culturally relevant data.  Much of his argument 

                                                
82 The St. James Polptych (image 6) is an exception to this practice and does show the 
confraternity brothers directly against the gold background.  However, the brothers are 
still collected together and there is still a clear separation between these figures and St. 
James because the brothers are depicted in paint and St. James is a wooden sculpture 
in relief.   
83 The immediate protest to this argument is the issue of donor portraits.  In the group 
of nine Dalmatian polyptychs there are no individual donor portraits, only groups of 
donors as in the Vladanov Polyptych or the Svih Svetih Polyptych.  In earlier and later 
examples of polyptychs in Dalmatia there are no examples of donors being allotted 
their own fields as is found in altarpieces from Central Italy. 
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focused on the correlation between techniques of imaginative devotion and painted 

narratives and the spatial estimation skills practiced by merchants.84  However, the 

notion that the space, color, and decoration on a polyptych could signify divine 

distinction to a viewer is an extension of this idea.  It was not only gold or ultramarine 

that could be used to “impress” the viewer though.  Luxury goods and fabrics passed 

through the Dalmatian ports and wealthy merchants visited the towns wearing all 

degrees of finery.  The period eye would immediately distinguish textiles, brocades 

and garments of superior quality.85  Likewise, it would distinguish fine filigree and 

goldwork.  By combining all of these signifiers of wealth and value, the polyptych 

became an object worthy of being a medium of the visualization of the divine. 

 Although the Dalmatian populace recognized markers of wealth and prestige, 

most congregations did not have the means to fund altarpieces as expensive as the 

Ugljan Polyptych.  Gold fields appear to have been a priority as all nine of the intact 

polyptychs have them.  The frame are also gold.  Though not all have survived, the 

high prices that patrons were willing to devote to them show that they were not simply 

conventions for display.  Unfortunately there are no contracts that specify the cost of 

the altarpiece in terms of what the woodcarver was paid and what the painter was paid 

but there are numerous documents that reveal frame costs.86  In 1385 the painter 

                                                
84 Michael Baxandall, Painting and Experience in Fifteenth Century Italy, second ed. 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988). 29-108 
85 Contracts could even specify the finery of the brocade.  In 1452, Pavao and Ludovik 
de Georgiis from Zadar specified that the painter Dujam Vučković was to paint 
“brocatus aut stellatus stellis aureis sive aliter laboratus” Petricioli, Umjetnička 
Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 79 
86 see appendix 4.4  
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Menegelo paid the woodcarver Marko Nikolin thirteen gold ducats to make a 

polyptych frame according to a drawing supplied by Menegelo.87  Menegelo hired the 

woodcarver Martin Hermanov to make him polyptych frames in 1393, 1396, and 1401 

and paid eighteen libara, fourteen ducats and twenty-two soldi respectively.88  In 1457, 

the woodcarver Vid Jakovljev was paid ninety libara to carve and gild a polyptych 

frame.89  As relative points of price comparison, the Venetian woodcarver Matteo 

Moronzon was paid sixteen gold ducats in 1418 to carve the choir stalls in the Zadar 

Cathedral of St. Anastasia.90  The stalls were a major project consisting of almost 

twenty-six meters of intricately carved wood but the sixteen ducat price did not 

include the cost of gilding.  For the painted polyptych panels, Menegelo was paid 

twenty six ducats, thirty ducats, thirty six ducats for three different commissions.91  Of 

course without specific data on size and material the comparisons are only 

approximations, but general indicators suggest that one third of the total price of a 

polyptych was spent on the gilded frame.  This investment in the frame proves its 

integral importance to the polyptych complex. 

 The surface of the gold field, far from being a static entity was an opportunity 

for special decoration.  Dalmatian polyptychs exhibit a wide variety of tooling designs 

and patterns.  The halo patterns on the Ugljan Polyptych are standard in that they 

consist of several registers of different designs.  For example, the halos of the saints in 

                                                
87 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 15, 113 
88 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 52; Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u 
Zadru u Doba Gotike. 113-115 
89 Petricioli, Umjetnička Obrada Drveta u Zadru u Doba Gotike. 115 
90 Ibid. 
91 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 54 
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the upper register of the Ugljan Polyptych the outermost ring consists of punched 

triads, the next is a continuous ring of small punches, this is followed by a ring of 

larger circles, then a double line, another continuous ring and finally a scalloped 

dotted line.  In the Korčula St. Mark’s Polyptych (image 9), the Christ Child’s halo has 

a scalloped pattern at the edge and a series of vertical lozenges radiating from his 

head.  The Madonna from the same polyptych has a halo with a ring of gesso five-

petal flowers set in parenthetical lines followed by multiple dotted lines.  The central 

Madonna and Child panel from the Blaž Trogir Polyptych (image 4) extends the 

tooling usually reserved for halos to a mandorla filled with gradations of punches 

arranged in undulating lines.  

 The fascination with decoration sometimes results in an interesting approach to 

pattern superimposed on painted drapery.  Although the artists used tonal variations to 

indicate folds in the drapery, the pattern motifs do not follow the line of the folds.  The 

Madonna’s mantle from the Korčula St. Mark’s Polyptych has a pattern of triads of 

sunburst inscribed circles with vines around the outside.  The triads appear evenly 

spaced despite the fact that the mantle covers the projections of the Virgin’s knees and 

pools at the floor.  The artist grants the décor a certain degree of independence from 

the constraints of the natural world.  If the triads were depicted as part of the fabric, 

their placement would not be uniform because the design would recede and project 

with the folds of the fabric.  In a similar qualification, the angle of view of the motifs 

remains evenly spaced regardless of whether they are shown on what are intended as 

horizontal or vertical spaces.  It was not that the artist did not grasp the concept of how 
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to depict the emerge and ingress of a pattern on folding drapery but rather that 

ornament takes precedence over the mundane in the figuration of the divine. 

 The use and amounts of gold and ultramarine dominate discussions of material 

based altarpieces in Italy but it seems that in the more modest culture of Dalmatia, 

other colors could adequately create an impression of specialness.  In the Vladanov 

Polyptych (image 30) from Šibenik, nine of the twelve saint figures have red cloaks.  

At the far left, St. Michael does not have a red cloak but has red tights and red wings.  

The two remaining figures, St. Anthony Abbot and St. Lawrence, have red sleeves or 

collars.  The Vladanov Virgin is shown as the Madonna della Misericordia and 

protects the faithful under her cloak.  In contrast to their saintly counterparts, the 

congregation is dully dressed in blue and taupe.92  In the Korčula St. Mark Polyptych 

(image 9), each saint wears a different combination of bright colors.  St. Michael has 

an orange tunic and a yellow toga.  As in the Ugljan Polyptych, John the Baptist’s 

modest camel-hair shirt is accented with a red and green cape.  St. Peter wears a 

combination of yellow, red, and blue.  Nicholas wears a pink cope over blue and white 

clerical vestments.  With the exception of the gold field backgrounds and a small 

border around the Virgin’s mantle, there is no extra gold detail but the bright colors 

serve as an adequate substitute.   

                                                
92 In one dissembled triptych from the parish church of Varoška near Zadar, the 
background is a deep red instead of gold, presumably because the patrons could not 
afford the gold field.  Although gold was preferred, red appears to have been a second 
color that connoted value and by extension holiness.  
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 Artists were cunning in their ability to maximize the visibility of the materials 

available.  In the Vladanov Polyptych the Virgin’s cloak is the expected blue with gold 

floral design.  However, because the artist had limited gold he arranged the cloak so 

that the only visible gold stems are on either shoulder and partial stems at the sleeves 

and sides.  More emphasis is given to the very visible gold border on the cloak and at 

the waist and bottom hem of the Virgin’s dress.  Instead of a gold brocade pattern on 

the Virgin’s dress, the artist has made a floral brocade out of a deeper shade of pink 

than the dress.  Gold trim is scant but present on the red cloaks of all of the full-length 

saints except for Michael.  None of the half-length saints in the upper register or the 

apostles in the predella has any gold other than the background.   

 The polyptych’s function as an object intended to communicate value and 

preciousness to the congregation does not contradict earlier assessments that 

concentrate on the significance of the pictured cast of saints.  Lightbown’s explanation 

of the saints in a polyptych being arranged according to their position in the Church 

hierarchy still holds.  Dalmatian polyptychs include saints associated with special 

purposes, as Lightbown found in the Crivelli polyptychs, St. Michael is a frequent 

occupant because of his role in shepherding the soul after death (Blaž Trogir Polytych, 

Blaž Šibenik Polyptych, Katarina Polyptych, and Vladanov Polyptych).  Jerome, as the 

patron saint of Dalmatia, was another popular choice (UgljIan Polyptych, Blaž Trogir 

Polyptych, and Vladanov Polyptych).  Polyptychs from Trogir and the surrounding 

area often include the local St. John of Trogir (St. James Polyptych, Blaž Trogir 

Polyptych, Katarina Polyptych and Vladanov Polyptych).  The tables in appendix 4.3 
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show which saints were featured on which polyptychs and then which saints were 

featured in Zadar, Šibenik, and Trogir.  The selection of saints appears to be guided by 

the interests of the religious order, patron and the local population.  Interestingly, all of 

the saints found on the Ugljan Polyptych were titular saints of area churches.  It is 

unknown whether the depiction was intended to be only of local titular saints or 

whether those saints were of special significance to the local population and therefore 

chosen as titular saints.   

 One saint who appears to the art historian to be conspicuously missing from 

the Dalmatian polyptychs is St. Mark.  This is a curious omission when one considers 

that from 1409, Dalmatia (with the exception of independent Ragusa) was part of the 

Mark-obsessed Venetian Empire.  Although it is tempting to conclude that the 

omission represents a purposeful slight against the colonizers, none of the four 

evangelists seem to have been popular saints for polyptychs.  In fact, the Vladanov 

Polyptych is the only one of the extant fifteenth-century Dalmatian polyptychs to 

include an evangelist at all (Matthew).  Photographs of a polyptych from Šibenik 

destroyed during the Second World War appear depict John the Evangelist but the 

quality is so poor that the figure is impossible to identify conclusively.93  Another 

exception is a fourteenth-century polyptych from the Zadar parish church of Varoška 

that may have included Matthew, Luke, and John.  The Matthew and Luke panels are 

                                                
93 Kruno Prijatelj, "Izgubljeni Šibenski Poliptih XV Stoljeća," Prilozi povijesti 
umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 12 (1960). 
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now lost but were mentioned by an apostolic visitor to Zadar in 1603.94  Avoiding the 

evangelists altogether might have conformed with the resistance to depicting the 

politically-significant Mark, but conspiracy theories aside, it seems more likely that 

the evangelists were not considered especially appropriate intercessors or that their 

contributions were sufficiently represented through the written Gospels.  As a 

reference comparison, only John the Evangelist was portrayed with any regularity in 

polyptychs from the Crivelli workshop so it appears that evangelists were simply not 

advantageous polyptych saints. 

 Although evangelists were rarely included as a principal full- or half-length 

figure, Matthew did figure on the polyptychs as part of the group of the twelve 

disciples.  The three polyptychs with intact predellas—the Ugljan Polyptych, Svih 

Svetih Polyptych, and the Vladanov Polyptych—all depict Christ and the twelve 

apostles.  The St. Mary’s Polyptych (image 57) destroyed in World War II also had a 

predella with Christ and the twelve apostles.  When the panels of what has been 

reconstructed as the Katarina Polyptych was found, there was a small, half-length 

image of a man that is thought to be the only surviving piece of another apostles’ 

predella.  The iconography of Christ and the apostles is not uncommon and in most 

such representations from Italy, Peter and Paul flank Christ.  However, the Dalmatian 

predellas vary from this formula.  Emil Hilje has convincingly argued that Paul of 

Tarsus is not included in predella of the Ugljan Polyptych or the St. Mary’s Polyptych 

                                                
94 Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru. 67 and footnote 196  The apostolic visitor, M. 
Priulija, is not entirely trustworthy on the identification of saints.  He identified two of 
the figures from the Varoška Polyptych as George instead of as George and 
Chrysogonus.  
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of Christ and the apostles.  Instead, the predellas show Judas Iscariot’s original 

replacement, Matthias and the Pentecost (the first gathering of the Christian 

community).95  The application of Hilje’s argument to the iconography of the predellas 

of the Vladanov Polyptych and the Svih Svetih Polyptych shows that they too depict 

Matthias as the twelfth apostle.96 

 If we accept the premise that the predellas of the Ugljan, Svih Svetih, 

Vladanov, and St. Mary’s Polyptychs depict the Pentecost, effectively the first 

Christian gathering, then these larger polyptychs can be understood as visual 

presentations of the Christian theological principles: the incarnation, salvation, and 

community.  The predella showed the establishment of the Christian community of 

believers.  The proximity of the predella to the altar was appropriate because the past 

and present Christian communities were linked through the celebration of the 

                                                
95 Emil Hilje, "Ikonografski Program Predele Ugljanskog Poliptiha," Prilozi povijesti 
umjetnosti u Dalmacifi 36, no. Petriciolijev Zbornik II (1996). 
96 This predella iconography of Christ and the temporally specific apostles may not 
have been isolated to Dalmatia. The predella of the polyptych made by Carlo Crivelli 
for the Cathedral of Ascoli in 1473 shows Christ and ten other figures.  Ronald 
Lightbown suggested that the figures on the predella can be identified as Peter and 
Paul flanking Christ, the four evangelists divided into two pair at either end of the 
predella and two pair of apostles on either side of the central triad.  While it is a 
strange arrangement because there are only ten figures as opposed to the traditional 
twelve, there are two similarities between this predella and the Dalmatian ones that 
deserve mention.  The figure on Christ’s left that Lightbown identifies as Paul is 
white-haired and white-bearded while Paul is typically shown as bald-headed but with 
a dark-haired fringe and beard.  The white-haired and white-bearded appearance 
however is consistent with the representations of Andrew in the Dalmatian predellas.  
Additionally, the figure at the far right is a young, short-haired blond man holding a 
scroll with his back turned away from the viewer.  This physiognomy is consistent 
with all of the other representations of Matthias and in the Vladanov Polyptych 
Matthias is shown in profile (as opposed to frontally). 
Lightbown, Carlo Crivelli. 179-181 
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Eucharist that occurred on the altar.97  The miracle of the incarnation was made 

manifest in images of Christ as an infant in his mother’s arms.  The central fields of 

the Ugljan Polyptych and St.Mary’s Polyptych show Christ on his mother’s lap, and 

the upper-register central field of the Svih Svetih Polyptych shows the Madonna 

breast-feeding the Christ Child.  Madonna della Misericordia found in the central 

fields of the St.Mary’s Polyptych and the Vladanov Polyptych depict divine mercy and 

the concept of the Virgin as protectress, a sentiment of particular comfort to a 

population besieged by Ottoman threat.98  The salvation of humanity is referenced in 

images of Christ in the sarcophagus or imago pietatis as found in the Ugljan Polyptych 

and Svih Svetih Polyptych.99  In the St. Mary’s Polyptych Christ is shown as the 

Pantocrator, an iconographic type usually associated with the omnipresence of God.  

The saints are shown as models worthy of emulation for their faith, wisdom, 

martyrdom, charity, or as intercessors between humans and an intimidating God.  As 

opposed to a single-panel altarpiece which demanded a single subject and therefore 

could only effectively and fully represent one concept at a time, the polyptych, by 

                                                
97 Charles Hope makes a similar argument about the appropriateness of the 
Crucifixion as the center panel of Italianate narrative predellas given the proximity to 
the Eucharistic table on the altar below. Hope, "Altarpieces and the Requirements of 
Patrons." 
98 In a strange variation the Madonna is shown both holding Christ on her lap and 
protecting the faithful under her cloak in the St. Mary’s Polyptych 
99 The upper central panel on the Vladanov Polyptych is now lost.  It is clear from the 
construction of the frame that it was part of the original complex.  Given the 
similarities in layout between the Vladanov Polyptych and the Ugljan Polyptych it is 
reasonable to assume that the central panel was either a Crucifixion or some type of 
Imago Pietatis.  
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virtue of its multi-faceted-ness had the capacity to represent more ideas in the same 

amount of space. 

 The appearance of the polyptych was an integral part of the visual environment 

appropriate to the dramatic experience of the Dalmatian Church.  The Dalmatian 

Church’s alternative approaches to ritual and ceremony demanded a manner of 

representation appropriate for the elaborate dramaturgy.  The celebration of the mass 

was an enveloping experience that incorporated sound, sight and smell.  The spired 

shape of the frame, its shiny gold fields and bright colors would be experienced 

through a haze of pungent incense and rich choral tones.  The celebrant, bedecked in 

colorful embroidered clerical vestments, would open the ornamented tabernacle and 

lift the embellished chalice in front of the visually opulent altarpiece.  Contact with the 

mysteries of divinity had to be distinguished from the mundane or the pedestrian and 

the integrated experience ensured that difference. 

 If the altar image is intended to figure the divine and establish its difference 

from the earthly, then it is perfectly logical that naturalism would be rejected as a 

method of representation.  As an object figuring in the performance and experience of 

the liturgy, the Dalmatian altarpiece had to display value appropriate to that station.  

The appearance of the Dalmatian altarpiece was governed by its functional role in the 

liturgy. 

Alternate Trajectories of Altarpiece Development 

 Herein lies the problem in considering altarpiece development as a single 

trajectory and therefore considering the polyptych in relation to its continuous-field 
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successor: the governing dynamics are different.  The polyptych is a liturgical object 

and the Latin-Western pala is an art object with subject reference to the liturgy.  The 

polyptych is better suited to the methods of analysis associated with Byzantine icons 

than it is to Latin-Western altarpieces.  Using a continuous field or naturally 

representing space, volume, or light was counterproductive for an artist trying to show 

divine difference.  A gold background immediately signals separation between the 

image and the viewer while a mathematically rendered architectural space indicates 

similarity or continuity.  Separate fields communicate distinction while a gathering of 

figures shown as interrelated volumes appears familiar.   A golden brocade that defies 

the constraints of representation illustrates distinction better than a plain mantle that 

perfectly imitates tonal shifts of light and shadow in paint.  Naturalistic representation 

by definition makes the image accessible to the viewer and in Dalmatia accessibility 

contradicted the purpose of the image to visualize divine difference. 

 Perhaps the best evidence in favor of this argument is the type of art and 

preferred form of representation that followed the fifteenth-century polyptychs.  If the 

population eventually embraced the continuous field and naturalism, then it would 

make sense to argue that the penchant for the polyptych was merely a conservative 

holdover.  However, the Dalmatian population did not abandon the religiously guided 

regard for the image in the sixteenth century or beyond confirming that the appearance 

of the polyptych was a conscious, principled choice. 

 There are two factors that complicate the evaluation of sixteenth and 

seventeenth century imagery in Dalmatia.  To begin with, the fact that the Dalmatian 
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coast was part of the Venetian Empire after 1409 means that there was a level of 

heterogeneity in the population as Venetians arrived to govern the region.  As a result, 

there are numerous monuments and artifacts along the Dalmatian coast that are very 

similar to those found in Venice or even done by the same artists.  In Zadar alone there 

are paintings by the Veronese workshop, Palma il Giovane, and the Bassano 

workshop. 100  The colonial governments sponsored decoration projects and the 

Venetian-appointed archbishops organized church renovations.  It would be foolish to 

suggest that there are no examples of altarpieces of other religious paintings that 

correspond to mainstream European artistic practices. However, because these works 

were not chosen by the same population group (or their descendents) as the earlier 

polyptychs, they are not representative of the Dalmatian attitude toward religious 

imagery. 

 A second factor that complicates analysis of Dalmatian art in the sixteenth and 

seventeenth centuries is emigration.  After the fall of the Bosnian Empire in 1443 and 

the fall of Constantinople in 1453, the menace of Ottoman threat shifted its gaze to 

Dalmatia.  The first Ottoman raids on settlements on the Dalmatian coast began in 

1461.  By 1501 officials in Zadar reported that 10,000 people in the countryside 

around the city had “disappeared” in Ottoman raids.101  The Dalmatian population 

began to leave the city for the opposite, safer coast of the Adriatic beginning in the 

                                                
100 For information and images from this period please see: Emil Hilje and Radoslav 
Tomić, Slikarstvo, ed. Nikola Jakšić (Kranj: Gorenjski Tisak, 2006). 
101 Catherine Wendy Bracewell, The Uskoks of Senj: Piracy, Banditry and Holy War 
in the Sixteenth-Century Adriatic (New York: Cornell University Press, 1992). 
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1470s.  Many settled in the Marches, the Abruzzi and Puglia.102  Following the 

development of attitudes toward religious imagery requires some geographical 

flexibility because of this emigration. 

 A third concession that should be made is that the Dalmatian conception of 

religious imagery never existed in a vacuum.  Of course Venetian presence in 

Dalmatia and the assimilation of the Dalmatian immigrants in their new homes 

affected how they worshipped and conceived of religious imagery.  Yet there are 

sufficient consistencies to conclude that the Dalmatians maintained the view that the 

image was a functional link with the divine. 

 A polyptych made for the Capella degli Schiavoni in the Church of Santa 

Maria della Carita in Ascoli Piceno in the Marche in 1489 proves the extent that the 

Dalmatians maintained the same aesthetic preferences after emigration.103  The 

polyptych (image 61), signed and dated by Pietro Alamanno, depicts a central 

Madonna and Child with saints Michael, Jerome, Blaise, and Nicholas of Bari.  The 

presence of Blaise denotes the presence of Ragusans in the Ascoli Piceno “schiavoni” 

community since Blaise was the patron saint of the independent city-state.  The 

Schiavoni Polyptych includes some updates from the Dalmatian polyptychs from 

                                                
102 Praga, History of Dalmatia. 161-171; Ferdo Gestrin, "Migracije iz Dalmacije u 
Marke u XV i XVI Stoljeću," Radovi Institut za hrvatsku povijest 10 (1977). 
103 There is an argument to be made that the Dalmatians also maintained their aberrant 
religious practices when they emigrated.  A notice from proceedings of a legal dispute 
from Ascoli Piceno in 1489 includes the demand from the Dalmatian community that 
the “messa semplice” be performed in their chapel every day.  If this demand was not 
met, the Dalmatians reserved the right to transfer the Alamanno altarpiece to another 
church.  Pietro Alamanno, Stefano Papetti, and Sandra Di Provvido, Pietro Alamanno: 
Un Pittore Austriaco Nella Marca, 1. ed. (Milano: F. Motta, 2005). 192   
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earlier in the century.  The frame is more restrained than earlier examples; there are 

spires between each field and crockets at the center-top of each field.  The central-field 

is covered in a canopy style top that protrudes from the rest of the frame.  

Additionally, the floral-architectural design on the Virgin’s mantle submits to the 

demands of folds in fabric more so than earlier Dalmatian examples.  However, the 

altarpiece maintains the hallmark divided-field appearance and gold-field 

backgrounds.  Michael’s armor far outstrips any earthly military protection with its 

embellished knee and shoulder protectors and fringed tunic.  Jerome’s red cardinal 

outfit is relatively plain but his counterparts, Blaise and Nicholas have green and pink 

copes with painted versions of “acupintura” (painting with a needle) pluvial rims.  The 

pose of the Virgin and Child mimics the Eleousa type found in several icons venerated 

on the Dalmatian coast.104 Admittedly, this type of altarpiece was standard in the 

Marches region in the second half of the fifteenth century.  Carlo Crivelli’s workshop 

was instrumental in popularizing the format and it should not go unrecognized that the 

artist and his brother Vittore both spent time in Zadar in the 1460s.105 

 There are examples of Dalmatian altarpieces from the sixteenth century that 

demonstrate interest in Renaissance artistic values while still preserving the character 

of the polyptych.  The mail panel of the Cavtat Polyptych (image 39) from 1509 

shows the typical single-figures in individual gold fields but the upper and lower 

                                                
104 For examples of these icons from the thirteenth century please see: Ivo Petricioli, 
Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti (Kranj: Gorenjski Tisk, 2004). 
105 ———, "Orme Di Carlo Crivelli a Zara: L'opera Pittorica Di Pietro Jordanic E Le 
Testimonianze Archivistiche," in Vittore Crivelli e la Pittura del suo Tempo nel 
Fermano, ed. Stefano Papetti and Pietro Zampetti (Milano: F. Motta, 1997). 
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predellas show half-length narrative scenes and the gable has a unified composition of 

the Virgin and Child with Roch and Sebastian (image 40).  While the gable does 

combine an unprecedented four figures in a single tableaux, the artist does not 

dispense with all decorative pretense and includes gesso halos for all four figures and 

an intact brocade motif on the Madonna’s folded cloak.  With its extensive gold work 

and decorative flourish, no one could conclude that the audience for the Cavtat 

Polyptych was primarily concerned with contemporary artistic style, but neither could 

one conclude that polyptychs were static. 

 Both of these examples can be understood as negotiation between the traditions 

that regard the image as art or the image as divine mediator because they incorporate 

elements of both.  This exploration of the “other side,” however, did not result in 

acceptance.  Instead, the population tied to the alternate conceptions of imagery and 

worship adopted the neo-Byzantine or Italo-Creto style of imagery because it was 

better suited to their needs. 

 The triptych from the Church of St. Stephen on the island of Sustjepan 

(Sustjepan Triptych, image 25) in Southern Dalmatia from 1534 depicts the Madonna 

and Child in the central field flanked by Stephen and John the Evangelist.  Here, the 

experiments of the Cavtat Polyptych are firmly rejected.  The figures are separated 

into fields and even divested of physiognomic naturalism in favor of the planar 

appearance of Byzantine icons.  Stephen has a blue and red brocaded chasuble with 

gold trim and a gold rectangle.  With the exception of Stephen’s clothing, patterns and 

embellishment are not as prevalent in the Sustjepan Triptych as they were in the 
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fifteenth-century polyptychs.  Instead, the artist emphasized the chrysography of the 

drapery in shades of white highlights on the red, green, and orange of the painted 

fabric.  There is no question of the divine office of the figures in this triptych because 

the mode of representation makes this separation obvious to the viewer. 

 A painting from the sixteenth century now in the Korčula Cathedral Treasury 

Museum shows the Virgin and Child with St. Roch and St. Sebastian (Korčula Latte 

Conversazione, image 63).  Here the artist shows the Christ Child’s mantle with gold 

chrysography drapery and the Virgin’s mantle with floral designs superimposed on the 

shaded red folds of drapery.  Christ grabs the Madonna’s breast with both hands and 

suckles as he looks out at the viewer, a variation on the Madonna del Latte 

iconography.  Roch and Sebastian are depicted according to Western iconographic 

models as well: Roch lifts up his tunic to reveal his pussy sore and naked Sebastian is 

tied to a freestanding column covered in arrows.  It is not iconography that identifies 

an image as an art object rather it is the approach to representation.  

 Examples of Italo-Cretan images from Dalmatia are plentiful and it is not 

necessary to discuss them all here.  Italo-Cretan images appealed to the Dalmatian 

patron because, similar to the golden, polychromatic examples from the fifteenth 

century, they were sufficiently removed from quotidian visual experience.  The image 

remained a conduit of the divine in Dalmatia and its appearance had to reflect that by 

signaling difference to the viewer.  Other practices indicate that Dalmatia’s approach 

to religious images differed from that of mainstream Italy.  Dalmatian patrons 

“updated” images by encasing them in silver revetments that left only the figures’ 
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heads exposed.  Silver crowns or jewelry was added to images and altarpieces.  Silver 

votive panels were tacked onto images so that they covered the painted surface except 

for the figures’ faces.  All of these practices reflect obsession not with the art of the 

image, but with its link with the divine.  

Conclusion 

 The criteria by which Burckhardt and other art historians focused on Italy have 

evaluated and discussed altarpieces are germane to art, not to religion.  The writers 

that art historians rely on to illuminate contemporary ideas regarding religious 

representation, Alberti or Vasari for example, are art theorists rather than theologians 

or the people who used the images in devotion.  The injunction against gold or 

prejudice against lavish display of materials, are judgments that stem from artistic 

concerns rather than religious ones.  In Painting and Experience in Fifteenth Century 

Italy, Michael Baxandall discussed how the Central Italian patron began to value 

investment in human skill over investment in materials.106  He explained that attitudes 

shifted so that the “discerning patron” would spend more money on the “brush” of the 

artist than on materials.  This presumes that the patron conceived of the finished 

product as an art object rather than a religious one.  A patron would not dare to 

privilege skill over materials when commissioning a reliquary because the reliquary 

contained the divine.  Patrons who conceived of images as figuring the divine made 

the same judgment and continued to invest in materials and display.   

                                                
106 Baxandall, Painting and Experience in Fifteenth Century Italy. 
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 The polyptych was a natural step in the development of religious imagery: it 

combined multiple images of saints, the Madonna and Child, and sacrifice of Christ 

into a compact package with an impressive presentation.  What is less certain is if the 

pala altarpiece would have followed in the progression of effective religious imagery 

if ideas about art had not intervened.  In much of the Latin West, the image lost its 

thaumaturgy beginning in the fourteenth century.  Vasari begins his formulation of art 

history with the artists of the fourteenth century and not coincidentally, the fourteenth 

century is when attitudes regarding the relative importance of material and skill first 

began to shift.  I would argue that the progressive development of religious imagery in 

the West split with the advent of artistic consciousness.  The Dalmatian Church, 

because of its blend of Eastern and Western religious practices and ideas, did not 

embrace the new approach and maintained the structure and appearance of the earlier 

functional images. 

 To return to Burckhardt’s formulation of the aufgabe of the altarpiece: the 

form, function and content of the narrative pala and the polyptych are not identical and 

so they cannot be judged according to the same criteria.  It is true that both were found 

above altars in churches.  It is true that they shared a common iconographic 

wellspring.  It is even true that in some physical places the pala replaced the 

polyptych.  However, the changeover from polyptych to pala represented more than 

the dissolution of internal divisions or a new approach to devotional contemplation.  It 

was a shift that brought the image from the realm of the divine into the consciousness 

of man and it was by no means a leap that was made universally. 
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Postscript 

 

 It seems misguided to “conclude” a dissertation since the premise is that the 

research begun here will sustain at least a decade, if not an entire career, of work.  In 

my case it is definitely the latter. 

 One may lament that so much time and energy was devoted to understanding 

and cataloging the secondary literature and argue that the first two chapters are of 

interest only to students of Dalmatian art (of which there are admittedly very few).  

This is certainly true in terms of the facts presented.  Alessandro Dudan’s La 

Dalmazia nell'Arte Italiana: venti secoli di civiltà will never be incorporated into an 

art history survey text.1  The chronology of the career of Nikola Vladanov will never 

be of interest to a general audience because the paintings associated with Vladanov are 

not particularly striking nor is his life remarkable.  I would counter, however, by 

saying that the arguments made with those facts about cultural heritage, ethnicity, and 

biography are pertinent to the discipline of art history at large.  The use of art history 

to construct a narrative that justifies or defends claims of collective identity is a 

practice that deserves further inquiry.  Likewise, questioning the motives behind 

biography as the structuring principle of art history is an equally applicable to other 

fields in the discipline.  

 With that said, it is the argument about the religious function of the polyptych 

that is best poised for further research.  I intend to expand the section on the specific 

                                                
1 Alessandro Dudan, La Dalmazia Nell'arte Italiana: Venti Secoli Di Civiltà (Milan: 
Fratelli Treves Editori, 1921). 
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practices of the Aquileian rite and explore the premise of parallels between the 

Aquileian rite and Byzantine religious attitudes.  This will most certainly entail 

enlisting the help of a liturgist since evaluating the contents of the rite falls outside of 

my skill set.  An examination of the religious environments of other locations where 

the polyptych format retained its popularity may also be an appropriate corollary to the 

discussion of polyptychs in Dalmatia.   

 The “new model of anachronism” proposed by Alexander Nagel and 

Christopher Wood in the Art Bulletin that holds that the pre-modern mind could 

understand something was made in the present but still conceive of it as an antique 

because of a “diachronic chain of replications” is promising in relation to many of the 

Dalmatian paintings.2  This idea of diachronicity seems especially applicable to 

Dalmatian polyptychs because of the consistency of representation of typologies such 

as the Eleousa or the Madonna del Latte.  It also could be appropriate for something 

like the Zadar Madonna della Salute (image 13) that was curiously a copy of an older 

icon that was signed and dated by the artist in the present (Blasius de Jadra, 1447).  

The Zadar Madonna della Salute was venerated as an icon, covered in a silver 

revetment, and carried in procession around Zadar every Friday until the first World 

War. 

 I would be remiss if I did not confess that I intend to use any research excuse I 

can to return to Dubrovnik.  There are many aspects of patronage in Ragusa that I did 

not have an opportunity to explore in my chapter on the private patronage of the 

                                                
2 Alexander Nagel and Christopher S. Wood, "Toward a New Model of Renaissance 
Anachronism," The Art Bulletin 87, no. 3 (2005). 405 
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nobility and cittadini.  I intend to investigate the sharp rise in popularity of Italo-

Cretan style paintings after 1520.  Additionally, the art collections amassed by the 

city’s foreign ambassadors in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries are intriguing 

testaments of taste and political favor.  There is further work to be done with many of 

the paintings included in this study.  For example, both the Danče Triptych (image 54) 

and the Cavtat Polyptych (images 39, 40) have interesting narrative predella scenes 

that relate to prototypes from the Italian peninsula.    

 There are many events, experiences, and things related to this project that I 

would not revisit gladly.  Luckily, there are just as many, if not more, that I look 

forward to returning to in the future. 
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Appendix 1.1 
Timeline 
 
The dates and information in this timeline were gathered from four sources: Giuseppe 
Praga’s History of Dalmatia, Robin Harris’ Dubrovnik: a History, Marcus Tanner’s 
Croatia: A Nation Forged in War, and John V.A. Fine’s When Ethnicity Did Not 
Matter in the Balkans. 
 
33 BCE: The Roman province of Illyricum or Dalmatia is established.  Borders extend 
from the Drava to the north, the Drina to the east, and the Mathis River in Albania to 
the south.   
 
297 CE: Diocletian reorganizes the Empire and the Augustan province of Dalmatia is 
split in two.  The territory south of Budua became the Praevalis with its capital at 
Scodra.  The territory north of Budua became Dalmatia with its capital at Salona.  
Dalmatia was joined  to the diocese of Western Illyricium and the prefecture of Italy.  
 
330 CE: Birth of Saint Jerome in Stridon near the Pannonian border  
 
514: The bishop of Salona assumes the title of archbishop, the highest level in the 
church  hierarchy.  This elevation puts him on the same level as the bishops of Rome, 
Ravenna, and Milan.  
 
553: Dalmatia becomes part of the Eastern Empire and politically connected with 
Ravenna. 
 
590-604: Reign of Pope Gregory the Great during which the papacy tries to centralize 
power.  The Salonitan Church gravitates toward Ravenna.  
 
527-615: The Avars and Slavs arrive in Dalmatia.  Salona is destroyed and the 
population and Church reestablish at Diocletian’s Palace in Split. 
 
c. 800-900: The Slavs convert to Christianity because of the efforts of the disciples 
Cyril and Methodius.  The duo teach the Slavs the Glagolitic script and introduce the 
mass in the Slavonic vernacular. 
 
925-937: King Tomislav unites the Triune Kingdom of Slavonia, Pannonia, and 
Dalmatia and  allies with the Roman Church and the papacy. 
 
925: Synod in Split.  Split is confirmed as an archbishopric and made the Metropolitan 
of the Church with authority over the areas of Croatia and the Byzantine communes.  
The celebration of the Glagolitic liturgy is outlawed. 
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928: Second Synod in Split.  The celebration of the Glagolitic liturgy is outlawed 
again. 
 
991: Doge Pietro Orseolo declares Venice patron of the Adriatic. 
 
996-999: Establishment of the Dubrovnik Archbishopric 
 
998 or 1000: first temporary submission of Dalmatia to Venetian rule 
 
1054: Schism.  The Archbishopric of Split becomes part of the Latin Church and the 
Patriarchy of Aquileia. 
 
1060: Third synod in Split at which the celebration of the Glagolitic liturgy is 
prohibited.  The Abbot of Pomposa prohibits marriage between blood relatives in a 
attempt to break up the circles of the pro-Byzantine aristocracy in Zadar and Split. 
 
c. 1075: Pope Nicholas II issues an edict that threatens excommunication for anyone 
who ordained a Slav priest who did not know Latin. 
 
1081-1085: Dubrovnik briefly under Norman Rule, then returns to Byzantine Empire 
 
1089: Zvonimir, the last king of independent Croatia, dies. 
 
1102: King Laszlo of Hungary invades the Kingdom of Croatia and annexes it.  Under 
the terms of the Pacta Conventa, Croatia becomes a semi-autonomous banovina.  
 
1125-1145: Dubrovnik under Venetian rule 
 
1154: Papal bull that elevates Zadar and Ragusa to archbishoprics but also cedes 
Ragusa back to Constantinople.  The archbishoprics of Zadar and Split are under the 
Patriarchy of Aquileia. 
 
1171: Dubrovnik seized by Venice 
 
1177: In thanks for the mediating role Venice played between the papacy and 
Frederick Barbarossa, Pope Alexander III transfers authority over the archbishoprics 
of Zadar and Split to the Venetian-controlled Patriarchy of Grado. 
 
1180s: First military clashes between Serbia and Ragusa 
 
1186-1192: Dubrovnik under Norman rule in return for protection from Serbia and 
Venice, then returns again to the Byzantine Empire 
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1202-1204: the Fourth Crusade.  Venice conquers Zadar and Constantinople and gains 
control over Ragusa.  As part of the Peace of Zadar, Venice obtains the privilege of 
appointing bishops in Dalmatia. 
 
1205: Dubrovnik seized by Venetian fleet.  The communes only viable alternative 
would be to ally with the Kingdom of Serbia and Venetian rule was preferable to 
Serbian rule. 
 
1332-1367: Nicolo Matafari is the Archbishop of Zadar. 
 
1348: Black Death 
 
1358: All of Dalmatia (including Dubrovnik and its territories) acquired by King 
Louis I of Hungary.  The date marks the beginning of Dubrovnik’s effective 
independence and separation from the rest of Dalmatia. 
 
1378-1381: the War of Chioggia (Dubrovnik fights with the Genoese) 
 
1389: Battle of Kosovo 
 
before 1396: Dubrovnik begins to negotiate with the Ottoman Empire 
 
1409: King Ladislas of Hungary sells Dalmatia, except for Dubrovnik and its 
territories, to  Venice for 100,000 ducats. 
 
1430: Dubrovnik makes commercial agreements with the Ottoman Sultan. 
 
1437: King Sigismund of Hungary settles all remaining controversies with Venice and 
cedes all remaining territories in Dalmatia for a second payment of 10,000 ducats. 
 
1444: Battle of Varna. 
 
1445: Dubrovnik accepts symbolic sovereignty of the Ottoman Sultan and agrees to 
pay an  annual tribute of 1,500 ducats. 
 
1450-1494: Maffeo Vallaresso is the Archbishop of Zadar. 
 
1453: Ottoman forces conquer Constantinople. 
 
1463: First war between the Venetian and the Ottomans 
 
1468: Ottoman attacks in Dalmatia. 
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1469: Dubrovnik’s the annual tribute to the Ottoman Sultan is raised from 1,500 to 
5,000 ducats  per year. 
 
1471: Dubrovnik’s annual tribute to the Ottoman Sultan is raised to 9,000 ducats per 
year and set  at 10,000 ducats thereafter. 
 
1470: Beginning of mass emigration in Dalmatia. 
 
1500:  Ottoman forces capture the port of Makarska  
 
1501: Officials from Zadar report that 10,000 people from the surrounding area had 
vanished in  Ottoman raids. 
 
1520: Major earthquake strikes Dubrovnik. 
 
1531: Establishment of the Confraternity of St. Lazarus in Dubrovnik 
 
1570: Ottoman and Holy League battles begin in Dalmatia 
 
1571: Battle of Lepanto.  Venice loses territory in Dalmatia as a result of the Treaty of 
Lepanto. 
 
1645-1669: War of Candia 
 
1657: Ottoman forces attack Split (part of the War of Candia) 
 
1669: Venice acquires former Ottoman territories in Dalmatia (vecchio acquisto, see 
map 13) 
 
1692-1694: Venetian blockade of the port of Ragusa 
 
1699: Venice acquires more former Ottoman territories in Dalmatia (nuovo acquisto) 
 
1718: Venice acquires more former Ottoman territories in Dalmatia (nuovissimo 
acquisto, see  map 14) 
 
1797: Fall of the Venetian Empire to Napoleon.  France and Austria exchange control 
of Dalmatia for control of Lombardy.  Habsburg General Juraj Rukavina enters Zadar 
and gains control of Dalmatia with the exception of Dubrovnik. 
 
1805: Austria cedes control of Dalmatia to France.  
 
1806: Entry of French troops into Dubrovnik—siege by Russians and Montenegrins 
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1809: Napoleon establishes the “Illyrian Provinces”  
 
1815: Control of the “Illyrian Provinces” is ceded to Austria  
 
1815-1871: Risorgimento in Italy 
 
1835-1858: the Illyrian Movement 
 
1848: The “Croatian Revolution” in Zagreb.  “Illyrian” declared the national language 
of the  Triune Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia, and Dalamtia despite the fact that the 
Zagreb government does not have jurisdiction over Dalmatia.  Josip Jelačić appointed 
ban. 
 
1866: Austria-Hungary imposes a policy of “Slavicization” of Dalmatia rather than 
“Italianization” (decree limits use of Italian, requires civil servants to learn Croatian, 
confirms the “Slavic character” of Zadar secondary schools) 
 
1906: Rise of Josip Strossmeyer and pan-Slavicisim unites Croatia and Serbia. 
 
1914-1918: First World War 
 
1915: The Treaty of London in which Entente Powers offer Italy territories of Gorizia, 
Slovenia, Istria, and northern Dalmatia in return for declaring war on Germany and 
Austria-Hungary.  The Entente Powers offer Bosnia, eastern Slavonia, and southern 
Dalmatia to Serbia 
 
1918: Proclamation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.  Dalmatia is 
included as part of the territory of the new state. 
 
1918: Italy also lays claim to Dalmatia as per the terms of the Treaty of London. 
 
1920: Signing of the Treaty of Rapallo. The Dalmatian coastline between Nin and 
Trogir remain  part of Italy.  The rest of Dalmatia becomes part of the Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. 
 
1934:  Assassination of King Alexander of Yugoslavia in Marseilles 
 
1939-1945: Second World War 
 
1939: Yugoslavia joins the Axis Powers 
 
1941: Nazi Germany invades Yugoslavia 
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1941: Proclamation of the Independent State of Croatia (Nezavisna Država Hrvatska) 
by the  Ustaše.  Ante Pavelić is head of state. 
 
1943-1944: Allied bombing of Zadar.  
 
1944: Partisans enter all Dalmatian cities. 
 
1945: Establishment of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia 
 
1963: Establishment of the Social Federalist Republic of Yugoslavia.  Marshal Josip 
Broz Tito is named president for life. 
 
1970-1971: Student demonstrations as part of the “Croatian Spring.” 
 
1980: Josip Broz Tito dies. 
 
1991: Croatia announces independence from the Social Federalist Republic of 
Yugoslavia 
 
1992: Croatia officially recognized by most European countries. 
 
1991-1995: War for Croatian Independence (Homeland War) 
 
1995: Signing of the Dayton Accord and the establishment of the current borders of 
the Republic of Croatia. 
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Appendix 1.2 
Historical Maps 
 
All maps originally published in History of Dalmatia by Giuseppe Praga. 
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Appendix 2.1 
Artist Biographies 
 
The timelines offer key dates in the artist’s career and are not intended to be 
exhaustive.  For a full account of all documents associated with the artists from 
Central Dalmatia, see Emil Hilje, Gotičko Slikarstvo u Zadru.  For a full account of all 
documents associated with the artists from Dubrovnik, see Jorjo Tadić Građa o 
Slikarskoj Školi u Dubrovniku XIV-XVI veka. 
 
Blaž Jurjev 
Blasius, Blasio, Blasio Georgii, Biasio de Tragurio 
1412-1450 
Split, Trogir, Dubrovnik, Šibenik, Zadar 
 

• 1412, decorative painting in the Franciscan Church in Split (Fisković, 1950) 
• 1419, paints a seal for the Hungarian king in Trogir (Fisković, 1950) 
• 1421, the Ragusan Grand Council offers Blaž 30 iperperos to stay in the city 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1422, the Ragusan Grand Council offers Blaž 30 iperperos to stay in the city 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1423, notice that Blaž takes an apprentice from Jajce, artist noted as from 

“Lapac” (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1423, contract with the Dubrovnik government for one year (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1426, contract with the Dubrovnik government for one year (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1426, dispute over salary with the Dubrovnik Grand Council (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1429, Blaž inducted into the Confraternity of the Holy Spirit in Trogir 

(Fisković, 1950) 
• 1431, contract for an altarpiece for the Brotherhood of All Saints in Blato 

(Foretić, 1962) 
• 1435, paints an altarpiece in Trogir for the altar of St. Jerome in the 

Benedictine Church of St. John the Baptist (Fisković, 1942) 
• 1436, date of the signature on the St. James Polyptych  
• 1436, contract for an altarpiece for the Confraternity of St. Mary (Fisković, 

1942) 
• 1437, contract for an altarpiece for the Franciscan Monastery of St. Mary 

(Fisković, 1950) 
• 1441, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of All Saints in Blato, Korčula 

(Fisković, 1942) 
• 1445, record of payment from the Zadar Franciscans for work  (Fisković, 

1959) 
• 1447, signs the Madonna della Salute in Zadar (Sabalich, 1897) 
• 1448, writes his will in Zadar (Sabalich, 1897) 

 
 



 

 

351 

Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
• Madonna della Salute (Zadar, 

SICU) 
• Blaž Šibenik Polyptych (Šibenik, 

Church of Santa Barbara) 
• Blaž Trogir Polyptych (Trogir, 

Church Art Museum) 
• Madonna of the Rosegarden 

(Trogir, Church Art Museum) 
• Čiovo Polyptych (Trogir, Church 

Art Museum) 
• Kaštel-Štafilić Madonna (Kaštel 
Štafilić, Private Collection) 

• St. James Polyptych (Trogir, 
Church Art Museum) 

• Katarina Polyptych (Trogir, 
Church Art Museum) 

• Ston Crucifix (Ston, Church of St. 
Nicholas) 

• Split Crucifix (Split, Franciscan 
Church) 

• Svih Svetih Polyptych (Korčula, 
All Saints Church) 

• Korčula St. Mark’s Polyptych 
(Korčula, Cathedral Treasury) 

 

 
Dujam Vučković 
Doymus Marini, Doymo Vulcicouich, Doimo Vuchouich (Dujam Vušković) 
1429-1457 
Split, Šibenik, Zadar 
 

• 1429, accepts commission with Ivan Petrov for frescoes in the Chapel of St. 
Duje in the Split Cathedral (Fisković, 1950) 

• 1442, contract with the archbishop of Split (Kukuljević, 1858) 
• 1445, collaborative commission with Antun Restinović in Šibenik (Kukuljević, 

1858) 
• 1448, contract with Antun Restinović in Šibenik (Mole, 1912) 
• 1452, paints and gilds the De Riboldis Polyptych for the Franciscan Church in 

Zadar (Fisković 1959) 
• 1461, noted as dead (Fisković 1950) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Duje Frescoes (Split, Cathedral) 
• Rave Madonna and Child (Zadar, 

• Ugljan Polyptych (Zadar, 
Franciscan Monastery) 
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SICU) 
• Split Crucifixion (Split, Galerija 

Umjetnina) 
• Franciscan Madonna (Zadar, 

Franciscan Monastery) 
• Madonna between Angels 

(Korčula, Cathedral Treasury) 
• Mystic Marriage of St. Catherine 

(Hvar, Franciscan Monastery) 
• Šibenik Madonna (Šibenik, City 

Museum) 
• Madonna del Latte (Šibenik, 

Franciscan Monastery) 
• St. Nicholas Fragment 

(Dubrovnik, Private Collection) 
• De Riboldis Polyptych (Zadar, 

Franciscan Monastery) 

• Hermitage Panels (St. Petersburg, 
Hermitage Museum) 

• Madonna and Child (SICU) 

 
 
Ivan Petrov 
Iohanni filius quondam Petri de Mediolano, Petri de Milano 
1429-1447 
Split, Zadar 
 

• 1429, accepts commission with Dujam Vučković for frescoes in the Chapel of 
St. Duje in the Split Cathedral (Fisković, 1950) 

• 1431, contract with the Zadar archbishop Lorenzo Venier to paint and gild 
statues carved by Matteo Moronzon for the Zadar Cathedral (Petricioli, 1972) 

• 1442, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Peter in Znojacima 
(Fisković, 1959) 

• 1446, contract for painting in the Chapel of St. Anastasia (Fisković, 1959) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previous Attributed Works 

• Duje Frescoes (Split, Cathedral) 
• Ugljan Polyptych (Zadar, 

Franciscan Monastery) 
• Moronzon Sculptures (Zadar, 

SICU) 
• Hermitage Panels (St. Petersburg, 

Hermitage Museum) 
• Private Swiss Panels (Zurich, 

Private Collection) 
• Madonna and Child (Zadar, SICU) 
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Menegelo Ivanov de Canali 
Menegello, Minigello pictore quondam ser Iohannis de Canali de Venetiis, Menichello 
1373-1431 
Zadar, Split 
 

• 1385, contract in Zadar with the woodcarver Marko Nikolin (Prijatelj, 1961) 
• 1386, contract with the sculptor Pavao Vanucijev from Sulmone to paint a 

tomb for archbishop Nicolo Matafari (Petricioli, 1983) 
• 1396, contract with woodcarver Martin Hermanov to make a polyptych for 

Menegelo (Prijatelj, 1961) 
• 1401, contract with woodcarver Martin Hermanov to make a polyptych for 

Menegelo (Fisković, 1959) 
• 1412, paints for the Franciscan Church in Split (Fisković, 1959) 
• 1418, paints an altarpiece for the Brotherhood of St. James in Zadar (Fisković, 

1959) 
• 1427, paints a crucifix for the parish church in Kali (Fisković, 1959) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Tkon Crucifix (Ćokovac near 
Tkon, Monastery Church of 
Cosmas and Damian) 

• Pašman Virgin and Baptist 
(Pašman, Monastery of St. 
Doimus) 

• Varoške Madonna Triptych 
(Zadar, SICU) 

• Destroyed Šibenik Polyptych (lost 
during World War II) 

• Aranđela Baptist (Krk, Monastery 
of St. Aranđela) 

• Elsino London Polyptych (London 
National Gallery) 

• Fermo Polyptych (Fermo, 
Pinancoteca Civica) 

• Met Madonna (New York, 
Metropolitan Museum of Art) 

• Šibenik Predella Saint (Šibenik, 
City Museum) 
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Nikola Vladanov 
Nicolaus pictor de Sibenico, Micleus pictor, Miclus Vladani, Nicolaus de Lanzilago, 
Micleus de Lanzilago, Nicolo fu del Vladano 
1409-1468 
Šibenik 
 

• 1409, contract for a painted crucifix for the Dominican Church in Šibenik 
(Prijatelj, 1988) 

• 1419, contract with Mihovil Cipolo for an altarpiece (Prijatelj, 1954) 
• 1434, paints an altarpiece for the Šibenik Franciscans (Prijatelj, 1954) 
• 1443, receipt of altarpiece made for the Chapel of St. Marija in the Šibenik 

Dominican Church (Miagostović, 1910) 
• 1466, writes his last will and testament (Prijatelj, 1954) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• St. James Confraternity Polyptych 
or Vladanov Polpytych (Šibenik, 
Museum of Church Art) 

• Varoška Madonna (Varoška, 
Parish Church) 

 

 
 
Petar Jordanić 
Petro Iordani, Petrus Iurdanich, Petrus quondam ser Marci de Nosdrogna, presbiter 
Petrus (Petar Jordanich) 
1468-1504 
Zadar 
 

• 1468, mentioned as the illegitimate son of the Zadar nobleman Marko 
Nosdronje (Hilje, 1999) 

• 1493, signature dating the St. Mary’s Polyptych (Petricioli, 1983) 
• 1504, noted as dead (Hilje, 1999) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• St. Mary’s Polyptych (Zadar, 
Destroyed during World War II) 

• Tkon Madonna (Tkon, Parish 
Church) 

• Vienna Madonna (Vienna, 
whereabouts unknown, private 
collection) 

• Zadar Ceiling Panels (Zadar, 
SICU) 
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Bartolomeo Palmi 
Bartholomeus Palmi de Venetiis 
1492-1493 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1492, contract to make an altarpiece for Helie Rajković for the Franciscan 
Church in Cavtat (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1493, contract to make an altarpiece for Helie Rajković for the Franciscan 
Church in Cavtat arranged by curate Antonio Gozze (Kovač, 1917) 

 
Accepted Attribution as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
  
 
Božidar Vlatković 
Bosidar Vlatchouich, Boxidar,  
1470-1525 
Dubrovnik, Kotor 
 

• 1470, enters collaboration agreement with the woodcarver Matteo Alegreto 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1472, paints a banner for the Shoemakers Confraternity (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1477, enters an apprenticeship for four and a half years with Lovro Dobričević 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1479, contract with the Woodcarvers’ Guild to paint an altarpiece for the 

Church of St. Andrea (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1479, contract for decorative work with Darius of Manfredonia (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1494, contract with son Nikola Božidarević for an altarpiece for the Gradi 

family chapel (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1497, sends his son Johannis with the Bishop Florentin of Ancona for two 

years (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1525, listed as dead (Tadić, 1952) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
 Madonna and Child Polyptych (Cavtat, 

Franciscan Church) 
 
Ivan Ognanović 
Juanum Oggnanouich, Juanum Oghgnanouich 
1442-1475 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1442, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year 
term(Tadić, 1952) 
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• 1443, enters a contract to make a “Hungarian bed” for a Ragusan cittadino 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1449, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1451, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1452, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1460, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1466, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1467, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1468, document of receipt for a banner for the Minor Council (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1468, contract with the Confraternity of St. Luke for a banner (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1469, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1470, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1471, artist/craftsman in the service of the government for a one-year term 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1474, jailed for failure to meet government contract (Tadić, 1952) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
  
 
 
Franjo Matijin 
Franciscus, Franciscus quondam Matchus de Milo, Franciscus Mathia de Millouich 
(Franjo Matkov) 
1520-1534 
Dubrovnik, Korčula 
 

• 1520, makes an altarpiece for Nicolao Alegreto for 20 gold ducats (Tadić, 
1952) 

• 1521, joint commission with the woodcarver Petrus Radi for a series of coffani 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1521, contract for an altarpiece for Francisco Jelić for the Church of San Vito 
on Mljet (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1521, joint commission with the woodcarver Petrus Radi for a series of coffani 
for Francisco Caboga (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1523, commission contract to paint an altarpiece in Korčula (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1532, joint commission for coffani  for Luca Jelić (Tadić, 1952) 
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• 1534, commission with Stjepan Marković and Vlacusso Matković for an 
altarpiece for the Confraternity of St. Stephen in Ombla (Tadić, 1952) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Sustjepan Triptych (Sustjepan, 
Church of St. Stephen) 

• Martyrdom of St. Vinko 
(Dubrovnik, Collection of the 
Dominican Church) 

• Scenes from the Life of St. Anthony 
of Padua (Dubrovnik, Franciscan 
Church) 

 

 
Ivan Ugrinović 
Zaninus, Juan Ugrinovich, Zuane, Johannes pictor dictus Zorneya, Zuhan Ugrinovich, 
Johannes Giornea 
1427-1460 
Dubrovnik, Ston 
 

• 1427, paints a room for Georgio Gozze (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1427, paints a cortinam for Baptiste of Fermo (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1428, paints more rooms for Georgio Gozze (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1428, paints a banner for the festival of St. Blaise for the Stoneworkers’ Guild 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1429, interior paint for the house of the Vojovda (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1429, paints an altarpiece for Chapel of St. Mary (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1429, released from previously contracted work for the Vojvoda (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1430, paints a room for the Zamagno family (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1430, contract for work for the Minor Council (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1431, contract for frescoes in the choir of the Monastery of St. Andrew 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1431, contract with Johanni Richi de Florentia Spano (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1432, commission for gilding for Petar of Milan (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1432, contract to paint the interior of the Church of St. Stepjen (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1434, contract to make an altarpiece for the citizens of Koločep (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1434, contract to paint a cortinam for Paulo Vasiljević (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1436, contract with Vitcho Johannes to paint the Chapel of St. Nicholas in 

Ston (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1436, contract for an altarpiece for Johannes Volcio similar to the one he made 

in Ston (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1438, contract with Dobrasin and Juraj Veseličić to make painted banners 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1438, contract for paintings in the Church of St. Nicholas (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1438, contract to paint a cortinam for Paulo Vasiljević (Kovač, 1917) 
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• 1440, contract for an altarpiece for the Dominican Church in Dubrovnik 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1441, contract for a Madonna for a cittadino (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1442, contract for an altarpiece (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1443, three altarpieces for a citizen of Korčula (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1443, chapel for Nicola Bona (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1443, commission for decoration in the Rector’s Palace (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1444, contract for interior painting with Dragoe Sorgo (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1445, contract for an altarpiece for Nicola Ruschi (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1446, contract with the Minor Council to paint clock figures (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1446, joint contract with Alegreto for a ‘quadro’ with the Virgin (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1447, contract with Alousius Gozze for a ‘quadro’ (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1447, contract with Nicole Ruschi for a ‘quadro’ (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1447, altarpiece for the Monastery at Gospa od Anđela (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1448, contract for an altarpiece for Marinus Johannis Marco (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1448, contract for banners made on the behalf of the Vojvoda Radosav 

Pavlović (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1449, contract for a quadro for a cittadino (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, altarpiece for the “murator” Magister Radanus (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, contract for an altarpiece for a ‘quadro’ for Dobrassino Veseoković 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1450, contract for an altarpiece for the confraternity of St. Luke (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1450, contract for interior paint (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1450, contract for a new banner for the butcher’s confraternity (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1452, arbitration with Radanus Klapčić over an altarpiece (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1456, contract for a painted crucifix for the Luccari family (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1457, altarpiece for the Monastery of Daksa (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1459, contract for a ‘quadro’ for Bartolo Johannis de Marco (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1460, contract for a banner for the Stoneworkers’ Guild (Tadić, 1952) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
 • Koločep Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 

Restoration Office) 
• Miniature from the Liber 

Statutorum Cititatis Ragusii 
(Dubrovnik, State Archives) 

 
 
Stjepan Ugrinović  
Stephanus Zornea, Stephanus, filius Joannis Zornea, Stephanus Johannis Zornea 
1450-1494 
Dubrovnik, Santo Severo (Italy) 
 

• 1450, contract for an altarpiece for Francisco Benessa (Tadić, 1952) 
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• 1459, contract for a cortinam for Nicole Resti (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1459, contract for a ‘quadro’ for Christoforo Zamagno (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1461, contract for an altarpiece for Andree Nicolai (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1461, contract for an altarpiece for Marin Lugignić (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1461, contract for an altarpiece for Radisse Goičić (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1463, contract for an altarpiece of the Church of St. Nicholas in Novo Brdo 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1467, contract for an altarpiece for the Confraternity of Textile workers 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1470, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Sebastian (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1478, contract for a ‘quadro’ for the tailor Pasquale Radossalić (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1478, contract to paint organ doors for the Cathedral (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1478, contract for a ‘quadro’ for Antonio Bišić (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1479, contract for a ‘quadro’ for Stephano Cvjetković (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1479, contract for an altarpiece for Palucio Bonis of Santo Severo (Kovač, 

1917) 
• 1485, contract for an altarpiece for Orsato Ginović (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1486, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of Cosmas and Damian on 

Lastovo (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1486, contract for an altarpiece for the Dominican Church (Kovač, 1952) 
• 1487, contract for an altarpiece for Radoslav Stančić for the Confraternity of 

All Saints (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1487, contract with Petri Trepza for the Church of St. Peter in Triči (Kovač, 

1917) 
• 1488, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Bartholomew (Tadić, 

1952) 
• 1492, contract for an altarpiece for Lopud (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1494, contract for a banner for the Confraternity of Textile Workers (Tadić, 

1952) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
 • Cavtat Madonna (Cavtat, 

Franciscan Church) 
• Lopud Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 

Restoration Office) 
 
Lovro Dobričević 
Laurentius de Catharo, Laurentius Marine, Lorenzo pentor, Laurentius Dobrichiueiuch 
de Cataro 
1431-1477 
Dubrovnik, Kotor, Venice 
 

• 1431, the artist’s father sells him into the service of a Venetian sea captain 
(Vujičić, 2004) 
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• 1444, the artist serves as a witness for Michele Giambono in Venice (Testi, 
1909) 

• 1448, in Dubrovnik, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Mary and 
All Angels (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1448, contract with Matko Junčić for the Dominican Polyptych (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1455, contract for an altarpiece for the Franciscan Church with Alousius 

Georgi (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1456, contract for an altarpiece for Juraj Stjepanović (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1456, contract for figures to flank Crucifix in the Dominican Church (Kovač, 

1917) 
• 1459, contract for two altarpieces for the Franciscans of Bosnia (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1459, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Peter (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1461, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Jerome (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1465, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of Santa Maria at Danče 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1470, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Sebastian (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1473, contract for a ‘presepe’ with the image of the nativity (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1477, contract to restore and paint a silver polyptych from the Church of St. 

Blaise (Kovač, 1917) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Danče Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Church of Santa Maria at Danče) 

• Dominican Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Dominican Monastery) 

• Wernher Annunciation (London, 
Rangers’ House) 

• Prague Panels (Prague, National 
Gallery)  

• Oeuvre associated with the 
“Maestro Pantaleone” (various) 

 
 
Lorenzo of Florence 
Laurentius de Florentia, Lorenzo Michaeli 
1433-1450 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1433, contract with the Ragusan Minor Council to paint the Council Hall 
(Kovač, 1917) 

• 1435, painter in the service of the government for 100 iperperos for an annual 
term (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1439, contract with Florio Turcini for an altarpiece (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1443, painter in the service of the government for an annual term (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, painter in the service of the government for an annual term (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1450, painter in the service of the government for an annual term (Tadić, 1952) 
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Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 
  
 
 
Matko Junčić 
Matheus Juncich, Gioncich, Matchus fiol de Indaxi Gioncich, Matchus Radasini 
Gionzich, Matheus Junzich 
1441-1454 
Kotor, Dubrovnik 
 

• 1441, contract for an altarpiece for the Monastery of St. George in Kotor 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1442, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Tryphon in Passera 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1445, contract for two altarpieces: one for the Church of St. James and one for 
the Church of St. Paul (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1448, contract for an altarpiece for Vlatchus Bogdani (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1448, contract for an altarpiece for Johannes Buchia (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1448, contract to paint a sculpture of John the Baptist for the Cathedral 

Treasury (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1448, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Nicholas (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of St. Peter (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, contract from the Minor Council to paint the city clocktower (Tadić, 

1952) 
• 1449, contract for an altarpiece originally commissioned by Matchus 

Bogossalić (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1449, contract for a wooden altarpiece for the Church of St. Peter (Tadić, 

1952) 
• 1450, contract for an altarpiece for the Chapel of St. Jerome in the Franciscan 

Church (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1450, contract for a painted/sculpted crucifix for the Confraternity of St. Luke 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1451, contract for an altarpiece for a confraternity in Ombla (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1452, contract associated with the Lopud Polyptych (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1452, contract to repair an altarpiece for the Church of St. Mary in Castello 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1454, contract to make a painting in the Dominican Church over the high altar 

(Tadić, 1952) 
• 1454, contract to make an altarpiece for the Church of the Cross in Gravosa 

(Kovač, 1917) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Dominican Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Dominican Monastery) 

• Lopud Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Restoration Office) 
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Mihajlo Hamzić 
Michael Camzouich, Michochio Chansich, Michaelis Canceuich, Michaelis 
Chamssich (Michael Camze) 
1509-1518 
Kotor, Dubrovnik 
 

• 1509, document of receipt of a figure of St. John the Baptist for the Grand 
Council Hall (Prijatelj, 1951) 

• 1510, record of complaint against Hamzić filed by the Ragusan Painters’ Guild 
(Tadić, 1952) 

• 1512, Pier Giovani of Venice enters Hamzić’s workshop, agreement made 
according to secret pact (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1512, contract for an altarpiece for the Luccari family chapel (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1518, contract to assume responsibility for unfinished commission of Nikola 

Božidarević’s (Tadić, 1952) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Luccari Triptych (Dubrovnik, 
Dominican Monastery) 

• Baptism Lunette (Dubrovnik, 
Rector’s Palace) 

 
Nikola Božidarević 
Nicolaum Bosidarouich de Catharo, Boxidar Vlatchouich et Nicola eius filius, 
Nicolaus Boxidari pictor, Nicolao Bosidarouich 
1474-1517 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1476, Nikola enters and apprenticeship agreement with Ivan Ognanović 
(Kovač, 1917) 

• 1494, contract with his father (Božidar Vlatković) for an altarpiece for the 
Gradi family chapel (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1494, contract with his father (Božidar Vlatković) for decoration in the Gradi 
family chapel (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1494, contract with his father (Božidar Vlatković) for an altarpiece for the 
Franciscan Church (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1497, contract for an altarpiece for the Dubrovnik Cathedral (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1501, contract for an altariece for the Franciscan Church (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1504, contract for an altarpiece for the Dubrovnik Cathedral (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1508, contract for an altarpiece for the Chapel of St. Nicholas (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1510, Franchi de Castella pays for an altarpiece by Nikola Božidarević in the 

Cathedral (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1510, contract for a figure of St. Jerome for the Minor Council (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1513, contract for an altarpiece for the Georgi family Chapel (Kovač, 1917) 
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• 1514, the Reverend Georgi pays for an altarpiece by Nikola Božidarević in his 
will (Kovač, 1917) 

• 1517, contract for an altarpiece for the Dubrovnik Cathedral (Kovač, 1917) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Georgi Sacra Conversazione 
(Dubrovnik, Dominican 
Monastery) 

• Shoemaker Triptych (Lopud, 
Church of St. Mary of Špilica) 

• Bonda Triptych (Dubrovnik, 
Dominican Monastery) 

• Kolendić Annunciation 
(Dubrovnik, Dominican 
Monastery) 

• Danče Triptych (Dubrovnik, 
Church of St. Mary at Danče) 

 

 
 
Pier Antonio of Urbino (Palmerini) 
Pier Antonio, Petrus Antonius 
1528-1528 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1527, Minor Council agrees to pay a portion of an altarpiece for the Church of 
the Ascension (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1528, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of the Ascension (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1528, contract for an altarpiece for the Franciscan Monastery (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1528, contract to paint a banner for the Shoemakers’ Confraternity (Tadić, 

1952) 
 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Bona Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Franciscan Church) 

• Ascension Altarpiece (Dubrovnik, 
Church of St. Spasa) 

 

 
Pier Giovanni of Venice 
Petrus Johannes, Petrus Joannis 
1512-1563 
Dubrovnik 
 

• 1512, enters Mihajlo Hamzić’s studio, details of agreement in ‘secret pact’ 
(Kovač, 1917) 
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• 1518, contract to assume responsibility for unfinished commission of Nikola 
Božidarević’s (Tadić, 1952) 

• 1518, contract for paintings in the home of Antonio Radičević (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1520, contract for an altarpiece paid for in the will of Michaelis Stephani 

‘Dondochalo’ (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1533, contract for an altarpiece for the Monastery of St. Simeon (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1534, contract for an altarpiece for the Church of Sts. Peter, Lawrence, and 

Andrew (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1535, contract for images of Sts. Blaise, Sebastian, and Barbara for the 

Confraternity of the Virgin and St. Barbara (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1537, contract for an altarpiece for the Monastery of St. Mary’s in Castello 

(Kovač, 1917) 
• 1541, contract for an altarpiece with Petrus Radatis (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1545 contract for a large altarpiece for the Monastery of St Andrea, artist has 

to go to Venice to obtain central sculpture (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1549, document of receipt and payment for a painted crucifix for the Grand 

Council hall (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1550, lawsuit with the Confraternity of All Saints over previously made 

altarpiece that was in poor condition (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1555, record of payment for decoration for the Rector’s Palace (Tadić, 1952) 

 
Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Špilica Polyptych (Dubrovnik, 
Church of St. Mary at Špilica) 

• Lopud Madonna Triptych 
(Dubrovnik, Restoration Office) 

 

 
 
Vicko Lovrin 
Vincentius, Vincenzo filius Lorenzo de Cataro 
1497-1518 
Dubrovnik, Kotor, Cavtat 
 

• 1497, contract for an altarpiece with his brother Marino for the Cathedral 
(Kovač, 1917) 

• 1498, contract for an altarpiece with his brother Marino for the Cathedral 
(Kovač, 1917) 

• 1507, contract for an altarpiece for the Monastery of St. Mark (Kovač, 1917) 
• 1509, contract for an altarpiece for Vlacusse Radossalić (Tadić, 1952) 
• 1509, contract for an altarpiece for the Franciscan Church in Cavtat (Kovač, 

1917) 
• 1510, contract for frescoes in the Orthodox monastery in Trebinje (Kovač, 

1917) 
• 1515, contract for an altarpiece for Helie Lazarović (Tadić, 1952) 
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Accepted Attributions as of 2009 Previously Attributed Works 

• Cavtat Polyptych (Cavtat, 
Franciscan Church) 
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Appendix 3.1 
Noble Family Names 
 
The variations on the family name spellings are from David Rheubottom’s Age, 
marriage, and politics in fifteenth-century Ragusa.  Serafino Razzi provided the place 
of origin for each of the families he listed in his 1588 La storia di Ravgia. 
 
Form Used Here Alternate Forms Proclaimed Origin listed 

in Serafino Razzi’s 1588 
text 

Babalio Bobali, Bobalević Morlacchia 
Basilio Batalo, Baseglio, Basero, 

Batal 
Lucca (Italy) 

Benessa Benesa, Benešić Kotor 
Binciola Binzola, Binčulić Epidaurus 
Bucignolo Bocinolo, Bučinić, 

Buzignolo 
Chlieuno 

Bodaza Bodaca, Bodacia, Bodačić  
Bona Bunić Germany 
Bonda Bundić, Bunda Epidaurus 
Buchia Bucha, Buča Kotor 
Caboga Chaboga, Kabušić Fermo (Italy) 
Croce Crosio, Crose, Crosi, 

Crusi, Krusić 
Rome 

Georgi Georgio, Zori, Corco, 
Đorđić 

Rome 

Ghetaldo Getaldo, Getaldić Taranto 
Gozze Goce, Goze, Gučetić, 

Gozzi 
Chelmo di Vladimir 

Gondola Gundula, Gondula, 
Gundulić 

Serta di Moriana 

Gradi Grade, Grede, Gradić Chelmo di Vladimir 
Luccari Lucari, Luchari, Lucaro, 

Lukarević 
Alessio (Albania) 

Martini Martinussio, Martinus, 
Martinušić 

Epidaurus 

Menze Mence, Menza, Menčetić Rome 
Palmota Palmotić Chelmo Braniscueo 
Poza Poca, Pozza, Pucić Kotor 
Procula Proculi, Pruglović Chelmo di Beliralauo 
Prodanello Prodanelo, Pradančić, 

Prodaneli 
Zadar 
 

Ragnina Rinina, Ranenić Taranto 
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Resti Ristis, Rastić, Restić Redoni (Albania) 
Saracha Saraca, Saračić Epidaurus 
Sorgo Sorco, Surgo, Sorkočević Redoni (Albania) 
Tudisio  Tudišević Gallipoli 
Volcio Volzo, Volcio  
Zamagna Zamagno, Šamanović Chelmo di Vladimir 
Crieva Zrieva, Cerva, Crijević Kotor 
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Appendix 3.2 
Cittadini Names and Acceptance Dates 
 
All data in this appendix was found in Giuseppe Gelcich’s Dello sviluppo civile di 
ragusa considerato ne' suoi monumenti istorici ed artistici. 
 
Names Origin Arrival/Acceptance Date 
   
Alberti Belluno 14th century 
Allegretti/Sinčić Bosnia 1460 
Allegretto-Radić  1470 
Battitore Genoa 1460 
Bičić Canali 1430 
Bisia Cavtat  
Boghičević/Faccenda  1480 
Bosoković Orahovo 1680 
Braichi Breno 1420 
Bratosaljić (Sassi, Crassini) Ston 1399 
Bratutti Trebinje 1430 
Brugnoli Mantua 1420 
Butki Korčula 1350 
Campsa Montenegro  
Castrati Lopud 1380 
Cotrugli  1380 
Crivaldi Kučaina  
Darsa   
Dimitri Kotor 1370 
Fiffa Levante 1460 
Findella Cefalonia 1600 
Florio   
Fornari/Pribisaglić Herzegovina 1460 
Gabrieli/Mondali Prato 1429 
Gerić Lopud 1460 
Gigante Lucca 1530 
Gigliatti  1540 
Giorgirio Herzegovina  
Giuliani Florence 1440 
Golojić Canossa 1464 
Ispani   
Jelić Lopud  
Jesussi Rudnik c. 1400 
Marco (Givanović) Lopud  
Marini Popovo 1577 
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Masibradi Ombla  
Milinović Punta 1420 
Miossa Stolac 1370 
Miotošević Gravosa 1450 
Monaldi Ferrara 1430 
Nemanja Serbia 1350 
Ocrugli Kućarina  
Pace Korčula 1400 
Pasquarelli Lopud  
Pauli Valacchia  c. 1580 
Pierizzi   
Prazatti Lopud  
Primi Bosnia 1400 
Primo Sutieksa 1480 
Radoević/Caramonda   
Radonić Bosnia 1455 
Radulović Lopud  
Rogacci Herzegovina 1420 
Salamoni/Bonić   
Salimbene Venice 1580 
Sfrondati Cremona 1429 
Sirčević Calamota 1450 
Stano Antivari 1400 
Stay Antivari 1440 
Šumičić Ginnehetto  
Teodori  14th century 
Tristani Canali 1420 
Turcinović Bergatto  
Veseličić   
Vettori Faenza 1400 
Vitussa Antivari 1580 
Vodopia/Vodopić Canali 1340 
Zidilović Giupana  
Zizzeri   
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Appendix 4.1 
Polyptych Dates 
 
Title Date Figure Number Bibliography 
Destroyed Šibenik 
Polyptych 

c. 1410 41 Hilje, 1999 

Vladanov Polyptych 1419-1432 30 Prijatelj, 1954 
Korčula St. Mark’s 
Polyptych 

Before 1431 9 Domančić and Sorić, 
1986 

St. James Polyptych 1436 6 Gamulin, 1961 
Blaž Šibenik 
Polyptych 

1436-1438 12 Domančić and Sorić, 
1986 

Blaž Trogir 
Polyptych 

1436-1438 4 Domančić and Sorić, 
1986 

Katarina Polyptych 1436-1439 7 Domaničić and Sorić, 
1986 

Svih Svetih 
Polyptych 

1438-1440 10 Domančić and Sorić, 
1986 

Ugljan Polyptych c. 1450 18 Hilje, 1999 
St. Mary’s 
Polyptych 

1493 57 Date inscribed on 
frame 
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Appendix 4.2 
Polyptych Blocks 
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Destroyed Šibenik (image 41) 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Blaž Šibenik Polyptych (image 12) 
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Blaž Šibenik Polyptych (Full)  
(image 12, partial) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Korčula St. Mark’s Polyptych 
(image 9) 
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Katarina Polyptych 
(image 7) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vladanov Polyptych or St. James Confraternity Polyptych 
(image 30) 
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Figure 3: Boninovo Madonna; Dubrovnik, Church of St. Đurđa on Boninovo  
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Figure 4: Blaž Trogir Polyptych; Trogir, Museum of Church Art 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

407 

 
Figure 5: Madonna of the Rosegarden; Trogir, Museum of Church Art  
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Figure 6: St. James Polyptych; Trogir, Museum of Church Art 
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Figure 8: Kaštel-Štaflić Madonna; Kaštel-Štafilić, Private Collection 
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Figure 9: Korčula St. Mark’s Polyptych; Korčula, Cathedral Treasury 
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Figure 10: Svih Svetih Polyptych; Korčula, Church of All Saints 
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Figure 11: Šibenik Madonna; Šibenik, City Museum 
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Figure 12: Šibenik Polyptych; Šibenik, Museum of Church Art 
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Figure 13: Madonna della Salute; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 14: St. Duje Frescos; Split, Cathedral 
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Figure 15: Luka Man of Sorrows; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 16: SICU Madonna and Child; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 17: Moronzon Sculptures; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 18: Ugljan Polyptych; Zadar, Franciscan Monastery 
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Figure 19: Private Swiss Panels, Zurich, Private Collection 
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Figure 20: Hermitage Panels; St. Petersburg, Hermitage Museum 
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Figure 21: Mystic Marriage of St. Catherine; Hvar, Franciscan Monastery 
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Figure 22: Franciscan Madonna; Zadar, Franciscan Monastery 
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Figure 23: Rave Madonna and Child; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 24: De Riboldis Polyptych; Zadar, Franciscan Monastery 
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Figure 25: Sustjepan Triptych; Sustjepan, Church of St. Stephen  
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Figure 26:  Špilica Polyptych; Dubrovnik, Church of St. Mary at Špilica 
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Figure 27: Lopud Triptych; Dubrovnik, Restoration Office 
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Figure 28: Luccari Triptych; Dubrovnik, Dominican Church 
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Figure 29: Baptism Lunette; Dubrovnik, Rector’s Palace 
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Figure 30: Vladanov Polyptych or St. James Confraternity Polyptych; Šibenik, 
Museum of Church Art 
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Figure 31: Varoška Madonna; Varoška, Parish Church 
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Figure 32: Koločep Polyptych; Dubrovnik, Restoration Office 
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Figure 33: Lopud Polyptych (partial); Dubrovnik, Restoration Office 
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Figure 34: Lazarini Assumption; Dubrovnik, Cathedral 
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Figure 35: Danče Polyptych; Dubrovnik, Church of Santa Maria at Danče 
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Figure 36: Dominican Polyptych; Dubrovnik, Dominican Church 
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Figure 37: Wernher Annunciation; London, Ranger’s House 
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Figure 38: Gospa od Škrpjela; Perast, Church of St. George 
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Figure 39: Cavtat Polyptych (partial); Cavtat, Franciscan Church 
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Figure 40: Cavtat Polyptych (partial); Cavtat, Franciscan Church 
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Figure 41: Destroyed Šibenik Polyptych; Šibenik, destroyed during World War II 
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Figure 42: Aranđela Baptist; Krk, Aranđela Monastery 
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Figure 43: Florentine Madonna; Florence, Private Collection 
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Figure 44: Fermo Polyptych; Fermo, Pinacoteca 
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Figure 45: Elsino London Polyptych; London, National Gallery 
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Figure 46: Šibenik Madonna del Latte; Šibenik, Museum of Church Art 
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Figure 47: Koper Madonna; Koper, Pinacoteca 
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Figure 48: Met Madonna; New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 
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Figure 49a: Varoške Madonna Triptych (center); Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene 
Umjetnosti 

 
Figure 49b: Varoške Madonna Triptych (sides); Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene 
Umjetnosti 
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Figure 50: Tkon Crucifix; Ćokovac near Tkon, Church of Sts. Cosmas and Damian 
 
 
 



 
 

 

453 

 

 
Figure 51: Pašman Virgin and Baptist; Pašman, Monastery of St. Doimus 
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Figure 52: Kolendić Annunciation; Dubrovnik, Dominican Church 
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Figure 53: Bonda Triptych; Dubrovnik, Dominican Church 
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Figure 54: Danče Triptych; Dubrovnik, Church of Santa Maria at Danče 
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Figure 55: Georgi Sacra Conversazione; Dubrovnik, Dominican Church 
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Figure 56: Shoemaker Triptych; Lopud, Franciscan Church 
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Figure 57: St. Mary’s Polyptych; Zadar, destroyed during World War II 
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Figure 58: Vienna Madonna; Vienna, Private Collection (current whereabouts 
unknown) 
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Figure 59: Tkon Madonna; Tkon, Parish Church 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

462 

 
Figure 60: Zadar Ceiling Fragments; Zadar, Stalna Izložba Crkvene Umjetnosti 
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Figure 61: Schiavoni Polyptych; Ascoli Piceno, Pinacoteca 
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Figure 62: Bona Polyptych; Dubrovnik, Franciscan Church 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

465 

 

 
 
Figure 63: Korčula Latte Conversazione; Korčula, Cathedral Treasury 
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Figure 64: Prague Panels; Prague, National Gallery 
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Figure 65: The Baptism of Christ Flanked by Prophets, BIBLIA PAUPERUM 
The Illustrated Bartsch. Vol. 80, German Book Illustration before 1500: Anonymous 
Artists, 1457-1475 
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Figure 66: The Baptism of Christ, SPECULUM HUMANAE SALVATIONIS 
The Illustrated Bartsch. Vol. 80, German Book Illustration before 1500: Anonymous 
Artists, 1457-1475 
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Figure 67: The Baptism of Christ, HOROLOGIUM DEVOTIONIS 
The Illustrated Bartsch. Vol. 86, German Book Illustration before 1500: Anonymous 
Artists, 1487-1488 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

470 

 
 

 
 
Figure 68: The Baptism of Christ, MEDITATIONES SEU CONTEMPLATIONES 
DEVOTISSIMAE 
The Illustrated Bartsch. Vol. 82, German Book Illustration before 1500: Anonymous 
Artists, 1478-1480 
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Figure 69: Čiovo Polyptych; Trogir, Church Art Museum 
 




