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Three years ago we commemorated the 950 anniversary from the year one 
thousand sixty and six, as it was written in the famous Šibenik charter by which 
Krešimir, the King of Croatia and Dalmatia, granted royal freedoms to the Abbey 
of St. Mary of Zadar. Prior to that, the city leaders gave the small church of St. 
Mary Minor to Abbess Cicha to found an abbey next to it. With this in mind, the 
University of Zadar, together with the nuns and the Zadar Archdiocese, organ-
ized a scientific colloquium that was held in the church of St. Mary Minor, on 
27th October 2016. This book of proceedings includes papers based on the topics 
of presentations held on this occasion, and bears the title Abbatissa ingenuitate 
precipua (“An abbess most generous”), as our abbess was referred to in two places 
in the abbey’s cartulary. The authors write her name as Cika, Čika or Cicha. All 
three versions of the abbess’s name have previously been used in numerous pa-
pers about this distinguished Zadar woman. This is why the editors of this book 
of proceedings support the right of respective authors to choose how they will 
spell her name.

Covering a wide scope of sources and literature, Mladen Ančić clarifies the 
times and circumstances in which the abbess strived to ensure the foundation of a 
new abbey. He stresses the help she received from the nearest of her kin, especially 
Bishop Stephen and Prior Drago, who secured her an audience with the king. He 
had supreme authority over the city where he found support in the social network 
of local oligarchy, from which Cicha herself came. This is why the king granted her 
abbey royal freedoms.

Tomislav Galović interprets a close relationship between the Benedictine mon-
asteries in Dalmatia and the Kingdom of Croatia and Dalmatia in the second half 
of the 11th century. He stresses a great contribution of monasticism in general to 
the cultural development in these parts. He points to the diplomatic corps around 
King Petar Krešimir IV and to Registrum privilegiorum sanctae Mariae, i. e. the 
cartulary that contains the king’s charter granting royal freedoms to the abbey.

The Cartulary of St. Mary is the focus of research undertaken by Mirjana 
Matijević Sokol. She puts forward the view that its oldest part was transcribed in 
the Beneventan script in the late 1160s. Special emphasis is put on the abbey’s deed 
of foundation. Like other records in similar cartularies, this one is also written in 
a narrative style of composition. It offers glimpse into how the city fathers gifted 
Cicha a small church in which to found a abbey.

Milenko Lončar analyses a transcribed document preserved in the cartulary, 
which concerns a dispute that was eventually resolved by the ruling of the Split 
archbishop Lovro. The parties involved in this trial from 1089/1090 were the 
abbey’s abbess and her aunt Neža. The actual content of the transcript has never 
been fully clarified. Although certain statements it contains cannot be inter-
preted beyond any doubt, as a whole it is still a good testimony of the abbess’s 
efforts to complete the holdings of the newly founded abbey both inside and 
outside the city.

Trpimir Vedriš presents an in-depth analysis of the cult of St. Anastasia in two 
legends about this saint: the Roman one that refers to the Syrmian martyr and 
virgin, and the Greek one that tells the story of a young Roman widow. The au-
thor is searching for an answer to the question: How did St. Anastasia end up in 
Cicha’s breviary? As he points out, the very act of the abbey’s foundation mirrors 
the saint’s cult from the prayer book. Still, there are no detectable traces of Greek 
hagiography in Zadar. That is why St. Anastasia is here considered in the context 
of the Roman tradition.

Editors' Introduction
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Pavuša Vežić makes a hypothesis that ecclesiola sancte Marie Minors was 
raised on the footprint of an Early Christian basilica. This is supported by ty-
pological characteristics of the church and archaeological finds from the times 
preceding Abbess Cicha. As a newly constructed body, the Early Romanesque 
basilica is both unified and dated by column capitals from its interior. They are 
similar to those in 11th-century Benedictine abbeys on both sides of the Adriatic. 
However, the author points to the Aegean and “monastic ecumene” as possible 
templates on which they were modelled.

Nikola Jakšić starts off by summing up the insights about the Corinthian capi-
tals from the church of St. Mary Minor in co-relation with similar examples in 
the Adriatic area. He then proceeds to describe decorative ribbons from the ba-
silica’s façade, which are known only for the fragments of two bas-reliefs in ter-
racotta. He links them with similar examples from three other Dalmatian towns 
(Nin, Biograd, Split), but also with those carved in stone that were found in the 
fourth city - Osor. These tiles were part of decorative friezes typical of many 
churches in the Venice-Ravenna area.

On the whole, half a century after the proceedings from 1967 were published 
by the then Institute of the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts in Zadar, 
called Cultural Heritage of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar, the insights pre-
sented in these proceedings are a step forward in relation to previous informa-
tion about the abbey’s first abbess and her church. A social analysis leads us back 
to a time when the position of authority was held by the successors of Prior 
Andrija, a circle which supported King Petar Krešimir IV in Zadar. This inter-
pretation casts new light on the role of this ruler in the abbey’s foundation (M. 
Ančić). The ties between the Kingdom of Croatia and Dalmatia and the Order 
of Saint Benedict were very strong, as evidenced by a number of abbeys for nuns 
and monks that were founded at the time, including the one in Zadar, accord-
ing to its cartulary (Tomislav Galović). The first part of this historical source is 
the deed of foundation. It outlines general circumstances under which the abbey 
developed, its immediate social and urban framework, a pre-urban picture of the 
city formed around the ancient forum, where the abbey of St. Mary still stands 
(Mirjana Matijević Sokol). How strongly Cicha was committed to consolidating 
material belongings in the newly founded abbey can be seen from the legal dis-
pute of the abbess with her aunt Neža (Milenko Lončar). Cicha’s breviary on the 
other hand is a testament of her efforts to accumulate spiritual wealth. It refers to 
the cult of St. Anastasia which was propagated in local tradition and was prob-
ably unknown outside Zadar (T. Vedriš). A testimony of this can be found in the 
architectural features of Cicha’s church whose spatial proportions point to Early 
Christian basilicas in Zadar. However, they bear a special mark: acantus spinosa 
capitals, unique to the Adriatic culture circle in the 11th century, which may have 
resulted from previous Aegean influences in the Adriatic region (Pavuša Vezić). 
Particularly stimulating were the artistic sparks flying in the northern Adriatic, 
impacting the Kvarner archipelago and the Zadar area. The sculptural works 
from this milieu include Corinthian capitals from the colonnades on Cicha’s ba-
silica as well as relief friezes as a separate decoration on its façade (Nikola Jakšić).

Pavuša Vežić – Ivan Josipović
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The Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar is celebrating its 950th anniversary – 950 
years of uninterrupted existence, consistency in faith and service in the Rule of St. 
Benedict. Historically speaking, the precise date of the foundation of the present Mo-
nastery of St. Mary is not entirely clear. The contested Ljubavčev natpis (Ljubavić 
Superscription), bearing the name of Abbess Lampridija (Lampredija) dated 920,1 
and the monastery legend that it was founded earlier, in 906,2 place its beginnings in 
the 10th century. The monastery manuscript known as Descritione mentions Abbess 
Lampridija in 920,3 and Agape in 1050.4 Another manuscript, Memorie, also assumes 
that the monastery existed before Cicha became abbess, and emphasises that she was 
elected after Agape, dopo la rinunzia di Agappe, fú Cicca elletta Abadessa,5 which me-
ans she came to an already existing monastery. It is hard to say whether this informa-
tion is reliable. Although many historians have tried to throw light on the beginnings 
of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar, the exact date has not been confirmed. Howe-
ver, it is certain that many centuries of continuous monastic life according to the Rule 
of St. Benedict have passed under its vaults, and 1066 is the year recorded in what 
is regarded as the monastery’s foundation document. This document was drawn up 
by the Zadar aristocrat Cicha, the daughter of Dujam and Vekenega, and the widow 
of Andrija, and in it she states that she has decided to withdraw into a monastery 
after her husband’s death in order to preserve her material legacy and assure her soul 
eternal life.6

From Cicha’s statement of intent, it is clear that she was determined to preserve 
the legacy to which she was entitled after her husband’s death, and use it nobly by 
giving it to the Monastery of St. Mary. She had wisely calculated that as a widow, she 
would not otherwise be able to protect her property. After taking advice, she decided 
to withdraw into the monastery, but the most important aspect was her predispositi-
on towards the monastic life of chastity – for Cicha, the afterlife would be predicated 
on this life, so she wanted to prepare for it well. She brought with her the inheritance 
at her disposal, and thus established firm material foundations for the future growth 
and development of the monastery. By committing herself to the life of chastity requ-
ired by the Rule of St. Benedict, she assured that monastic life would continue unin-
terrupted within its walls for many centuries.

Cicha’s personal motivation for entering the monastery was clear, and she expla-
ined it perfectly herself in the foundation document. However, due to particular cir-
cumstances of the time, the revival of the monastery cannot be separated from the 
historical context in which it took place.7 It was this fact that initiated the organisation 

1 MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Časoslov opatice Čike (Abbess Cicha’s Breviary), Zagreb - Zadar, 2002, 341-344.
2 CARLO FEDERICO BIANCHI, Zara Christiana, Vol. I, Zara, 1877, 321.
3 Archives of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar (hereinafter ACSMZ), Decrizione del Nobil 

Monastero delle M. M. R. R. Madri Benedittine denominate di Santa Maria nonche di quello di 
Santa Catterina (hereinafter Descrizione), fol. 3 r. 

4 ACSMZ, Descrizione, fol. 40 r.
5 ACSMZ, Memorie sopra la chiesa e Monastero delle Reverende Monache Benedettine di Santa 

Maria di Zara, 1795, fol. 1 r.
6 Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i Slavonije, svezak I - Listine godina 743-

1100. (ed. Tadija Smičiklas), Zagreb, 1967, 101.
7 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 1), 350.

Foreword

M. Anastazija Čizmin
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of a scientific colloquium, in the course of which the phenomenon of the 11th-cen-
tury revival of the Monastery of St. Mary was discussed from various points of view. 

In the history of the Roman Catholic Church, the 11th century was particularly 
rife with problems. The Gregorian reforms were in full flow, particularly opposition 
to lay investiture, simony and nicolaitism. However, in spite of these obvious pro-
blems in the church and ongoing reforms, the Benedictine style of monastic life flou-
rished. Thanks to the Cluniac movement, which breathed new life into Benedictine 
monasticism after a crisis in the order in the 10th century, church reforms followed. 
Hildebrand (later Pope Gregory VII, after whom all these reforms were named) came 
from the Cluny monastery, and was a great proponent of renewed discipline in the 
Church8. The new flourishing of Benedictine monasticism was an incentive in Cicha’s 
decision to revive the Monastery of St. Mary. This was a time of the Croatian union 
with Dalmatian cities and Zvonimir’s Slavonia,9 which meant that Croatia had turned 
emphatically towards the European West.10 The revival of the monastery was also 
helped by the fact that the Croatian king Petar Krešimir IV was in favour of church 
reform,11 and expressed his disposition towards Cicha and her noble intention by 
issuing a deed of gift on Christmas Day 1066, according to which he gave Cicha esta-
tes in Zadar and the surrounding area and took the Monastery of St. Mary under his 
personal protection, assuring it “royal freedom”.12

There are several archival documents related to Cicha’s time as abbess and to her 
proprietary and legal affairs. She ensured that the royal freedom granted to the mo-
nastery by Petar Krešimir IV was affirmed by King Zvonimir in 1087.13 At the end of 
the 11th century, the City of Zadar awarded the Monastery of St. Mary veram liberta-
tem veramque ingenuitatem.14 We know that during her time the Church of St. Mary 
was built and dedicated, probably in 1091.15 She also built a hostel for guests (domum 
hospitibus), which was very important in the context of the times, since there were no 
inns for travellers to stay in.16 Cicha was obviously aware of the social circumstances, 
and surely found confirmation of her intentions in the Rule. The whole of chapter 53 
is dedicated to hospitality and it emphasises, “Let all guests who arrive be received 
like Christ… And to all let due honour be shown” (RB 53, 1-2)17 and, “In the recep-
tion of the poor and of pilgrims the greatest care and solicitude should be shown, 
because it is especially in them that Christ is received.” (RB, 53, 15).

As well as bringing her property with her, Cicha also endeavoured to ensure the 
monastery would have enough land so that the nuns could “live from the work of 
their hands” (RB 48, 8). The reasons for this were very practical; they needed to have 
enough resources for the monastic community and for charitable work, of which 
there was a great deal. Preserved archive records reveal what lands Cicha bought for 

8 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima, sv. I. - Opći povijesno-
kulturni osvrt. Split, 1963, 84.

9 FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Pregled povijesti hrvatskoga naroda, Zagreb, 1975, 128-130; STJEPAN ANTOLJAK, 
Pregled hrvatske povijesti, Split, 1994, 49.; TOMISLAV RAUKAR, Hrvatsko srednjovjekovlje: prostor, 
ljudi, ideje, Zagreb, 1997, 47.

10 TOMISLAV RAUKAR (note 9), 47,49.
11 IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 8), 84.
12 Diplomatički zbornik… (note 6), 102.
13 IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 8), 118.
14 IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 8), 119.
15 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima, sv. II. - Benediktinci u 

Dalmaciji. Split, 1964, 75., MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 1), 327-328.
16 IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 8), 149.
17 Quotations from Saint Benedict’s Rule for Monasteries, translated from the Latin by Leonard J. 

Doyle OblSB (© Copyright 1948, 2001, by the Order of Saint Benedict, Collegeville, MN 56321).  
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the monastery,18 while Petar Krešimir IV granted it land in Tokinja.19 Cicha’s method 
of managing the estates would continue after her death.20

History remembers Cicha for her undertakings recorded in preserved archival 
documents, starting with the restoration of the monastery itself, to her other activiti-
es which assured the monastery would have firm, long-lasting foundations. In these 
she revealed her diplomatic and economic skills. However, we should not overlook 
another side to Cicha, without which the modern image we have of her would not be 
complete. Marijan Grgić rightly saw in her “a woman who in our regions was one of 
the most important proponents of the great church reform movement”,21 describing 
her as a brave, decisive, dedicated and persistent woman22 who had commissioned 
for her own use “the oldest preserved example of a personal breviary in the world”.23 
Looking at the socio-political and ecclesiastical circumstances in which the instigator 
of restoration at the Monastery of St. Mary worked, we can see that some factors wor-
ked in her favour, but it is also clear that Cicha was a wise person who built her house 
on rock (Matt 7:24).24 In spite of all the studies made, the unfathomable combination 
of circumstances which allowed this monastery to endure and rise time and again, 
even when it appeared to have only one resident nun,25 remains obscure, but the solid 
spiritual and material bases created by Cicha certainly provided a strong guarantee of 
its survival. St Mary’s is indeed a house built on rock, and has withstood rain, floods 
and winds for nine and half centuries without falling (Matt 7:25), set firmly on the 
rock of God’s word and the Rule of St. Benedict. 

Today, when we try to bring our minds to recollect the circumstances in which 
the foundations of the Monastery of St. Mary were created and established a long 
time ago, we see two figures – the noble Abbess Cicha, who sought peace and pur-
sued it (Ps 34:14-15) in the desire for true, eternal life, and the Croatian king Petar 
Krešimir IV, who recognised the greatness of her work and granted the monastery 
royal freedom and his own protection. The significance of this special anniversary 
prompted us to mark it appropriately with three days of celebrations: a scientific 
colloquium, a celebratory mass presided over by the Archbishop of Zadar, Mons. 
Dr. Želimir Puljić, and a concert of Zadar and Adriatic medieval liturgical melodies 
performed by Katarina Livljanić and Josep Cabré.

The Zadar Archdiocese and University of Zadar responded to our invitation to 
participate in this celebration. A scientific colloquium was held to mark the 950th 
anniversary of the mention of the Monastery of St. Mary in the deed of gift of King 
Petar Krešimir IV. The results of the colloquium have been gathered in this book, 
which now represents another insight into the 11th century, the time in which the 
Monastery of St. Mary was revitalised under the aegis of King Petar Krešimir IV. We 
are extremely grateful to the University of Zadar, particularly Prof. Dr. Pavuša Vezić 
and Prof. Dr. Josip Faričić, who took on the organisation of the colloquium in ho-
nour of our great predecessor Cicha and the Croatian king Petar Krešimir IV. We are 
also grateful to all the authors and speakers whose scientific contributions enabled 
this book to be published.

18 Diplomatički zbornik… (note 6), 129-130.
19 Diplomatički zbornik… (note 6), 104-105.
20 For more see EDUARD PERIČIĆ, Samostan svete Marije u Zadru od njegova osnutka do danas, 

in: Kulturna baština Samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, (ed. Grga Novak, Vjekoslav Maštrović), 
Zadar, 1968, 7-59.

21 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 1), 328.
22 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 1), 328.
23 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 1), 328.
24 Bible quotations taken from the New Revised Standard Version, OUP.
25 IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 14), 78.
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Most of the issues, problems and agendas which modern Croatian historiog-
raphy deals with in the discussions on the early medieval period were postulated 
by Franjo Rački more than a century and a half ago. Rački worked at a time when 
the contemporary reality was defined by the issues of legislation and statehood, 
as well as the desire to achieve sovereignty and order modelled on national states, 
an ideal type emerging in Western Europe. Like many of his contemporaries, 
Rački inadvertently projected these contemporary attitudes onto the early me-
dieval period, which was his main period of interest.1 Naturally, this was no ac-
cident – the fact that an independent Croatian kingdom existed at that time was 
certainly the greatest symbolic capital for Croatian politicians and intellectuals 

1 His most important works, which set the tone for his research, were first published as a series 
of separate studies, and only recently compiled in FRANJO RAČKI, Nutarnje stanje Hrvatske 
prije XII. Stoljeća (The Internal State of Croatia before the 12th Century), edited by Mladen Ančić, 
Zagreb, 2009. The authoritative work on Rački is MIRJANA GROSS, Vijek i djelovanje Franje 
Račkog (The Times and Work of Franjo Rački), Zagreb, 2004. 

Abbess Cicha and King Petar 
Krešimir IV: The Encounter Between 
Byzantium and the Croatian Kingdom

Mladen Ančić

In this paper, which focuses on the relationship between King Peter Krešimir IV and Cicha, 
a Zadar notable, the founder and subsequently the first abbess of St. Mary’s Monastery, 
the author takes the view that it cannot be understood without examining the earlier 
developmental trajectory and status of the city at the time when the monastery was 
established. In the first part of the paper the author has thus attempted a new reading of the 
causes behind the transformation of relationships between the authorities of the (Eastern) 
Roman Empire and the eastern Adriatic area, particularly in Zadar. In this context he 
emphasizes the change which occurred in the late 880s when Zadar became an autonomous 
political organism, similar to Venice, or an "open city", to use the terminology introduced by 
Jonathan Shephard, an expert in Byzantine studies. In the second part the author considers 
how the governing and administrative structures of "the open city" had taken shape, and 
analyses the circumstances in which a Croatian king established supreme authority over 
the formerly "open" city in the 1060s. In the process of assuming power over the city, the 
king gained control over important material resources, and by managing these resources, 
succeeded in placing symbolic resources under his patronage too. These included institutions 
vital to the city’s ability to function, such as the already existing monastery of St. Chrysogonus 
and the newly-founded St. Mary’s. The dynamics of this process changed the relationship 
between the king and the abbess, which at first almost resembled a partnership, but later on 
deteriorated owing to her disapproval of the king’s actions, which, as the author assumes, 
resulted in Abbess Cicha's temporary resignation from her position as head of the monastery.

Key words: Byzantium, Dalmatia, the Kingdom of Croatia, material resources, symbolic capital

Early Romanesque capital from 
the northern colonnade of the 
basilica of St. Mary Minor in 
Zadar, 1070-1090 
(photo: P. Vežić)
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(and it was not easy to separate these two social categories) in debates about the 
political system of the Habsburg Empire and, from 1867, Austro-Hungary. In the 
political culture of the time, in which “historical rights” played an extremely im-
portant role,2 the very existence of an autonomous, independent medieval king-
dom which could be easily “nationalised”, gave crucial legitimacy to the demand 
for political autonomy, with an eye on full independence, and this is exactly why 
there was such interest in the early medieval period.

Some of the greatest problems Rački and all those who continued to build on 
his work encountered in this mind-set included interconnected issues regarding 
the national (today, we would say “ethnic”) affiliation of the inhabitants of surviv-
ing towns on the eastern Adriatic coast with the sovereign power of Byzantium, 
or rather, the influence of that power on urban development. It is precisely these 
issues that are crucial in understanding the position of Zadar in the 11th century, 
its relationship with its environment and the important elements of social life 
in the city itself. The same issues are echoed in what little knowledge there is 
of the circumstances in which St. Mary’s monastery was founded, of the work 
of its founder abbess Cicha, and of her relationship with Peter Krešimir IV, the 
Croatian king at the time. I will therefore begin by addressing the issue of the 
relationship with the Byzantine Empire, showing how the problem can be ap-
proached pursuant to the new historiographical insight, and providing a new 
reading of the relevant sources. The problem of the ethnic framework of Dalma-
tian towns, however, will be the subject of a future discussion that will in a sense 
complement this one. This implies that much of my argument will be taken up 
with what might be considered introductory reflections in order to provide a 
vantage point from which to observe the actual, wider picture of how St. Mary’s 
monastery came into existence. This approach will place the monastery within 
the social fabric of the city and define the relationship between its founder Cicha, 
and the power systems which at that time determined the fate of both the city 
and the monastery, which was only beginning its long life.

Byzantium in the eastern Adriatic from the 
9th to the 11th century

In the tradition of Croatian and Serbian historiography, which thrived after 
the opening of a  separate Institute for Byzantine Studies in Belgrade that was 
intended to operate as “a Yugoslav institution”,3 there is a deeply-rooted convic-

2 In the extensive literature which deals with the shaping of modern nations in the 19th century, 
particularly those forming in the surviving pre-modern dynastic empires (Habsburg, Romanov and 
Ottoman), the works of Miroslav Hroch stand out in terms of “local knowledge” and their probing 
insight, having avoided the trap of popular “general models.” In his latest work, MIROSLAV 
HROCH, European Nations: Explaining Their Formation, London, 2015, 44 ff., where the Croatian 
“case” is also briefly discussed, he outlines the specific circumstances in the Habsburg Empire, 
showing what the significance of “historical rights” was in these developments and how they were 
generally interpreted. How and why “history was politicised and politics historicised”, was clearly 
laid out in examples such as those discussed by LÁSZLÓ PÉTER, Language, the Constitution, and 
the Past in Hungarian Nationalism, in: Hungary’s Long Nineteenth Century, Leiden – Boston, 2012, 
183-198, and by JÁNOS M. BAK, From the Anonymous Gesta to the Flight of Zalán by Vörösmarty, 
in: Manufacturing a Past for the Present: Forgery and Authenticity in Medievalists Texts and Objects 
in Nineteenth-Century Europe (eds. János M. Bak, Patrick J. Geary, Gábor Klaniczay), Leiden – 
Boston, 2015, 96-106.

3 For the role of the Institute for Byzantine Studies in this context, see DANIJEL DZINO, From Byz-
antium to the West: ‘Croats and Carolingians’ as a Paradigm-Change in the Research of Early Medi-
eval Dalmatia, in: Migration, Integration and Connectivity on the Southeastern Frontier of the Carolin-
gian Empire (eds. Danijel Dzino, Ante Milošević, Trpimir Vedriš), Leiden – Boston, 2018, 24-26.
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tion that the Peace treaty of Aachen (812) ushered in a system which was to 
remain fully operational up to the mid-11th century. In keeping with these ideas, 
the structures within this system consisted of towns under imperial rule (usually 
known as Byzantine Dalmatia), the Duchy/Kingdom of Croatia and Venice, and 
in this tradition they were interpreted in a very specific way, i. e. in line with the 
ideas on sovereign territorial states that have constituted Europe practically from 
the 17th century until today. As a network of fully formed “cities”, Byzantine Dal-
matia represented an institutional infrastructure for maintaining imperial pres-
ence. In these circumstances, supreme sovereignty belonged to the imperial au-
thority in Constantinople, which would potentially and temporarily transfer the 
sovereignty to local protagonists, depending on its interests, only to take it back 
from them at other times. According to historians’ interpretations, these shifts 
were taking place at a breakneck speed. In an attempt to gain as clear a picture 
as possible of these events, historical analysis started out from the few available 
sources and decontextualized facts gleaned from them. Attempts were then made 
to draw these facts (often fiction) together in a narrative structure, without aban-
doning the pre-existing construct. Accordingly, the behaviour of the protagonists 
was interpreted in the spirit of geopolitical games, the kind that modern politi-
cal leaders practise and play on maps. Most recently, this notion has started to 
change and now there is talk of the rise and fall of Byzantine influence (the impe-
rial authorities), the granting of titles, etc. However, Byzantine Dalmatia, in the 
sense of a territorial unit comprising the cities and their territories, still remains 
a key element in the entire structure.4

The documents on which this depiction relies, however, do not allow for such 
an interpretation. They consist mainly of mutually contradictory and unreliable 
“stories” from the well-known 10th century text De administrando Imperio, refer-
ences to the titles of protagonists noted in preserved sources, several seals with 
the same titles, and symbolic deeds and acts, certifying affiliation with the sys-
tem which had its centre in the faraway Constantinople (the dating formulas for 
documents that mention the emperor’s name, the chanting of laudes in special 
services, etc.). These narrative sources can to some extent be checked and cor-
roborated. Nevertheless, the few preserved documents from the period between 
the early 10th to mid-11th century, particularly those which originated in Zadar, 
also represent material that can and should be interpreted quite differently and 
in accordance with the results of many contemporary analyses that have explored 
the workings of former imperial systems of power.

4 The crowning achievement of the older tradition was the double edition (first in Serbian, 
then in Italian) of JADRAN FERLUGA’s, Vizantijska uprava u Dalmaciji, Belgrade, 1957; 
L’amministrazione bizantina in Dalmazia, Venice, 1978. In addition to the trappings typical 
of older historiography, both publications are clearly influenced by the political ideology of 
“integral Yugoslavism” in their interpretation of the historical process. One of the starting 
points of this ideology was its reference to a “Byzantine layer in the history of the South 
Slavs” as an important element of common tradition and subsequent “unity.” In a similar 
spirit, with very similar starting positions, a much briefer, more rounded view is offered 
by IVO GOLDSTEIN, Hrvati, hrvatske zemlje i Bizant (The Croats, the Croatian Lands and 
Byzantium), Zagreb, 2003, 22-36. For the status quo of the problem of Byzantine presence 
in the eastern Adriatic in more recent times, see IVAN BASIĆ, Sjeverna i srednja Dalmacija 
u ranome srednjem vijeku, in: Nova zraka u europskom svjetlu (ed. Zrinka Nikolić), Zagreb, 
2015, 450-453 (with a map of the territorial units of Byzantine Dalmatia on p. 452); HRVOJE 
GRAČANIN, Bizant na hrvatskom prostoru u ranome srednjem vijeku, in: Nova zraka …, 
508-511, and, more comprehensively, NEVEN BUDAK, Hrvatska povijest od 550. do 1100., 
Zagreb, 2018, 223-232.



16

An excellent illustration of what can be found in such historical traces is a 
text by a Venetian historian John the Deacon, more precisely, the part which 
details the military campaign of the doge, Peter II Orseolo, along the eastern 
Adriatic coast in the year 10005. Surprisingly, it has never been used in an at-
tempt to outline the political structures of the time. John the Deacon is per-
fectly clear – he claims that, apart from Zadar, which according to him ac-
cepted the doge’s political leadership at that time, the rest of the eastern Adri-
atic coast came under the rule of the Croatian king, or the princeps of the 
“Narentanian people”6. In this depiction there is no trace of the “Byzantine 
Dalmatia” or of “yielding sovereignty” from the imperial seat, and the only 
political protagonists are the local ones with their own organisations, ranging 
from the Croatian king and the doge, to the people of Zadar who had suf-
fered for acknowledging the doge’s primacy, and the local power structures, 
such as those in Rab and Krk. Their leaders, according to John the Deacon, 
accepted the change in leadership readily, which is to say voluntarily, al-
though the threat of force by the doge’s large feet is implied. The “Slavs”, i. e. 
their king, were replaced by the Venetian authorities (presumably beneficent, 
and, as the author implies, in some ways similar), or so this is at least how it 
seems to the modern reader. If we try, however, to consider the reality behind 
this image, which is possible because the son of Peter II Orseolo, Otto, made 
a similar progress eighteen years later, a somewhat different constellation of 
relations emerges.

The second, Otto’s campaign, was also recorded in written text, but in 
a different form from the narration of John the Deacon. Here the written 
record consists of pledges sworn to the doge by the inhabitants of the places 
he visited in July and August 1018.7 According to the pledges, one of the 
obligations of these places was to pay tribute to the doge; the inhabitants 
of Krk, Cres and Osor were to send marten pelts at Christmas (Krk – 30, 
Cres – 15, Osor – 40), while the inhabitants of Rab were to send 10 pounds 
(libra) of silk. This indicates that Rab participated in the economic system 
of the time differently than inhabitants of neighbouring islands. However, 
the most important aspect of this arrangement was the fact that paying the 
tribute as a mark of loyalty was quite different from what the inhabitants of 

5 The text of John the Deacon is key to understanding early Venetian history and has therefore 
been the subject of many presentations and analyses. Here it is sufficient to draw attention to two 
important works: GINA FASOLI, I fondamenti della storiografia veneziana, in: La storiografia 
veneziana fino al secolo XVI (ed. Agostino Pertusi), Firenze, 1970, 11-44; and LUIGI ANDREA 
BERTO, Il vocabolario politico e sociale della „Istoria Veneticorum“ di Giovanni Diacono, Padova, 
2001. I have used the older edition of the text in Cronache Veneziane antichissime. Fonti per 
la storia d’Italia 9 (ed. Giovanni Monticolo), Rome, 1890, in which the account of the doge’s 
campaign is found on pp. 155-160.

6 Cronache Veneziane (see note 5), pp. 155-156: Illis namque temporibus in Dalmacianorum confinio 
non plus quam Iateranenses cives Veneticorum ducis ditioni obtemperabant; quos Croatorum ac 
Narentanorum princeps crebro affligere solebant … unde Dalmacianorum populi omnes poene simul 
convenientes, Petro Veneticorum duci suis internunciis hoc demandaverunt, quod si ipse venire aut 
exercitum mittere vellet, qui eos a Scavorum severitate liberaret, ipsi et illorum civitates perpetua 
stabilitate suae suorumque successorum potestati subditos manerent. I shall discuss elsewhere the 
extent to which the Venetian historian and chronicler recorded the events faithfully, particularly 
in relation to a supposed gathering of ‘“Dalmatians” and the demands they made of the doge, 
since the emphasis here is on the political architecture.

7 Pledges of the inhabitants of Rab, Krk, Cres and Osor, noted in written form and kept and copied 
in Venice for obvious reasons, are printed in Codex diplomaticus regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae et 
Sclavoniae I (ed. Jakov Stipišić, Miljen Šamšalović), Zagreb, 1967, 54-58, nos. 37, 38, 39, 40.
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the same islands were under obligation to pay to the Croatian ruler according 
to a decision by Emperor Basil I from the late 870s or early 880s. This deci-
sion was connected with the taxes which the towns paid to the imperial high 
official and emissary, the strategos. Each island had to pay 100 gold coins 
(nomisma) annually, which was transferred to the Croatian ruler.8 To imagine 
that the payment of such tribute, in the circumstances in which this was a 
key element in the overall political organisation,9 might have become unim-
portant or simply fallen into oblivion, is a consequence of dogged insistence 
by mostly Croatian historians on agendas which they inherited from the late 
19th and early 20th centuries. In fact, it is not difficult to imagine the reaction 
of the Croatian ruler when the inhabitants of one of these islands “forgot” 
to pay their annual tribute of 100 nomisma, particularly in the light of what 
John the Deacon says about the “oppressive regime” of the Croatian ruler, or 
the fact that the military campaign of the doge Peter II Orseolo in the year 
1000 resulted directly from the Venetian refusal to pay the usual tribute for 
free navigation in the Adriatic.

This context clarifies the difference between 40, 30 or 15 marten pelts sent at 
Christmas to the Venetian doge and the 100 gold coins which each island paid in 
keeping with the decree of Basil I. Of course, the doge neither could nor would 
free the islanders from the tribute or transfer it to himself, and even if he had, he 
would hardly have been able to provide them with protection from the wrath of 
the ruler cheated of his “natural right.” Instead, the doge simply imposed a new 
tribute on the islanders, a symbolic expression of their subjection to his will as 
their senior, implying he was more powerful than they were. The wording of the 
pledge addresses the doge as senior noster, which is not accidental, and appears 
again in very similar circumstances early in 1075, when representatives of the 
eastern Adriatic towns promised the doge Domenico Silvi that they would not 
summon the Normans from southern Italy “to Dalmatia.”10 In contrast to these 
procedures in 1018 and 1075, in completely different circumstances following the 
death of the Croatian king Stephen II and the subsequent battle for the throne, 
and after the Venetians had procured an imperial chrysobull, awarding the Vene-
tian doge, among other things, the permanent title of “imperial protosebastos”, 

8 Interpretations of the Chapter 30 of De administrando Imperio differ greatly when it comes to 
the meaning of this taxation arrangement. One interpretation considers that transferring the 
tax paid to the Croatian ruler did not really change the relationship between the towns and 
the imperial authority – see, for example, JADRAN FERLUGA, L’amministrazione (note 4), 
167 ff.; IVO GOLDSTEIN (note 4), 30. The opposite view is that the decision by the central 
imperial authority more or less meant that the east coast of the Adriatic was abandoned as an 
area under direct imperial rule, which was exercised by taxation and through court emissaries 
– see MLADEN ANČIĆ, Zamišljanje tradicije: Vrijeme i okolnosti postanka 30. glave djela De 
administrando imperio, Radovi Zavoda za hrvatsku povijest 42/2010, 133-151, particularly 147. 
An attempt to find a “third way”, which is really a road to nowhere, can be seen in NEVEN 
BUDAK (note 4), 193-195, where the issue of taxation simply vanishes from the research horizon 
in a haze of indecision about possible solutions, as if it did not at all matter who paid the tax 
(tribute of some kind) and to whom.

9 One school of thought, derived from a consistent Marxist approach, even introduces the idea of 
a “tributary mode of production” as the foundation of a specific state organisation – see JOHN 
HALDON, The State and the Tributary Mode of Production, London – New York, 1993. There are 
other theoretical ways of looking at ‘”tributary empires”, for example Tributary Empires in Global 
History (ed. Peter Fibiger Bang, Christopher Alan Bayly), Basingstoke, 2011.

10 Document dated 8 February 1075 – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 137-138, no. 108 – registering 
the pledge sworn by representatives of Split, Trogir, Biograd and Zadar (uobis domno Dominico 
Siluio, duci Venetię et Dalmatię ac imperiali protoprohedro et seniori nostro). 



18

in 1097 representatives of Split and Trogir swore the pledges to the doge Vitalo 
Michieli, addressing him as “lord” (dominus).11

The title of senior, used on the earlier occasions, covered a wide semantic field 
at the time, but what all its meanings have in common is that the title truly re-
ferred to the superiority of the person so addressed, although not in the sense of 
formal political relations. It was used to indicate those truly older in age; by wife 
to refer to a husband or to designate relations that are commonly called feudal, 
though in earlier times it could have indeed denoted the leader of a political for-
mation.12 A semantic field this wide makes interpretation more difficult, but in 
this case, where in new circumstances, such as those from the end of the 11th cen-
tury, the term dominus was used instead, there was still a little room left for am-
bivalence. Up to the late 11th century (though not in the year 1000)  the Venetian 
doge did indeed not aspire to rule over the eastern Adriatic coast, but sought ways 
of bolstering increasingly powerful Venetian interests, particularly free navigation 
towards the eastern Mediterranean. Thus he sought guarantees, including pledges 
as well as symbolic tribute, which is why this situation may seem unusual to the 
modern mind, formed in the context and experience of modern sovereign states. 
In contrast to old political formations, these monopolise the use of violence on 
their firmly, precisely established territories to drive out any potential competition. 
Here, we are dealing with an entirely different kind of organisation and configura-
tion of social power, in which there was protection from violence perpetrated by 
outsiders, but the cost of such protection was organised differently. In the world of 
the 10th and 11th centuries to which the eastern Adriatic region partly belonged, it 
was quite normal and expected that subjects would pay tribute to one ruler, while 
maintaining certain obligations to neighbouring powers, particularly on the mar-

11 The pledges by the representatives of Split and Trogir have not been preserved in their original 
form, but in 16th-century copies (it is indicative that no-one has thought to doubt their authenticity, 
which is usually insisted upon, particularly outside the context of Croatian historiography, in 
relation to the documents of Croatian rulers). The pledge of the Split representatives was copied 
in its entirety, undated, while the Trogir one consists only of the introduction, but is dated May 
1097 – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 207-209, nos. 168 and 169. The date of the chrysobull of 
Alexius I is still doubtful, but I think it was more likely to have been issued in 1092 than 1082. 
For the latest arguments in this debate, see THOMAS F. MADDEN, The chrysobull of Alexius 
Comnenus to the Venetians: the date and the debate, Journal of Medieval History 28/2002., 32-
41, and PETER FRANKOPAN, Byzantine trade privileges to Venice in the eleventh century: 
the chrysobull of 1092, Journal of Medieval History 30/2004, 135-160. The chrysobull of Alexius 
is cited according to I trattati con Bisanzio 992-1198 (ed. Marco Pozza, Giorgio Ravegnani), 
Venezia, 1993, 28-45, and the announcement of the permanent title reads: (38): Honoravit autem 
et nobilem ducem eorum venerabilissima protosebasti dignitate, cum roga etiam sua plenissima. 
Non in persona vero ipsius determinavit honorem, set indesinentem esse atque perpetuum et per 
successiones iis qui secundum diem fuerint ducibus transmitti definitivis. Armed with this altered 
status, the doge was able to participate in conflicts concerning the Croatian crown, as can be seen 
from the title of Vitalo Faliero which included “Croatia” from 1094, and which in the pledges 
of the Split and Trogir representatives reads glorioso duci Venecię atque Dalmatię siue Chroacię 
et imperiali prothoseuastori. Andrea Dandalo, a 14th-century doge and historian, muddied 
the waters somewhat when he linked the change of title to a specific concession gained from 
Constantinople, but it is obvious that this was his own idea, rather than a claim based on the 
existence of a document, which has been causing headaches for modern historians (compare 
Andreae Danduli ducis Venetiarum Chronica per extensum descripta aa. 46-1280 (ed. Ester 
Pastorello), Bologna s.a., 217 – here only one chrysobull is mentioned, to which the conferring 
of the title protosebastos, but also that of Dalmatia and Croatia is attached, and given the known 
contents of the one chrysobull, this leads to an obvious conclusion).

12 On the use of senior in terms of relations that are usually labelled as feudal, see (the rather 
sceptical view of) SUSAN REYNOLDS, Fiefs and Vassals, Oxford, 1994, 36. In the sense of a 
political leader, it was used for example by Pope John VIII, in a letter from 874, in which the 
duke (dux) Domagoj is referred to as senior - Codex diplomaticus I (note7), 10, no. 7.
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gins of a political organisation. Those obligations may have been also expressed as 
symbolic tribute, especially if the neighbouring power was sufficiently strong and 
if this suited their purposes. In the long term such situations provoked opposition, 
friction and conflict, including armed conflict, but any attempt to further analyse 
those outcomes is beyond the scope of the present discussion. However, the deci-
sion by Basil I, as recorded in De administrando… where it is said that the towns 
“gave only a little to the strategos, just enough to show their loyalty and allegiance 
to the emperor of the Romaioi and his strategos”,13 was something different. Clear-
ly, this referred to a completely new set of relations which differed categorically 
from the one the doge sought and received in the year 1000.

Returning to John the Deacon, it is worth noting that the political centre of 
the Empire was not completely eliminated from his depiction – institutionalised 
links arose from the area of the eastern Adriatic towards this centre – and John 
the Deacon almost unwittingly shows them to be the natural order of things. 
Even his “hero”, the doge Peter II Orseolo, sent his son there, and the young man 
came back “laden” with rich gifts and honours, actually honorary court titles.14 
The institution of extolling laudaes in church festivals, beginning with the em-
peror’s name, should be understood as natural or common, in spite of the previ-
ously outlined political architecture, which explains the promises by the repre-
sentatives of the island communities of the northern Adriatic to add the name 
of the doge to that of the emperor on such occasions in the future.15 In order to 

13 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, 264, lines 30.32.
14 Cronache Veneziane (note 5), 154, lines 7-10: per haec quidem tempora antedictus dux Iohannem 

suum filium Constantinopolim destinavit, quem imperator non solum diversis donis, verum etiam 
aegregiis honoribus sublimavit. This procedure may be considered an institution, the “way things 
were done”, as it was also done by his predecessor, Tribuno Memo – Cronache Veneziane (note 5), 
148, lines 22-23, like those before him, with almost the same results; see LUIGI ANDREA BERTO 
(note 5), 165-166, who surprisingly does not recognise it as an institution. The same examples 
are cited by ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ, Rođaci i bližnji, Zagreb, 2003, 133, who defines it as “common 
practice.” Relations between Venice and Byzantium have been considered in historiography many 
times, and raise many issues in the literature: here, I indicate only two common debates in which 
the period is presented more comprehensively – DONALD M. NICOL, Byzantium and Venice: A 
study in diplomatic and cultural relations, Cambridge, 1988, 20-83, and GIORGIO RAVEGNANI, 
Bisanzio e Venezia, Bologna, 2006, 40-75. As far as the material covered is concerned, it simply 
illustrates the picture painted by John the Deacon.

15 The “Dalmatian laude” (laudes dalmaticae), or their origin, is convincingly linked to the Roman-
Christian tradition formed in Byzantium, see MARKO PETRAK, Nobile hoc Romani Imperii 
monumentum: Laudes imperiales in Byzantine Dalmatia, Revue Internationale des Droits de 
l’Antiquité 63/2016, 263-278. However, some of his claims and conclusions seem untenable, such 
as the claim on page 273 that the “Dalmatian theme” was created after the peace treaty of Aachen 
in 812 (the authors referred to in the note, J. Ferluga and I. Goldstein, are actually explicit in their 
claims that the theme was created in the 870s). Petrak’s conclusion that the appearance of these 
laudes remained limited to the eight towns (octapolis) which formed the theme is unlikely, given 
that the laudes were sang in Old Church Slavonic in Zadar in the second half of the 12th century, 
in 1177 to be precise, during the visit of Pope Alexander III to the city (cum inmensis laudibus et 
canticis altisone resonantibus in eorum sclavica lingua – LOUIS DUCHESNE, Le Liber pontificalis: 
Texte, introduction et commentaire II, Paris, 1892, 437, lines 17-18). Finally, in terms of the actual 
meaning of singing the laudes from the 9th to the 11th centuries, and “only on the two most 
important Christian feasts, Christmas and Easter”, the author fails to articulate in more detail what 
John the Deacon describes – Veclensis et Arbensis episcopi … eisdem sacris confirmaverunt quo 
feriatis diebus, quibus laudis pompam in aecclesia depromere solebant, istius principis nomen post 
imperatorum laudis preconiis glorificarent (Cronache Veneziane (note 5), 157, lines 13 and 16-19). 
On the one hand, this says that in the future, when singing such laudes, the name of the doge 
would appear immediately after the emperor’s, indicating that in this way laudes described an ideal 
hierarchy of secular power and order, rather than actual political relations. On the other hand, it is 
worth noting that John the Deacon states explicitly that the laudes were only to be sung on Krk and 
Rab, but not in Zadar, let alone in other towns visited by the doge on that occasion.
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avoid the pitfall of what remains unsaid, it is worth remembering that at this 
time both sides were convinced that there were two political systems operating 
– the Venetians were considered foreigners in the eyes of the Byzantines in the 
10th century, as is clear from a text about Venice in De administrando imperio, 
and from the text of the oldest chrysobull including trading privileges, granted 
in Constantinople in 992, where the Venetians were explicitly characterised as 
“not under our rule”, but as “foreigners and those who belong to the public pow-
ers” (extranei et pertinentes publico).16 Accordingly, the links maintained between 
Venice and Constantinople were not the only ones of that kind, as almost in 
the same breath, after noting the journey by the doge’s son Ivan to the imperial 
capital, John the Deacon relates the arrival of Emperor Otto III in the Italian 
kingdom. In this narration, he includes the imperial demand made to the doge 
to send him his second son, who bore the same name as the Emperor of the 
West himself, Otto, who then received him warmly and visited Ravenna with 
him, before sending him home with many gifts,17 so the procedure was actually 
presented as symmetric to the one in Constantinople. Thus the instances which 
Croatian (and Serbian) historiography consider expressions of Byzantine sover-
eignty (conferring titles, singing the laudes) were actually institutionalised forms 
of political communication, allowing actions that could be interpreted as rituals 
to establish systems of hierarchical relations between the political centres and 
what can be perceived as peripheral regions as well as external elements of the 
imperial structures. However, these actions were always carried out under the 
shadow of threats of force, as was frequently demonstrated.18

Almost exactly the same structure can be traced in another narrative source 
written seventy or so years after John the Deacon’s Chronicles. It provides a much 
clearer theoretical background, as its narrative element is not subject to the pro-
jection of a particular political ideology, but to the theoretical presuppositions 
of the author. It is a collection of “counsels and examples” by an author known 
as Kekaumenos, whose work was earlier known as the Strategicon, and was most 
likely written between 1075 and 1078.19 In this work there is a separate, very 
short, confusing unit which could be thought of as “counsels for the toparch”, 
and which is accompanied by an “example” like the other “counsels.” The idea 
behind it is to use a story as an example to support and illustrate the counsel; 

16 For the way in which De administrando imperio speaks of Venice as a “foreign world”, see 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus (note 13), 236-239 (in the Greek original and English translation). 
The text of the 992 chrysobull, which was actually a poor translation from Greek into Latin, 
appears in I trattati con Bisanzio (note 210), 22-24, particularly the sentence: Non solum 
rogantibus, que sub manu nostra sunt, obaudire misericordissimum et laudabile est, sed enim 
extraneos et pertinentes publico obaudire rogatur cum providentia et pietate.

17 Cronache Veneziane (note 5), 154, lines 14-20.
18 A good introduction to understanding ritualised political communication can be found in 

Medieval Concepts of the Past: Ritual, Memory, Historiography (ed. Gerd Althoff, Johannes Fried, 
Patrick J. Geary), Cambridge, 2002. However, for some reservations on the subject see also 
PHILIPPE BUC, Dangers of Ritual: Between Early Medieval Texts and Social Scientific Theory, 
Princeton – Oxford, 2001.

19 A modern edition of the entire text with a translation in Italian can be found in CECAUMENO, 
Raccomandazioni e consigli di un galantuomo (ed. Maria Dora Spadaro), Alessandria, 1998. For 
more details on the author, his background, time of writing and intended public, see the editor’s 
introductory study (7-40) and for more on his education and worldview, see CHARLOTTE 
ROUECHÉ, Defining the Foreign in Kekaumenos, in: Strangers to Themselves: The Byzantine 
Outsider (ed. Dion C. Smythe), Aldershot, 2000, 203-214. The same author considers the sources 
and structure of the entire text in CHARLOTTE ROUECHÉ, The Literary Background of 
Kekaumenos, u: Literacy, Education and Manuscript Transmission in Byzantium and Beyond (ed. 
Catherine Holmes, Judith Waring), Leiden – Boston, 2002, 111-138.



21

and in the unit addressed to the toparch, Kekaumenos tells the story of a cer-
tain Dobronja, who according to him was the archon and toparch in the cities of 
Zadar and Salona in Dalmatia.20 Since the work was first published in 1896, the 
story was already well-known, so that in Croatian or Serbian historiography it is 
often reproduced, mostly using a very traditional approach. Kekaumenos’s text 
is usually treated as an authentic trace of times long past, as though seen by a 
timeless, objective eye which registered reality precisely, so that all that is needed 
to interpret this past reality is a careful reading of the record.21 There is no word 
on when the work was written, how the author could have known what he was 
writing about, or whether his intention could have affected how the material was 
shaped and presented, etc.

Of course, the first thing to be aware of is the time gap between the events 
and the time when the author was writing. Perhaps 35 or 40 years had passed, 
so it is unlikely that Kekaumenos’s story was a personal, eye-witness account. At 
best, he relied on certain written material, but even this seems unlikely, since he 
is rather imprecise in regard to the position of the hero of the story – he is not 
given formal titles and the extent of his rule is not exactly clear – was it Dalmatia, 
or Zadar and Salona (and what would have this meant anyway around 1030)? 
The most likely explanation is that the story circulated and spread orally within 
the circle to which Kekaumenos belonged, and which Maria Dora Spadaro de-
fines as “civilian or military officials living under the protection of the court, par-
ticipating in its intrigues, competing for posts and positions which would bring 
them wealth and prestige, or travelling to the periphery of the Empire as military 
leaders or bureaucrats, usually to get rich, or on rare occasions, to ensure an el-
ementary existence.”22

If this is true, and it seems to be the case, then the entire story has only slight 
documentary value from the start, as it must have gone through various transfor-
mations as it was passed on, becoming irrevocably corrupted. Doubt is raised, of 
course, by the fact that in the Adriatic, and therefore further away in the imperial 
circle, a similar story was circulating, noted briefly in the Annales Barenses and 
in the work of an early 12-century author, Lupo Protospatharios, with certain 
variations. The Annals, under the year 1024, speak of how the then catepan of 
Byzantine Italy, Basil Boioannes, crossed the Adriatic and went to Croatia (Chor-
vatia or Corbatia) where he took prisoner wife of the “patrician Kozmic”, took 
her to Bari and sent her with a son to Constantinople.23 The note is isolated and 
short, with no context to give it meaning, as there were four events recorded in 
the Annals under 1024: a miracle which took place in the town of Matera with a 
large silver cross; the fact that there was a lot of snow that year; the undertaking 
of Basil Boioannes in which the inhabitants of Bari participated, and the death 

20 The original text on Dobronja is in CECAUMENO (note 19), 236 line 1 to 238 line 3: in the 
Italian translation on pages 237-239; the editor emphasises the confusing nature of the text since 
it is addressed to those who were not the emperor’s subjects, but is written by a person working 
in the imperial administration. For the sake of simplicity, I have omitted quotations in Greek 
with their transliterations in Roman script where the concepts of the original itself are used.

21 The approach used in JADRAN FERLUGA, L’amministrazione (note 4), 205 is illustrative, as it 
discusses what Kekaumenos describes using the initial words posediamo inoltre una notizia di 
straordinario valore riferita nello Strategicon di Cecaumeno, which is followed by an account of 
the content, then an interpretation and drawing out of past reality in order to align it with the 
“true” record of Kekaumenos. Compare a similar procedure in LUJO MARGETIĆ, Dobronja – 
zadarski dužnosnik ili hrvatski kralj?, Croatica Christiana periodica 58/2006, 3 ff.

22 CECAUMENO (note 19), 19.
23 Compare earlier versions according to Franjo RAČKI, Documenta historiae Chroaticae periodum 

antiquam illustrantia, Zagreb, 1877, 434, no. 214.
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of Henry II. The next entry in the annals is for 1028.24 It is a note about the 
Italic catepan which historiography interprets unanimously, as situation in which 
Basil takes the wife and son of the Croatian king Krešimir III prisoners. There 
is a more bizarre interpretation by Vera van Falkenhausen which goes so far as 
to claim that the governor of the Byzantine territory in southern Italy carried 
out a full-scale “invasion” of the eastern Adriatic coast.25 Scepticism about the 
likelihood of such an undertaking, obviously carried out under orders from Con-
stantinople, where the woman and her child were immediately sent, later simply 
blended with the story of the things that happened to representative of the ruling 
family of Zadar when he visited the capital. This scepticism is supported by the 
fact that one Kekaumanos served in the Byzantine administration in southern 
Italy.26 In addition, among his stories and examples, Kekaumenos has two related 
to southern Italy, or Otranto and Bisignano in Calabria, which reveal detailed 
local knowledge.27 What Basil actually did in 1024 remains a mystery for now, 
but two particular things arise from the note: firstly, the catepan’s undertaking 
(which would probably be called a “special operation” today28) shows that the im-
perial authorities were capable of applying limited force to intervene in the east-
ern Adriatic at that time in order to achieve their political goals, whatever those 
were; and secondly, the identification of Chorvatia or Corbatia clearly proves the 
existence of specific knowledge of the eastern Adriatic coast in the regions of 
southern Italy, expressed in practical discourse rather than book knowledge.

As far as Kekaumenos’s story of Dobronja is concerned, the possibility re-
mains open that it was a fusion of several stories, and this is to some extent sup-
ported by the text itself, or rather, by its inherent incoherence. One the one hand, 
the visits of Dobronja to the capital completely correspond with the institutions 
of that time, but there is an important gap in the plot. Namely, the author goes 
on to talk of the intrigues of the court and how the emperor was persuaded to 
conquer a country which had barely been mentioned previously. Then there is 
wider talk of bringing the wife and son, the death of the spouses in prison, and 
the flight of the son from Constantinople many years later. The second part of 
the narrative seems highly improbable. The claim that the political centre took 
Dobronja’s “land”29 without the use of weapons must arouse scepticism, because 
this would have involved a major maritime operation which would hardly have 
gone unnoticed by the relatively numerous contemporary sources of the time. 
The notion of occupying the “land” is also unlikely due to the fact that the po-
sition of the Zadar prior after Gregory, mentioned in1044, was taken up by a 

24 For the contents of the Annals for the year 1024, see GEORG HEINRICH PERTZ, Monumenta 
Germaniae Historica VII, Scriptores V, Hannover, 1844, 57, lines 30-35.

25 It is extremely difficult to reconcile the variants of the truly unusual name of the person whose 
wife and son were taken, as given in various versions of the text, Cismigi, Cosmizi, etc. Franjo 
Rački was quite adamant he was actually the Croatian king, Krešimir II, see FRANJO RAČKI 
(note 23), 434, no. 214, note 4. From here, the idea spread in historiography like a virus, although 
it lacks well-founded arguments and does not hold water. For the “invasion” theory, see VERA 
von FALKENHAUSEN, Between Two Empires: Byzantine Italy in the reign of Basil II, in: 
Byzantium in the Year 1000 (ed. Paul Magdalino), Leiden – Boston, 2003, 149.

26 VERA von FALKENHAUSEN, A Provincial Aristocracy: The Byzantine Provinces in Southern 
Italy (9th -11th Century), in: Byzantine Aristocracy IX to XIII Centuries (ed. Michael Angold), 
Oxford, 1984, 212.

27 CECAUMENO (note 19), 114-117, 126-129.
28 How the concept was used in medieval warfare is shown by YUVAL NOAH HARARI, Special 

Operations in the Age of Chivalry 1100-1550, Woodbridge, 2007.
29 CECAUMENO (note 19), 236 line 23.
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certain Andrew,30 of whom we know very little, but he was probably part of the 
city’s governing structure, and a member of the community called the “descend-
ants of Prior Andrew”,31 so it is difficult to believe that he gained his position 
through Byzantine intervention. In addition, if he was appointed by imperial 
decree, he would probably have had a court title, but Andrew, of all the Zadar 
priors, had none. Finally, the problem of the credibility of Kekaumenos’s story 
becomes acute if we bear in mind what contemporary documents reveal about 
the position of the Zadar city leader, from which it can clearly be seen that in the 
July of 1033, Prior Gregory bore the title of proconsul, the Latin translation of 
the honorary title anthypatos, which did not imply any function, but was ranked 
somewhere between magistros and patrikios.32 Another document from Zadar 
has survived, dated 1034, but this does not mention Gregory’s honorary title. In 
another dated 12 February 1036, he is not called proconsul, but protospatharios, 
a title which technically guaranteed him membership of the Senate, and there-
fore ranked higher than that of proconsul.33 It is not easy to reconcile Gregory’s 
honorary titles with Kekaumenos’s account, which claims that Dobronja visited 
the court of Romanos III Argyros (who died in April 1034) twice, and on his 
third visit, when Michael IV the Paphlagonian was on the throne, ended in his 
imprisonment. Although it is technically possible that Dobrinja was actually in 
Constantinople between July 1033 and April 1034, and this is where Gregory got 
his new title from,34 this interpretation is less credible than the one which says 
the new title granted in 1036 was the result of a visit after the new emperor’s 
enthronement.

In the light of all this, the documentary and factual value of Kekaumenos’s 
story does not lie in its narrative dimension as a whole, which cannot be cor-
roborated in any way, but in the elements of the reality of the world such as it 
was in the early 11th century. Those elements are clearly visible in the first part of 
the story which is of a particularly importance, as it speaks of the visits made by 
Dobronja to the imperial court. This part is corroborated by material evidence, 
primarily the fact that large amounts of coinage belonging to Romanos III Argy-
ros were in circulation on the eastern Adriatic coast and deep into the hinterland 
right up to the 13th century, and which were probably the benefice spoken of by 
Kekaumenos. 35 Confirmation of this is found in an unexpected place, in the deed 
of gift of the Croatian banus Stephen Praska, which, like many other documents 
of this era has been irrevocably contaminated by later additions, so that its exact 

30 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 77, no. 57, 1. 9. 1044.
31 For an explanation of this term, see MLADEN ANČIĆ, Vekenega i kralj Koloman, in: Laude 

nitens multa: Zbornik radova s kolokvija u povodu 900. obljetnice Vekenegina epitafa (ed. Pavuša 
Vežić, Ivan Josipović), Zadar, 2018, 22.

32 On Gregory’s title, see Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 67-68, no. 49, 5. 7. 1033. On identifying 
the honorary title of anthypatos with ‘proconsul’ and its rank, see ANTHYPATOS in: The Oxford 
Dictionary of Byzantium (ed. Alexander P. Kazhdan), New York – Oxford, 1991, 111.

33 In the document dated 13 February 1036, Gregory’s title is recorded as protospatario et stratico 
universę Dalmatię – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 69, no 51. See PROTOSPATHARIOS, in: The 
Oxford Dictionary (bilj. 32), 1748.

34 The discussion in older historiography regarding the identity of Dobronja and his connection 
with prior Gregory has been presented by ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 14), 127-134, who adheres 
to the conclusion, based on facts from later documents about King Peter Krešimir IV, that 
Gregory and Dobrinja were brothers and governed together.

35 The link between Kekaumenos’s account and the large number of coins from the reign of 
Romanos III Argyros on the eastern coast of the Adriatic and deeper hinterland was noted by 
NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Solidus romanatus na istočnoj jadranskoj obali, Starohrvatska prosvjeta III. 
serija 12/1982, 173-184. He has returned to the subject in NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Il caso dell’arconte 
Dobronà e del proconsole Gregorio, Hortus Artium Medievalium 13/2007, 137-141.
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date of composition is unclear.36 The author of the document is identified at the 
beginning as Ego S. banus, and it is dated to the reign of Constantine Monoma-
chos. The identity is repeated: Ego denique S. banus et imperialis protospatario. 
We have already discussed the meaning of imperialis protospatario, but in this 
context it is important to note that it is the same title, along with that of strat-
egos, which was given to Prior Gregory of Zadar, the brother of Dobronja from 
Kekaumenos’s account.

Bearing in mind the parallel titles held by the Zadar prior and banus, the 
highest official in the rudimentary administration of the Croatian king, and tak-
ing into account what Kekaumenos says, that the emperor ‘showered’ Dobronja 
with gifts and honours, it is almost impossible not to conclude that the prior’s 
brother travelled with the banus Stephen to Constantinople on at least one oc-
casion. The possibility is almost explicitly confirmed by the case of a certain Leo 
who appears in written sources after 1066, at the time when King Peter Krešimir 
IV had already taken control of Zadar, as the city prior, but with the Byzantine 
title and function of “imperial protospatharios and catapan of all Dalmatia.”37 
However, it was probably the same person (given the rarity of the name) who 
owned a seal bearing his name in Greek, the lower title of spatharocandidate and 
an unknown function (due to damage to the impression left by the seal) per-
formed in Croatia.38 What needs to be emphasised here is the fact that the seals 
used to make such impressions, known as bulloterion, were mostly awarded after 
a person was appointed or promoted, usually in Constantinople.39 From this, it 
can be additionally concluded that Leo travelled at least once to Constantinople 
and was given an honorary title on that occasion, along with the device for print-
ing his seal with that title. Such journeys would not have been simple and meant 
relying on a network of contacts and long-term acquaintances who would help 
open the doors to the imperial court and ensure appropriate ceremonial audi-
ence during which the person would bow down to the emperor (proskynesis), ex-
pressing subjection to the supreme authority appointed by God himself.40 The ac-

36 The document was printed in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 75-76, no. 56, “Between 12. VI 1042. and 
1. IX 1044.” The name of the ban is marked with an S, but in the deed of gift from King Peter Krešimir 
IV to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery in Zadar, issued in 1066/67, which mentions several kings and 
bans from earlier times, the last place in the list of bans is occupied by Stephen Praska, which justifies 
identifying the S as referring to him. See Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 105-106, no. 78.

37 Leon imperialis protospatarius et totius Dalmatie catapanus appears as the city prior in a formula 
dating note by the abbot of St. Chrysogonus, Peter, in 1067, which we will come back to later 
- Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 107, no. 79, Among the witnesses to the king’s deed of gift of 
the island of Maun, included among other officials of the royal power apparatus, is dominus Leo 
imperialis protospatarius ac Dalmacie ac iupanus testis (without the title of prior) – ibid, 114, no. 
82. Since this document is a 13th-century copy, the comment of the editor, in accordance with 
what is here clearly an error, so that catapanus has been changed to ac iupanus, is completely 
appropriate, as otherwise, the sentence is nonsensical.

38 On the lead seal bearing the name Leo and the title spatorocandidatus, with the illegible definition 
of his function in relation to Hrobatia, see JOHN NESBITT – NICOLAS OIKONOMIDES, 
Catalogue of the Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art 1: Italy, North 
of the Balkans, North of the Black Sea, Dumbarton Oaks, 1991, 48-49, no. 16.1. The comment by 
the author, based on the German edition of Šišić’s 1925 Povijest and an extremely unreliable 
work by Stanko Guldescu, can be completely ignored, apart from the statement relating to the 
approximate dating of the seal: 950-1050.

39 JEAN-CLAUDE CHEYNET – BEATRICE CASEAU, Sealing Practices in the Byzantine 
Administration, in: Seals and Sealing Practices in the Near East: Developments in Administration 
and Magic from Prehistory to the Islamic Period (ed. Ilona Regulski, Kim Duistermaat, Peter 
Verkinderen), Leuven – Paris – Walpole, 2012, 140.

40 Kekaumenos actually mentions the proskynesis as something which Dobronja had to perform at 
the imperial court - CECAUMENO (note 19), 236 line 8.
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tual ceremony on these occasions was not recorded anywhere in detail in written 
form, so the meaning of the term cannot be defined precisely, as it included vari-
ous forms of conduct.41 However, the fact that those who considered themselves 
independent rulers (such as the Venetian doge) did not present themselves at the 
imperial court, but sent close relatives as ambassadors, hints that the ceremony 
was experienced as humiliating in some sense. In any case, the fact that the Byz-
antine court title of the banus of the Croatian king was noted in the deed of gift 
when the king gave the church of St. Nicholas to St. Chrysogonus’s Monastery in 
Zadar, with a very generous benefice, which included three estates (curtes), 20 
serf families and another ten who were not denoted as having families, indicates 
the very close link between the banus and the community mentioned earlier as 
the “descendants of Prior Andrew”, who considered themselves the patrons of 
the monastery. This opens up the possibility that the banus Stephen Praska, like 
the banus Godemir half a century earlier, was in a familial relationship with the 
ruling group in Zadar, which would further strengthen the hypothesis regarding 
the joint journey to the imperial capital and the audience at court.

At the same time, however, the possible visit made by the banus Stephen 
Praska to the imperial court, and the case of the spatharocandidate, or rather 
the protospatharios and catapan Leo, should be viewed in the light of the fact 
that the Croatian rulers, particularly from the time of King Držislav onwards, 
that is, from the last quarter of the 10th century, if not earlier, sought and were 
granted Byzantine court titles. Some of this was known in the 13th century, 
although the basis for such knowledge is not certain, to the prominent Split 
chronicler and historian Thomas the Archdeacon. When he for the first time 
mentions king Držislav he declares authoritatively, “From this Držislav, other 
of his heirs were called kings of Dalmatia and Croatia. They received insig-
nia of royal power from the emperor in Constantinople and were known as 
its ‘eparchs’ or ‘patricians’.”42 L. Margetić has studied this statement in great 
detail,43 but his interpretation is quite problematic, as he himself is aware, as 
he insists on the formal use of the title “eparch” in the 10th century and later. 
The title “eparch”, according to Aleksander Kazhdan, was used in late antiquity 
for the leaders of individual towns or cities, primarily Thessaloniki, but was 
later simply discarded and was not found in the early Byzantine period.44 The 
title “city eparch” was different, and referred only to the administrative head of 

41 RODOLPHE GUILLAND, Autour du Livre des Cérémonies de Constantine VII Porphyrogénète. 
La cérémonie de la προσκύνησις, Revue des Études Grecques 49/1946, 251-259, following word 
for word the work by Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, thinks that prostrating oneself and 
kissing the feet, ring or hand of the emperor was the usual form of such ceremonies. Some 
people refused to perform such humiliating acts, in which case they were refused audiences, as in 
the case of Bohemond, the son of Robert Guiscard (p. 255). More recent research, however, has 
shown that the concept included different ways of showing respect, from prostration and deep 
bows to simple bows, depending on the status of the person interacting with the emperor. See 
PROSKYNESIS, in: The Oxford Dictionary (note 32), 1738.

42 The original text reads Ab isto Dirscislauo ceteri successores eius reges Dalmatie et Chroatie 
appellati sunt. Recipiebant enim regie dignitatis insignia ab imperatoribus Constantinopolitanis 
et dicebantur eorum eparchi siue patricii – Thomae Archidiaconi Historia Salonitanorum atque 
Spalatinorum pontificum (ed. Radoslav Katičić, Mirjana Matijević Sokol, Olga Perić), Split, 
2003, 54, lines 5-8. My translation differs somewhat from the one provided by Olga Perić in 
this edition.

43 See LUJO MARGETIĆ, Historia Salonitana i Historia Salonitana Maior – neka pitanja, in: ibid, 
Hrvatska i Crkva u srednjem vijeku: Pravnopovijesne i povijesne studije, Rijeka, 2000, 142-145. His 
view is generally accepted by MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Toma Arhiđakon i njegovo djelo, 
Jastrebarsko, 2002, 119.

44 See EPARCH, in The Oxford Dictionary (note 32), 704.
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Constantinople, the person most responsible for the entire functioning of the 
capital. This title was retained until 1204, and the (later) seals referred to by 
Margetić are probably attributable to it.45

Although this initially comes as a surprise, it nonetheless corresponds to the 
actual state of affairs and to the spirit of what the 13th-century Split chronicler 
wrote. If it was not merely a stylistic figure, which cannot be ruled out entirely, 
Thomas differentiates between the title (appellatus), which is “King of Dalmatia 
and Croatia” (rex Dalmatie et Chroatie), and what was spoken (dicebantur) of the 
eparch or patriarch, which could be classified as “honorific.” And indeed, in the 
preserved records of the Croatian rulers, the title rex appears by itself, with no 
other honorifics. Furthermore, Thomas links the title using the expression enim 
(indeed) with the insignia of royal power received from Constantinople, but in re-
gard to these, only hints that they have something to do with a sort of crown (dia-
dema) which was probably kept as part of the regalia for coronation ceremonies 
and was stored in the monastery church of St. Gregory in Vrana. The expression 
regni diadema for this object is used as a sign of the royal power of the Croatian 
ruler when John the Deacon speaks of the brother of King Stephen Držislav.46 Al-
though John the Deacon is quite clear, reflecting the understanding of the world 
in which he moved, Ivo Goldstein tried to interpret the diadema as the “dignita-
tis insignia linked to the honour of an eparch or patrician”.47 This interpretation 
might be acceptable if the author was referring to the fact that the significance of 
objects changed according to different understandings in different social contexts, 
and differed between Byzantium and the Adriatic. The crown (diadema, stefanos) 
did not have the same significance in Byzantium as in the West, and emperors 
would have more than one crown, none of which was passed on from genera-
tion to generation.48 On the other hand, such items were sent to rulers who were 
considered to be imperial clients, for one reason or another, but at least in the 
West, were treated according to local traditions and understandings and became 
transgenerational symbols of power by inheritance. The best known example of 
this is part of what later became St. Stephen’s Crown – its lower part (corona grae-
ca), which most researchers think was probably a gift from Emperor Michael VII 
to the Hungarian king Geza or his wife.49 As far as Thomas is concerned, the way 
in which he writes of all these things indicates he had a source from which to 
draw information, and this may be linked to the concept of eparchia in the sense 
of “province”, particularly in narrative sources from the 11th and 12th centuries.50 A 
later source is indicated by talk of the “emblems” of royal power, with which the 
possibilities for articulating this segment of Thomas’s text are exhausted. There 
are two important conclusions: whatever he received from Constantinople, and 
there obviously was something, the Croatian king could not have received the 
title or function of eparch, because neither existed. On the other hand, it is also 

45 See EPARCH OF THE CITY, in The Oxford Dictionary (note 32), 705. IVO GOLDSTEIN, 
Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, Zagreb, 1995, 334-335, failing to understand that this refers to the title 
of the prefect of Constantinople, and not any other city, claims, “The title of the eparch in the 
10th century denoted the prefect of the city, or the imperial official of the highest rank, but in the 
case of Držislav, it could not have been anything other than an honorary title.”

46 Sclavorum etiam regis frater … regni amiserat diadema (Cronache Veneziane (note 5), 158, line 
20-21). On the coronation regalia housed in the monastery of St. Gregory in Vrana, NEVEN 
BUDAK, Prva stoljeća Hrvatske, Zagreb, 1994, 113; NEVEN BUDAK (note 4), 258.

47 IVO GOLDSTEIN (note 45), 334.
48 See CROWN, in The Oxford Dictionary (note 32), 554.
49 See LÁSZLÓ PÉTER, The Holy Crown of Hungary, Visible and Invisible, The Slavonic and East 

European Review 81(3)/2003, 425, and referring to the relevant literature.
50 See EPARCHIA, in The Oxford Dictionary (note 32), 704.
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clear that the Croatian kings, like the Zadar priors, did draw their legitimacy to 
some extent from their relationships with the imperial centre of power, and that 
this was spoken of regardless of how it came about51 and whether it was visible in 
formal political communications, as far as we know. The (possible) journey of the 
banus Stephen Praska or Leo (who, we should not forget, was also the Zadar prior 
at one time and was mentioned among the royal dignitaries as catepanus totius 
Dalmatiae) can thus be linked with the visits made by Zadar persons of rank to 
the imperial court. There they probably carried out missions for the king and were 
awarded honorary titles, rather than actual functions.

From all the above, it is clear that receiving honorary court titles, or seeking 
to legitimise royal powers at the imperial court, had no practical connection with 
actual government, particularly not with functions in the imperial power appa-
ratus, which no longer existed in the areas which were no longer considered part 
of the Empire, such as Venice and the eastern Adriatic coast, more or less all the 
way down to Dubrovnik. Such titles were given to people who were considered 
foreigners and bestowed a certain prestige and symbolic capital on them, par-
ticularly in the political communication of the time beyond the borders of im-
mediate imperial jurisdiction. This is clearly affirmed by what Kekaumenos says 
in his “counsels for the toparch.” His toparch was a ruler who had his own land, 
ruled and administered it independently, and this is best seen in Margetić’s Croa-
tian translation of the passage (he also provides a glossary of the corresponding 
Greek terms for the most important categories, but we will omit it here):

“If there are forts or villages in your own country, and if you are their toparch 
or authority, do not dream of riches and honours or great promises from the 
emperor; do not give up your land for money or other possessions, even if they 
are worth four times more. Do the opposite; keep your land, however small and 
insignificant; for you it is better to be an independent ally (of Byzantium) than a 
slave or underling. In fact, you will be considered noble, respected and praised, 
and the emperor will respect you, along with all others, as long as you, your chil-
dren and grandchildren remain independent in your own country.”52

Kekaumenos thought Dobronja was exactly this kind of independent ruler, 
but in fact he was speaking of his brother Gregory, and could easily have used 
the same words of the Venetian doge, at least within the remit of this discussion. 
Their position as “independent allies” could be translated into categories of mod-
ern scholarly articulation, which should be understood as tools to explain the 
vanished realities of the past, rather than the operational categories of that time, 
as can be seen from Jonathan Shephard’s discussion.

The ideas he presents, based on his thorough research into imperial politi-
cal formations, relate to specific notions or categories – “bunkers”, “open cities” 
and an empire with “variable geometry”, to which we should add the notion 
of the “emporium”. These categories can help greatly in attempting to explain 
the development of circumstances in the eastern Adriatic area. The concepts 
are of course contemporary, but the way in which the imperial powers acted 
clearly shows that there was a thought process behind their actions that en-

51 The reasons which motivated King Držislav to seek or accept support from Constantinople for 
the legitimacy of his rule can only be guessed (see note 46), and should certainly be connected 
with other similar, comparable situations experienced by the Croatian kings of that era. I am 
thinking in particular of Duke Branimir in the later 9th century, and King Zvonimir in the later 
11th century. In all three cases, a “deficit of legitimacy” can be discerned, which arose from the 
ways in which they came to occupy their positions. But any further development of this notion 
would demand a separate discussion which is not possible here. 

52 LUJO MARGETIĆ (note 21), 3-4.
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abled the Empire as a political organisation to be transformed and to adapt 
quickly, which is the reality behind the expression “variable geometry.” One of 
the more important elements in terms of adaptability was the idea of “bunkers”, 
fortified settlements in distant, peripheral provinces, whose primary strategic 
function was reconnaissance, providing an early warning system, and finally 
repelling actual or potential opponents who threatened to attack areas under 
firm imperial control. These places were usually on the coasts or islands, and 
it was relatively easy to maintain links with them by sea, or through strate-
gic communications hubs or “bottlenecks” where enemies could be prevented 
from passing. At such points, with which regular contact was maintained, the 
central government succeeded in mobilising and then rewarding (with real or 
symbolic capital) members of the local elite, in order to retain their loyalty. The 
“emporia” functioned within such set-ups as points where the political powers 
could control the system of trade and extract some material benefits from it, 
using a low level of organisational bureaucracy and supervision. They became 
an important element in the social organisation of Europe in the early Middle 
Ages. Finally, in this articulation, the concept of the “open city” was roughly 
defined as “a concentrated population (in places) where Byzantium had a par-
ticular strategic, economic or, occasionally, ideological interest, but for which 
it was not prepared to burden the central government with the organisation 
of an administrative and military presence”.  In these and other circumstanc-
es, the influence of the political centre was mostly maintained by means of a 
mechanism simply called the “soft power”, but whose forms have already been 
explored here: awarding honorary titles and performing ceremonial acts in 
general, which bestowed prestige but also raised awareness of what it meant to 
be included in the timeless, universal imperial order; the distribution of vari-
ous, again mostly prestigious cultural goods, which conveyed the brilliance of 
the capital to the distant, peripheral limits of the system; and finally, of course, 
assistance and material benefits which elevated the elite in such “open cities.”53 
In such people all this led to the creation or encouragement of awareness of 
belonging to social circles which far outshone their local horizons. But in order 
to retain their loyalty, the threat of using force was always in the background, 
regardless of whether this related to actual military campaigns or “special op-
erations” such as those carried out by the catepan Basil Boioannes. Literary 
products such as Kekaumenos’s were certainly part of this. At first glance his 
“counsels for the toparch” seem to contradict the aims of the central govern-
ment – but the real message of his account is that the position of a “loyal ally”, 
who in relations with the political centre must show moderation in making 
requests, is the best possible position for a (semi)-independent ruler of a bor-
derline political creation on the edges of a system with “variable geometry.”

The concepts we are dealing with here are an excellent tool in the practical 
analysis of the historical movement which will enable an understanding of the 
process in which, during the 9th century, provincia Iadrensis came into being and 

53 This is explained in JONATHAN SHEPARD, Bunkers, Open Cities and Boats in Byzantine 
Diplomacy, in: Byzantium, Its Neighbours and Its Cultures (eds. Danijel Dzino, Ken Perry), 
Brisbane, 2014, 9-41; see page 17. On the other hand, the Venetian lagoons as a place of 
“controlled exchange” or an “emporium” are clearly recognised by MICHAEL McCORMICK, 
Where do Trading Towns come from? Early Medieval Venice and the Northern emporia, in: Post-
Roman Towns: Trade and Settlement in Europe and Byzantium I (ed. Joachim Henning), Berlin – 
New York, 2007, 41-68. See also Comparing and Connecting: Comacchio and the Early Medieval 
Trading Towns,in: From One Sea to Another: Trading Places in the European and Mediterranean 
Early Middle Ages (ed. Sauro Gelichi, Richard Hodges), Turnhout, 2012, 477-502.
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was shaped.54 Returning to the starting point of this process, the implementation 
of the provisions of the Aachen peace treaty, it might be said that implementation 
implied the construction of a system of “bunkers” to ensure maintenance of the 
control point of trade with the West, the “emporium” of the Venetian lagoons. 
In addition, it should be noted that the central government, at least as far as we 
can ascertain from surviving documents, invested serious efforts in maintaining 
this system. On the one hand, as far as we can judge, Zadar itself was intended 
to have the role of a political and administrative centre in the system.55 On the 
other, special emissaries were sent from the political centre to the periphery with 
the task of reinforcing the entire system. One such was the patricius Theodo-
sius Baboutzikos, who arrived in 840 from the capital and spent a whole year 
in Venice preparing the fleet for a campaign against the Arabs;56 and other was 
an unnamed patricius who led operations several years later in the conflict with 
the Croatian Duke Trpimir during Gottschalk’s stay at court. In accordance with 
the notion of “variable geometry”, the central imperial policies during the 870s 
attempted to change the balance of power and widen the basis of its operations 
on the eastern Adriatic coast, thus returning to the area in a certain sense. A new 
administrative unit was formed out of the former “bunker”, the theme of Dalma-
tia, and in 878, the Byzantine protégé Zdeslav was made Duke of the Croatian 
Duchy.57 But it seemed this move involved more effort than the results merited 
– after only a year, Zdeslav lost his dukedom and his life to a conspiracy. In addi-
tion, maritime communications had to be maintained in the uncertain waters of 
the Central Dalmatian archipelago, while providing support for “bunkers” which 
were difficult to defend and were put under increasing pressure from a new polit-
ical player – the Croatian duke.58 On the other hand, a key element in the entire 
system, the place where trade was controlled in the Venetian lagoon “emporium”, 
was transformed in the meantime into a city whose inhabitants grew rich and 
took trade into their own hands, a city from which the political centre could 
never again extract as much use as before.

Although the Byzantine administration and political elite, as Shephard says,59 
had no terms for what we today call a cost-profit analysis, they thoroughly un-
derstood the benefits of indirect rule, or the institutionalisation of influence, par-
ticularly in situations such as that on the eastern Adriatic coast after 879. This is 
clear from the decision they made to formally withdraw from the area, though 

54 Most recently, the development trajectory of Zadar in relations to its neighbours has been 
explored in detail by TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Provincia Jadrensis: Heir of Roman Dalmatia or a still-
born child of Byzantine early medieval Adriatic policy? in: The Adriatic Between Venice and 
Byzantium c. 700-1453. (ed. Magdalena Skoblar), Cambridge, 2019 (due to be printed).

55 See MLADEN ANČIĆ, Church with incomplete biography: plans for the consolidation of 
Byzantine rule in the Adriatic at the beginning of the ninth century, in: Byzantium, its Neighbours 
(note 53), 71-88.

56 John the Deacon writes about Theodosius’s stay in Chronache Veneziane (note 5), 113 line 
11 – 114 r. 6, while the information is placed in a wider context by JONATHAN SHEPARD, 
Troubleshooters and Men-on-the-Spot: The Emperor’s Dealings with Outsiders, in: Le relazioni 
internazionali nell’alto medioevo. Settimane di studio della Fondazione Centro Italiano di studi 
sull’alto Medioevo 58, Spoleto, 2011, 699-700.

57T he organisation of new administrative units between 867 and 878 was convincingly shown by 
JADRAN FERLUGA, L’amministrazione (note4), 169 ff. This has fairly recently been challenged 
by Tibor Živković (see, for example, TIBOR ŽIVKOVIĆ, Uspenskij’s Taktikon and the theme of 
Dalmatia, Byzantina Symmeikta, 17/2005, 49-85), who argues for an earlier dating of the thema, 
but his arguments have no proof as they are based on possibilities, and therefore do not really 
call into question one of the most valuable parts of Ferluga’s older monograph.

58 See MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 8), 19-20.
59 JONATHAN SHEPARD (note 53), 17.
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the withdrawal was supposed to be understood as a change in strategy, which 
in new circumstances meant abandoning the “bunkers” which were difficult to 
defend (Split, Trogir, Krk and Osor), and transforming the relatively large con-
centrations of the population in the most favourable locations (the Zadar pen-
insula, the Venetian lagoons, and possibly Rab) into self-sustaining “open cities.” 
In practice, this meant that withdrawal did not leave a political-administrative 
vacuum, as confirmed by the imperial order to continue collecting the taxes 
gathered in these cities and, as has already been mentioned, paying the tribute to 
the Croatian ruler. However, this imperial order, focusing on the taxes gathered 
in the cities, had one element which has not attracted the attention of modern 
historians, but which throws light on the variety of future development trajecto-
ries, and the resulting differences in the statuses of the urban centres involved. 
In fact, in accordance with the order, taxation was divided so that Split had to 
pay 200, Trogir and the three island communities of Rab, Osor and Krk 100, and 
Zadar 110 nomismae.

What needs to be stressed here is that this decision must have reflected pre-
vious practice, which is that the relative amounts of the tax were the same as 
they had been when these places were under direct imperial rule. If this were 
not the case, then those who had to pay more than before would have been en-
vious and discontent, and it is not hard to imagine that the Croatian ruler knew 
exactly how much each town or city contributed to the state treasury. Another 
important factor which should of course be noted is that these were specific 
tax units, based at least in theory on the taxation tradition of the Empire dat-
ing from the time in the 6th century when it still functioned “normally.” At that 
time, the town or city (civitas or polis), with its territory (ager or territorium), 
was the basic tax unit, but in the unfortunate circumstances of the 7th century, 
the system underwent thorough changes.60 Since it is impossible to piece to-
gether what happened to taxation in the remnants of the province of Dalmatia, 
it is only possible to draw comparisons with the areas for which records have 
been better preserved. Starting with the figures mentioned, it is not hard to 
deduce that they were not the result of the work of the administration which 
kept records and assessed potential taxable resources, but were more or less de-
fined geometrically. In fact, as J. Ferluga has already noted recently,61 the total 
amount of all dues was practically the equivalent of 10 pounds of gold (libra), 
which was obviously overburdening the “bunker” system in the 9th century, and 
was defined without regard for their realistic abilities to pay. It should of course 
be noted that Trogir as a tax unit did not cover as large an area as relatively 
large islands such as Rab and Krk, yet it had to pay the same amount as them, 
which means it must have had resources which brought in certain income (is-
land of Čiovo, fishing, salt-works?).  On the other hand, as far as we know, Split 
had a much larger population and was much more developed than Trogir, as 
it was throughout the Middle Ages, so its double tax bill seems justified. It can 
also be assumed that the city had some productive territory, as can be seen in 
a document which we have attached in an appendix. The tax division was obvi-
ously implemented on the basis of “island unit” versus “city”, rather than as the 
result of assessing the actual total potential of each island, because otherwise 

60 On the earlier organisation of taxation and its subsequent trends see the new insights of JOHN 
HALDON, The Empire That Would Not Die: The Paradox of Eastern Roman Survival, 640-740, 
Harvard, 2016, 250 ff. and the reactions to these ideas, particularly concerning the western parts 
of the Empire, in SALVATORE COSENTINO, The “Empire That Would Not Die” Looks West, 
The Journal of European Economic History 46(2)/2017, 154 ff.

61 JADRAN FERLUGA, L’amministrazione (bilj. 4), 177.
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Rab (with its developed town settlement) would have had to pay much more 
than Krk or Osor.62

What is confusing, however, is the relatively low tax burden on Zadar – only 
ten nomismae higher than Trogir’s dues, though it is quite clear that Zadar was 
by far the largest of the urban centres on the eastern Adriatic coast at that time 
in terms of population, as it was for centuries afterwards. In addition, the city 
had succeeded in retaining a fairly significant mainland belt of territory (in 
contrast to Trogir especially, where as far as we know today, the powers of the 
Croatian ruler extended almost to the city walls), and what is more important, 
it had a large, potentially wealthy island archipelago off its shores. In tracking 
down the reason why the tax burden was so low in these circumstances, it 
seems most convincing to start from the assumption, certainly from the time 
when the city was assigned the role of a political and administrative centre in 
the first decades of the 9th century, and when the system was set up, that most 
of the resources in the area were turned into an imperial fisc (demosios). In 
this interpretation, these resources or their products were not regarded as tax-
able items, since they went into the state revenues in any case, or were used to 
maintain some sort of administration.63 Evidence that most of these resources 
actually belonged to the imperial fisc is scattered throughout the few surviving 
documents and texts from the period up to the end of the 11th century. One ex-
ample is an undated text written between 986 and 999, in which fishing rights 
(piscationes) are mentioned as being sold for “public needs” in two places in 
the archipelago64, and there is the deed of gift of King Peter Krešimir IV to St. 
Chrysogonus’s Monastery in 1069 regarding the island of Maun, from which 
it is clear that in taking control of the city and its entire territory, he also took 

62 Most recently, IVAN BASIĆ (note 4), 441-442 has tried to explain the differences in the tax 
amounts paid to the Croatian ruler with this unconvincing combination: “The dues paid by 
the cities to the strategos were fixed at first (defined according to criteria which cannot at the 
moment be ascertained), but after Basil’s decree the sum was divided depending on the surface 
areas exploited by individual towns or cities in the Croatian area”. He includes Dubrovnik in 
his argument, which is characterised in the original text as a completely separate category 
and certainly not a “tribute-paying” city like Split, Trogir, Osor, Rab and Krk. Dubrovnik’s 
inhabitants paid the neighbouring rulers fees because their vineyards were located on their lands. 
The six towns are explicitly said to have become “tribute payers to the Slavs” (see Constantine 
Porphyrogenetus (note 13) 264 line 132-133), so there is no reason to connect what they paid 
with the notion of “exploitation in the Croatian area.”

63 Administering the provincial properties in the imperial fisc was very lucrative for individuals 
in the capital, as one observer noted in the 11th century – on this see PETER FRANKOPAN, 
Land and Power in the Middle and Later Period, in: The Social History of Byzantium (ed. John 
Haldon), Oxford, 2009, 118.

64 The text was printed in the Codex diplomaticus (note 7), 39-51, no. 34, and the very first sentence 
states clearly that fishing rights in certain (obviously suitable) places, or a quarter of the catch 
from such places, was owned by the fisc, so the public authorities had the right to receive and 
dispose of it: Tempore domini Magii, Iaderensis prioris, pro necessitatibus puplicis fuerunt uenditę 
piscationes. It goes on to explain how the rights of the fisc were exercised: piscationes: una 
… altera … quę suę piscationis quartam portionem se habentibus dare solebant. Although the 
publishers classified this text as a separate “document”, primarily because it was preserved in 
parchment transcripts, it is nonetheless quite clear that it was an excerpt from the monastery 
annals, like many other cases of “documents” from the holdings of St. Chrysogonus’s Monastery 
from that time, as has been shown convincingly by GIUSEPPE PRAGA, Lo “scriptorium” 
dell’abbazia benedittina di san Grisogono in Zara, in: ibid, Scritti sulla Dalmazia I (ed. Egidio 
Ivetic), Rovigno, 2014, 621 ff. The fact that from the 12th century on the monks continued to 
produce “documents” based on the annals in fact means that in the formal sense these were 
forgeries, but not necessarily that the contents and most of the texts were false, as emphasised by 
Praga (627-628). Hereafter, documents which obviously came into existence in this way will be 
clearly labelled.
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(all or part?) what belonged to the fisc.65 Perhaps the clearest example which 
illustrates how the ruling city structure dealt with the fiscal rights is a docu-
ment dated 1095, a year before Prior Drago gave St. Chrysogonus’s Monastery 
the revenues from the salt-works and fishing on the island of Vrgada, which 
he had been entitled to “for ages.”66 The way the document is redacted, declar-
ing that the obligations of the inhabitants (incole) are a form of service (servi-
cium), point to the conclusions that the tenant-landlord system was at work 
here, just as it had been in most of the lands in the provinces belonging to the 
fisc.67 Finally, Nikola Jakšić showed and proved through an exemplary, precise 
reconstruction of actual relations in the area, the existence of an ancient ager 
publicus which also fell within the imperial fisc in later times,68 indicating that 
the fisc also included goods on the mainland part of the territory administered 
from the city, as we shall see later.

Abbess Cicha and King Krešimir

The importance of the conclusions outlined above lies in the fact that they 
throw light on the circumstances prevailing from the 880s on, when Zadar, 
mostly thanks to its own resources and the efforts of the local population, was 
gradually transformed into an “open city.” In fact, the administrative structure of 
the new unit obviously adopted the scope and rights of the fisc, and when the 
“descendants of Prior Andrew” succeeded in monopolising power in what was by 
then an autonomous organisation in the 10th century, they clearly also took con-
trol of the resources which went with those rights. This may help us understand 
why the powers of this elite grouping lasted so long. Their success, which was 
based on controlling huge, important resources (for that time), including large 
pasturelands in the archipelago, fishing, salt-works (of which there were many in 
the shallow waters around the city and throughout the archipelago) and arable 

65 The deed of gift was printed in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 112-112, no 82. Nada Klaić thought 
it was a forgery (NADA KLAIĆ – IVO PETRICIOLI, Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 1409. (Prošlost 
Zadra II), Zadar, 1976, 106), but her arguments are typical of the way historical realities were 
viewed in older Croatian historiography, so they are worth looking at. The deed of gift must 
have been a forgery because the act it described was unthinkable, since “Byzantium did not cede 
sovereignty” and “the proof is the dating of Zadar documents from the 1080s and 1090s” which 
include “the name of the emperor, which is also mentioned in the lauds.” The island was then 
and still is uninhabited but was a valuable resource as pastureland for sheep-breeding, and the 
expressions in the document itself leave no doubt that it was about the fisc: offerimus et stabiliter 
huius tenore donamus … nostram propriam insulam in nostro Dalmatico mari sitam, que uocatur 
Mauni. Here, however, we need to be cautious about the final conclusions, given that the island 
could have been considered part of the king’s property due to its proximity to Pag (nostra propria 
insula) even before Peter Krešimir IV finally took control of Zadar. This is argued by MATE 
SUIĆ, Dalmaticum mare, Radovi Zavoda JAZU u Zadru 29-30/1983, 18, note 47.

66 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 205-206, br. 165, 24. 11. 1095: ego Dragus, Iaderensis prior … 
concessi eis (the abbott and monks) omnia illa seruicia, quę antiquitus priores nostri in castro 
Lubricata habuisse manifestum est, id est sal, quem incole illius loci per unamquamque domum 
nouem modia colligentes omni anno et duas piscationes deseruiebant. This was also a document 
(see note 64) written later, into which at least an excerpt from the original cartulae, mentioned 
explicitly in the text, was apparently copied. The need to emphasise the prior’s ancient rights 
points to the conclusion that this revenue belonged to the Croatian king from the time he 
established executive power over the city.

67 The estates which came under the direct administration of the fisc may have been worked by 
slaves or paid labourers, but were mostly run under the tenant-landlord system: MICHAEL 
KAPLAN, The Producing Population, in: The Social History (note 63), 146.

68 See NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Draga svetog Krševana u Diklu, in: ibid, Hrvatski srednjovjekovni 
krajobrazi, Split, 2000, 273-283.
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land, stemmed from a decision by the central authorities of the Empire, so it was 
understandable that this elite maintained its connections with the capital and 
claimed its legitimacy from there.

However, not even the political architecture of the eastern Adriatic coast nor 
the established order in the city, could halt the changes inflicted by time. At the 
level of the political system which united the eastern and northern Adriatic, 
changes in the Venetian lagoons led to a certain unevenness. Exchanges between 
Western Europe and the eastern Mediterranean may not have been physically 
great, but their value, since they were mostly luxury products, was huge and al-
lowed great wealth to be created, which was evident in the growth of the city on 
the lagoons.69 Riches brought influence, which resulted in power, mostly evident 
in the Venetian fleet which appeared on the eastern coast under the command 
of Pietro II Orseolo in 1000, in all its splendour and terrifying size. Although 
this campaign, which we have already mentioned, did not result in a new, lasting 
system of relations and the establishment of stability, it nonetheless marked the 
beginning of a period in which Venice acquired superiority in the Adriatic, and 
was therefore able to articulate new strategies to which the ruling class adhered 
for a long time,70 and which led to the attempt to establish real power in the 
1090s, as we have already discussed.

This development of its internal logic encouraged the remaining elements in 
the system (the Croatian Kingdom, provincia Iadrensis) to “break ranks” as well, 
though it is hard to say whether this actually happened. The first known connec-
tions between the Croatian ruler and Zadar, or the ruling group within the city, 
date back to the mid-10th century. As Ferdo Šišić noted long ago, it seems that 
queen Helen, the wife of Krešimir II, who was famous for the preserved epitaph 
on her sarcophagus, came from that ruling elite in Zadar (Šišić called them the 
“Madis”, and this name was retained until recently). It can also be shown con-
vincingly that the same can be said of the wife of an unnamed Croatian aristo-
crat (we know that she was the granddaughter of Prior Andrew) and their son 
Godemir,71 who became banus under King Držislav.72 Whether the creation of 
this type of connection stopped there, with the Zadar ruling elite providing only 
women for the spouse exchange, or whether there was a sort of reciprocal ex-

69 Along with the wealth of earlier literature dedicated to the development and growth of Venice, 
a more recent presentation of the range and significance of Venetian trade at the time can be 
found in: DAVID JACOBY, Venetian commercial expansion in the eastern Mediterranean, 8th-
11th centuries, in: Byzantine Trade, 4th-12th Centuries: The Archaeology of Local, Regional and 
International Exchange (ed. Maria Mundell Mango), Farnham, 2009, 371-392.

70 This Venetian strategy has been analysed and situated in actual space and time by: JOHN E. 
DOTSON, Foundations of Venetian Naval Strategy from Pietro II Orseolo to the Battle of 
Zonchio 1000-1500, Viator 31/2001, 113-125.

71 See next note.
72 Hesitating about the possibility that Queen Jelena or another unnamed wife of king Držislav 

came from the “Madi clan”, Šišić at first accepted the second solution (FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Genealoški 
prilozi o hrvatskoj narodnoj dinastiji, Vjesnik Hrvatskog arheološkog društva 13(1)/191., 85), but 
a decade later he took an rather unusual step and gave precedence to the idea that Queen Jelena 
came from the “house of Madi” without feeling the need to explain his change of heart and 
directing the reader to an article in which he expressed the opposite opinion (see: ibid, Povijest 
Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara, Zagreb, 1925, 436). Thirty pages later he raised his doubts 
again, and remained undecided (467). Šišić’s indecisiveness is rather strange, since he himself 
refers to the gift of land in the locality named Diklo made to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery by 
Krešimir II – land which probably came into the king’s possession through a dowry for his 
wife, Helen. In addition, in the light of what we know about the marriage of the prior Andrew’s 
grandchild, the mother of banus Godemir (on this see MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 41), 22-23), it 
is hard to reject the hypothesis that Helen, who married king Krešimir II, also came from the 
narrow circle of direct second-generation descendants of prior Andrew.
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change by which the women from the ruling Croatian dynasty came to the city, 
cannot be claimed for certain, but the latter should certainly not be excluded. In 
any case, Peter Krešimir IV referred to the family link between the ruling Croa-
tian dynasty and the community of the “descendants of Prior Andrew”, however 
flimsy it may have been in reality, when he called Abbess Cicha his “sister.” Such 
connections, however much historians may want to emphasise them, did not ac-
tually guarantee good relations or even cooperation, at best they merely provided 
such potential. In this context, we should remember how John the Deacon pre-
sented the relationship between Zadar and the Croatian ruler in around the year 
1000, although this account cannot be confirmed either, nor can it be placed in 
a wider context outlined by contemporary documents. If there really was some 
hostility around the year 1000 between the Croatian ruler and the ruling group 
in the provincia, it seems to have been resolved and good relations, or at least 
tolerable ones, were resumed, as can be seen from the fact that Krešimir III made 
a gift to Prior Madi and his son Dobronja.73 What is clear from a brief mention in 
a much later document is that this gift must have happened after the year 1000, 
that is, after the death of King Držislav.74 In this context, it is appropriate to ask 
whether this benefice may have been a peace token aimed at restoring relations, 
though it is impossible to give a definitive answer. Whatever happened, nothing 
else is recorded about the relations between the Croatian rulers and Zadar in 
surviving sources until the time of the establishment of St. Mary’s monastery.

If certain developments and the changes they brought were evident in the po-
litical architecture of the eastern Adriatic area, the same was true of circumstanc-
es in the city itself. After Zadar became an “open city”, the hereditary government 
continued to function normally, as can be seen by the example of the office of the 
comerzarius, mentioned relatively late in Zadar documents, around 1044. At that 
time, a document labelled cartula testamenti gave the name of one of the witness-
es as a certain Majo the comerzari.75 His office obviously carried a certain social 
prestige, as it would otherwise not have been mentioned. The office was relatively 
old, and up to the 9th century meant being some sort of “commercial agent” for 
the state with a key role in the logistical infrastructure, mainly military organisa-
tion in a system which was often called a “command economy.”76 The existence of 
this office implies that Zadar already had a leading role on the eastern Adriatic 
and was a true administrative centre, and this corresponds to the title dux given 
to Paul of Zadar who represented the Dalmatians at Charlemagne’s court in 805. 
With the growth of trade, however, which was evident in the Adriatic area in 

73 The benefice is mentioned in the deed of gift of king Peter Krešimir IV for the newly established 
St. Mary’s monastery, in order to determine precisely the location of the estate gifted to the 
monastery - Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 104-105, no. 77.

74 Šišić’s “murder” (death) of king Držislav “around 995” (FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Genealoški (note72), 83), 
which is almost unanimously accepted in historiography, is actually untenable in the light of 
existing sources (John the Deacon, who speaks of the king and “his brother” rather than “three 
brothers”; the montaneum of the church of St. Michael de Arena, from which it can be seen that 
Držislav was still alive in 1000), and served only as a means of proving otherwise unsupported 
chronological speculations about his sons.

75 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 77-78, no. 57, 1. 9. 1044.
76 The discussion on the origins, meaning and transformation of the office of the kommerkiarios is 

not over, particularly in terms of what the office meant in the early period up to the 9th century – 
cf. a recent contribution to this discussion in SALVATORE COSENTINO, Economia e fiscalità a 
Bisanzio nei ‘secoli oscuri’: in margine alla questione dei kommerkiarioi, in: Bisanzio e le periferie 
dell’impero (ed. Renata Gentile Messina), Acireale, 2013, 59-72. Here I rely on what has been 
summarised, with a view to the later development of the institution, in ARCHIBALD DUNN, 
The Kommerkiarios, the Apotheke, the Dromos, the Vardarios, and the West, Byzantine and 
Modern Greek Studies 17/1993, 3-24.
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the second half of the 8th century,77 and which involved the remonetisation of 
exchange, the office of kommerkiarios underwent change, and moved more in 
the direction of what we might call a “customs officer” today. This office, in the 
environment of the “bunker” system on the peripheries of the Empire, grew in 
importance and prestige throughout the 9th century, though it is difficult to as-
certain what the kommerkiarios (or the comerzarius, as he was known by then) 
actually did in the circumstances of the transformation of Zadar into an “open 
city” outside the imperial jurisdiction. The retention of the office and its obvious 
prestige78 should probably be linked to the idea that Zadar became and remained 
the most important exchange hub between the Croatian Kingdom and the world 
of the Mediterranean, because it is in this context that the importance of the 
bearer of the office which controlled such exchange can be understood.

Be that as it may, the retention of the office of the comerzarius indicates fairly 
clearly that the earlier imperial administration in the “open city” continued to 
function, but no longer in the interests of the distant imperial capital, but on be-
half of a new, local, independent administrative structure. By the second quarter 
of the 10th century it had passed completely into the hands of the members of the 
group called “descendants of Prior Andrew”, who monopolised the most impor-
tant offices in the city, those of the prior and bishop, and used them to establish 
oversight of the goods of the fisc, thus focusing a great deal of power in the hands 
of what was at first a small social network. However, the growth and branching 
out of this group must have led in the long term to friction and conflict, as men-
tioned in the cited text, which speaks of the lease of fishing rights in two loca-
tions in the Zadar archipelago. It says that the lease-holders (four of them, identi-
fied in the text as actor et testis) were continually squabbling about how to divide 
up their share of the catch. Similar conflicts must have arisen about the division 
of functions and therefore the control of resources, but the surviving sources do 
not reveal anything of this, presenting a picture of ideal harmony instead.

This picture is drawn from practically all the surviving sources coming from 
the same fund, the one which contains written traces of the benefices to St. Chry-
sogonus’s monastery. It is significant that in all the Zadar documents/texts which 
are concerned with it (a total of eight dated between 986 and 1036), the attesta-
tion of a deed of benefice was always witnessed by members of the city elite – the 
prior, bishop and tribune. The first documented case in which this pattern was 
broken was the will of a certain Dauseta, where the witnesses are named as the 
tribune (trun) Paul, Maio the comerzarius, two priests (levitae), and a certain 
John, about whom no further information is given.79 From this it can be con-

77 For the growth of Adriatic trade, distinguishable primarily through archaeological evidence, see 
SAURO GELICHI et al., The History of a Forgotten Town: Comacchio and its Archaeology, in: 
From One Sea to Another: Trading Places in the European and Mediterranean Early Middle Ages 
(eds. Sauro Gelichi, Richard Hodges), Turnhout, 2012, 169-205; ibid, The eels of Venice. The long 
eighth century of the emporia of northern region along the Adriatic coast, in: 774. Ipotesi su una 
transizione (ed. Stefano Gasparri), Turnhout, 2008, 81-117.

78 One of the seven members of the group of the “descendants of Prior Andrew”, who witnessed 
a deed of gift of land in the locality Obrovica to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery before king Peter 
Krešimir IV in 1072, was described as Petrus comerzarius – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 127, 
no. 93. On the list of witnesses to a document which speaks of events in 1095, the name Slauanę 
comerzarii et fratris eius appears in the fifth place, as the last of those labelled with their office; it 
is preceded by the names of the prior, bishop, two former priors and a judge – Codex diplomaticus 
I (note 7), 205-206, no. 165, 24. 11. 1095.

79 For the document, see note 75. For the meaning of the term trun as an “honorary addition 
which originally belonged to the tribunes” see IVAN BASIĆ, Bilješke o konstituiranju tribunata u 
dalmatinskim pretkomunalnim društvima, in: Splitski statut iz 1312. godine: Povijest i pravo (ed. 
Željko Radić, Marko Trogrlić, Massimo Meccarelli, Ludwig Steindorff), Split, 2015, 191.



36

cluded that the ruling elite in the city, comprising the prior, bishop and a group 
of tribunes, firmly controlled all decisions linked to the disposal of material re-
sources. This is also clear from the case mentioned regarding fishing rights in 
two localities in the archipelago off the shores of the city, where it is said that 
the rights were sold for “public needs”, but no explanation is given about who 
was in charge of judging public needs or deciding how to meet them. This can 
be guessed from another document from the monastery annals, converted into a 
deed giving St. Chrysogonus’s monastery the garden in front of the church of St. 
Thomas. According to the description of the procedure, a meeting (conuentus) 
was held in the cathedral church, attended by Prior Gregory and Bishop An-
drew, “with all the great men and those of lower status”, and the decision made 
at the meeting was then confirmed by the consensus of “all the citizens”.80 The 
formulation of the text shows clearly that there were two separate administrative 
structures, the secular one (the prior’s) and the ecclesiastical one (the bishop’s), 
which were hierarchically arranged (cum … magnatibus nec non minimis eorum), 
from which it emerges that the allocation of services and pertaining honours of 
the secular administration did not end with the tribunes, as is also obvious from 
the already existing office of the comerzarius. On the other hand, the document is 
fairly clear about the fact that this meeting in the cathedral church was of an ad 
hoc character, so whether the groups of members of the administrative structure 
were institutionalised or not remains a mystery.

Fortunately, the other level of decision-making, which implied affirmation by 
the citizens, is described in a slightly later text (which we have already men-
tioned) about the allocation of revenues from salt production and fishing on the 
island of Vrgada. In this case, Prior Drago did not only render the decision which 
involved the revenues of the city head, but also compiled a written version of the 
decision which Archdeacon Maio read aloud after the Gospel reading at Mass, 
beyond any doubt, on the birthday of St. Chrysogonus and in the presence of the 
bishop and clergy. It was confirmed by the congregation shouting “Let it be so!” 
three times.81 So it seems this was a ritual confirmation which was impossible to 
reject, at least formally, and this means that gathering of citizens was not insti-
tutionalised. The administrative structure acted in the same way as it did in the 
days under the imperial authorities, when it functioned as part of the apparatus 
of the imperial powers.

Power and authority in the city were thus concentrated in the hands of an oli-
garchy whose members inherited the right to join it, and as a result, it was a fairly 
closed circle. It was possible to join it by contracting marriage with those already 
on the inside, and the offices within this circle were also the source of honours,82 
and were also apparently hereditary. Most of those mentioned by name in con-
temporary Zadar documents were related, and marriages in the fourth degree 

80 The description of the procedure reads: Hęc securitas iussus sum exarare a prudentissimo 
Gregorio, protospatario et stratico universę Dalmatię … iam predictus senior cum uenerabili 
Andrea episcopo universisque magnatibus nec non et minimis eorum in episcopii domum sanctę 
Anastasię conuenerunt – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 69-70, no. 51.

81 The description of this procedure is also worth reproducing from the original: Hanc quidem 
donationis paginam lecta est a domno Maio archidiacono post euangelium in die natalicii eiusdem 
martiris ad missam in presentia supradicti pontificis et eius clerus, quam audientes ab omni populo 
acclamatum est: fiat, fiat, fiat – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 206, no. 165.

82 Since the office of the tribune originated in the military, it can be assumed that one limitation to 
carrying it out would have been age; however, even when a person left active service, he could 
retain the title of tribune and membership of the ruling elite. These conclusions are based on the 
discussion in IVAN BASIĆ (note 79), 185 ff.
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were not uncommon.83 Administratively the head of the group was the prior, who 
in the 1036 was styled senior (see notes 12 and 80), which should be understood 
in the context of his being surrounded by his magnatibus nec non et minimis, of 
whom he was in charge. If we were to describe the modus operandi of this oligar-
chy, we might use the brief account given by Andrea Castagnetti about the tribunes 
and their doge in the Venetian lagoons and islands in the 9th century. He described 
the following typical situations: “Assuming the position of the doge by one of the 
tribunes; strong family connections (within the group of tribunes) and patrimonial 
relations between the tribunes and the doge; the presence of the former at the acts 
of the latter”.84 Although the preserved documents are extremely small in number, 
the same patterns can be detected in them – it is fairly clear that three priors were 
first tribunes;85 the family connections in the group of tribunes can be easily de-
tected from the repetition of names through the generations, and in two cases the 
priors were married to daughters of tribunes, as has been documented in more 
detail by Z. Nikolić. Finally, in all the documented situations, regardless of whether 
they relate to acts by the prior or other persons, the main witnesses were always the 
tribunes (and that is in a way linked to the fact that all the transactions in question 
related to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery). In the organisational sense, the oligarchy 
took the form of a social network supported by the inflow of resources inherited 
from the imperial fisc, while the key institutional hub of the network was St. Chry-
sogonus’s monastery, which ensured the transgenerational continuity of the net-
work as the organisational centre for the preservation of memory.

The sort of developmental parallelism which I have referred to facilitates an 
understanding of the relationships which existed between Venice, Istria and Dal-
matia, arising from long, continuous Roman/Byzantine rule, and noted and elu-
cidated in the historiography. Most recently, Ivan Basić has written about it, with 
the caution that possibility of gleaning insights through researching this parallel-
ism is rather limited.86 In Istria, the tribune regime was more or less abolished at 
the end of the 8th century with the Frankish conquests and subsequent reorgani-
sation, while the developmental trajectory in 9th-century Venice was character-
ised by huge changes to the economic and social structures. These changes were 
caused by the influx of great wealth from trade with the eastern Mediterranean, 
which changed the political order and relationships irrevocably, so that the old 
position of the tribunes waned in importance, the honour of being the doge was 
sometimes fought over viciously, and the functions of the tribunes were taken 
over by officials appointed by the doge.87

In Zadar, however, there was no Frankish conquest or influx of wealth such as 
in Venice, so it is quite clear why the situation outlined by documents from the later 
10th and early 11th centuries is so reminiscent of what Venetian sources revealed up 
to the 9th century, pointing to the conservatism of the system. However, the changes 

83 See the reconstruction of family relationships in: ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ, Madijevci: Primjer obitelji 
dalmatinske gradske elite u desetom i jedanaestom stoljeću, Zbornik Odsjeka za povijesne 
znanosti Zavoda za povijesne i društvene znanosti HAZU, 23/2005, 1-24, te MLADEN ANČIĆ 
(note 38), 35-37; the frequency of fourth-degree marriages was noted by ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ 
(note14), 50-52, but she did not connect it to the oligarchic structure of the ruling elite.

84 ANDREA CASTAGNETTI, La società veneziana nel Medioevo I. Dai tribuni ai giudici, Verona, 
1992, 21.

85 Tribune Madi of 986 appears as Prior Madi II in 999 - ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 14), 41-42; for 
the Andrew who was prior in 1044, see note 89; for Drago “The Great” see notes 99 and 100.

86 See IVAN BASIĆ (note 79), 179-182, and ibid, Imperium and Regnum in Gottschalk’s Description 
of Dalmatia, in: Migration, Integration (note 3), 170-209.

87 For changes in Venetian society and the political order, see ANDREA CASTAGNETTI (note 84), 
51 ff.
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mentioned earlier, particularly demographic (population growth) and wealth ac-
crued from trade with the eastern Mediterranean, in which the city must have been 
involved in one way or another, since it was an important point on sailing routes, 
were undermining the old oligarchic regime. Given the kind of documents histori-
ans have access to today, it is difficult to discern this process, let alone throw more 
light on it, and so we can only draw conclusions based on the consequences which 
became evident in the mid-11th century. Then, wholesale changes occurred in the 
actual governing structure of the city, at the same time as members of the group of 
the “descendants of Prior Andrew” lost their monopoly on the position of the prior.

In the absence of narrative sources, it is impossible to state with precision 
when this change occurred, and the possibility of linking it with the capture of 
Dobronja and the alleged Byzantine intervention in the Adriatic “without resort 
to weapons” has only recently led Z. Nikolić to the conclusion that “after the 
fall of Gregory and Dobronja… the Madis lost their power in Zadar for some 
time.”88 This conclusion does not seem to hold water, primarily because the prior 
in 1044 was named Andrew, so it would be odd to exclude him from the com-
munity of the “descendants of Prior Andrew.” However, the conclusion can be 
supported by other facts. On the one hand, the same Andrew (almost certainly) 
is mentioned as a tribune during the period of 30 years in the 11th century when 
Gregory held the position of prior,89 and on the other, Andrew was still alive in 
1072, when he was present when King Peter Krešimir IV gave the land in the 
locality Obrovica to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery.90 Andrew was one of the seven 
“Latin” witnesses, obviously members of the group “descendants of Prior An-
drew.” However, the name of the next known prior, recorded in 1056 as Grubina 
(Gorbina)91, is surely a sign that the ruling oligarchy was losing power. This is un-
likely to have happened peacefully, and a distant echo of these developments in 
which it was difficult to avoid violence may be found in the words of Cicha, the 
founder and first abbess of St. Mary’s, in the first monastery’s montaneum, which 
she either compiled herself or had it compiled for her (in the historiography, 
the document is usually called the “foundation document”, although its contents 
do not correspond to the name).92 In it, she mentions her own background as a 
piece of especially important information, along with the murder of her husband 
Andrew, the son of the Papa, which left her a widow with two daughters, the 
older of whom became a nun, while the younger one decided to get married, 

88 ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 14), 15 and 181. The interpretation of the sources which follows differs 
slightly from the one I advocated earlier, i.e. that the removal from power of the “descendants of 
Prior Andrew” was the result of internal conflict – cf. MLADEN ANČIĆ, Zadarska biskupija u 
okviru Splitske metropolije od 805. do 1154. godine, Ars Adriatica 7/2017, 37-38.

89 Andrew is mentioned as a tribune in a text which is clearly distinguishable as an excerpt from 
the monastery annals, dated 1067, in the part which recounts the comparatively much earlier 
procedure of establishing the boundary of the monastery estate on Pašman that was carried out 
by Prior Gregory. Here he is mentioned as the one “who later became prior” (Andreas tribunus 
qui postea prior effectus est) – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 108, no. 79.

90 In this document Andrew is mentioned in the group labelled testes Latini, in second place, after 
the then prior, Drago, with the title of prior, but with no explanation that this refers to him being 
the previous prior – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 127, no. 93.

91 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 83, no. 61 (this is also an excerpt from the annals which was later 
turned into a “document” by being separately transcribed – see note 64). In the “document” 
which would have been contemporary with the previous text, and which has survived in a very 
poor, later 17th-century copy – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 82, no. 60, the prior’s name is 
given as Grubissa, which does not seem convincing in the light of the later ruling by the papal 
legate Teuzo. By a simple oversight, I placed Grubina among the members of the community of 
the “descendants of Prior Andrew” – see MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 88), 44-45, note 67.

92 For the first monastery montaneum and its contents, see MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 31), 17.
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although she was not yet of age.93 This interpretation is prompted by the fact 
that she stresses her husband’s murder in the introductory part of the document, 
which means it must have been important in the circle in which she, the grand-
daughter of a prior, moved (filia … Uekenege, neptis Madii prioris). This inter-
pretation is prompted by the fact that she stresses her husband’s murder in the 
introductory part of the document, which means it must have been important 
in the circle in which she, the granddaughter of a prior (filia … Uekenege, neptis 
Madii prioris), moved. This murder may have occurred when the old oligarchic 
structure was overthrown (approximately 1044-1056), or at the time when this 
new regime was repelled (before 1066), but in any case it seems that violence was 
integral to the change. Otherwise the prominent mention of Abbess’s husband 
violent death in the montaneum, which by itself was a form of written memorial 
and the basis for the later monastery annals, would have no real significance. Be 
it as it may, the implied story of the murder of Chica’s husband is not the only 
indirect evidence of change, because something similar can be found in the 1056 
“document” which mentions Prior Grubina (see note 91). In this case, an entry 
from the monastery annals was preserved almost word for word, and labelled 
recordatio atque commemoratio, while the contents include a transcript of a ser-
mon given by the bishop to mark the translation of the monastery’s patron saint.

It is worth pausing here for a moment, because the preserved text is also the old-
est surviving description of what we might today call a “political performance” and 
helps us to understand the world of that time, in which what we would today call 
religion and politics were inextricably interwoven. Behind the scenes lay the fact 
that under Prior Grubina, who did not belong to the old ruling oligarchy (as far as 
we can tell), someone attempted to deny the monastery the right to the share of the 
fishermen’s catch (gripatores). The abolition of an ancient right provoked a reaction 
in the monastic community and did not please the bishop, who was the strongest 
patron of this institution which formed part of the identity of the old oligarchy. It 
should not be forgotten that Bishop Andrew, also a member of the group “descend-
ants of Prior Andrew”, remained in his post after Prior Grubina assumed power 
in the city. It was properly in this context, on the saint’s feast-day, that the solemn 
ceremony of transferring the saint’s body to a new sarcophagus was organized, and 
the event was naturally recorded in the monastery annals in a rather subjective 
form: “When we prepared and laid St. Chrysogonus in the new sarcophagus.”94 
The sermon does not mention why the saint’s body was removed from its previous 
container, nor whether a period of time elapsed between the removal and laying it 
to rest in the new sarcophagus, which may be due to the fact that these parts of the 
account had already been noted in earlier entries in the annals.

The annals entries did not require a full description of the entire ceremony, so 
the presence of the prior can only be discerned from the text of the bishop’s ser-
mon, but it seems likely that the ceremony followed course of the first, original 
transfer of the saint’s body which was described in the (locally) well-known nar-
rative text, Translatio beati Grisogoni. In an earlier work, I showed that the nature 
of this narrative text is such that its form, with marked dialogues and separate 
“scenes” was suitable for “performing” as a church play, “liturgic drama”.95 For 

93 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 101, no. 73, ‘1066, before 25 December’. The founder of the monastery 
introduces herself in the first person in the text: Ego Cicca, filia Doimi et Uekenege, neptis Madii 
prioris, uxor Andreę, filii Papę, post interfectionem mariti cum duabus remanens filiabus in uiduitate.

94 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 83, no. 61: quando beatissimus Chrisogonus auxiliante deo 
reconditus est a nobis atque colocatus in sarcofago nouo.

95 MLADEN ANČIĆ, Translatio beati Grisogoni martyris kao povijesno vrelo, Starohrvatska 
prosvjeta III serija 25/1998, 129.
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this occasion, its specific message is emphasised in the section which speaks of 
transferring the body from the place where it was found (Iadera vetula) to the 
city – the parallelism between the original translation and the ceremonial trans-
fer to the new sarcophagus is self-evident. What is even more important is the 
“scene” of the saint’s body “refusing” to enter the city until the representatives of 
the city authorities allocate a benefice which will ensure the saint can be housed 
and venerated properly in his new home.96 After that, comes the “scene” show-
ing the theft of the saint’s hand, and the third “scene” in which the descendants 
of one of three brothers who administered the city (and who appear in the first 
“scene”), who had pledged their entire property to the institution that would care 
for the saint, attempt to overturn the decree and take back the family property 
which had already been donated. As a punishment, they are attacked by “evil 
spirits” (arrepti sunt ab immundis spiritibus) and are only freed by returning the 
property to the monastic community and even giving up their own estates.97 The 
Mass probably followed these “scenes”, and this is where we come back to the 
preserved text which highlights the sermon given by Bishop Andrew (fecit amo-
nitionem atque sermonem in plebe). Part of the sermon is paraphrased, and part 
given in full, so there is little doubt about the accuracy of the record. In the 
paraphrased section, the bishop calls the congregation to enhance this moment 
of the Lord’s grace by making gifts to the monastery, in order to merit the reward 
of salvation in the world to come.98 He continues:

“Hear this, brothers and sisters; all monasteries should have free use of their 
goods, and the bishop at the head (of the community of the faithful) should not 
abandon them to anyone’s will or subjection, nor allow them to be oppressed by 
evil men, but they must be dedicated (only) to the service of the Almighty and 
subject to the rule of Saint Benedict … You, from the most prominent to the least 
significant, know that St. Chrysogonus received hospitality in this city from our 
forefathers, because each fisherman gave him part of what he had caught. There-
fore, here in the presence of your prior, Grubina, and in your sight, for the sake 
of this dedication, I emphasise and confirm that the part which I have mentioned 
should continue in our time and that in future, the fishermen should give it en-
tirely to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery and his holy congregation.”99

96 See the text according to the edition in ĆIRIL M. IVEKOVIĆ, Crkva i samostan sv. Krševana u 
Zadru: Hrvatska zadužbina iz X. stoljeća, Zagreb, 1931, 50.

97 The text of the third “scene” in ĆIRIL M. IVEKOVIĆ (note 96), 51 (from: Post unum lustrum 
…) – 52 (to: … in secula seculorum. Amen).

98 The paraphrased bishop’s sermon to the people is worth reproducing here as it shows how the 
skills of rhetoric were used to indicate God’s favour of the patron saint who represented the 
interested of “us all”, i.e. all those gathered at the Mass: Andreas episcopus fecit amonitionem 
atque sermonem in plebe, ut si quis aliquod beneficium ad promerendum anime sue remedium 
dare tali patrono et intercessori pro nobis ad deum uoluerit utique cum magna caritate atque alacri 
corde deberet offerre, quia satis uituperabile esse uidetur, ille dicebat, ut in die tante festiuitatis 
sueque consecrationis ex hoc, quod nobis dominus contulit, munusculum aliquod non demus, quia 
quicquid pro amore suo et sancta eius festiuitate, quam modo nos in terris ueneramur, ei contulerit, 
sciat pro certo, quia magnam retributionem apud istum iudicem promerebit in die iudicii cum 
sancti et electis suis in regno celorum – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 83, no. 61.

99 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 83-84: Audite, fratres et filii, omnia monasteria libera debent habere 
iura sua et sub nullius dominio uel subietione atque oppresione malorum hominum debet dimittere 
episcopus, qui preest, nisi sub ipsis dei seruitio et beati Benedicti regula … uos a majore usque ad 
minorem scitis, quia sanctus Crisogonus abuit unum beneficium ab antecessoribus nostris in ista 
ciuitate, id est, ut omnes cripatores unam partem darent ei, qualem haberet unusquisque eorum, 
qui piscarent. Propter quo ego pro amore huius consecrationis beati martiris Crisogoni concedo 
et confirmo coram priore uestro Gorbina et coram uobismet ipsis, ut istam partem, quam supra 
diximus, sub nostris temporibus in posterum integram dent piscatores atque confertam beati C. 
monasterio eiusque sancte congregationi (my emphases).
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The sermon, at least according to the surviving text of the annalistic adden-
da, which someone later tried to turn into a document, ended with the bishop 
threatening punishment – temporal (12 gold pieces) and spiritual, including ex-
communication. If it is not the result of carelessness in the later transcription, 
which cannot be ruled out, then the bishop’s use of possessive pronouns is sig-
nificant. “His” forefathers gave part of the fishermen’s income to the monastery 
(since it was then part of the fisc at the disposal of the city administration), but 
he then goes on to speak of “your” prior. From this, it is not difficult to discern 
that the “oppression of evil men” in the first sentence actually refers to the nega-
tion of the decision by the bishop’s forefathers, which implicitly falls on the head 
of “your” prior and “you” – those to whom the bishop addressed his sermon. 
His responsibility as bishop, which is stressed in this part of the sermon, will 
be fulfilled by “emphasising and confirming” the decision made in the past and 
threatening punishment for failing to observe it.

This entire reconstructed version of a public spectacle, which of course can-
not be proved to have happened in exactly this way, points to some elements 
which made up the “political machine”100 of the city and province of the time, 
when the community was both united and divided at the same time. These con-
stitutive elements, united by practical human acts, were: organisations (the ap-
paratus of secular power, the diocese, the monastery) which enabled material 
resources to be controlled and allocated; the institutionalised participation of a 
supernatural force, God, in ordering circumstances which could be influenced 
through a mediator, the patron saint; a repertoire of public acts to please the su-
pernatural force, including how material resources were used; and the symbolic 
universe in which all this was depicted through legends and public displays. The 
social strength of this “machine” is indicated by the fact that Prior Grubina, who 
is implied here as a person acting against the interests of the monastery and 
therefore of the whole community, was at some point obviously forced to change 
his attitude towards the patron saint and the monastic community which vener-
ated him and to make a gift of his own. This benefice consisted of the chapel of 
St. John (cella) on the island of Tilag (part of locality Telašćica on the island Dugi 
Otok), which he had founded and had at his disposal. It seems Prior Grubina 
was well off and had access to at least some of the same resources which had 
formed the basis of power of the oligarchic network labelled here as “descend-
ants of Prior Andrew.” But when he was no longer prior, even before the restora-
tion of the old oligarchy, Grubina changed his mind and tried to take back the 
chapel. He did not succeed, apparently, as the monastic community complained 
to Teuzo, the papal legate, who ruled in their favour in 1064 or 1065.101

The ruling was undoubtedly enacted, and the benefice returned to the mon-
astery in or before 1066, when another upset occurred (of which there is no 
echo in surviving sources) which restored power to the representatives of the old 
oligarchy, the “descendants of Prior Andrew.” One mark of this turn of events 
was the fact that Drago, later called “the Great” was made prior. He belonged 
to the most prominent segment of the old oligarchy, and was the son of Bishop 
Prestancio, as mentioned in documents from the 1020s (up to 1028). He was 

100 The concept of the “political machine” is used here in the sense which was discussed more widely 
and defined by ADAM T. SMITH, Assembling Sovereignty in the Bronze Age Caucasus, Princeton 
– Oxford, 2015, 29 ff. 

101 The ruling by legate Teuzo, on which the above presentation is based, in Codex diplomaticus I 
(note 7), 99-100, no. 71, ‘1064. (1. IX) to 1065. (31. VIII)’. The ruling was actually proclaimed 
during the period when a certain Nikola held the office of the prior.
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also the nephew of Prior Maio II102 and was probably mentioned as a tribune 
in 1033,103 which means that he was already quite an old man when he became 
prior. As I have said, there is no record in surviving sources of this reversal, but 
it is clear that these were the circumstances when the Croatian king appeared in 
the life of the city in a completely new role. The oldest sources which reflect this 
role are (apart from one document) all linked to the foundation of St. Mary’s 
monastery and Cicha, its first abbess, which is why this study has been given 
its title.

At some point in history, probably 1105, when Cicha’s daughter Vekenega was 
the abbess, these documents were transcribed into what is known in historiog-
raphy as the Cartulary of St. Mary’s monastery.104 They provide a snapshot of the 
situation at the time when the monastery was founded, but not of the personal 
relationship between the king and the abbess, as may sometimes be thought, and 
indeed, which has sometimes been falsely demonstrated by entirely mistaken in-
terpretations of individual quotations.105 The transcribed, preserved documents, 
particularly the first monastery montaneum, clearly show that Cicha herself came 
from the community of the “descendants of Prior Andrew” and that she was a 
close relative of Prior Drago the Great, who took over the administration of the 
city in 1065 or 1066. Her maternal grandfather was Prior Maio II, Drago’s uncle, 
and she mentions him in the text among the close relatives (propinqui consan-
guinei) who she consulted about establishing the monastery. She says they were 
“co-workers and careful participants in the ordering and helpers in everything 
which needed to be done” (cooperatores ac prouidi ordinatores et quę dictanda 
sunt adiutores). The group also included her brother, Bishop Stephen, and anoth-
er person named Crina (Črna?) who seems to have been Prior Drago’s brother.106 
If we bring together everything mentioned earlier about the way in which Chica 
recounted her husband’s murder, it becomes clear that St. Mary’s was conceived 

102 Later, a prior of the same name, Drago II, claimed to be the grandson of Bishop Prestancio and 
the nephew of Prior Drago known as “the Great” (Magnus) – see citations from the sources 
according to ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 14), 182, note 664, which she resolved with the simple 
conclusion that Prior Drago the Great and the father of Drago II were brothers. Although her 
citations are clear, Nikolić does not explain how she reaches this conclusion and infers that it was 
only “possible that Drago I (the Great – op. M.A.) was from the Madi family or related to them 
by marriage.“

103 Among the witnesses in the document dated 5 July 1033 is Tribunus Drago – Codex diplomaticus 
I (note 7), 68, no. 49.

104 For the wider argument on which this conclusion is based, see MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 31), 20 ff.
105 See, for example, VIKTOR NOVAK, Zadarski kartular samostana sv. Marije, Zagreb, 1959, 19 ff.
106 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 101, no. 73: Huius uero consilii fratrem germanum et consanguineos, 

quos habebam propinquos, feci michi conscios Stephanum episcopum et Drago priorem et Crinam 
totius mei actus cooperatores ac prouidos ordinatores et quę dictanda sunt adiutores. DAMIR 
KARBIĆ – BRANKA GRBAVAC, Pravo i pragmatična pravna pismenost, in: Nova zraka (note 
4), 240, link the appearance of the concept of adiutor with the influence of the Lombard Law 
according to which the guardian of a woman who was legally incapacitated from managing her 
business independently was called an adiutor from the 10th century on. The argument does not 
seem convincing, since the way in which the Lombard Laws influenced social life in Zadar at that 
time is not clear, but in a way it “hides” another problem which seems much more important 
to me. This concerns the phrase quę dictanda sunt, which remains unclear and raises doubts 
primarily because the concept of dictandum in this period appears in the combination ars 
dictandi or ars dictaminis, meaning the skill of compiling written documents or letters. It was 
soon to be used, among other things, to describe the work of notaries public (see RONALD G. 
WITT, The arts of letter-writing, in: The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism (ed. Alastair 
Minnis, Ian Johnson), Cambridge, 2005, 68-83). What leads to doubt here is the possibility that 
the expression should be understood to imply the need for written documents when founding a 
religious house, in which case the three people mentioned were those who helped acquire such 
written documents.
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as the counterpart of St. Chrysogonus’s monastery, and as such, was to become a 
new element in the “political machinery” of the city. Along with its other purpos-
es, the monastery would function as a new hub of memory of the old community 
of the “descendants of Prior Andrew” and, possibly, its foundation would com-
memorate the return to power of the old order and the new chapter it opened.

This interpretation throws an entirely new light on the role of King Peter 
Krešimir IV in launching and organising the monastery. One of the first moves 
made by the abbess, as far as we can discern from surviving documents, was to 
visit the king at Christmas time in the city of Šibenik in 1066, where he was in 
residence surrounded by the metropolitan of his kingdom and the bishops of the 
metropolis. With the assent of the gathered prelates, the king formally took the 
new monastic community under his patronage and awarded it “royal freedom.” 
In the light of what we have said earlier in relation to the phrase que dictanda 
sunt, we need of course to ask how Abbess Cicha succeeded in getting an audi-
ence with the king. She would have needed the “help” mentioned in the quoted 
text from the first montaneum, help offered by her closest relatives, her brother 
Bishop Stephen, Prior Drago and his brother Črna (see note 106). It was prob-
ably these people who enabled Cicha to appear before the king and get the “royal 
freedom” or patronage she desired.

However, although the term regia libertas is actually used in the written 
text, even a careful reading does not reveal what that freedom implied or re-
ferred to. It becomes a little clearer if we consider two similar documents from 
the time of Krešimir’s rule in which he bestowed freedom (libertas) on the reli-
gious houses of St. John and St. Thomas in Biograd.107 The three documents are 
all quite different in form and in the way the concept of the freedom entailed 
is described. It is said of St. John’s monastery that it will be subject to no one, 
exempt from the fiscalis tributum and, explicitly, that the monastery and all its 
goods will not come under the authority of the bishop and prior. In the case of 
St. Thomas’s monastery, it will also be exempt from paying the tribute, which 
is said to be paid to the ruler, and will not be subject to the authority of any 
lay person. Finally, in the case of St. Mary’s monastery in Zadar, the “royal 
freedom” in the text seems to mean that if any attempt is made to remove the 
property of the nuns by force, compensation must be paid at four times the 
level of the damages, and the perpetrators are threatened with forfeiting their 
estates to the king.108 In spite of the different ways in which it is expressed, we 
can nonetheless discern that the freedom involved meant immunity, primar-
ily from paying any tribute to the king himself, but also from the demands 
of the city authorities in the same regard. However, we should note that in at 
least two of these three documents, the authors (who were of course people 

107 The king granted freedom to St John’s monastery, as far as we can judge, in February 1060. The 
event was recorded in two separate documents, neither of which was actually formally issued by 
the king (in the form in which we have them today) – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 87-93, no. 
64 I and II. The document which speaks of granting freedom to the monastery of St. Thomas 
was definitely not issued by the king either, at least not in this form - Codex diplomaticus I 
(note 7), 96-97, no. 68. The date given in the text itself (October 1069) is beyond any doubt, 
but in historiography it is assumed to have been written between 1060 and 1062. This dating 
is completely unfounded and based on an extremely unconvincing identification of the banus 
Gojčo mentioned in it with the king’s brother, Gojslav, who we know from other sources had 
been killed at this time.

108 The document which mentions the establishment of royal freedom can be found in Codex 
diplomaticus I (note 7), 102, no. 74. From the way the document was printed it is not clear 
that the note on the date and place of issue of the written document (In die natali domini …) 
was added later, either to the document itself, or when it was transcribed in the cartulary – see 
MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 41), 20.
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connected with the religious houses) took it upon themselves to interpret the 
king’s decrees. Since the documents were not drawn up according to precisely 
formulated models, it is a little harder to see whether the two nunneries were 
to enjoy immunity from ecclesiastical power, i.e. the bishop, while St. John’s 
monastery did.

What is important to note is the conclusion that the “freedom” granted to 
St. Mary’s monastery was a clear sign that the king saw himself as holding the 
supreme power over the city and was capable of doing what he promised and 
ensuring his will was carried out. This interpretation is confirmed by the fact 
that the king had at his disposal at least some goods of the fisc and was able to 
award benefices to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery from them, from the island of 
Maun to the land which once belonged to the ager publicus, completely in har-
mony with the earlier practice of the Zadar priors, as shown by N. Jakšić (see 
notes 65 and 68). That libertas was a kind of protection which could be bestowed 
by the supreme authorities was confirmed in 1078 under King Zvonimir, and 
again in 1091 (and this deserves special emphasis) after the death of the last of 
the Trpimirović dynasty, Stephen II, when the land was left “without a head” in 
medieval terms, and the city authorities, led by the prior, took over the functions 
of supreme power.109

Royal support for the monastery during the later 1060s was not confined to 
this, and Peter Krešimir IV also gave the nuns land (in the locality Tochenia) near 
the estate which his grandfather, Krešimir III, had given to Cicha’s grandfather, 
Prior Madi, and his son Dobronja.110 In both documents, the king addresses the 
abbess directly as his “sister”,111 so it seems appropriate to pause here for a mo-
ment and ask how and where the acts covered by the written documents played 
out in reality. Perhaps we should start from a well-known fact often ignored by 
Croatian historians today, who tend to assume that the state administration of 
the early medieval period functioned like its counterpart in modern era states 
– a great part of the actions of kings and rulers at that time were never recorded 
in written form. We have already seen this from our analysis of the three docu-
ments which speak of granting freedom to religious houses; it is not difficult to 
conclude that the events mentioned in the documents actually happened at some 
time, but the written texts are interpretations given by the authors, who were 
directly affected by the king’s decisions, or under his orders, so that the final 

109 Zvonimir’s confirmation of royal freedom is in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 167, no. 130. As 
in the case of documents relating to King Peter Krešimir IV (see not 108), it is not clear in the 
printed version that the note on the date and place of the act did not form an integral part of the 
original text. The confirmation issued by Prior Drago (II) una cum nobilibus et omni populo in 
1091 is in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 199, no. 160.

110 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 104, no. 77, ‘1066/67 (?)’. The toponym “Točinja” (Tochenia) was 
located fairly convincingly by Viktor Novak in present-day village of Bibinje on the outskirts of 
the city of Zadar (VIKTOR NOVAK (note 105), 231-232), and this was supported later by new 
arguments by NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 68), 280-281, note 39. Nada Klaić thought this deed of 
gift was a forgery, like most other documents of the period (see NADA KLAIĆ, Nekoliko riječi 
o kartularu samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, Historijski zbornik 19-20/1967-196., 210-211), but her 
arguments are unconvincing.

111 Codex diplomaticus I (note7), 120, no. 74, 25. 12. 1066 – Ego Cresimir … do regiam libertatem 
monasterio … quod soror mea Cicca fabricauit; ibid, 104, 77, ‘1066/67 (?)’ – Ego Cressimir … 
rogatus ferens mee … Cicche, which is obviously a transcription error, and according to the 
reproduction in VIKTOR NOVAK (note 105), fol. 9v, should actually read rogatus sereris mee. It 
is highly probable that the original text read rogatu sororis mee, and this is not the only error in 
the document, which is also given an impossible date – 1060 (millesimo sexagesimo), from which 
it is clear that a number – septimo – was omitted.
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results were far from a faithful mirror of reality.112 This means that acts such as 
donations, dispensing justice (I have deliberately refrained from using the term 
sentence), orders and similar expressions of the king’s will acquired social sig-
nificance when they were proclaimed formally in front of witnesses (this is why 
all these documents contain lists of witnesses), while the subsequent recording 
of what happened in written form was rare. The same situation prevailed regard-
ing other social transactions, in the domain of what we would call private-legal 
relations today, and lasted well into the High Middle Ages. It was not until the 
12th century that the practice of making written records of transactions started to 
become more important in the cities.

The development of pragmatic literacy, a concept which covers various forms 
of written records of social transactions, mostly for administrative purposes, and 
for a long time only in Latin,113 happened rather slowly and unevenly in the area 
of the early medieval Croatian kingdom, including the coastal cities, apart from 
Zadar. As elsewhere,114 the results were various censuses, lists and annals, which 
were the rudimentary forms of institutional memory. Only one example available 
to historians today, dated around 1000, records a list of property (memoratorium) 
purchased during his lifetime by a certain Stephen, an inhabitant of Split. The list 
was compiled on his orders by Bishop Abraham, who also appears in one of the 
recorded transactions as a witness. We do not know where he was bishop. Since 
this is an exceptionally rare record which throws a completely different light on 
the literacy of the 10th and early 11th centuries, and in the historiography it is only 
mentioned once in passing,115 although it was certainly known by the relatively 
small number of historians who worked on the documents gathered and tran-
scribed by Ivan Lucius-Lučić, I have presented it in an appendix so that it can 

112 In an important, but rather overlooked discussion, Frederic Cheyette summarises the problem 
which was much more than simply a local issue. He says that early written documents present 
historians with a difficult problem. Are they descriptions of actual events, as they happened? Or 
are their contents dictated by tradition which said how they should be recorded? Much of what 
we know about these events indicates that the latter was true. If so, then these documents are 
not records of normal patterns of social life as they actually happened and were experienced – 
FREDRIC L. CHEYETTE, The Invention of the State, in: The Walter Prescott Webb Memorial 
Lectures: Essays on Medieval Civilization (eds. Bede Karl Lachner, Kenneth Roy Philp), Austin 
– London, 1978, 156.

113 In his discussion, Cheyette does not use the widely accepted concept of “pragmatic literacy”, 
but points out that during the 10th and 11th centuries, in European terms, there were three 
different “cultures”; the written culture of the clergy, focusing almost exclusively on the liturgy 
and spiritual knowledge; skills developed to a certain extent in England and places where the 
traditions of the Roman Empire survived, a culture which noted the most important elements of 
social life in written form and sometimes recorded works of oral literature; and finally, the oral 
culture of the rest of society  – FREDRIC L. CHEYETTE (note 112), 156.

114 While avoiding overloading the reader with the many titles which cover such issues, it is still 
worth mentioning the important general work by JACK GOODY, The Logic of Writing and the 
Organization of Society, Cambridge, 1986. A new direction in researching the relationship between 
oral and written cultures in the medieval period was launched in 1979 by Michael Clanchy 
(MICHAEL CLANCHY, From Memory to Written Record: England 1066-1307, Chichester, 2013 
3rd edition), but it soon became apparent that England (with which Clancy was concerned) 
took quite a different path from continental Europe. The (western) European path was shown by 
BRIAN STOCK, The Implications of Literacy: Written Language and Models of Interpretation in 
the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, Princeton, 1983, 13-87. During the last two decades, research 
into the European transformation of the culture of oral communication into written forms has 
blossomed, as can be seen in the series Utrecht Studies in Medieval Literacy, the first volume of 
which was printed in 1999 (New Approaches to Medieval Communication (ed. Marco Mostert), 
Turnhout, 1999.). None of this, sadly, has had much influence on Croatian historiography and 
the attitude of modern historians to 10th- and 11th-century written sources.

115 The document is mentioned and cited only by ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 14), 175, note 417.
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finally be introduced into the discussion and made available for further analysis. 
On the other hand, as far as annals and annalistic notes written and compiled by 
the members of various organisations are concerned, none have been preserved 
directly, but some are known thanks to indirect means. Such is the case with 
the annals of St. Chrysogonus’s monastery, in which some individual documents 
were preserved which we have discussed here,116 or annals kept in the royal court 
(gesta regum) which King Peter Krešimir IV refers to in the deed of gift to St. 
Chrysogonus’s monastery. From these annalistic notes, which were obviously 
based on the institutional memory of royal rule, something can be gleaned of the 
acts/decrees (statuta) of individual rulers, and it is also possible to establish the 
chronological parameters of dynastic rules.117 The loss of dynastic continuity in 
the late 11th century and the fact that at the same time annalistic notes lost their 
administrative and legal value are the reason why such records were not kept in 
the period which followed. That is obviously reason why they never came into 
the hands of the first “antiquarians” who appeared in Dalmatia in the 17th cen-
tury and started collecting old records.

All this implies the complete prevalence of oral culture in the 11th century, 
and this fact imposes different parameters for understanding what was actually 
said during the public performance in front of a large number of witnesses when 
the king and the abbess met in Šibenik in 1066, then later in Točinja, and finally 
in Zadar, probably quite soon after, in 1067. In order to place the speech in its 
original context, we need to start with what Jack Goody and Ian Watt pointed 
out some time ago in relation to the social consequences of introducing and es-
tablishing literacy; in societies which relied only on oral communication, there 
was a direct link between symbols (words) and referents (the items to which they 
referred to). “The intrinsic nature of oral communication has a considerable ef-
fect upon both the content and the transmission of the cultural repertoire. In the 
first place it makes for a directness of relationship between symbol and referent. 
There can be no reference to ‘dictionary definitions’, nor can words accumulate 
the successive layers of historically validated meanings which they acquire in a 
literate culture. Instead the meaning of each word is ratified in a succession of 
concrete situations, accompanied by vocal inflexions and physical gestures, all 
of which combine to particularize both its specific denotation and its accepted 
connotative usages.”118 When what was said was turned into a text written on 
parchment, and particularly when it became a page produced mechanically on a 
printing press, most of this was lost, so the words are now interpreted literally by 
modern historians according to their “dictionary definitions”.

The word “sister” spoken during the public event obviously carried the conno-
tation of close links and implied the obligation of providing “brotherly” protec-
tion, as affirmed by the assent of the metropolitan of the kingdom, the archbish-
op of Split, all the bishops under him, the king’s closest relative, his nephew and 
designated heir Stephen (dux Stephanus), and his entire entourage. This was all 
reinforced on the next occasion, when the king, addressing the abbess, said that 

116 See GIUSEPPE PRAGA (note 64), 627.
117 Some sort of “annals” is first mentioned in the text of the deed of gift after the desire to adhere 

to the decree of the ancestors is emphasised: … ut statuta parentum meorum antiquorum non 
cassentur … Comperimus in gestis proaui nostri – Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 105. The same 
annalistic notes produce a list of rulers, the ancestors of Peter Krešimir IV, in the same document, 
with a list of the bani who served these rulers. FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Genealoški prikaz (note 69), 70, 
based the entire genealogy of the early medieval ruling dynasty on these.

118 JACK GOODY – IAN WATT, The Consequences of Literacy, in: Literacy in Traditional Societies 
(ed. Jack Goody), Cambridge, 1968, 29.
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“my grandfather” made a gift to her ancestors, who were also his kin (quam auus 
meus C. dedit cognato suo). Thus, he did not only establish a connection with the 
abbess herself but with her extended family. The gift of land to her monastery 
should be interpreted in the same light, along with what his ancestor had given 
her ancestor. Through these symbolic acts, the king was including the Zadar rul-
ing elite (the “descendants of Prior Andrew”) in the genealogy of the royal house, 
and at the same time, declaring himself part of the patronage exercised over the 
monastery by that group. The deed of gift to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery has a 
similar function, so it can be deduced without much objection, armed with the 
tools of modern scholarship, that the king was actually creating new symbolic 
capital through these actions, which he then immediately shared with the city 
leaders. This would only have carried real weight if he had actually played a key 
role in restoring to power the members of the old oligarchy in the city.

This interpretation is confirmed by the clear course of events in time and 
space – Abbess Cicha, who must have gone to Šibenik with Bishop Stephen, was 
received under the king’s protection along with her monastery at Christmas in 
1066. This was followed by the king’s visit to Zadar, via Točinja, where land was 
given to the monastery during a public ceremony, and the procedure was final-
ised in the city itself (firmatum est Iadre) before the bishop, prior and others. It is 
highly likely that in the same set of circumstances, the former donation of land 
“in Diklo” to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery was confirmed, in a public ceremony 
when the king arrived in Nin.119 In fact, the confirmation of the former gift was 
incorporated in a note written down by the abbot, Peter, which opens with a 
gloomy note about “the end of the world and time” (which obviously referred 
back to the time before the king’s visit), explained by the fact that plunderers of 
the monastery goods had appeared who had moved the boundary and reduced 
the monastery estate by 200 cords. The king’s intervention put a stop to this and 
the old deed of gift was formally ratified.120

In these documents, therefore, the king is presented as the supreme author-
ity in the city. In these cases, he acts of course in favour of the old oligarchy and 
the organisation it established (the monastery). But it seems the king did not 
stop there. In assuming authority over the city, Peter Krešimir IV also assumed 
the administration of what was left of the fisc. It appears, however, from slightly 
later documents, that he began to use his new powers in a way which was not 
liked by those he probably came to the city to help in the first place. This can be 
deduced from two documents which speak of royal benefices in the area labelled 
with the wider toponym Brda (Hill). This was an area which has caused misun-
derstandings in the historiography, at least in terms of its location in the complex 
territorial-administrative set-up of the early Middle Ages. Traditionally, histori-
ans have agreed it was an area which from the first half of the 9th century did not 

119 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 105-106, no. 78. The document has no date as it is preserved as a 
direct transcription within a note, an unusual cirographum from the strictly diplomatic point of 
view, which the abbot himself wrote (cirographum hoc ad posteritatis memoriam esse studui – see 
next note), later transcribed into a cartulary which has been lost. Cicha’s daughter, Vekenega, 
had a similar document compiled some 40 years later (hoc iussi describi priuilegium – Codex 
diplomaticus regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae et Sclavoniae II (translated by Tadija Smičiklas), Zagreb, 
1904, 15, no. 10, 1105.) so we can conclude that such notes, whatever they were called by the 
authors (cirographum, priuilegium), were not unusual. The note by Abbot Peter is clearly dated 
1067, so it seems to be a convincing explanation that the copier simply left out the date, since he 
had already inserted one at the beginning. It should also be added that the text in the cartulary, 
unlike the others, was never transferred onto a separate parchment, which means that it was 
never used in later times to defend the monastery holdings.

120 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 107-108, no. 79.
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fall within the domain of the city authorities, but was directly under the rule of 
the Croatian king. This was deduced mainly from what the surviving documents 
say of the royal benefices situated in this locality, so it has been assumed that 
because he had the right to dispose of it, it could not have been “city territory.” 
What this argument fails to note is the fact that throughout the Middle Ages, 
the same area was part of the diocese/archdiocese of Zadar, which was known to 
have been restricted to the area under the city authorities from the 9th century on 
– “the mainland territory (from the sea) to the Grusi-Murvica-Zemunik line.”121

In this light, the fact that the land south of that line was at the king’s disposal 
from that time on, in the area which documents issued in his name call Brda, 
has two important consequences. On the one hand, it means that the area once 
belonged to the fisc, which can be confirmed by the fact that in the king’s deed 
of gift relating to St. Mary’s monastery, reference is made to the “tenants” who 
had worked the land previously.122 Another important matter is the use of the 
Slavic toponym Brda (Berda) which also appears in this document and in the one 
dated 1070 which speaks of the gift of land in the same wider area to St. Chry-
sogonus’s monastery.123 It is difficult to believe that there was no local toponym 
derived from earlier times for this area, or the locality in a wider area covered by 
the name, but the use of this Slavic name indicates the way in which toponymic 
doubles (Roman/Slavic) appeared and the meaning of what might be called “dis-
course control.” The king, in making his gift, uses the Slavic toponym, and this 
therefore gains social weight, since from that moment on, the right to use the 
land arises from the act registering this name, as can clearly be seen from later 
conflicts regarding land ownership in this very area.

One such conflict, reported in a ruling by the Zadar consuls in 1199,124 is 
significant to our discussion about the authenticity and credibility of the benefice 
given by Peter Krešimir IV to St. Mary’s monastery. The following elements in 
the ruling are important:
a) The abbess adduces the deed of gift of King Krešimir and the witnesses who 

confirmed the statements it contains (priuilegium Cresimiri regis … quod 
habebat, ac testes ostendit); in this procedure, the confirmation was made 
through an oath by the abbess or one of the nuns

b) The monastery had the use of the land until it was usurped by the Zadar nobles
c) When the borders of the monastery’s property were examined, some old 

boundary markers were found labelled “with the sign of St. Mary” (lapis in-
mersus signo sancte Marie sculptus)

d) The fact that the land was used over a long period is affirmed by the remains 
of two old villages on the estate (pertranseas primam villam antiquam … ad 
aliam villam antiquam).
All these elements clearly affirm that from the time of Peter Krešimir IV, part 

of the Brda area was included in the monastery’s estate on the basis of the deed of 
gift, whose authenticity and credibility were not questioned by the opposite side. 
Armed with these conclusions, we should now examine the arguments which 

121 See MLADEN ANČIĆ (note 88), 35. Recently, a more detailed argument supporting this 
conclusion has been presented by NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Srednjovjekovni Zemunik do turskog 
osvajanja u ciparskom ratu 1570. godine, in: Zemunik u prostoru i vremenu (eds. Josip Faričić, 
Zdenko Dundović), Zadar, 2016, 139-142.

122 Deed of gift to St. Mary’s Monastery in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 132, no. 98, ‘1072 (?)’: 
territorium … quondam possessum a duobus colonis. See note 64 on the tenant/landlord holdings 
in the fisc. The credibility of the document is discussed later in the article.

123 Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 120, no. 87.
124 Codex diplomaticus II (note 119), 318-319, no. 299, 10. 05. 1199.
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have served modern historians in their attempts to discredit the authenticity of 
the deed of gift. These revolve around the date and the mention of Abbess Agapa 
in the text. The problem with the date is that it is clearly written as 1072 (Anno 
… millesimo LXXII), but in confirmation, the “7th indiction” is mentioned (indic-
tione VIIma), which does not correspond to that year. There is obviously an error, 
but it is hard to say which is wrong – the year or the indiction. However, as in 
the earlier case of a wrong date in a text (1067), this is not the only error. In the 
first case, rogatus sereris was barely recognisable as a bad copy of rogatu sororis, 
and here the problem is much more complex, as three words appear which make 
no sense at all – pręsentia Agapis abbatissa. The addition of in and a change of 
letter in the last word would correct the problem to some extent (it would then 
read in presentia Agapis abbatisse), but would not resolve the issue of who the ab-
bess Agapa was, as she is not mentioned in any other contemporary documents, 
which all imply that Cicha remained abbess until the mid-1090s.

Some light may be thrown on the circumstances in which the land in Brda 
was granted to St. Mary’s monastery by the procedure by which St. Chrysogo-
nus’s was also given land in the same wider area, but unfortunately, this docu-
ment has only survived in a later copy (17th century) and has been irrevocably 
compromised through later transcription. It has no date (it was transcribed 
after a sale/purchase contract in which the actors are the same parties as in 
the deed of gift: St. Chrysogonus’s monastery and Ivan Crouatorum dad, so it 
is assumed that the date is the same for both documents, “1070, after 1 July”). 
To complicate matters, the document also mentions the abbot Formin, who 
could not have been at the head of the monastery when the documents were 
first written.125 However, the disagreement about the land in Brda at the end of 
the 12th century is important if we are to understand the situation fifteen years 
earlier, when the nuns of St. Mary’s were involved in a similar disagreement as 
the monks of St. Chrysogonus’s in the same wider area. The case was not heard 
before the city judiciary, but before the banus’ court, to whom Abbot Marin 
appeals regarding the deed of gift of ded Druznik who gave to the monastery 
the curtis (estate) in Slivnik “with the assent of king Krešimir”.126 As in the case 
of the land given to St. Mary’s, the formal procedure of renewal of the estate’s 
boundaries after the ruling brought to light the old boundary markers bearing 
the symbol of the first owner (tres viui lapides … in quorum superiori est sculp-
tum sancti Grisogoni signum … per lapides plura sculpta sunt signa). As in the 
previous case, the other side did not attempt to prove the inauthenticity of the 
deed of gift, and it is quite clear that in neither case did the monasteries usurp 
land. Quite the opposite – the old monastery holdings acquired after 1066 were 
the object of usurpation.

125 Both documents were reproduced one after another, with information on tradition and the 
publisher’s suggestions for interpretation in Codex diplomaticus I (note 7), 119-120, nos. 86 i 87. 

126 The entire procedure was registered as an instrument written by the Zadar notary Matthew – 
Codex diplomaticus II (note 119), 184-186, no. 181, 9. 2. 1183. The reference to the original 
deed of gift is articulated thus: super quandam curtem in Berdam manentem ad locum qui dicitur 
Sliunicus, quam Druznico dedo pro sue anime remedio cum assensu Cresimiri regis monasterio 
beati Grisogoni martiris perpetuo possidendam tradiderat, sicut in autentico scripto exinde facto 
continetur (p. 184). As far as the difference in the name is concerned between the document 
which speaks of Ivan Crouatorum dad and this one which speaks of Druznicus ded as the 
donator, it should be noted that Druzinic ded appears as a witness when a group of landowners 
in the presence of the king gave their estate in locality Obrovica to St. Chrysogonus’s monastery 
(see note 78). From this it can be concluded that, like many others at the time, John Druzinic 
(Ivan Družnik) was registered on different occasions under different names. Meaning of his title, 
ded (grandfather), is still contentious issue in historiography.
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These two examples of the king giving land in an area which had previously 
belonged to the fisc clearly show that the establishment of his supreme authority 
in Zadar was a much more dramatic procedure than historiography has supposed 
until now. The case of the curtis which St. Chrysogonus’s gained is even more 
significant, because it reveals that the king also gave the resources he controlled 
to members of his entourage. This can clearly be seen from the documents in 
the case of John Družnik, where the king’s assent is particularly emphasised at 
the moment when the gift was made, and more than a century later, when the 
same estate became the subject of disagreement. This is completely understand-
able only if John Družnik had received earlier the same land earlier from the 
king. It is not hard to imagine that such practice caused resistance in the group 
which had first benefited from the king’s “arrival” in the city and the support they 
undoubtedly received within that change. The light which is thrown on circum-
stances in the city helps us to understand the appearance of Prior Leo, mentioned 
earlier, who only appears as the head of the city in a note by Abbot Peter dated 
1067, as the successor of Drago the Great, who was by then an old man. The fact 
that he is mentioned two years later as a witness, without the title of prior (see 
note 36), among the other members of the king’s retinue, as well as the fact that 
on his seal his office is linked with Croatia, rather than Dalmatia (see note 37), 
may indicate that he really was a citizen. Appointed later as the head of the city 
by the king’s assent, Leo would then have acquired a new set of honorary titles 
from Constantinople, since the court title of protospatharios was two places lower 
than that of spatharocandidat in the hierarchy. In this context, we might also seek 
an explanation for the appearance of Agapa as the head of St. Mary’s monastery, 
though this would imply that Cicha stood down as a sign of her disapproval of 
the king’s actions. It should also be remembered that the name Agapa held a 
special status in the community of the “descendants of Prior Andrew.” It was the 
name of Andrew’s first wife and a daughter of his second marriage, and it was 
also the name of the daughter of tribune Dabra, whose will (dated 999) is among 
the rare examples of surviving documents from St. Chrysogonus’s monastery. If 
Cicha really did step down from the position of abbess (temporarily)127, making a 
full circle in her relationship with the Croatian king, then her replacement must 
surely have belonged to the same social circle. However, if this is really what 
happened, it had no effect on the behaviour of King Peter Krešimir IV, who used 
the deeds of gift to the monastery and nunnery to strengthen his position even 
further as the patron of the religious houses which preserved the memory of the 
old ruling elite of the former “open city.”

Conclusion

This discussion has shown how Byzantium, or the (Eastern) Roman Empire, 
to put it in the category of its time, withdrew gradually from the eastern Adriatic 
area. After Charlemagne’s advances in the late 8th and early 9th centuries, which 
threatened the existing political architecture in the area and resulted in the ap-
pearance and subsequent formation of the Croatian Duchy (later Kingdom), the 
Empire attempted to maintain some sort of influence by reorganising its affairs 
through the “bunker” system and the important emporium of Venice. During the 
9th century the system held, but irresistible changes, primarily the strengthening 

127 In the dated documents, Cicha appears as the abbess again in 1087 – Codex diplomaticus I (note 
7), 186-187, no 146, 8. 10. 1087. 
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of the Croatian Kingdom and Venice, made it increasingly obsolete and too ex-
pensive to maintain. Thus, in the late 870s, the “bunker” system was abandoned 
and replaced by points of indirect influence, “open cities” (Venice, Zadar and 
possibly Rab) through which a special relationship with the Croatian Kingdom 
was created during the later 10th century. Its ruler was included in a wide network 
of imperial allies. At the same time, the process of redefining the elements of this 
new construction – the Croatian Kingdom, Venice and Zadar – led to its simpli-
fication by eliminating the weakest link, Zadar. The city became a key point over 
which the other two actors competed.

The period of supremacy of the Croatian Kingdom within this set of relation-
ships, from the mid-1060s to the early 1090s, began in 1066 with the establish-
ment of supreme authority over Zadar by King Peter Krešimir IV. The king found 
support in the social network of the local oligarchy, known at the time as the 
“descendants of Prior Andrew”, whose position in the city had been threatened 
by emerging social forces. The entire process can be seen today by examining 
the documents linked to the establishment of the Benedictine monastery of St. 
Mary’s, and the relationship of the ruler with the old Benedictine St. Chrysogo-
nus’s monastery, which clearly shows how hard it was to separate political and 
religious life in that period.

The religious houses continued to play the role of important institutional hubs 
in the network of the local oligarchy, so the king tried to impose himself as their 
patron, thus creating his own symbolic capital. The poorly preserved documents 
of the period do not allow a detailed, reliable articulation of the ebb and flow of 
relations, which results in unclear situations and the need for a certain amount 
of conjecture in historical analysis. In such circumstances, it is only possible to 
guess at the fact that the members of the old oligarchic network were not thrilled 
by the king’s conduct, but it is not clear what strategies, if any, they used to resist 
him, and whether they were able to achieve their ends.



52

Appendix

Circa 1000
List of the property of certain Stephen

Memoratorium factum de terris quas ego Stephanus comparaui.
Primam terram comparaui de Daniel presbitero pro solidis 6 iuxta fluuium a 

Bade, testibus jupano Vixeluto et fratris eius Radoslaui.
Et terram aliam de Lupaio pro solidis 3 a Bade iuxta mare.
Et aliam de Sparagina pro solidis 3 similiter in Bade iuxta mare, testibus pri-

ore Formino et …rabaga.
Et aliam in Nachabula de Dauid pro solidis 4, teste episcopo Abraham.
Et aliam in Serabugi de Pantaleo et sorore eius Morea pro solidis 8 et     petiis 

de caseo testibus pro Maio Sauino.
Et aliam a pro solidis 4 et galeta una de uino de Nadrea Scorlato, teste …

coniato et Bonello.
Et aliam terram Amun Mauritani de Deuriza pro solidis 5, testibus Urso 

Guardauicelli et Petro Papafolia.
Et aliam dedit mihi dono rex Dirsisclau et ego dedi illi circellos XX Saina.
Et auus meus sue Castritie terram unam de Çabbarula prope Sancto Lauren-

tio.
Et aliam in Iunano a fratre meo Johanne pro solidis 7 ubi est aqua, teste fratre 

meo Diso.
Et aliam de sorore mea Regina ubi est fons pro solidis  , testibus Maio Cretula 

et Bonello Sagaracolo.
Et alias a Sancto Martino emi a Petro Detamay pro solidis 7 et uno manto 

recisco, testibus Maio Sauino et Georgio Paldose.
Alia ubi dicitur in Placca de Paulo pro solidis 4, teste Trun Martino.
Et aliam iuxta Sanctum Laurentium de filia Lamprez pro solidis 4 et boue 

uno, teste Trun Andrea et sorore sua Bita.
Et habet terram in Prauiolo uocata Blatta.
Et aliam in Cremen emi de Daniel pro solidis 9 et duo pecora, testibus Rad…. 

et Paulina.
Et aliam supra Burnica iuxta terram Parie et aliis pro solidis 6, testibus 

Dominico judice et Trun Martino.
Et aliam in …….. et fratre suo pro solidis 5 et uno canistro de pane.
Et comparaui domum iuxta Sanctum Martinum pro solidis 150 et uno ariete 

et proforme de caseo et uno canistro de pane.
Et ego episcopus Abraham descripsi manibus meis hanc cartam.

(The document has survived as a copy made by Ivan Lucius-Lučić, with the 
note: ex scriptis domini Aloysii Cippici. It is reproduced here from the transcrip-
tion in Lucius’s legacy, which is housed in the Diocesan Archives in Split. It was 
made for the then Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts under the direction of 
Miho Barada by Don Mate Haila and Dr. Marin Bego. The current call number of 
the transcription is Arhiv HAZU, LUCIUS XX-12/XI, fol. 1-2. I have left spaces 
in the same way that Lucius-Lučić did, and used the dots in the same place as 
he did. 
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Croatia Benedictina: 
The Croatian Kingdom, Petar Krešimir 
IV and Ordo sancti Benedicti

Tomislav Galović

In the history of the Croatian people and the Church, the 11th century is exceptionally 
important in political and ecclesiastical terms. A full picture of the period is limited only 
by the availability of surviving historical sources and other items: written documents, ar-
tistic memorials and archaeological remnants that faithfully testify to what was in many 
ways the pinnacle of the Croatian Kingdom in the second half of the 11th century. This was 
the Regnum Croatię et Dalmatię during the reign of King Petar Krešimir IV, and later, of 
Dmitar Zvonimir. The Order of Saint Benedict (Ordo sancti Benedicti) flourished most in 
this period, and its legacy is still present today. Through his work, writings and especially 
his Rule (Regula monachorum), St. Benedict of Nursia left his mark on medieval Western 
Europe; primarily in the monastic life that followed his example, and later in the Latin cul-
ture and literacy which thrived in Benedictine scriptoriums and libraries, as well as in ar-
chitecture (the Romanesque style), general knowledge and the arts. St. Benedict was rightly 
called the “father of Europe”, and declared the “first patron saint of Europe.” In Croatia, 
the Order of St. Benedict became the nucleus of consecrated monastic life and the main 
driving force behind the formation and spread of Croatian culture in three languages and 
using three scripts (first Latin, then simultaneously Glagolitic and Cyrillic). It was during 
the 1060s that the renewal of existing and the construction of new Benedictine monasteries 
began: St. Thomas’s in Biograd (1060-1062), St. Domnius’s (later St. Nicholas’s) in Trogir in 
1064, St. Mary’s in Zadar in 1066, and St. Benedict’s (later St. Arnir’s) in Split (1068); and 
monasteries: St. John the Evangelist’s in Biograd (1060), St. John the Baptist’s in Trogir (be-
fore 1064), St. Peter´s in Supetarska Draga on the island of Rab in 1060 (?), and St. Peter´s 
in Selo/Jesenice in 1069 (?), etc. The Regnum Croatię et Dalmatię, or Croatia Benedictina, 
particularly during the reign of Krešimir, proved to be the golden age of the Order of Saint 
Benedict in Croatia.

Key words: Croatian Kingdom, Petar Krešimir IV, Ordo Sancti Benedicti (Order of Saint 
Benedict), Benedictines, Dalmatia

***

Ordiar unde tuos, sacer o Benedicte, triumphos, 
(Where shall I begin your victories, o holy Benedict)

Virtutum cumulos ordiar unde tuos? 
(Where shall I begin your myriad virtues?)

Euge, beate pater, meritum qui nomine prodis, 
(Well done, blessed father, you who make your merit known by your name)

Fulgida lux secli, euge, beate pater! 
(Shining light of the world, well done, blessed father!)

Nursia, plaude satis tanto sublimis alumno; 
(Sublime Nursia, applaud so great a pupil)
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Astra ferens mundo, Nursia, plaude satis! 
(Bearing the heavens to earth, Nursia applaud!)

O puerile decus, transcendens moribus annos 
(O that boyish gift, transcending the virtues of time)

Exuperansque senes, o puerile decus! 
(Surpassing the wisdom of old men, that boyish gift!)

Flos, paradise, tuus despexit florida mundi; 
(The flower of paradise which disdains the flowers of this world;)

Sprevit opes Romae flos, paradise, tuus. 
(The power of Rome, your flower of paradise.)

Paulus Diaconus De beato Benedicto et miraculis et laudibus eius  (I/26: 1-10).1

***

The Order of Saint Benedict (Ordo sancti Benedicti) (OSB) has featured prom-
inently in Croatian historical, cultural, scientific, artistic and economic life, and 
has played an irreplaceable role in the history of the Croatian people. In the Mid-
dle Ages, the Benedictines and their monastic communities or houses (abbeys, 
priories, praepositae, residencies, oboedienciae, hospices and cellas) made key 
contributions to the development of European literacy, and more importantly to 
the spread of the gospel in these parts.2  Guided by the motto ora et labora (“pray 
and work”),3 the core of the Benedictine programme and model for many other 
monastic reforms that followed, they contributed “to building the Christian West” 
(T. Prügl)4 and the development of Croatian culture and spirituality.5 Alongside 
the primary objective of monastic life, seeking God (quaerere Deum), conver-

1 Croatian translation by Robert Šćerbe. Taken from: PAULUS DIACONUS, Historia Langobardorum 
– PAVAO ĐAKON, Povijest Langobarda (edited and translated by Robert Šćerbe and Hrvoje 
Šugar, commentary and accompanying text written by Tomislav Galović, Ivo Goldstein, Hrvoje 
Gračanin), Zagreb, 2010, 26-27.

2 Compare Benediktinci i stvaranje europske kulture: »Našim rukama, ali Tvojom snagom«. Edited 
by the monks of Cascinazza Monastery, Fondazione per la Sussidiarietà Split, 2008 (20102; 20153) 
Translation of: »Con le nostre mani, ma liturgical con la Tua forza«: le opere nella tradizione 
monastica benedittina.

3 Interestingly, it is common knowledge that this famous Benedictine motto does not appear in 
The Rule of St. Benedict, except of course metaphorically.

4 THOMAS PRÜGL, Ora et labora: teologija rada u antičkom i srednjovjekovnom redovništvu?, 
Communio, XXXVI (2011) 111 / = Tematski blok: Rad i svetkovanje /, 13. Translation by Mato 
Balić. Compare also LOVRE KATIĆ, Što su učinili benediktinci za napredak čovječanstva, in: 
Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo (almanac), (ed.) Šime Kovačić, Život s Crkvom – liturgijski časopis, 
V (1939) 4-5 (Library „Zvijezda mora”, vol. 9, 1939), 113-128.

5 Compare LOVRE KATIĆ, Zasluge reda sv. Benedikta za hrv. narod, List Biskupije Splitsko-
makarske, ujedno službeno glasilo Hvarske biskupije, LXI (January – February 1939), 1-2, 15-18; 
LXI (March – April – May 1939), 3-4-5, 41-45; Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo (almanac), (ed.) 
Šime Kovačić, Život s Crkvom – liturgijski časopis, V (1939) 4-5 (Library „Zvijezda mora”, vol. 9, 
1939); SLAVKO KOVAČIĆ, Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo u Crkvi i našem narodu (on the 1500th 
anniversary of St. Benedict’s birth), Crkva u svijetu, XV (1980), 4, 327-339 (this work was reprinted 
in 2010 with small changes to the text  = SLAVKO KOVAČIĆ, Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo u 
Crkvi i hrvatskome narodu, in: Benediktinci na području Dubrovačke nadbiskupije. Zbornik radova 
/edited by ŽELIMIR PULJIĆ & MARIJAN SIVRIĆ/, Dubrovnik, 2010, 97-112); FRANJO ŠANJEK, 
Djelo svetog Benedikta ugrađeno u temelje hrvatske pismenosti i kulture, Bogoslovska smotra, L 
(1980), 4, 337-344; FRANJO ŠANJEK, Crkva i kršćanstvo u Hrvata. Srednji vijek, II., revised and 
updated version, Zagreb (Manuals – Biblioteka Centra za koncilska istraživanja, dokumentaciju 
i informacije „Kršćanska sadašnjost”, vol. 23), 1993, 64-77; SLAVKO SLIŠKOVIĆ, Doprinos sv. 
Benedikta i njegova reda oblikovanju moderne Europe, Croatica Christiana periodica, XXXIV 
(2010), 65, 161-174. See also SLAVKO KOVAČIĆ, Ordini religiosi in Croazia durante il medioevo, 
in: Storia religiosa di Croazia e Slovenia, (ed. Luciano Vaccaro), Milano, 2008., 221-232. A brief 
overview of the histroy of the Benedictines in Croatia is found in this article on pages 221-224.
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sion as the basic vow of monastic tradition (conversatio/conversio morum)6, and 
obedience (oboedientia), they also took a special monastic oath of permanent 
residence (stabilitas loci) in a monastery (abbey) for the duration of their earthly 
lives. Benedictine abbeys, which had to have at least twelve monks or nuns, de-
veloped an ethos of self-sufficiency and administrative autonomy in relation to 
each other and the mother house. Having taken their vows and dedicated them-
selves to a life of silence, prayer and physical work, they soon added education 
to their tasks, through intellectual work and the development of schooling. On 
top of all this, they improved agriculture and craftsmanship, introducing the Ro-
manesque style into architecture as an expression and reflection of their liturgi-
cal needs.7 Later, they created their own heraldic emblems: the Benedictine crest 
showing a double-barred cross on a hill, and above it the Latin inscription “Pax” 
(peace), with the Benedictine motto written on the sash under the crest: Ut in 
omnibus glorificetur Deus (“So that in all things may God be glorified.”)8

Through his work and writings, especially his Rule,9 St. Benedict of Nursia10 
left his mark on medieval Western Europe, primarily in the monasticism that 
followed his example, earning him the name “the father of Western monasticism, 
and subsequently in culture and Latin literacy which held a prominent place in 
Benedictine monasteries, their scriptoriums and libraries. As has been very aptly 
and accurately noted, “they shaped European civilisation, that is, Christian Eu-
rope with the cross, the book and the plough.”11 A key moment in the develop-
ment of this order in the following centuries was the decision to introduce the 
obligatory Rule of St. Benedict to all monasteries in the Frankish Empire,12 which 
politically, religiously and culturally included the Croatian area.13

In fact, it is thanks to the Benedictine role in spreading Latin, and later, 
Glagolitic and Cyrillic literacy amongst the Croats, in Croatian, medieval Latin 
and Old Slavic/Church Slavonic, that these three languages and three scripts and 

6 ANTE CRNČEVIĆ, Sakramentalnost posvećenoga života. Lik redovnika u svjetlu liturgije 
redovničkoga zavjetovanja, Živo vrelo – liturgijsko-pastoralni list za promicanje liturgijske obnove, 
XXXII (2015), 2, 8-19 (particularly: 9).

7 Compare JAMES G. CLARK, The Benedictines in the Middle Ages, Woodbridge, 2011.
8 IVO DELALLE, Benediktinci, Hrvatska enciklopedija – Encyclopaedia Croatica, vol. 2 / 

Autonomaši – Boito, Zagreb, 1941, s. v. (380-382), 381
9 On the life and work of St. Benedict, see GREGORY THE GREAT, Život i čudesa sv. oca Benedikta: 

2. knjiga „Dijaloga”, translated by Martin Kirigin, foreword by Johannes Pausch (translated from 
the German by Zlata Derossi), Zadar, 2000. Translation: Vita et miracula sanctiss. patri Benedicti. 
Compare ILDEFONS HERWEGEN, Sveti Benedikt: lik i značenje (translated by Martin Kirigin), 
Zadar (Crkveni oci i pisci / Collectio patrum et scriptorum ecclesiasticorum, vol. 4), 1969. 
Translation: Der heilige Benedikt. See also: Dokumenti o sv. Benediktu (edited by the bishops 
of Europe and Yugoslavia), Zagreb (Biblioteka Dokumenti), 1980 (Biskupi Evrope: Odgovornost 
kršćana za europu danas i sutra; Biskupi Jugoslavije: Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo).

10 It appears to have taken partial example/a template from an older manuscript called Regula 
Magistri (The Rule of the Teacher).  

11 MLADEN PARLOV, Benediktinska duhovnost: prošlost, sadašnjost i budućnost, in: Benediktinski 
samostan sv. Nikole u Trogiru: duhovnost i kultura u okrilju Virgines Dei. Zbornik radova prigodom 
950. obljetnice utemeljenja / The benedictine monastery of St Nicholas in Trogir: spirituality and 
culture under aegis of Virgines Dei. A Collection of Papers marking the 950th anniversary of its 
foundation (ed. Vanja Kovačić and Fr. Jozo Milanović), Trogir, 2014, 25. From 1964 Apostolic 
Letter ”Pacis Nuntius” by Pope Paul VI.

12 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Crkva i vjerski život, in: Nova zraka u europskom svjetlu. Hrvatske zemlje 
u ranome srednjem vijeku (oko 550 − oko 1150), (ed.) Zrinka Nikolić Jakus, Zagreb (Biblioteka 
Povijest Hrvata, vol. 1), 2015, 225.

13 Compare MILE VIDOVIĆ, Povijest Crkve u Hrvata, 2., updated version, Split – Metković 
(Biblioteka Radovi, book. 21) (Biblioteka povijesna baština, book. 12), 2007, 83-89 („Benediktinci 
i njihovo djelovanje u Hrvatskoj”).
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the culture associated with them developed in the Middle Ages.14 This distinct 
Croatian trilingualism, with its three scripts (competently defined by Eduard 
Hercigonja15), which the Benedictine Latin and Glagolitic scholars16 exhibited, 
would not be repeated in such a way in any other church order and was unique to 
the history of the European church. Therefore, the Benedictines were the source 
of Croatian culture in three languages and scripts in the Middle Ages.

According to Croatian historiography, the Benedictines arrived in our part 
of the world primarily from Frankish monasteries, as can be inferred from the 
Germanic names of  the first Croatian Benedictine abbots, and later from Monte-
cassino / Monte Cassino17 (there is evidence of various direct and indirect con-
nections to the mother house and other Italian monasteries, especially the abbey 
of Tremiti18), and from a branch of the Benedictine Camaldolese order (Cama-
ldulenses), finally resulting in the process of Croatian monks and nuns found-
ing their own monasteries.19 As a direct link and intermediary between the two 
Adriatic coasts as well as geographically remote regions, they conveyed and in-
troduced their way of life and theological teachings. Beneventan script (scriptura 
Beneventana), a remarkable example of calligraphic script in the European Mid-
dle Ages, occupied a prominent place in this context, as did monumental eccle-
siastical architecture.20

The Order of Saint Benedict is organised today, as it was in the past, accord-
ing to the Rule of St. Benedict (Regula sancti Benedicti).21 According to D. Ogli-
ari’s scheme, the liturgical year (tempus monasticum) is divided as follows: 1) 
Opus Dei (Work of God) in a cycle of two basic seasons, winter and summer, 
with the first starting at the beginning of November and lasting until Easter, and 
the second from Easter to the beginning of November; 2) with regards to litur-
gical observance the year is divided into four parts or seasons: from Easter to 
Pentecost, from Pentecost to 13 September, from 13 September to the first day of 

14 TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ, Benediktinci – izvorište hrvatske trojezične i tropismene kulture u 
srednjem vijeku, in: Humanitas et litterae. Zbornik u čast Franje Šanjeka, (ed.) Lovorka Čoralić & 
Slavko Slišković, Zagreb (Dominikanska baština, book. 6) (Analecta Croatica Christiana, vol. 40), 
2009, 777-786; DRAGO ŠIMUNDŽA, Religiozna polazišta hrvatske pismenosti i književnosti, 
Kačić – zbornik Franjevačke provincije Presvetoga Otkupitelja, XXV / = Zbornik u čast fra Karla 
Jurišića / (1993), 461-471.    

15 EDUARD HERCIGONJA, Tropismena i trojezična kultura hrvatskoga srednjovjekovlja, 2nd 
updated and edited version, Zagreb (Biblioteka Theoria/Θεωρία) – Manualia Universitatis 
studiorum Zagrabiensis, 2006.

16 Compare BRANKO FUČIĆ, I benedettini glagoliti croati, in: Homo – imago et amicus Dei / 
The man – image and friend of God / Der Mensch – Bild und Freund Gottes / L’uomo – imagine 
ed amico di Dio. Miscellanea in honorem Ioannis Golub – Čovjek – slika i prijatelj Božji. Zbornik 
u čast Ivana Goluba, (ed.) Ratko Perić, Romae / Rim (Collectanea Croatico-Hieronymiana de 
Urbe, vol. 4), 1991, 311-325.

17 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Montecassino i benediktinci u Hrvatskoj, Historijski zbornik, XXI-XXII / 1968-
1969 (1971), 389-402.

18 Compare VINKO FORETIĆ, L’ Ordine Benedettino quale tramite nei rapporti tra le due 
Sponde con particolare riguardo al territorio di Ragusa, nel Medio evo, in: Le relazioni religiose 
e chiesastico-giurisdizionali. Atti del II Congresso internazionale sulle relazioni fra le due Sponde 
adriatiche, Bari, 1976, 131-144.

19 It was not until later that the Cistercians (Ordo Cisterciensis), for example, and after them the 
Trappists (Ordo Cisterciensis strictioris observantiae) appeared in Croatia. 

20 Compare JOSIP BUTURAC – ANTUN IVANDIJA, Povijest Katoličke crkve među Hrvatima, 
Zagreb, 1973, 60.

21 Pravilo sv. Benedikta, Tkon [Ćokovac] 1980. First edition edited by Fr. Martin Kirigin; Pravilo 
sv. Benedikta (ed. Ćokovac monks), Ćokovac 20082, 2012.3 Compare DOROTEJ (= fr. DOROTEJ 
TOIĆ), Povijest monaštva. Od sv. Antuna opata do sv. Bernarda, Split (Biblioteka Posebna izdanja 
25), 2006, 227-241.
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Lent, and from the first day of Lent to Easter; 3) with regard to reading, work and 
rest, Benedict divided the year into three cycles: from Easter to 1 October, from 
1 October to the beginning of Lent, and from the beginning of Lent to Easter. 22

There is valuable, early information from the 11th century about the existence of 
a famous manuscript by the Benedictine monk Smaragdus (8th/9th century) in St. 
Chrysogonus’s Monastery in Zadar: “Smaragdum I”,23 that is, Expositio in regulam 
sancti Benedicti (A Commentary on the Rule of St. Benedict).24 It was extremely 
important that the Croatian Benedictine Glagolitic monks and nuns had The Rule 
of St. Benedict in their own language (Old Church Slavonic) and in their own script 
(Glagolitic).25 The manuscript is the renowned 15th-century Regula mostirska s(ve)
toga Kuzmi i Domĕana or Rogovskoga samostana sv. Benedikta Regula, which is 
kept in the HAZU Archive (call no. I a 74), containing a) the division into chapters, 
b) an addition on the monastic chapter, c) an addition on the investiture ceremony 
for novices and d) a calendar of necrology.26 However, the original from which it 
was copied would have been even older, probably dating back to the 13th century.27 
According to S. Icard, The Rule of St. Benedict is quite complex: “In a way, it can be 
said that the precepts of the Rules attempt to ritualise all monastic life. A rite is not 
just a certain reprieve in the disorder of life, it is life itself, given and organised. St. 
Benedict goes into very specific detail, sometimes the most trivial details, giving 
spiritual meaning to the precepts. It would thus be wrong to interpret this text as 
the internal organisation of a monastery or the day-to-day skill of living in a com-
munity. It is presented as a book of life.”28

This “book of life” was present in these parts well before the arrival of the 
Croats. However, it was not until after the formation of the Croatian social and 

22 DONATO OGLIARI, Tempus monasticum. Razmišljanja o arhitekturi vremena u Pravilu svetog 
Benedikta, in: Benediktinski samostan sv. Nikole u Trogiru: duhovnost i kultura u okrilju Virgines 
Dei. Zbornik radova prigodom 950. obljetnice utemeljenja / The benedictine monastery of St 
Nicholas in Trogir: spirituality and culture under aegis of Virgines Dei. A Collection of Papers 
marking the 950th anniversary of its foundation, (ed. Vanja Kovačić and Fr. Jozo Milanović), 
Trogir, 2014, 11-24 (legend on p. 17). Translated from the Italian by Ana Bilić.

23 Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i Slavonije – Codex diplomaticus Regni 
Croatiae, Dalmatiae et Slavoniae, vol. I. (listine godina 743. – 1100.), ed. MARKO KOSTRENČIĆ, 
collected and edited by JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ and MILJEN ŠAMŠALOVIĆ, Zagreb, 1967, 76 
(hereafter: CD I).

24 RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ, Litterarum studia. Književnost i naobrazba ranoga hrvatskog srednjovje-
kovlja, Zagreb (Biblioteka Theoria/Θεωρία) – Manualia Universitatis studiorum Zagrabiensis, 1998, 
20072, 471-472, with the note that this is in fact Smaragdus (Smaragdus), an abbot of St. Michael’s, 
not the abbot of St. Michael’s on the Muese. Compare ВОЛГАНГ БУХВАЛД – АРМИН ХОЛВЕГ 
– ОТО ПРИНЦ, Речник грчких и латинских писаца антике и средњег века. Тускулум 
лексикон, (превео Албин Вилхар), Београд (Библиотека речника), 1984, s. v. (420). Translati-
on of: Tusculum-Lexikon griechischer und lateinischer Autoren des Altertums und des Mittelalters / 
völlig neu bearbeitet von Wolfgang Buchwald, Armin Hohlweg, Otto Prinz. 

25 Compare CHRISTIAN HANNICK, Zur altkroatischen glagolitischen Regula Benedicti, Slovo, 
56-57 / 2006-2007 (2008), 187-195.

26 VJEKOSLAV ŠTEFANIĆ, Glagoljski rukopisi Jugoslavenske akademije, II., Zagreb 1970, 87. 
Compare also TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ, Tko je opatь Petarь Rogovski iz kalendara-nekrologa 
glagoljične Regule sv. Benedikta?, in: Hrvatsko glagoljaštvo u europskom okružju. Zbornik radova 
Međunarodnoga znanstvenoga skupa povodom 110. obljetnice Staroslavenske akademije i 60. 
obljetnice Staroslavenskoga instituta, Krk, 5. i 6. listopada 2012, (ed.) Vesna Badurina Stipčević, 
Sandra Požar, Franjo Velčić, Zagreb (Bibliotheca Glagolitica Croatica, book 2.), 2015, 153-166.

27 Compare JOHANNES REINHART, Wie alt ist die altkroatische Übersetzung der Regula Benedicti? 
in: Schnittpunkt Slavistik. Ost und West im wissenschaftlichen Dialog. Festgabe für Helmut Keipert 
zum 70. Geburtstag, (Hg. Irina Podtergera), Teil 2: Einflussforschung. Bonn, 2012, 347-362 (espe-
cially: 358).

28 SIMON ICARD, Obred i duhovni napredak u Pravilu svetoga Benedikta, Communio, 39 (2013), 
116, 100-104. Translation by Ružica Đikić.
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political space that the Order of St. Benedict experienced a boom in numbers 
and organisation, and even more so in influence, as it carried out its task of evan-
gelising among the people, and even more so, the political elite.29 From the mon-
astery in Rižinice on Rupotina creek on the Solin–Klis route, from St. Mary’s in 
Solin, St. Chrysogonus’s and St. Mary´s in Zadar, to St. John the Evangelist’s in 
Biograd, then later St. Cosmas and Damian’s on Pašman, St. Peter’s in Selo and 
the Benedictine monastery for monks and nuns in Split, to the St. Lucy’s Abbey 
on the island of Krk,30 St. Peter’s in Osor31, the Abbey of St. John the Baptist in 
Povlja on the island of Brač and many other monasteries in Istria (St. Michael’s32, 
which is one of the oldest in the area, followed by St. Andrew’s on the islet close 
to Rovinj and St. Mary Major at Bale33) – these are just some of the Benedictine 
hubs where monasticism and culture took shape and developed through speak-
ing and writing, but more importantly, through spiritual calling.34

It is estimated there were around 100 Benedictine monasteries for monks and 
around 50 for nuns in the Croatian political and social regions throughout history. 
Most were founded in Dalmatia between the 11th and 13th centuries.35 The monas-
teries included, apart from those already mentioned, St. John’s in Trogir, St. John’s 
in Medulin, St. Mary’s in Rožat near Dubrovnik, St. Mary’s on Mljet, St. Michael’s 
in Kotor,36 St. James’s in Dubrovnik, St. Nicholas’s near Šibenik and others, and 
there were monasteries for nuns in Biograd, Split, Trogir, Zadar, Dubrovnik37 and 
so on. During the 12th and 13th centuries the Benedictines arrived in Pannonian 
Croatia (Rudina near Požega, Podborje and Bijela near Daruvar, Nuštar, Banoštor, 

29 Compare for example one of the oldest papers on the subject: MATE KLARIĆ, Važnost 
Benediktinaca za Hrvate u prošlosti i u sadašnjosti (povjesno-arheološke crtice o glavnijim 
samostanima u doba hrv. narodne nezavisnosti), in: Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo (almanac), 
(ed.) Šime Kovačić, Hvar: Život s Crkvom – liturgijski časopis, V (1939), 4-5 (Library „Zvijezda 
mora”, vol. 9, 1939), 168-201.

30 Compare 900 godina Bašćanske ploče (1100 – 2000), (ed.) Petar Strčić, Baška (Krčki zbornik, vol. 
42. Specialedition vol. 36.) 2000.

31 MORANA ČAUŠEVIĆ-BULLY – IVA MARIĆ – SÉBASTIEN BULLY – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, 
Le monastère Saint-Pierre d’Osor (île de Cres): septième campagne d’études archéologiques, 
Hortus artium medievalium, 19 (2013), 335-350.

32 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Kamaldoljani u Hrvatskoj, Bogoslovska smotra, XXXIII (1963), 2, 126-137 
(especially: 127-128).

33 Compare JEAN-PIERRE CAILLET – PASCALE CHEVALIER – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – IVAN 
MATEJČIĆ – IVA MARIĆ – NIKOLINA MARAKOVIĆ – IVAN BASIĆ, Velika Gospa près de Bale 
(Istrie) I. L’église Velika Gospa près de Bale, vol. I, Zagreb – Motovun (Dissertationes et monographiae 
2), 2007; PASCALE CHEVALIER – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – IVAN MATEJČIĆ, Velika Gospa 
près de Bale (Istrie): II. L’église Velika Gospa près de Bale, vol. II, Zagreb – Motovun (Dissertationes 
et monographiae 3), 2009; STANKO JOSIP ŠKUNCA, Benediktinci, Istarska enciklopedija, (ed.) 
Miroslav Bertoša & Robert Matijašić, Zagreb (Niz Hrvatske regije i gradovi), 2005, s. v.

34 Compare LOVRE KATIĆ, Zasluge reda sv. Benedikta za hrv. narod [I-II], List Biskupije Splitsko-
makarske, ujedno službeno glasilo Hvarske biskupije, LXI (January - February 1939), 1-2, 15-18; 
LXI (March – April – May 1939), 3-4-5, 41-45; PAVAO BUTORAC, Uloga Benediktinaca u 
hrvatskom narodu, in: Sveti Benedikt i njegovo djelo (almanac), (ed.) Šime Kovačić, Hvar: Život 
s Crkvom – liturgijski časopis, V (1939), 4-5 (Library „Zvijezda mora”, vol. 9, 1939), 148-150; 
MIRKO MARKOVIĆ, Hrvatsko plemstvo, svećenstvo i redovništvo. Njihova uloga u političkom, 
kulturnom i nacionalnom životu Hrvata, Zagreb 2003, 167-175, 199-203; JURAJ KOLARIĆ, 
Hrvatski benediktinci promicatelji europske kulture i civilizacije, in: Opatijske crkvene obljetnice. 
Zbornik radova sa znanstvenog skupa održanog u Opatiji 17. i 18. studenoga 2006. godine, (ed.) 
Goran Crnković, Opatija 2008, 45-56.

35 Compare IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Katalog benediktinskih samostana na dalmatinskom primorju, Split, 1941.
36 Fr. JOZO MILANOVIĆ, Benediktinci u Boki Kotorskoj, in: Hrvati Boke Kotorske, (general 

editor) Stijepo Obad, Orebić – Zadar (Jadranske studije / Zbornik Pomorskog muzeja Orebić. 
Special edition, nr. 1) 2003, 291-303.

37 Compare the thematic almanac Benediktinci na području Dubrovačke nadbiskupije. Zbornik 
radova (ed. ŽELIMIR PULJIĆ & MARIJAN SIVRIĆ), Dubrovnik, 2010.
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Grgurevci etc.).38 The people gave them the nickname Blackfriars because of their 
black tunics, leather belts, scapulars, cowls and cloaks, and they travelled outside 
the Croatian space in the 14th century to found a monastery in Prague (“Na Slo-
vanech”), and one in Lower Silesian Olješnica and Krakow (Kleparz).39

Unlike the monasteries for monks, only one of which remains active (in 
Ćokovac near Tkon), a number of Benedictine monasteries for nuns have man-
aged to survive. From north to south, these are: Cres, Krk, Rab, Zadar, Šibenik, 
Trogir and Hvar.

38 JOSIP BUTURAC, Poviestni priegled redovničtva u Hrvatskoj, Croatia Sacra – arhiv za crkvenu 
poviest Hrvata, 11-12 / 20-21 (1943), 131-152 (especially: 133). Compare also STANKO ANDRIĆ, 
Potonuli svijet. Rasprave o slavonskom i srijemskom srednjovjekovlju, Slavonski Brod, 2001, 273-283.

39 EDUARD HERCIGONJA, Tisućljeće hrvatskoga glagoljaštva, Zagreb, 2009, 110-113; STJEPAN 
DAMJANOVIĆ, Filološki razgovori, Zagreb 2000, 45-51; ЕДУАРД ХЕРЦИГОЊА, Илjадалетие 
на хрватското глаголаштво, Македонска академија на науките и уметностите, Скопје 2015, 
145-149.

Fig. 1. Map of Benedictine and Cistercian 
religious houses in Croatia. Source: FRANJO 
ŠANJEK, History / I. Christianity and Croatian 
Statehood (7th – 11th Century), in: The Croats 
– Christianity, Culture, Art, (catalogue editors 
Vladimir Marković & Anđelko Badurina), 
Zagreb: Ministry of Culture of the Republic of 
Croatia, The Gallery of Klovićevi Dvori, 1999, p 
63; Leksikon hrvatskoga srednjovjekovlja. Edited 
by FRANJO ŠANJEK and BRANKA GRBAVAC, 
Zagreb: Školska knjiga, 2017, p. 69.
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***

An influential three-volume work is essential to the study of the Benedictine 
Order in Croatia: Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima – Benedic-
tini in Croatia et regionibus finitimis. It was the life work of church historian Don 
Ivan Ostojić (1893 – 1980). The first volume (1963) gives a general historical-
cultural review,40 the second (1964) gives a detailed picture of the Benedictines 
in Dalmatia,41and in the third (1965) he deals with the Benedictines in Pannon-
ian Croatia and Istria and the Cistercians in Croatia. He also created a catalogue 
of abbots and abbesses, and at the end of the book included the Glagolitic text 
Pašmanska Regula sv. Benedikta along with the Latin original. 42 All the chapters 
in each of the three volumes contain detailed summaries in Latin, which make 
the work a heritage fund for European historiography. It is a specialist work of 
which few historiographies can boast. Ostojić dedicated his entire working and 
scholarly life to this work, providing numerous answers and revealing more 
questions that he thought needed further analysis. The title of our paper is “bor-
rowed” on this occasion from Don Ivan Ostojić, who was not permitted to give 
this title to his major opus: Croatia Benedictina.43

As is usual after such a major publication, an opus magnum, there have been 
no further attempts. However, Croatian historiography, especially medieval stud-
ies, has continued down the path of publishing thematic anthologies of articles 
about individual monasteries, along with a fair number of individual papers and 
articles from different branches of historical, historical-artistic, archaeological 
and philological sciences.44 Also, some articles that deal with the topic of the 
Benedictines were aimed at the general public.

40 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima. Vol. I: Opći povijesno-kulturni 
osvrt – Benedictini in Croatia et regionibus finitimis. Vol. I: Conspectus generalis, Split, 1963.

41 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima. Vol. II: Benediktinci u 
Dalmaciji – Benedictini in Croatia et regionibus finitimis. Vol. II: Benedictini in Dalmatia, Split, 1964.

42 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i ostalim našim krajevima. Vol. III: Benediktinci u 
panonskoj Hrvatskoj i Istri; Cisterciti u našim krajevima; Katalozi opata i opatica; Pašmanska 
Regula sv. Benedikta – Benedictini in Croatia et regionibus finitimis. Vol. III: Benedictini in Croatia 
septentrionali et in Histria; Cistercienses in Croatia; Catalogi abbatum et abbatissarum; Vetus 
Croatica versio Regulae s. Benedicti, Split, 1965.

43 According to Fr. Martin Kirigin (1908 – 2001), OSB, regarding Don Ivan Ostojić’s desire to use 
this title, we find the following: ”Our church history researchers will be looking for and using 
Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj i u ostalim krajevima (Split 1963-1965) for many decades to come. 
He was very sorry that he could not publish his work under the title ”Croatia benedictina 
– Benediktinska Hrvatska”, like other manuscripts written in other countries. Considerate 
as he was, he worried that the authorities of the time would ban its dissemination, because 
it involved parts of the country that were not considered Croatian”. And: ”He demonstrated 
his ecclesiastical viewpoint most aptly when he refused to give the Yugoslavian Academy in 
Zagreb his completed three-volume manuscript about the Benedictines. They had discovered 
this great achievement, the product of forty years of work, and wanted to publish it. The 
famous Yugoslav mason and academic critic, Dr. Kostrenčić (F.C.A.), thought (sic!) the work 
‘too clerical and too Croatian’ and told the JAZU not to publish it, but rather buy the author 
off. The author thought this preposterous, though they had asked him to name his price and 
were prepared to pay immediately. He said: ”An enemy of the Church might extract from 
my efforts only what they think might burden the Church and our Benedictines.” They kept 
putting him off in Zagreb, so he had to go to them in person to get back the manuscript”. 
MARTIN KIRIGIN, Uspomene na don Ivana Ostojića, Crkva u svijetu, XXVIII (1993), 3, 341-
344, quotes on p. 343.

44 Compare TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ – MARKO TROGRLIĆ, Benediktinci u hrvatskoj histori-
ografiji zadnjih 50 godina (1965 – 2015), Služba Božja. Liturgijsko-pastoralna revija, LVIII/4 
(2018), 421-442.  
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***

As we celebrated the 950th anniversary of St. Mary’s Benedictine Monastery in 
Zadar (1066 - 2016) with a colloquium organized in 2016 by the monastery, the 
Archdiocese of Zadar and the University of Zadar, it is worth remembering how 
we approached notable anniversaries in the 20th century.

In 1906, the millennial anniversary of the foundation of the Benedictine mon-
astery in Zadar was organized and formally celebrated. The principal advocate 
charged with interpreting the history of the monastery was Carlo Federico Bianchi 
(1809-1891).45 But his approach encountered adverse reactions and challenges.46

Therefore, there was a long wait before another anniversary, a century and 
a half shorter, was established in historical sources and proclaimed indisputable 
when it comes to the Benedictine nuns of St. Mary’s. In 1966 a major anniver-
sary was celebrated – 900 years of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar (1066 – 1966). 
In 1967, Zadarska revija published a topical series on the history and culture of 
this extremely important Benedictine monastery, as a result of the work of sev-
eral scholars.47 Two historians and researchers of the rich diplomatic and archival 
monasterial materials were especially noteworthy: Viktor Novak and Nada Klaić. 
Their opposing views on the foundation and early history of monasteries were 
highlighted.48 The next year, 1968, due to its importance, another important the-
matic anthology, Kulturna baština samostana svete Marije u Zadru was published 
and edited by Grga Novak and Vjekoslav Maštrović, published by the Yugoslav 
Academy of Sciences and Arts (JAZU) in Zadar.49 This is a whole series of stud-
ies that sheds new light on and enhances the history of Zadar’s Benedictine nuns 
from various aspects. The monastery also received a well-deserved contribution in 
Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 1409 (1976), written by Nada Klaić and Ivo Petricioli.50

In this short overview (where we have necessarily omitted individual studies 
and synthetic summaries) we should mention that entire chapters were dedicated 
to the monks of St. Benedict’s order in Radoslav Katičić’s major work Litterarum 
studia (1998), about literature and education in the early Croatian medieval peri-
od: on the Cluniac reforms and founding of Benedictine abbeys, and on the writ-
ten records of the Benedictine Abbey of St. Chrysogonus in Zadar, St. John the 
Baptist in Trogir, St. Nicholas near Osor, St. John Rogovski (St. John the Evan-
gelist in Biograd, later Sts. Cosmo and Damian on Pašman), in Split, Kotor and 
elsewhere, as well as St. Mary’s in Zadar – “Textual tradition of the Benedictine 
Monastery of Saint Mary in Zadar.”51

However, this was not all. In 2002 a valuable facsimile issue of a collector’s 
edition was published: a breviary belonging to a Benedictine nun from Zadar 

45 CARLO FEDERICO BIANCHI, Zara cristiana, vol. I, Zara, 1877, 314-334 (= Chiesa di S. Maria 
e Convento delle Monache Benedettine).

46 ANTE MARIJA STRGAČIĆ, Kulturno-povijesno značenje samostana benediktinki sv. Marije u 
Zadru u počecima njegova razvoja, Kačić – zbornik Franjevačke provincije Presvetog Otkupitelja, 
II (1969), 43.

47 Zadarska revija, XVI, 2-3, Zadar, March – June 1967. NB: this issue of Zadarska revija was 
dedicated to the 900th anniversary of St. Mary’s in Zadar.

48 EDUARD PERIČIĆ, Naučni skup povodom 900. godišnjice samostana svete Marije u Zadru 
(Diskusija), Zadarska revija, XVI (March – June 1967), 2-3, 226-232.

49 Kulturna baština samostana svete Marije u Zadru, (ed.) Grga Novak and Vjekoslav Maštrović, 
Zadar (Special edition) 1968. NB: articles from this almanac were previously published in Radovi 
Instituta JAZU u Zadru, XIII-XIV (1967), 7-274.

50 NADA KLAIĆ – IVO PETRICIOLI, Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 1409., Zadar (Posebna izdanja: 
Prošlost Zadra, knj. II) 1976, 249-253, et passim.

51 RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ (note 24),  471-533 (”Textual tradition of the Benedictine Monastery of 
Saint Mary in Zadar”, pp. 513-522).
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– Abbess Cicha: Liber horarum Cichae, abbatissae Monasterii Sanctae Mariae 
monialium de Iadra (Oxford, Bodleian Library: MS. Canonici Liturgical 277).52 
The transcript of the breviary was done by Marijan Grgić and edited by Josip 
Kolanović. Marijan Grgić’s posthumous PhD dissertation Časoslov opatice Čike 
(The Breviary of Abbess Cicha) was published as a separate publication in the 
same year, edited by Josip Kolanović.53

52 Liber horarum Cichae, abbatissae Monasterii Sanctae Mariae monialium de Iadra (Oxford, 
Bodleian Library: MS. Canonici Liturgical 277), fascimile, (transcriptionem confecit MARIJAN 
GRGIĆ, digessit JOSIP KOLANOVIĆ), Zagreb - Zadar, 2002 (1. vol. – facsimile of original; 
2. vol. transcript). Also published on this occasion: Libri horarum duo manuscripti Monasterii 
Sanctae Mariae monialium de Iadra (Oxford, Bodleian Library: MS. Canonici Liturgical 277 
et Budapest, Mágyar tudományos Akádemia: MS. Codices Latini octavo 5), (editio princeps, 
transcriptionem et apparatum criticum necnon annotationes confecit MARIJAN GRGIĆ, 
digessit JOSIP KOLANOVIĆ), Zagreb – Zadar, 2002.

53 MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Časoslov opatice Čike, (edited by Josip Kolanović), Zagreb – Zadar, 2002.

Fig. 2. Saint Benedict. Source: Liber horarum 
Cichae, abbatissae Monasterii Sanctae Mariae 
monialium de Iadra (Oxford, Bodleian Library: 
MS. Canonici Liturgical 277), facsimile, 
(transcriptionem confecit MARIJAN GRGIĆ, 
digessit JOSIP KOLANOVIĆ), Zagreb – Zadar: 
Hrvatski državni arhiv, Kršćanska sadašnjost 
and Matica hrvatska Ogranak u Zadru, 2002 
(Vol. 1 – facsimile of the original), fol. 72r.



63

Evangeliarium Vekenegae, written in Beneventan script at St. Chrysogonus’s 
monastery in Zadar at the end of the 11th century (circa 1096)54, also deserves 
mention. It is an exceptionally valuable illuminated manuscript written on 199 
folios, which belonged to Abbess Vekenega. Anđelko Badurina’s analysis puts it 
at the “top of European literary artwork.”55 Several detailed studies have been 
written on it.56

This is the short version of the historiography!

***

The second half of the 11th century was an extremely important period in 
the political, social, cultural and of course ecclesiastical sense for the early me-
dieval Croatian Kingdom. The borders of the kingdom spread on land and sea 
(terra marique)57 and many religious houses were founded or renewed within 
the wider renewal of monastic life, prompted by the Cluniac and later Camaldo-
lese movements focussing on monastic reform and the desire for the freedom of 
the Church (libertas Ecclesiae). All this happened under the crucial influence of 
the guidelines of a reforming papacy (which was working on the wider church-
political Gregorian reforms)58, under whose wing the Croatian area found itself 
after the Great Schism of 1054.59

In fact, the reform and counter-reform movements which developed and 
reached the Croatian area in the 11th century as integral parts of the Christian 
community on the European continent, were seen here primarily in the shape of 
institutional-jurisdiction issues and church-linguistic opposition and problems 
within the clergy.60 The Great Schism (also known as the East-West or Cerularius 
Schism) was in effect the initial and, as it would eventually turn out, final turn-

54 ROZANA VOJVODA, Sanktorali beneventanskih rukopisa dalmatinske provenijencije: veza 
teksta i slike, in: Hagiologija. Kultovi u kontekstu, (ed.) Ana Marinković & Trpimir Vedriš, Zagreb 
(Biblioteka Hagiotheca: Niz Zbornici) 2008, 97.

55 ANĐELKO BADURINA, Iluminacija rukopisâ, in: Hrvatska i Europa – kultura, znanost 
i umjetnost. Vol. I. Srednji vijek (VII. – XII. stoljeće) – rano doba hrvatske kulture, (ed.) Ivan 
Supičić, Zagreb, 1997, 555.  

56 Compare VIKTOR NOVAK, Većenegin evanđelistar – Notae palaeographicae, Starine JAZU, 51 
[Department of Social Studies] (1962), 5-48 (+ facsimiles); BRANKA TELEBAKOVIĆ-PECARSKI, 
Većenegin evanđelistar – Notae artis illuminatoriae, Starine JAZU, 51 [Department of Social 
Studies] (1962), 49-60. Also compare BRANKA TELEBAKOVIĆ-PECARSKI, Beneventanski 
skriptoriji i slikarstvo u Dalmaciji od 11. do 13. veka, PhD dissertation, supervisor: Viktor Novak, 
Belgrade: Filozofsko-istorijski fakultet Univerziteta u Beogradu, 1966, 70-77; ROZANA VOJVODA, 
Dalmatian Illuminated Manuscripts Written in Beneventan Script and Benedictine Scriptoria 
in Zadar, Dubrovnik and Trogir (PhD Dissertation in Medieval Studies), Supervisor: Béla Zsolt 
Szakács, Budapest: Department of Medieval Studies – Central European University, 2011, 68-90.

57 CD I, 113. See also VIKTOR NOVAK, Mare nostrum Dalmaticum, Radovi Instituta Jugoslavenske 
akademije znanosti i umjetnosti u Zadru, 16-17 (1969), 397-442; NEVEN BUDAK – TOMISLAV 
RAUKAR, Hrvatska povijest srednjeg vijeka, Zagreb, 2006, 134-135.

58 A very instructive overview of this issue can be found in the standard textbook: AUGUST 
FRANZEN, Pregled povijesti Crkve [Kleine Kirchengeschichte], (tr. Josip Ritig), Zagreb 
(Priručnici – Biblioteka Centra za koncilska istraživanja, dokumentaciju i informacije „Kršćanska 
sadašnjost”, vol. 1) 1996, 149-165.

59 Compare FRANJO ŠANJEK, Kršćanstvo na hrvatskom prostoru. Pregled religiozne povijesti Hrvata 
(7. – 20. st.), 2nd revised and amplified edition, Zagreb (Priručnici – Biblioteka Centra za koncilska 
istraživanja, dokumentaciju i informacije „Kršćanska sadašnjost”, vol. 27) 1996, 111-112.

60 On these issues, compare individual papers in Vita religiosa, morale e sociale ed i concili di Split 
(Spalato) dei secoli X-XI. Atti del Symposium Internazionale di Storia Ecclesiastica Split, 26-30 
settembre 1978 (a cura di Atanazije J./G./ Matanić), Padova (Medioevo e umanesimo / 49) 
MCMLXXXII.
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ing-point in relations between the Eastern and Western churches and between 
the secular and spiritual leaders, whereas the Roman Lateran synod of 1059 pro-
vided an open start to change within the Western Church: the establishment of 
new rules when choosing the Bishop of Rome (the Pope) and the fight against 
simony, nicolaitism and investiture/lay meddling in church affairs.61 In our area, 
it was first seen most directly through the convocation of two Split synods of 
Croatian and Dalmatian bishops held in 1059/60 and 1061 or 1062.62

According to the provisions of the Split synod of 1059/60, which was held 
shortly after the Roman Lateran synod, under the leadership of the Pope’s emis-
sary, the Pomposian Benedictine Abbot Maynard,63 among other things a new 
process for the selection and canonical dedication of metropolitans/archbishops 
and bishop was set out, while clerogamy was condemned. It was decided un-
der pain of excommunication to forbid the promotion of the Slavs (i.e. Croatian 
Glagolitic priests) to holy orders if they had not learned Latin.64

Not long after the Great Schism – an event which was to crucially define and 
change Europe65 - King Petar Krešimir IV found himself at the head of the Croa-
tian Kingdom, from approximately 1058 to 1074.66 Although we have no direct 
information about this king’s education or intellectual profile, it seems reasonable 
to deduce from his overall actions that he was educated in Latin.67 He was the 
first Croatian king to be called the king of Croatia and Dalmatia (rex Chroatię et 

61 Velika povijest Crkve [Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte], vol. III/1, ed. HUBERT JEDIN, written 
by FRIEDRICH KEMPF, HANS-GEORG BECK, EUGEN EWIG and JOSEF ANDREAS 
JUNGMAN, translated from the German by Josip Ritig and Leo Držić, edited by Vjekoslav 
Bajsić, Zagreb (Volumina theologica – Biblioteka Centra za koncilska istraživanja, dokumentaciju 
i informacije „Kršćanska sadašnjost”, vol. 2), 20012 403-413.

62 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Toma Arhiđakon i njegovo djelo. Rano doba hrvatske povijesti, 
Jastrebarsko (Knjižnica hrvatske povijesti i kulture, book 3) 2002, 141-148, 155-158. See also 
SREĆKO DRAGOŠEVIĆ, Crkvena reforma kod nas u II polovici IX stoljeća, Službeni vjesnik 
Biskupije splitske i makarske, XI (1964), 7-8, 31-59. We should point out that Velimir Blažević 
presents a rather different chronology and interpretation of these Split synods: the Split synod of 
1060, the second Split synod of 1060, the Split synod of 1063 – VELIMIR BLAŽEVIĆ, Crkveni 
partikularni sabori i dijecezanske sinode na području Hrvatske i drugih južnoslavenskih zemalja, 
Zagreb (Croatica Christiana – fontes, vol. 28) 2012, 71-76. See also LOTHAR WALDMÜLLER, 
Die Synoden in Dalmatien, Kroatien und Ungarn von der Völkerwanderung bis zum Ende der 
Arpaden (1311), Paderborn - München - Wien - Zürich, 1987, 51-92.

63 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Papinski poslanici u staroj Hrvatskoj, Bogoslovska smotra, XXXVII (1968), 3-4, 459.
64 Compare VELIMIR BLAŽEVIĆ (note 62), 74.  
65 It should be mentioned that this Great Schism (using historiographic terminology) was debated 

in ecclesiastical and theological circles in Byzantium and in the West, and it was not considered 
to be a permanent schism, but yet another in a series of schisms which had previously been 
overcome. The imminent Crusades and other events which followed, however, made the 1054 
schism definitive, as it still is today. Compare SLAVKO KOVAČIĆ, Kršćanstvo i Crkva u staromu 
i srednjemu vijeku (Manualia Universitatis studiorum Spalatensis – Udžbenici Sveučilišta u 
Splitu), Split, 2004, 182-191. 

66 In spite of new discoveries and some different assessments, Ferdo Šišić’s historiographic view of 
Petar Krešimir IV is still very illuminating. It is found in the synthesis FERDO ŠIŠIĆ Povijest 
Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara [Zagreb, 1925 / reprinted edition: Zagreb (Biblioteka Hrvatske 
povjesnice), 1990], 499-537. For a later historiographic view of King Petar Krešimir IV, compare 
MIHO BARADA, Dinastičko pitanje u Hrvatskoj XI stoljeća, Vjesnik za arheologiju i historiju 
dalmatinsku, 50 / 1928-1929 (193.), 157-199 + Tab. VIII + errata on p. 439; DOMINIK MANDIĆ, 
Rasprave i prilozi iz stare hrvatske povijesti, ed. DIONIZIJE LASIĆ and BAZILIJE PANDŽIĆ, 
Rim (Special edition, vol. I / Opera quae separatim eduntur, vol. I) 1963. (reprinted in Zagreb, 
2009  and Mostar, 2013), 284-308, 321-322; NADA KLAIĆ, Povijest Hrvata u ranom srednjem 
vijeku, Manualia Universitatis studiorum Zagrabiensis / Udžbenici Sveučilišta u Zagrebu, Zagreb 
19752, 348-381, 408-431; NEVEN BUDAK, Prva stoljeća Hrvatske, Zagreb 1994, 41-45, 209-211.       

67 This is emphasised above all in the older historiography (Šišić and others).
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Dalmatię) in contemporary sources.68 Of course, there are various interpretations 
and disagreements in the historiography about the form and content of this title. 
However, if Petar Krešimir IV had Biograd and Šibenik under his sovereignty, 
for example, then he must certainly have controlled the islands in the vicinity. 
If not, the position of these cities would have been minor in the political, geo-
connection and economic terms.69

Here, Biograd is the best example. It experienced a political and cultural blos-
soming during the time of Petar Krešimir IV. But this was an exceptionally im-
portant period in the ecclesiastical sense as well. This is primarily seen in the 

68 CD I, 102.
69 On this issue, compare VINKO FORETIĆ, Dalmacija prema Hrvatskoj do 1107. godine, Po-

morski zbornik / Društva za proučavanje i unapređenje pomorstva Jugoslavije, Zadar, 7 (1969), 
757-811.

Fig. 3. Historical map of the Croatian 
Kingdom at the time of Petar Krešimir IV. 
Source: TOMISLAV RAUKAR, Hrvatsko 
srednjovjekovlje. Prostor, ljudi, ideje, 
Zagreb: Školska knjiga (Clio Croatica 
Series) and Zavod za hrvatsku povijest 
Filozofskog fakulteta Sveučilišta u Zagrebu, 
1997, p. 120.
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fact that the king was behind the foundation of two Benedictine monasteries 
(St. John the Evangelist and St. Thomas) and it is in his documents that we can 
read the first details about the Diocese of Biograd and the name of a bishop of 
Biograd. The monastery of St. John the Evangelist in Biograd was formally estab-
lished in February 1060 according to the deed of foundation. It is called monas-
terium regale (a royal monastery). The monastery had actually been built earlier 
and already had monks, but this act by the king gave it formal status.70

In her work “The Italian Giant Bible of Šibenik: Seal of Alliance Between Ro-
man Church and Kingdom of Peter Krešimir IV”, which she presented recently 
at an international scholarly meeting entitled “950 Years from the First Mention 
of Šibenik (Šibenik, 27 September 2016)”, Nadia Togni explained that the ap-
pearance of large-format Bibles (600 x 400 mm) in our area in the second half 
of the 11th century was part of the manifestation of Gregorian reforms in the 
Church, which shows that the Church in Croatia embraced the reforming wave 
of moral and spiritual renewal. According to the same author, the circulation of 
large-format Italian Bibles in Croatia and Dalmatia was a reflection and means of 
promoting ecclesiastical reforms, and the presence of such a Bible in Šibenik was 
linked with the pro-papal policies of Petar Krešimir IV.71

In the Church in Croatia the main promoters of these reforms72 and the Rule 
of St. Benedict were Lovro, Archbishop of Split73, and Ivan, Bishop of Trogir.74 
They both came from the reformed Benedictine-Camaldolese communities on 
the islands of Cres and Lošinj.75

Although it leaves many questions unanswered, the testimony of an inscrip-
tion in the city of Split is still of value, at least at the symbolic level. Unfortu-
nately, it has not survived in its original form, but only in an 18th-century copy. It 
mentions King Petar Krešimir IV and Lovro, Archbishop of Split:

70 TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ, Benediktinci i benediktinke u Biogradu u ranom srednjem vijeku, in: 
Glagoljica i glagoljaštvo u biogradskom kraju. Zbornik radova sa znanstvenoga skupa Glagoljica na 
biogradskom području održanoga 17. studenoga 2012. u Biogradu, (ed.) Vjekoslav Ćosić, Biograd 
– Zadar, 2014, 95-116.

71 NADIA TOGNI (Faculté autonome de théologie protestante, Université de Genève), Italian 
Giant Bible of Šibenik: Seal of Alliance Between Roman Church and Kingdom of Peter Krešimir 
IV [Summary], in: Međunarodni znanstveni skup: 950 godina od prvoga spomena Šibenika. 
Gradska vijećnica, Šibenik, 26. – 28. IX. 2016. / International Scientific Congress: 950 Years from 
the First Mention of the City of Šibenik. City Council, Šibenik, 26-28 September 2016 (pamphlet of 
abstracts), (ed.) Iva Kurelac, Gojko Lambaša, Ivica Poljičak, Anita Travčić, Hrvatska akademija 
znanosti i umjetnosti – Odsjek za povijesne znanosti Zavoda za povijesne i društvene znanosti 
HAZU (Zagreb), Grad Šibenik i Muzej grada Šibenika, Šibenik 2016, 23, and more recently: 
NADIA TOGNI, Manoscritti atlantici nel Regno di Croazia e Dalmazia: La Bibbia atlantica di 
Sebenico, in: Šibenik od prvog spomena. Zbornik radova s međunarodnog znanstvenog skupa 950 
godina od prvog spomena Šibenika, Šibenik, 26. do 28. rujna 2016., (ed.) Iva Kurelac, Šibenik – 
Zagreb (Special edition 2) 2018, 63-99.

72 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL (note 62), 141.
73 Particularly Chapter XVI – „De promotione Laurentii archiepiscopi” – written by Thomas 

the Archdeacon in Salonitanska povijest. Historia Salonitana: Thomae Archidiaconi, Historia 
Salonitanorum atque Spalatinorum pontificum – Toma Arhiđakon, Povijest salonitanskih i splitskih 
prvosvećenika, foreword, Latin text, critical apparatus and Croatian translation OLGA PERIĆ, 
historical commentary MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, study on Toma Arhiđakon i njegovo 
djelo RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ, Split (Biblioteka knjiga Mediterana, book 30) 2003, 68-83. 

74 JADRANKA NERALIĆ, Biskup Ivan Trogirski (1064. – 1111.) osnivač benediktinskoga samo-
stana sv. Nikole, in: Benediktinski samostan sv. Nikole u Trogiru: duhovnost i kultura u okrilju 
Virgines Dei. Zbornik radova prigodom 950. obljetnice utemeljenja / The Benedictine monastery of 
St Nicholas in Trogir: spirituality and culture under the aegis of Virgines Dei. A Collection of Pa-
pers marking the 950th anniversary of its foundation, (ed. Vanja Kovačić and Fr. Jozo Milanović), 
Trogir, 2014, 87-102.

75 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, (note 32), 133-137.
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DALMATICAS REGERET DUM CRESIMIRUS [H]ABENAS
HOC TE LAURENTI PRAESULE SURGIT OPUS A. D. MLXIX.76

(While Krešimir ruled Dalmatia, and you, Lovro, were bishop, this work was 
made in the Year of our Lord 1069).77

Finally, when we hold all these facts against the historiographic backdrop, it is not 
difficult to disagree with Igor Fisković’s interpretation that the relief of the ruler in 
the Split baptistery – symbolising equilibrium between the regnum on the one hand 
and the sacerdotium on the other – refers to Petar Krešimir IV, and that the Benedic-
tines played a major role in efforts at theological education and art.78 This can clearly 
be seen in the early Romanesque architecture on the eastern Adriatic coast, as the 
result of new liturgical requirements in organising ecclesiastical buildings.79

It should also be pointed out that in the exultet80 in Evangeliarium Absarense 
(Osor Gospel), written around 1070 in the scriptorium of the Benedictine Mon-
astery of St. Nicholas in Osor, there is confirmation of Croatian sovereignty in 
the 11th century on the islands of Cres and Lošinj,81 that is, the rule of King Petar 
Krešimir IV.82

We can only surmise whether the fact that Petar Krešimir IV ended his sup-
port of church reforms83 was linked with a change in the relationship with the 
papacy, which resulted in the Norman invasion of Croatia from southern Italy in 
1074, and the capture of the unnamed Croatian king.84

If we analyse the diplomatic corpus of documents which has survived in con-
nection with King Petar Krešimir IV, then it looks like this.85 Two versions of a 

76 LOVRE KATIĆ, Zasluge reda sv. Benedikta za hrv. narod, List Biskupije Splitsko-makarske, ujedno 
službeno glasilo Hvarske biskupije, LXI (siječanj – veljača 1939), 1-2, 17; CVITO FISKOVIĆ, 
Iskopine srednjovjekovne crkve sv. Eufemije u Splitu, Historijski zbornik 1 (1948), 201-210 + 
Tab., superscription on p. 203, a photograph in Tab. VII.

77 IGOR FISKOVIĆ, Reljef kralja Petra Krešimira IV., Split (Catalogues and Monographs, vol. 14) 
2002, 181. 

78 IGOR FISKOVIĆ (note 77), particularly Chapter 6. ”Povijesni okviri nastanka reljefa” (pp. 137-
160) and ”Kulturne i duhovne pretpostavke pojavi reljefa” (pp. 161-188). What is more, the 
author assumes that the inspiration for this relief was the Gospel Book of Henry II (p. 172).

79 Compare, from the art history point of view: MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Crkvena reforma i 
ranoromanička arhitektura na istočnom Jadranu, Starohrvatska prosvjeta / ser. III / 20 (1990 
[1992]), 191-213; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Monasteri insulari dell’archipelago del Quarnero 
dell’XI e del XII secolo, Hortus artium medievalium, 19 (2013), 205-218. 

80 This is the Praeconium paschale (Easter Proclamation) – a solemn hymn sung by the deacon on 
the Saturday of Holy Week. 

81 It would not be out of place to mention here the rather neglected detail from the 13th-century 
Chronica Casinensis maior that St. Nicholas’s Monastery on the island of Susak was built and given to 
the Monte Cassino abbey by the Croatian king, Krešimir III (monasterium sancti Nicolay de Sansacu 
in insula maris prope Paulam in capite Carnarii, quod construxit Crisemerius rex et concessit monasterio 
Casinensi, quam possidet archiepiscopus Jad(e)rensis). Compare IVAN OSTOJIĆ (note 17), 394.

82 TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ, Scriptura Beneventana – Example of European Calligraphic Script in 
the Middle Ages. A Contribution to the Research of Manuscripts Written in Beneventan Script 
from Croatia, Classical Heritage from the Epigraphic to the Digital. Academia Ragusina 2009 & 
2011 (edited by Irena Bratičević & Teo Radić), Zagreb (Biblioteka Ex libris), 2014, 114-115. See 
also BRANKA PECARSKI, Inicijal exulteta Osorskog jevanđelistara, Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti 
u Dalmaciji, 26 (1986), 1, 87-89.

83 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Crkva i vjerski život, in: Nova zraka u europskom svjetlu. Hrvatske zemlje 
u ranome srednjem vijeku (oko 550 − oko 1150), (ed.) Zrinka Nikolić Jakus, Zagreb (Biblioteka 
Povijest Hrvata, vol. 1), 2015, 201-236 (particularly: 220, 226). 

84 Compare part of the issue in LUJO MARGETIĆ, Iz ranije hrvatske povijesti. Odabrane studije, 
Split (Biblioteka znanstvenih djela, book 91), 1997, 69-73. 

85 Compare JOSIP LUČIĆ, Povijesna dokumentacija svetokrševanskog samostana i vladavina Petra 
Krešimira IV, Zadarska revija – časopis za kulturu, znanost i umjetnost, XXXIX (1990), 2-3, 171-190.

Fig. 4. Portrait of the Croatian king, Petar 
Krešimir IV. Source: IGOR FISKOVIĆ, Reljef 
kralja Petra Krešimira IV., Split: Muzej hrvatskih 
arheoloških spomenika (Catalogues and 
Monographs, vol. 14), 2002, p. 55.
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document dated February 1060 have survived regarding the granting of privileges 
and the donation of the island of Žirje to the Monastery of St. John the Evangelist 
in Biograd,86 and a little later (1070), a document of the king’s emissary regard-
ing the granting of rights to the church of St. Cosmas and Damian in Tkon on 
Pašman to the Monastery of St. John the Evangelist in Biograd,87 along with a series 
of records of the estates granted by the king, gifted or sold to this monastery and 
others.88 Then there is a document from 1060-62 on the granting of royal freedom 
to the Benedictine Monastery of St. Thomas in Biograd, with the gift of the king’s 
land in Rasohatice,89 at about the same time as land in Sidraga was given to the 
same monastery.90 There follows a document dated 25 December 1066 in which 
the king takes under his patronage St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar,91 while another 
dated 1066/67 grants land in Točinja to the same monasterye.92 Another document 
dated 1072 grants land in “Brda” for the use of St. Mary’s Monastery.93 In a docu-
ment dating to 1066/1067, King Petar Krešimir IV confirms the gift of the estate in 
Diklo to St. Chrysogonus’s Monastery in Zadar,94 originally given by his grandfather 
Krešimir II (this is included in a document by Abbot Petar), while a document from 
1069 grants the monastery the island of Maun.95 A document dated 16 May 1070 
deals with the foundation of St. Peter’s Monastery on Rab,96 and another dated 8 
July 1071 is concerned with the establishment and confirmation of the area of the 
Rab diocese.97 In a document from around 1070, which has survived in an Italian 
translation, King Petar Krešimir IV grants St. Stephen’s Monastery near Split (Sancti 
Stephani sub pinis), in modern Sustipan, a location in the Solin area in order to build 
a mill (molino).98 We should also mention the existence of a counterfeit document 
(dated 950) which appeared pursuant to one of the king’s Biograd documents.99

Thus it is evident that only one of the documents of King Petar Krešimir IV 
which have survived until today does not correspond to the Benedictine order! 
All the others refer in one way or another to Benedictine monks and nuns. So 
Ostojić is absolutely correct to claim that the second half of the 11th century can 
be called the golden age of the Benedictines in Croatia.100

86 CD I, 87-93
87 CD I, 121-122.
88 CD I, 135-136. See also TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ (ed.), Libellus Policorion – Rogovski kartular. Vol 

I. Codicological description, paleographic analysis, facsimile, Zadar 2018, passim.
89 CD I, 96-97.
90 CD I, 97-98.
91 CD I, 102.
92 CD I, 104-105
93 CD I, 132. See also CD I, 129.
94 CD I, 105-106. See also CD I, 106-109. On this exceptionally important Benedictine monastery, 

see 1000 godina Samostana svetog Krševana u Zadru (Prilozi sa znanstvenog skupa održanog 11. i 
12. prosinca 1986. u Zadru, u povodu 1000. obljetnice Samostana svetog Krševana i 30. obljetnice 
Filozofskog fakulteta u Zadru), (ed.) IVO PETRICIOLI, Zadar 1990. NB: the papers in this 
anthology were also printed in: Zadarska revija – časopis za kulturu, znanost i umjetnost, XXXIX, 2-3 
(= Znanstveni skup u povodu 1000. obljetnice Samostana svetog Krševana i 30. obljetnice Filozofskog 
fakulteta, Zadar, 11-12. 12. 1986), Zadar, 1990; LUJO MARGETIĆ, O Kartularu samostana sv. 
Krševana u Zadru, Radovi Zavoda za povijesne znanosti HAZU u Zadru, 37 (1995), 147-181. 

95 CD I, 112-114
96 CD I, 114-115
97 CD I, 123-124
98 CD I, 122-123. Compare LOVRE KATIĆ, Rasprave i članci iz hrvatske povijesti (ed. Željko 

Rapanić), Split (Splitski književni krug – Pisci između dva rata, book 6), 1993, 216. 
99 CD I, 39-43. Compare JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ, Metodologija jedne insinuacije, Dometi: kultura – 

književnost – društvena pitanja, VI (1973), 7-8, 89-96.
100 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci glagoljaši, Slovo, 9-10 (1960), 14-42, 19.
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The Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar also provides sufficient evi-
dence of this. In it, we learn that this Benedictine religious house was found-
ed by Cicha101 in 1066.102 Petar Krešimir IV granted it royal freedom (regiam 
libertatem),103 and this act was recorded on 25 December 1066 in Šibenik:

Anno incarnationis domini nostri Iesu Christi millesimo sexagesimo VIo, Dukyzi 
Constantinopoleos imperante. Ego Cresimir, rex Chroatię et Dalmatię, filius Stephani 
regis, concessione Laurentii, Spalatensis archiępiscopi, omniumque nostri regni 
ępiscoporum et laudatione nostri ducis Stephani cęterorumque Chroatię comitum 
do regiam libertatem monasterio sanctę Marię Iaderensis, quod soror mea Cicca 
fabricauit, sic quidem, ut, si aliquis proteruus in aliquo prędicto monasterio contraire 
uoluerit uel ui aliquid abstulerit, ęcclesię quadruplum restituat et sua omnia regali 
iuri subiaceant. Hoc quę ab archiepiscopo et ab omnibus ępiscopis confirmatum 
canonice, ac ab uniuerso cetu conlaudatum est. L[aurentius] archiępiscopus laudo. 
Stephanus, ępiscopus Iadere, laudo. Rainerius, ępiscopus Chroatię, laudo. Iohannes, 
Traguriensis ępiscopus, laudo. Dabro, Belgradensis ępiscopus, laudo. Drago, Arbensis 
ępiscopus, laudo. Petrus, Absarensis ępiscopus, laudo.

In die natali domini in Sibinoque coram omnibus prędicte abbatisse Cicke hęc 
scripta data sunt.

(In the 1066th year since the Incarnation of Our Lord Jesus Christ, during the 
reign of Doukas in Constantinople, I, Krešimir, King of Croatia and Dalmatia, 
son of King Stjepan, with the assent of Lovro, Archbishop of Split and all the 
bishops of our kingdom, and the commendation of our Duke Stjepan and all the 
other dukes of Croatia, grant royal freedom to St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar, 
built by my sister Cicha, so that if any man be so bold as to oppose this monas-
tery in any way or take anything from it by force, he shall pay the church back 
fourfold and all his property will be subject to the king’s law. This act, which has 
been ratified according to church laws by the archbishop and all the bishops, is 
also approved by the entire congregation. Archbishop Lovro, I approve. Stephen, 
Bishop of Zadar, I approve. Rainerije, Bishop of Croatia, I approve. Ivan, Bishop 
of Trogir, I approve. Dabro, Bishop of Biograd, I approve. Drago, Bishop of Rab, 
I approve. Petar, Bishop of Osor, I approve.

On the Day of the Birth of Our Lord, in Šibenik, before all those mentioned, 
these documents are given to Abbess Cicha.)104

The Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar, also known as the Regis-
trum privilegiorum sanctae Mariae is written in Beneventan script,105 and is a 

101 For details of the genealogy of Cicha and the Madis, see ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ, Rođaci i bližnji. 
Dalmatinsko gradsko plemstvo u ranom srednjem vijeku, Zagreb (Povijesna knjižnica, book 4), 
2003, 26-28, 43-44, 63-66, 111-113, 117-118, 120-122, 146-151, 182; ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ JAKUS, 
Madijevci: primjer obitelji dalmatinske gradske elite u desetom i jedanaestom stoljeću, Zbornik 
Odsjeka za povijesne znanosti Zavoda za povijesne i društvene znanosti Hrvatske akademije 
znanosti i umjetnosti, 23 (2005), 1-24.

102 CD I, 101.
103 CD I, 101.
104 English translation of the Croatian translation taken from the enlarged replica of the deed of 

gift produced to mark the 950th anniversary of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar (1066-2016). It is 
displayed in the monastery church.   

105 Compare the description in TADIJA SMIČIKLAS, Foreword, in: Codex diplomaticus Regni Croatiae, 
Dalmatiae et Slavoniae – Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i Slavonije. Vol. II, 12th 
century (1101 – 1200) (selected and edited by Tadija Smičiklas), Zagreb, 1904, XVII-XVIII; MIRJANA 
MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Studia diplomatica. Rasprave i prinosi iz hrvatske diplomatike, Zagreb, 2014, 11.
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wonderful example of “pragmatic literacy.” Until you actually pick it up, you do 
not realise how difficult it is to present the weighty construction and complex 
organisation of this extremely intricate historical-diplomatic source to the inter-
ested researcher.106

The Cartulary consists of 34 copied documents, the oldest dating back to 1066, 
and the most recent to 1236, along with two records from the 12th/13th and 13th/14th 
centuries. The contents, written on 36 sheets which vary in size, are not arranged 
in chronological order, but randomly, and from the paleographic point of view this 
leads us to the conclusion that it was written, or perhaps it would be more accurate 
to say compiled, in several stages. In the literature, it is assumed that “the original, 

106 Here I would like to thank Mother Anastazija Čizmin, abbess of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar, 
for allowing me to examine the precious Cartulary.

Fig. 5. Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery in 
Zadar. Source: Archives of the Benedictine 
Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar, fol. 16v.
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masterly edition of the Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery was lost, and then, when 
cartularies were no longer accepted as evidence by the courts, was replaced by this 
random collection of copies and records, such as could still be found, more as a 
memorial than as a legal instrument” (R. Katičić).107

In fact, if we take the cartularies of medieval Western Europe, for example, 
France, parallels can be drawn with how they emerged. As in the case of St. 
Mary’s Cartulary, the French ones were also compilations of documents which 
best illustrated events and were of most importance to the religious houses con-
cerned. They usually begin with the deed of foundation, followed by the privi-
leges awarded by the ruler or the Pope. This means that the documents in the 
cartularies are not necessarily in chronological order, but in order of importance, 
first establishing the legitimacy of their holdings and the geographic description 
of their estates. It should be noted that the names of the estates (toponyms), 
which may have been centuries old, were not always written as they were in the 
originals, but as they were known or pronounced at the time the cartularies were 
compiled. The originals tended to wane in importance over time and any aware-
ness of the need to preserve them faded when it became easier to keep copies in 
a single cartulary rather than in the form of individual documents. If anything 
untoward happened, such as an earthquake, fire, or armed conflict, it was easier 
to save the single cartulary volume than many individual documents.108

Apart from Beneventan script, some minor, later parts of the Cartulary are 
written using Carolingian and Gothic scripts. There are thirteen documents from 
the time of the Croatian Kingdom, dated between 1066 and 1096. Apart from 
transcripts of documents, the Cartulary also contains an inventory of the mon-
astery’s moveable and immoveable property.109 There is a very interesting, and 
indeed very valuable addition on the last sheets, where a two-part trope Sanctus 
is written out,110 the earliest noted example of multiple-part singing in Croatia.111

The entire Cartulary was edited and published by Viktor Novak,112 who also 
wrote a series of articles about St. Mary’s Monastery.113 He praised the monastery 
highly, calling it the oldest guardian of Zadar archive material,114 and a 900 year-
old treasure-house of Croatian history.115

107 RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ (note 24), 519.
108 CONSTANCE B. BOUCHARD, Monastic Cartularies: Organizing Eternity, in: Charters, 

Cartularies and Archives. The Preservation and Transmission of Documents in the Medieval West: 
Proceedings of a Colloquium of the Commission Internationale de Diplomatique (Princeton and 
New York, 16-18 September 1999). Edited by ADAM J. KOSTO and ANDERS WINROTH, 
Toronto (Papers in Mediaeval Studies 17), 2002, 22-32 (particularly 28-30, 32).

109 JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ, Pomoćne povijesne znanosti u teoriji i praksi: latinska paleografija, opća 
diplomatika, kronologija, rječnik kratica, Zagreb, 19913, 168.

110 MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Najstarije zadarske note. Prilog proučavanju najstarijeg razdoblja glazbene 
umjetnosti kod Hrvata, Radovi Instituta Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti u Zadru, 
11-12 (1965), 269-352ff. (particularly 272). 

111 JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ, Hrvatska u diplomatičkim izvorima do kraja XI. stoljeća, in: Hrvatska i 
Europa – kultura, znanost i umjetnost. Svezak I. Srednji vijek (VII – XII. stoljeće) – rano doba 
hrvatske kulture, (ed.) Ivan Supičić, Zagreb, 1997, 311.

112 VIKTOR NOVAK, Zadarski kartular samostana svete Marije – Chartulare Jadertinum monasterii 
sanctae Mariae, Zagreb, 1959 [1960].

113 See, for example, VIKTOR NOVAK, Marginalije uz historiju zadarskog manastira sv. Marije u 
XII stoljeću, Starohrvatska prosvjeta, / III. ser. / 8-9 (1963), 181-202.

114 ВИКТОР НОВАК, Манастир св. Марије најстарији је чувар задарских архивалија, Историски 
часопис – орган Историског института Српске академије наука, IX-X, 1959 (1960), 45-53. 
This archive was located ”in volta sub campanilo monasterii Sanctae Mariae monialium de Jadra.”

115 VIKTOR NOVAK, Manastir sv. Marije – riznica hrvatske devetovekovne prošlosti, Zadarska 
revija, XVI (March-June 1967), 2-3, 85-110.
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Not long afterwards, Nada Klaić116 wrote a rather sharp, partially justified cri-
tique of Novak’s assessment of the Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery t, which 
remains his major work. Robert Leljak117 wrote a detailed linguistic analysis of 
the Cartulary, and it is also interesting that it was photographed twice during the 
early 20th century due to its importance.118

Ivan Krstitelj Tkalčić, who was able to look at the original during his research 
in Zadar119, thought that the oldest part of the Cartulary was written before 1107, 
while the rest was probably written in the 12th century.120 According to Ostojić, 
the first part, written in Beneventan script, was produced early in the 12th centu-
ry, and the last part, written in Gothic script, in the 14th century.121 But this only 
provides an approximate dating of the oldest part of the Cartulary to the early 
12th century. Since the Cartulary consists of several layers, Novak tried to carry 
out the most detailed approximate dating based on them.122

Lujo Margetić wrote more specifically regarding the historical circumstances 
and dating of the oldest part of the Cartulary, and claimed that it was written 
“in the best way people knew” immediately after the Venetians arrived in Zadar 
in 1159. It was compiled quickly, without too much effort being invested by the 
document compilers or monastery “legal experts”, since it was no longer accepted 
as evidence in court.123 Despite this, it was possible for the abbot or abbess, or the 
monks or nuns, to swear an oath in court regarding its legal weight.

According to an analysis by Nella Lonza, “As awareness grew of the impor-
tance of the written form, so oral legal transactions, which were completely valid 
in their own right, were ‘translated’ into written documents, and this began to 
be considered a safer method.” She mentions an instructive example. “In 1170, 
when Rozana, the abbess of St. Mary’s Monastery, asked a notary to record the 
statement of a witness regarding an orally conducted legal transaction, by which 
a mother on her deathbed had given her son Prvoš to the monastery to be taught 
to read and prepared for the priesthood, she did not do this because the oral 
form was not valid (regardless of whether it was considered a contract or a will), 
but because she thought the written form was more reliable … Her attitude was 
probably influenced by the fact that she was familiar with written acts, since her 
monastery kept a cartulary where legal transactions were recorded.”124

However, the key question of why and when the Cartulary was compiled 
was answered in a very acceptable way by Margetić – it was so that the royal 

116 NADA KLAIĆ, Nekoliko riječi o kartularu samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, Historijski zbornik, 
XIX-XX / 1966-1967 (1968), 501-514.

117 ROBERT LELJAK, Lingvistička analiza kartulara samostana Sv. Marije u Zadru (master’s thesis), 
supervisor: Mate Križman, Zagreb: Sveučilište u Zagrebu, Filozofski fakultet, 1999.

118 PETAR KARLIĆ, Fotografiranje registra opatica sv. Marije u Zadru (Reprinted from ”Vijenac” 
book III/17) Zagreb, 1924.

119 Compare VIKTOR NOVAK, Ivan Kukuljević i Ivan Tkalčić na naučnim istraživanjima u Zadru. 
Prilog hrvatskoj istoriografiji u drugoj polovini XIX. stoleća (I), Zadarska revija, III (1954), 4, 
292-308; Ivan Kukuljević i Ivan Tkalčić na naučnim istraživanjima u Zadru (II), Zadarska revija, 
IV (1955), 1, 25-35.   

120 IVAN KUKULJEVIĆ SAKCINSKI, Foreword, in: Codex diplomaticus Regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae 
et Slavoniae – Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske s Dalmacijom i Slavonijom. Dio I. od 
godine 503–1102., Zagreb (Monumenta historica Slavorum Meridionalium – Povjestni spomenici 
Južnih Slavenah – book II.) 1874, VI.  

121 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Benediktinci u Hrvatskoj, I, 321. 
122 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 112), 119-215.
123 LUJO MARGETIĆ (note 84),  128.
124 NELLA LONZA, Pravna kultura srednjovjekovne Dalmacije između usmenosti i pismenosti, 

Zbornik Pravnog fakulteta u Zagrebu, 63 (2013), 5-6, 1203-1232, quotation taken from 1217.
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exemption from tax granted by Krešimir, Zvonimir and Koloman could be pre-
sented to the new Venetian administration, and “this was the main, basic rea-
son why the Cartulary was compiled.”125 We can only add here that even if the 
Cartulary was not compiled “immediately after” the Venetians arrived, then 
it was surely compiled before 1167.126 Whatever the case, the Cartulary of St. 
Mary’s Monastery in Zadar127 was compiled in the period which in Western 
European historiography is called the “great age of cartularies”, that is, the 12th 
and 13th centuries.128

***

In conclusion, we can say that the period of the Croatian Kingdom under 
Petar Krešimir IV was linked most closely with the Order of St. Benedict. Al-
though the king had to justify the alleged murder of his brother Gojslav129 to 
Abbot Maynard, the emissary of Pope Nicholas II, at the beginning of his reign, 
according to the evidence recorded in the 12th-century Korčula Codex, in the 
period which followed he established the Croatian Kingdom with himself at its 
head “in an epoch of social advance and spatial formation”, while the foundation 
of the Biograd monastery “did not only mark the spread of the Benedictines in 
Croatia, but also the creation of monastery estates and the beginnings of eco-

125 LUJO MARGETIĆ (note 84), 127-131.
126 Usp. TOMISLAV GALOVIĆ, Historical Circumstances of the Appearance of Medieval Cartularies 

in Croatia, Иницијал. Часопис за средњовековне студије / Initial. A Review of Medieval Studies, 
4 (2016), 73-95 (particularly 89, 93).

127 Since the manuscript of this article had already been completed and submitted (7 June 2017) 
to the organisers and editorial board of this anthology, an article was published by M. Ančić 
called ”Vekenega i kralj Koloman” (Vekenega and King Koloman), which in spite of the title, 
was actually about the oldest part of the Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar, which the 
author called a ‘montaneum’ (MLADEN ANČIĆ, Vekenega i kralj Koloman, u: Laude nitens 
multa. Zbornik radova s kolokvija u povodu 900. obljetnice Vekenegina epitafa, eds. Pavuša 
Vežić and Ivan Josipović, Zadar 2018, 15-42, particularly 5-27). At the Znanstveni kolokvij 
„950. obljetnica Samostana benediktinki sv. Marije u Zadru (1066. – 2016.)”, organised by the 
Benedictine sisters of St. Mar’y in Zadar, the Archdiocese of Zadar and the University of Zadar, 
held on 27 October 2016, Prof. Mirjana Matijević Sokol referred to it (”The Deed of Foundation 
of the Zadar Benedictines”), so I direct the reader to her chapter in this anthology. I would 
also like to mention the presentation by Vesna Jakić-Cestarić on the same occasion (”St. Mary’s 
Monastery Complex at the Time of Abbess Cicha”). Another paper by M. Matijević Sokol on the 
Cartulary of the Zadar Benedictines will be published separately in her new book: MIRJANA 
MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Studia mediaevalia selecta. Rasprave i prinosi iz hrvatske srednjovjekovne 
povijesti, Zagreb, 2019 (to be printed) and I refer to this work in my writing. Incidentially, one 
of the most prominent church historians and connoisseurs of written monuments of the Diocese 
of Zagreb, Ivan Krstitelj Tkalčić, calls the cartularies of the diocese ”montanea” and interprets 
them as a collection of trustworthy copies: such collections of copies were made so that there 
would be trustworthy copies in the montaneum or cartulary (IVAN KRSTITELJ TKALČIĆ, ed., 
Povjestni spomenici zagrebačke biskupije XII. i XIII. stoljeća / knjiga prva – Monumenta historica 
episcopatus Zagrabiensis saec. XII. & XIII. / volumen primum, Zagreb 1873, IV), should the 
originals be destroyed or lost. I would like to add that during the same colloquium, the idea 
was raised of a new edition of the Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery in Zadar, according to 
contemporary egdoctic rules, along with a codicological, paleographic and diplomatic-historical 
analysis of the facsimile and Croatian translation.

128 CONSTANCE B. BOUCHARD (note108), 29.
129 Compare VINKO FORETIĆ, Korčulanski kodeks 12. stoljeća i vijesti iz doba hrvatske narodne 

dinastije u njemu, Starine JAZU (Odjel za filozofiju i društvene nauke), book 46 (1956), 23-44; 
LUJO MARGETIĆ, Hrvatska i Crkva u srednjem vijeku. Pravnopovijesne i povijesne studije, 
Rijeka (Biblioteka Pravnog fakulteta Sveučilišta u Rijeci. Monografije), 2000, 73-92. 
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nomic growth”, to use the words of Tomislav Raukar.130 Recent historiography has 
assessed all this as the pinnacle of the early medieval Croatian state.131

This is particularly obvious if we look at Benedictine monasteries alone. 
During the 1060s the following houses were founded: St. Thomas’s in Biograd 
(1060-62), St. Domnius’s (later St. Nicholas’s) in Trogir (1064), St. Mary’s in Za-
dar (1066) and St. Benedict’s (later St. Arnir’s) in Split (1068).132 The following 
Benedictine monasteries were also founded: St. John the Evangelist’s in Biograd 
(1060), St. John the Baptist’s in Trogir (sometime before 1064), St. Peter’s in Su-
petarska Draga on the island of Rab (1060?) and probably St. Peter’s Abbey in 
Selo (modern-day Jesenice),133 etc. According to one approximate estimate, in 
Krešimir’s state the Benedictines had at least seventeen134 large or major houses 
(Solin, Nin, Knin, Zadar, Split, Biograd, Trogir, Osor and Susak).135

Finally, Don Lovro Katić wrote, “The eleventh century was the period when 
the Benedictine order flourished most in Croatia, and in spite of the adversities 
of the time and the confiscations by which the order was being ruined, managed 
somehow to preserve the traditions of their order. The monasteries were better 
maintained, as they were not subject to confiscations, and even survived the de-
structive Napoleonic period which finished off the last remnants of the monas-
teries. Had it not been for these misfortunes, the Benedictine monasteries would 
have continued to thrive as the seedbeds of culture.”136

Thus, Croatia Benedictina actually corresponds to the Croatian Kingdom un-
der Petar Krešimir IV (rex Chroatię et Dalmatię / rex Chroatorum et Dalmatino-
rum)! It was truly the golden age for the Order of St. Benedict in Croatia.

130 Compare TOMISLAV RAUKAR, Hrvatsko srednjovjekovlje. Prostor, ljudi, ideje, Zagreb (Bibliote-
ka Clio Croatica) 1997, 20072, 49.

131 Compare IVO GOLDSTEIN, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, Zagreb (Biblioteka Historiae, book 1) 
1995, 372-429; ANTE BIRIN, Pregled političke povijesti Hrvata u ranome srednjem vijeku, in: 
Nova zraka u europskom svjetlu. Hrvatske zemlje u ranome srednjem vijeku (oko 550 − oko 1150), 
(ed.) Zrinka Nikolić Jakus, Zagreb (Biblioteka Povijest Hrvata, vol. 1), 2015, 60-65.

132 Compare ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ JAKUS, Prve benediktinke u Dalmaciji, in: Benediktinski samostan 
sv. Nikole u Trogiru: duhovnost i kultura u okrilju Virgines Dei. Zbornik radova prigodom 950. 
obljetnice utemeljenja / The Benedictine Monastery of St Nicholas in Trogir: spirituality and 
culture under the aegis of Virgines Dei. A Collection of Papers marking the 950th anniversary of its 
foundation (edited by Vanja Kovačić and Fr. Jozo Milanović), Trogir, 2014, 103-114.  

133 IVAN OSTOJIĆ, Kad je osnovan samostan sv. Petra u Selu, Starohrvatska prosvjeta, / III. ser. / 7 
(1960), 143-157.

134 PEJO ĆOŠKOVIĆ, Krešimir IV (Petar Krešimir IV), kralj (?, prva pol. XI. st. – ?, 1074), Hrvatski 
biografski leksikon, vol. 8 (Kr – Li), editor-in-chief Trpimir Macan, Zagreb, 2013. (118-119).

135 IVO GOLDSTEIN (note 131),  384.
136 LOVRE KATIĆ, Zasluge reda sv. Benedikta za hrv. narod, List Biskupije Splitsko-makarske, 

ujedno službeno glasilo Hvarske biskupije, LXI (March-April-May 1939), 3-4-5, 43. 
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The 950th anniversary of the Benedictine Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar was 
celebrated according to the deed of foundation kept in the cartulary,1 the most im-
portant document belonging to this Zadar order. The deed notes that the monastery 
was founded by Abbess Cicha in 1066.2 In historiographic terms, the question arises 
as to whether the widow Cicha, a noblewoman from the prominent Madi3 fam-
ily of Zadar, founded or revived4 the monastery. However, there are no documents 
proving the earlier existence of a Benedictine order of nuns in Zadar, so I share the 
opinion that Cicha was the founder of the monastery which is still going today. 
She was a member of Zadar’s elite society, the daughter of Dujam and Vekenega, 
and the granddaughter of Prior Madi, as can be discovered from the records, and 
she also became the monastery’s first abbess. Her daughter Domnana also entered 
the monastery, while another daughter, Vekenega “bowed to the yoke of marriage.”5 
This train of events was set in motion by the untimely death of Cicha’s husband. She 
sought the consent and material support of the city leaders for founding the monas-
tery: Bishop Stephen, Priors Drago, Krino and Petar, and the abbot of the Monastery 
of St. Chrysogonus. The records on the foundation of the Monastery of St. Mary in 

1 Zadarski kartular samostana svete Marije – Chartulare Jadertinum monasterii sanctae Mariae, 
uredio i uvodnim historijskim, paleografskim, diplomatičkim, kronološkim, topografskim i 
muzičkim napomenama popratio VIKTOR NOVAK, Zagreb, 1959.; RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ, 
Litterarum studia. Književnost i naobrazba ranoga hrvatskog srednjovjekovlja, Zagreb, 1998., 519-
522; LUJO MARGETIĆ, Iz ranije hrvatske povijesti. Odabrane studije, Split, 1997., 127-131.

2 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 241-242; Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i 
Slavonije – Codex diplomaticus Regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae et Slavoniae, vol. I. (listine godina 743. 
– 1100.), (ed.) Marko Kostrenčić, compiled by JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ – MILJEN ŠAMŠALOVIĆ, 
Zagreb, 1967. (hereafter: CD I), 101.

3 For more on the Madi family and Abbess Cicha, see ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ JAKUS, Rođaci i bližnji, 
Zagreb, 2003, 26-28, passim.

4 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 19-29, advocates the existence of an earlier monastery which had 
ceased to function in the 10th century. The issue is dealt with in depth in EDUARD PERIČIĆ, 
Samostan svete Marije u Zadru od njegova osnutka do danas, in: Kulturna baština Samostana svete 
Marije, (eds.) Grga Novak and Vjekoslav Maštrović, Zadar, 1968, 7-59, particularly note 8 on p. 8.  

5 CD I (note 2), 101; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 242 … maritali subderem iugo…. 

The Deed of Foundation of the 
Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar

Mirjana Matijević Sokol 

The article analyses the deed of foundation of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar. The deed 
is entered in the monastery’s cartulary with other documents. Based on the structure of the 
cartulary, an attempt is made to discover which parts concern documents on the founda-
tion of the monastery in 1066, as they are not entered in a series, but in different places. A 
comparison is made with foundation documents relating to other monasteries. It is noted 
that none has an exclusively diplomatic character or structure. They are written in a free, 
narrative form and their stylistic features are closer to the literary pre-historiographic genre 
classified as gesta abbatum/abbatisarum.
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Zadar, like those of other religious houses which have preserved their written herit-
age, are known in diplomatic language as foundation documents.

The oldest document in the cartulary, written in 1066, can also be dated ac-
cording to the public functionaries in Zadar at that time: Bishop Stephen, Prior 
Drago and the Croatian King Krešimir (Petar). The date is not mentioned, as this 
was not the regular practice relating to the contents and manner of compiling 
diplomatic documents of the time. In fact, the process or legal act recorded in 
the document did not happen on a particular date, but lasted over a period of 
time. Novak thinks all the work connected with the foundation of the monastery 
happened before 1066, while some may have been necessary in that year, “in an-
ticipation of 1066, or rather the issuance of permission in that year.”6 The founda-
tion document of the Supetar Cartulary is dated in the same way,7 and the record 
has been preserved in its original form, which makes it suitable for comparison,8 
along with the deed of foundation of the Split Benedictines.9 The reason, as I 
have said, was many-faceted, but of course corresponded to the preparations nec-
essary for founding a religious house.

In general, the oldest sections of monastic cartularies from the Dalmatian towns 
usually begin with the deed of foundation. It was usually considered to be a diplo-
matic document, though it often departed from strict diplomatic formulas in struc-
ture and form and included the history of the monastic foundation in a narrative, 
freer style. In very recent historiography, the stylistic narrative features of these old-
est sections have been noticed and interpreted slightly differently,10 though earlier 
researchers such as Novak11 and Klaić12 hinted at them. Katičić also noted narrative 
elements in the cartulary text, particularly in relation to dating, and concluded that 
it was “very evident that excerpts from the monastery annals and memorial records 
of St. Mary’s entered the cartulary.” He considered such fragments to be traces of 
the Zadar historiography in the 11th and 12th centuries.13

As we know, Viktor Novak processed the cartulary in a very detailed codico-
logical way, describing its paleographic and diplomatic features and placing it in 
its historical context.14 Novak’s monograph has formed the basis of all later re-
search. Robert Leljak15 dealt with the Latin nature of the cartulary, but it has only 
found a place in syntheses of Croatian history due to the importance of the mon-

6 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 132.
7 The literature on the cartulary is voluminous and has been published and translated many times. 

See: VIKTOR NOVAK – PETAR SKOK, Supetarski kartular, Zagreb, 1952 (text, facsimile and 
introductory studies); JURAJ MARUŠIĆ, Sumpetarski kartular i poljička seljačka republika, 
Split, 1992 (text and Croatian translation). Both books include the relevant literature. See also 
RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ (note 1), 487, 528-529. 

8 VIKTOR NOVAK – PETAR SKOK (note 7), 213-222; CD I (note 2), 171-178.
9 CD I (note 2), 109-112. On the deed and its interpretation as a component of the cartulary, see: 

MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Samostanski memorijalni zapisi (libri traditionum) srednjega 
vijeka i uloga svećenika-pisara (pranotara), in: 2. Istarski povijesni biennale: Sacerdotes, iudices, 
notarii…: posrednici među društvenim skupinama, Zbornik radova s međunarodnog znanstvenog 
skupa, vol. 2, Poreč, 2007, 5-19; RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ (not1), 476, 526-528. 

10 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL (note 8).
11 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 130.
12 NADA KLAIĆ, Povijest Hrvata u ranom srednjem vijeku, Zagreb, 1971, 420-422; NADA KLAIĆ, 

Nekoliko riječi o kartularu samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, Historijski zbornik, XIX-XX (1967-
1968), 1-4, Zagreb, 1968, 501-515.

13 RADOSLAV KATIČIĆ (note1), 519-521. However, it is clear that Katičić regards the cartulary 
of St. Mary’s from a different angle. In his analysis, he starts from Novak’s basic opinion, but 
develops its differently. 

14 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1).
15 ROBERT LELJAK, Lingvistička analiza kartulara samostana Sv. Marije u Zadru (master’s thesis), 

Sveučilište u Zagrebu, Filozofski fakultet, Zagreb, 1999.
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astery and the oldest items housed there, particularly administrative documents. 
There is no doubt that the cartulary and those whose memorials are preserved in 
it deserve a special place in the medieval history of Zadar.16

Before I begin to look at the deed of foundation of the Monastery of St. Mary, 
I should say something about the physical features of the codex or cartulary, 
because establishing the facts about the structure of its material and contents, 
scripts, and binding is of great help in understanding the time and manner of 
its creation, and consequently, in interpreting it as a foundational document and 
written diplomatic material in general.

Physical description of the cartulary

At first glance, it is obvious that the Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery, usually 
known as the Zadar Cartulary, was not compiled all at once. Taking into account 
the size of the folios, the composition of the bound sections, the scripts and other 
external features, it must have taken quite a time to compile. It is written in Ben-
eventan, Carolingian, Carolingian-Gothic and Gothic scripts. The documents in 
it are not in chronological order, and it is evident that records written in various 
hands were added to the empty pages. The first two folios are written in Beneven-
tan script.17 There follow insertions from the 13th century in Gothic script, then 
f. 9r to f. 43r form the oldest part, mostly written in Beneventan script, although 
there are sheets which were written or inserted later, while later insertions writ-
ten in Carolingian or Carolingian-Gothic script have crept into the empty spac-
es between the Beneventan script on some pages. According to Viktor Novak, 
the Beneventan text was written by several scribes and has the features of both 
rounded and square Beneventan script.18 Finally, the most recent records entered 
in the cartulary in Gothic script date back to the 13th century, or possibly later.19

Contents of the cartulary

Scripts and other physical features are important for interpretation, as they may 
guide us to the times when the records were written. Our interest is primarily the 
older Beneventan texts, the main part of which starts on f. 9r and continues to 
34r.20 It is accompanied by the first two sheets, a document on f. 2r dated 1174 
mentioning a boundary line of the monastery in Petrčani21, and a document per-
taining to Abbess Tolja on f. 2v.22 On f. 1r, a Beneventan text can be discerned, but 
it is barely legible now. However, Viktor Novak refers to two notes about Abbess 
Stana, who is mentioned on this page, written in late Beneventan script, dated af-

16 NADA KLAIĆ – IVO PETRICIOLI, Prošlost Zadra – knjiga II, Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 1409, 
Zadar, 1976, 11-12, note 7.

17 Note that the folio numbering is according to Viktor Novak’s edition, in which he presents 
a facsimile/ VIKTOR NOVAK, 1959 (note 1), reproductions/, which differ from the folio 
numbering in CD I (note 2). 

18 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 95-108.
19 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 115-117.
20 A transcript of the text on these folios can be found in VIKTOR NOVAK (note1), 241-262, 265-

267, 268, 271-272. The documents in this edition are ordered chronologically and not according 
to the order in the cartulary.

21 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 262-263; Diplomatički zbornik Kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i 
Slavonije – Codex diplomaticus Regni Croatiae, Dalmatiae et Slavoniae, vol. II. (listine XII. vijeka, 
1101. – 1200.), compiled and edited by TADIJA SMIČIKLAS, Zagreb, 1904, 138.

22 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 264-265; CD II (note 20), 242-243. The document is unreadable 
today and Smičiklas took it from the Kukuljević Codex.
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ter 1210.23 Clearly, the part of the cartulary written in Beneventan script forms its 
core, around which other documents were woven and interpolated, whether at the 
beginning or the end, or in other empty spaces on partially filled pages. Since the 
core of the cartulary was not compiled chronologically, the question remains as to 
when it became a single physical unit, and this means that it is not impossible that 
it was only bound in a codex some time after it was written.

We would normally expect to find the deed of foundation in pride of place 
in the Beneventan core. Instead, the first document is a description by Abbess 
Vekenega, dated 1105, of the estate in Caprale (Kapralj, Kozici?), purchased by 
her mother Cicha.24 It is followed by a deed of gift for land in Tokinja from King 
Petar Krešimir,25 and a certificate confirming the deed of gift from his heir, King 
Zvonimir.26 On f .10v there is a record which appears to be the kind of document 
which should follow the deed of foundation, or form part of it, depending on 
the time, manner and circumstances of the compilation of the cartulary. It lists 
the monastery acquisitions made by Abbess Cicha cum suis sororibus in Petrčani, 
during the times of King Krešimir and Ban Zvonimir, and has been dated to 
between 1070 and 1072/3 on account of the persons mentioned in it, such as 
Ban Zvonimir and Bishop Dabran.27 The deed of foundation is on f. 12r and v. 
It is Abbess Cicha’s record of the foundation of the Monastery of St. Mary. How-
ever, the final word of this entry, monaste… is unfinished, and does not continue 
on the next page.28 Within the text, that is, on the empty part of 14r, there is a 
note by Abbess Stana in later Beneventan cursive script,29 while on 15r there is 
an insertion dated around 1091, in which the leaders of Zadar, Bishop Andrija 
and Prior Drago, grant the island of Silba to the monastery.30 On 15v there is a 
document in which Prior Drago grants the monastery freedom which no other 
monastery enjoyed. It was issued for the dedication of the Church of St. Mary in 
around 1091.31 It is followed by a record of the diet in Zadar in 1095, at which all 
the freedoms of the Monastery of St. Mary were ratified.32 Folio 17v begins with 
a document issued by King Krešimir on Christmas Day 1066 in Šibenik, grant-
ing royal freedoms to the monastery founded by Abbess Cicha.33 The king calls 
her his “sister”, which has provoked a great deal of debate on their relationship.

Different kinds of documents are entered in the cartulary. The oldest group 
relate to the foundation of the monastery. There is the deed of foundation with 
notes recording the property acquired by Abbess Cicha for the monastery after its 
foundation, entered in three places, though it can be assumed that these, with a 
misplaced part in a previous entry, comprised a single document. Šišić34 and No-
vak35 made this assumption earlier, while the compilers of CD I36 do not share this 

23 VIKTOR NOVAK (note1), 267; CD II (note 20), 249. Smičiklas dated them to 1190. He said he 
had not found them in the monasterial archives, as claimed by Kukuljević, but that they were 
noted in the cartulary. Novak dated them to after 1210.

24 CD II (note 20), 15; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 257-258.
25 CD I (note 2), 104-105; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 244.
26 CD I (note 2), 167; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 248.
27 CD I (note 2), 129; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 247.
28 CD I (note 2), 101; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 241-242.
29 CD II (note 19), 250; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 268.
30 CD I (note 2), 198-199; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 250.
31 CD I (note 2), 199; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1).
32 CD I (note 2), 203-205; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1).
33 CD I (note 2), 102; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1).
34 FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara, Zagreb, 1925, 518, note 47.
35 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 132-134.
36 CD I (note 2), 101, note 1.
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view and think such a document would have been too large. Individual records of 
donations, whether from the king or city leaders, the bishop of Zadar, the prior, or 
Lovre the Split metropolitan, the head of the Croatian church, belong to the time of 
Abbess Cicha. Another entry, in which Prior Drago rules on Vekenega’s property, 
and an entry on a church synod at which the freedoms granted by the Zadar city 
leaders were confirmed, both belong with this group. Entries from the time of Ab-
bess Vekenega are scattered throughout the cartulary. Folios 9r-9v contain the ear-
lier mentioned note by Vekenega regarding the estate of Caprale, with the names of 
witnesses. The next one is on f. 24v regarding the acquisition of land in Obrovac,37 
and there is a similar record of several procurements on f. 25v.38 An acquisition 
by Abbess Rosana on f. 34v is dated 1170, written in Carolingian-Gothic script.39 
Documents relating to Abbess Tolja are also interesting. On f. 2v there is a record 
of the boundaries of the monastery estates,40 and later, on 28r-29v, a notary, Blaž 
the priest, has entered a notary instrument.41 In fact, according to a statement in 
the record, Blaž was a witness to the preceding reambulation, which he then edited 
as a notary and entered in the cartulary at a later date.

The deed of foundation

The deed of foundation42 is recorded in the cartulary on f. 12r-12v. In the tran-
scription in his monograph, Viktor Novak presents the chronological contents of the 
entries in the cartulary and rightly associates this entry with f. 13r-14r.43 He also 
notes that there is a whole section missing between the two parts. The first part, the 
deed of foundation, is a record of the foundation of the monastery. It states that the 
prominent Zadar widow Cicha of the Madi family decided to found a Benedictine 
monastery in Zadar. She entered into this bold undertaking with her older daughter 
Domnana, while her younger daughter Vekenega “bowed to the yoke of marriage.” 
The reason she gave for her decision and undertaking is expressed ambivalently: 
qualiter istius caduce uite non perderem hereditatem et futuram non ammitterem per-
petuitatem (so that I might not waste the inheritance of this fragile life nor renounce 
perpetuity). The meaning of hereditas is unclear. It may refer to an actual, tangible 
inheritance, or be intended to convey a spiritual message. The sentence fulfils the role 
of the arenga in the document, a formula which usually highlights the moral reason 
behind a good deed, in this case, founding a monastery. Novak notes that in the deed 
of foundation with the associated lists of assets there are only four diplomatic formu-
las: the date, intitulation, narration and disposition, and does not identify this sen-
tence as a formula, including it in the narrative. However, bearing in mind the time 
when the documents were compiled, we should perhaps not expect to find only for-
mality in their structure, since they were written in the infancy of diplomatic records. 
Cicha shared her intention and decision to found a monastery with her distinguished 
relatives and members of the city elite – Bishop Stephen, Prior Drago, and Abbot 
Petar of the Monastery of St. Chrysogonus, requesting their consent. She needed a 
church and city land for a complex, in order to found and establish the monastery. 
To this end, she was granted the church of St. Mary Minor by the city leaders and 
citizens. This ends the first part of the document, which constitutes a crucial ele-

37 CD II (note 20), 18; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 258.
38 CD II (note 20), 19; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 258-259.
39 CD II (note 20), 128; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 260.
40 CD II (note 20), 242-243; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 264-265.
41 CD II (note 20), 318; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 265-267.
42 CD I (note 2), 101; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 241-242.
43 CD I (note 2), 103; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 242-243.
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ment found in most deeds of foundation from the period. Viktor Novak carried out 
a codicological analysis and concluded that at least two, and perhaps as many as 
four folios were missing, amounting to eight pages of text.44 On the next sheet/page, 
there is another text which is common to deeds of foundation. It comprises several 
notes on various assets of the monastery. Novak thinks it is a diplomatic formula 
(disposition) which forms an integral part of the deed of foundation. It begins with 
lists of liturgical books, candles, candlesticks and a large chest in the monastery treas-
ury belonging to Abbess Cicha. It then proceeds to list the immoveable property: 
Nunc uero eadem scribo quę in domibus siue terris uel constructionibus eodem tempore 
sunt acquisita.45 This list is very interesting as it allows us to reconstruct a pre-urban 
picture of the city formed around the ancient forum, where the Monastery of St. 
Mary and its church still stand. It shows that Cicha acquired the space necessary to 
build the monastery and launch its activities. It was very important to find a uni-
fied city location for this. The heart of the space granted was the little church of St. 
Mary Minor. With great foresight, Cicha acquired buildings, courtyards and gardens, 
whether through purchases or the dowries brought by novitiates. Some of the houses 
were tumbledown, but came with land, a noble citizen gave his allodium and money, 
Cicha bought the garden in front of the church door, and a nun called Marinha 
contributed a quarter of a demolished house on the forum (post pinaculam temple). 
Three and a half pages of lists of various items end with these words: Hec in domibus 
et curia ut prescripsi adinuenta sunt monasterio sancte Marie.

The citations of proprietors of parts of buildings include kinship indicators 
which allow us to establish the genealogies of certain prominent families. Based 
on these records, Zrinka Nikolić Jakus reconstructed the relationships in the Sega 
family,46 while the fairly precise entries and description of the locations of indi-
vidual acquisitions in the form of immoveable property allow a spatial recon-
struction. During the scientific meeting whose papers form this anthology, Vesna 
Jakić-Cestarić examined the accuracy of this part of the deed of foundation on 
the actual site.47 She calls the list Cicha’s “letter”, since its very specific structure 
separates it from the deed of foundation .

This part, which we think is a part of the deed of foundation, is similar in 
content to records in other preserved cartularies. What they all have in common 
is a narrative style of composition. They usually also contain the signatures of 
witnesses who affirmed the legal acquisition of assets. This is the essential feature 
which classifies a deed of foundation, however freely composed, as a diplomatic 
document. The entire deed of foundation has not been preserved in the cartulary 
of the Monastery of St. Mary; the part with the names of witnesses is missing. 
However, they might have been entered after several acquisitions, and are there-
fore “invisible” along with the missing part. In terms of content, the record on 
f. 10v dated 1070-1072/3 is linked to this document.48 It lists the lands bought 
by Abbess Cicha cum suis sororibus in Petrčani. The entry lists the witnesses, of 
whom there are more than ten. It is compiled like other entries in the cartulary 
and is an integral part of the deed of foundation.

By analogy with other cartularies, it can be deduced that the missing part 
contained information on the construction of the monastery, as indicated by 

44 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 134.
45 CD I (note 2), 103; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 242.
46 ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ JAKUS (note 3), 210.
47 VESNA JAKIĆ-CESTARIĆ, Kompleks samostana sv. Marije u vrijeme opatice Cike, predavanje, 

Znanstveni kolokvij 950. obljetnice samostana benediktinki sv. Marije u Zadru (1066.-2016.), 
Zadar, 2016.

48 CD I (note 2), 129; VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 247.
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the unfinished word monaste (rium). The Supetar Cartulary49 is the most fitting 
analogy, as its entire text has come down to us in the original form. Due to its 
authenticity, it is a reliable source for establishing the form of the oldest kinds of 
monastic records. Even at first glance, it can be seen that the date of the docu-
ment appears at the beginning and consists, as was customary, only of the year. 
By comparing deeds of foundation, their structure, content and the procedures 
they record, it can be concluded that the date given indicates the time when the 
decision on the foundation of the religious house was issued. All the activities 
which were necessary to the functioning of the religious house were then de-
scribed, along with notes on monastic acquisitions over a certain period.

In the cartulary of the Monastery of St. Mary we can recognise the features of 
these other records, compiled in a similar manner to those of the Supetar Cartu-
lary. Based on this comparison, the script used in the cartulary and the arrangement 
within it, it can be assumed that the situation relating to the church of St. Mary Mi-
nor where the monastery began was described in the unknown part of the cartulary, 
presumed lost. In deeds of foundation, it can generally be noted that the acquisi-
tion of an ecclesiastical building by the founder meant the founding of a religious 
house, but not necessarily the completion of its construction, that is, its formation as 
a complex. Sometimes, a piece of land was the basis for founding a religious house. 
This usually applied to monasteries for monks outside towns, while the foundation 
of town monasteries for nuns (and monks) began with the acquisition of an ecclesi-
astical building, often a family endowment. As we can see from the first part of the 
deed of foundation, the city fathers gave Cicha the church so that she could establish 
a monastery. Generally speaking, when the church was ready for use (if it was not al-
ready in a suitable condition), it was furnished with everything necessary to conduct 
rites. This is clear from the deeds of foundation of other religious houses. In fact, sev-
eral monasteries for both monks and nuns were founded in Dalmatian towns during 
the time of Lovro, Archbishop of Split and the Croatian king Petar Krešimir IV, as 
an important part of the great reform movement in the Western Church.50 Some 
recorded their documents in cartularies, and some kept only their deeds of founda-
tion. The deed of foundation for St. Peters’s Monastery on Rab is one such example. 
It was founded by Drago, Bishop of Rab, and the first step was to grant Abbot Falkon 
St. Peter’s church with the boundaries of the estate belonging to it. The bishop also 
granted the church of St. Ciprian. Prior Majo was also involved in the foundation of 
the Rab monastery, along with all the people.51 The record of the foundation of the 
Benedictine monastery of St. Dujam/Nikola in Trogir (1064) was preserved in a copy 
for Ivan Lučić and is similar in conception;52 the monastery was founded with the 
consent of the bishop and the town prior, and the church formed the backbone and 
basis on which the monastery developed. The church of St. Dujam was the gift of a 
group of Trogir citizens. More space was needed to build the monastery and this was 
also resolved by a donation. Abbess Euphemia and the nuns received lands and vine-
yards along with the coastal area next to the monastery. The document establishes 
the relationships between the monastery and the town, or rather the donors, whose 

49 VIKTOR NOVAK – PETAR SKOK (note 7). However, Novak has a diametrically opposed view 
and maintains that the St. Mary cartulary cannot be compared with the older Supetar Cartulary 
or the later Rogovo Cartulary. His main argument relates to the way the Zadar Benedictine 
cartulary was compiled and he emphasises that ”its parts were not entered in any order or 
according to any established system.” VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 126.

50 On the reform trends see: IGOR FISKOVIĆ, Reljef kralja Petra Krešimira IV., Split, 2002, 137-188. 
See also: ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ JAKUS, Prve benediktinke u Dalmaciji, in: Zbornik radova prigodom 
950. obljetnice utemeljenja. „Benediktinski samostan sv. Nikole u Trogiru. Duhovnost i kultura u 
okrilju Virgines Dei” (edited by VANJA KOVAČIĆ – JOZO MILANOVIĆ), Trogir, 2014, 103-114.

51 CD I (note 2), 85-87.
52 CD I (note 2), 98-99
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names are listed individually. This deed of foundation was preserved in later copies, 
but the cartulary has not survived. A substitute for it is the cadastral record of Abbess 
Strija (late 12th century) in which the assets of the Trogir monastery were entered, 
since all the original documents had been destroyed when the town was occupied 
(olim captę ciuitatis desolatione).53

Only the initial act is recorded in Abbess Cicha’s document. The circumstanc-
es of the monastery’s construction are missing, while notes listing how Cicha 
acquired the city location in which to build the monastery have survived. The 
deed of foundation with the list of acquisitions is written in a narrative style. 
Nada Klaić recognised and presented this fact, as did Viktor Novak. Novak, who 
made a huge contribution to the study of the Zadar cartulary, published his en-
tire analysis, while Klaić drew attention to some details in the deed of foundation 
and acquisition lists which show they were not altogether compiled as a diplo-
matic document. Novak presumes there were earlier notes and a reduced entry in 
the cartulary,54 but Klaić emphasises that “Cicha’s deed of foundation, dated 1066, 
is not a diplomatic memorial of certain forms, but Cicha’s own story of how the 
monastery was founded. As a result, it is not a real disposition, but is in fact all 
narration (if we want to find an expert term to characterise its contents).”55

The other deeds of foundation from other religious houses which we have al-
ready mentioned have the same characteristics. They were not compiled accord-
ing to diplomatic rules, but tell the stories of how the institutions were founded 
and record the most important immoveable property acquisitions and other 
assets which were the prerequisites for their activities. Assets were purchased, 
brought by novitiates, and lands or buildings for churches and religious houses 
were amassed. The monasteries were concerned with ensuring the continuation 
of the clergy and accepted young boys to be trained as priests.56 These kinds of 
entries have been preserved to a greater or lesser extent in almost all cartularies.

As previously mentioned, Novak thought that the notes were entered in the 
cartulary before the monasterial documents were compiled. Bearing in mind the 
cartulary of the Split Benedictines and the Supetar Cartulary, it is evident that at 
the time there was no established custom of compiling notes to precede an en-
try in the cartulary. In the Supetar Cartulary, the record on the foundation of the 
monastery with its assets over a period of more than twenty years is continuous 
and complete. The last entry of the first main section, or the deed of foundation, 
documents the time of the initial compilation, followed by the appearance of the 
core of the Supetar Cartulary. The date is not given, but well-known persons are 
mentioned, such as Krescencije, Archbishop of Split, Grgur, Bishop of Zadar, Lupa, 
Bishop of Rab, Petar, Bishop of Osor, and others, so it can be dated around 1106.57 

53 IVO BABIĆ, Montanej samostana sv. Dujma i sv. Nikole iz kraja XII. stoljeća, in: Zbornik radova 
prigodom 950. obljetnice utemeljenja. „Benediktinski samostan sv. Nikole u Trogiru. Duhovnost i 
kultura u okrilju Virgines Dei” (edited by VANJA KOVAČIĆ – JOZO MILANOVIĆ), Trogir, 
2014, 115-129; BRANKO JOZIĆ (editor and translator), Montanej samostana sv. Dujma i sv. 
Nikole, in: Zbornik radova prigodom 950. obljetnice utemeljenja. „Benediktinski samostan sv. 
Nikole u Trogiru. Duhovnost i kultura u okrilju Virgines Dei” (edited by VANJA KOVAČIĆ – 
JOZO MILANOVIĆ), Trogir, 2014, 131-140.

54 VIKTOR NOVAK – PETAR SKOK (note 7), 127.
55 NADA KLAIĆ (note 12), 508.
56 The Supetar Cartulary notes: Emimus puerum adhuc paruum, qui nuncupatur Slobba a suo 

genitore, quem studio litterarum erudiri fecimus quemque libertauimus et usque ad presbiterum 
honore sublimari fecimus ad eiusdem ęcclesie opus. CD I (note 2), 177. The Zadar cartulary has 
a similar entry: … puerum unum nomine Pruosum monasterio beate Marie tradidit, tali modo et 
conditione ut illum literas discamus, et si peruenire poterit ad sacerdotium, peruenire feciamus …. 
VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 260.

57 CD II (note 21), 16-18; VIKTOR NOVAK – PETAR SKOK (note 7), 227-228.
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This was the time when the Arpads arrived in the Dalmatian towns. Changes of 
government or key local events which threatened the assets and estates of individ-
ual religious houses or dioceses spurred them to protect themselves with written 
witness statements which were later either acknowledged or rejected as evidence 
in court, depending on the level of the local legal culture.58 With the participation 
or mention of witnesses, notes were recorded of acts undertaken earlier, when it 
was desirable to ensure the memory of acts of foundation and acquisition. In the 
cartulary of the Split Benedictines, the deed of foundation dated 106859 served as 
a physical repository for notes entered in the empty spaces in the late 11th century 
and throughout the 12th century. The margins and the verso pages were used for 
this purpose. Although this document has mostly diplomatic features, its central 
part, corpus or text is dominated by a free style of narration and the separate re-
cording of several legal acts which are arranged in the document as asynchronous 
events and confirmed by the special mention of group of witnesses for both parts. 
On this parchment sheet there are eleven or twelve entries, including the deed of 
foundation (if we maintain that the deed of foundation comprises two entries). On 
behalf of the abbess and all the other distinguished, wealthy citizens of Split who 
made donations to the monastery, paginulam recordationis, recordationem, and so 
on, the scribes Teodor,60 Dobre Dicijev61and Kirne write as their alter ego.62 Al-
though the two cartularies are similar, they did not come about in the same way. 
The St. Mary cartulary was written after the legal events, while the Split Benedic-
tine one was written at the time. Overall, it is our oldest document, and the notes 
which form the cartulary, or liber traditionum, together with the deed of founda-
tion, were probably written at the time of the legal act.63

St. Mary’s Cartulary also contains a group of documents which are similar to 
those in the Benedictine Split Cartulary. The first two works which can be linked 
to the deed of foundation are similar to entries in the Supetar Cartulary and 
present in narrative form the history of the monastery’s establishment. Although, 
like all the foundation documents, they attempt to retain a diplomatic structure 
of a particularly subjective kind, this may give them a dispositional aspect, but 
by listing various legal actions that were part of the foundation process, they 
depart from the narrow diplomatic character of public documents and are in fact 
notes, records which are more like a literary memorial, and which such “books” 
consider to be the history of the institution’s foundation (historia fundationis, 
narratio fundationis).64 In fact, in the deed of foundation and notices we are bold 
to recognise an earlier literary genre which is known as gesta abbatisarum (work 

58 Compare: NELLA LONZA, Pravna kultura srednjovjekovne Dalmacije između usmenosti i 
pismenosti, Zbornik Pravnog fakulteta u Zagrebu, 63, no. 5-6, 2013, 1203-1232.

59 CD I (note 2), 109-112.
60 JAKOV STIPIŠIĆ, Razvoj splitske notarske kancelarije, Zbornik Historijskog instituta JAZU, 1, 

Zagreb, 1954, 115; MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Splitski srednjovjekovni književni krug, 
Mogućnosti, LX, 7-9, 2013, 4.

61 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Neka pitanja o splitskom đakonu Dobri (kraj XI. – početak 
XII. stoljeća), Spomenica Ljube Bobana, (ed.) Mira Kolar-Dimitrijević, Zagreb, 1996, 61-71

62 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Samostanski memorijalni zapisi (libri traditionum) srednjega 
vijeka i uloga svećenika-pisara (pranotara), in: 2. Istarski povijesni biennale. Sacerdotes, iudices, 
notarii…: posrednici među društvenim skupinama, Zbornik radova s međunarodnog znanstvenog 
skupa, vol. 2, (ed.) Neven Budak, Poreč, 2007, 5-19.

63 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL (note 62).
64 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL, Studia diplomatica. Rasprave i prinosi iz hrvatske diplomatike, 

Zagreb, 2014, 131; PATRICK J. GEARY, Phantoms of Remembrance: Memory and Oblivion 
at the End of the First Millennium, New Jersey, 19962, 81-84; A. HECHT, Between Memoria, 
Historiography and Pragmatic Literacy: The Liber Delegacionum of Reichersberg, in: Charters 
and the Use of the Written Word in Medieval Society, (ed.) Karl Heidecker, Turnhout, 2000, 209.
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of the abbot/abbess).65 In the case of the Split Benedictines, these were Abbesses 
Katena, Miraća, Marija/Marihena and Gruba, who wrote down their acquisitions 
as a recordatio.66 In the Zadar Cartulary of St. Mary’s Monastery, the works of 
Abbesses Cicha, Vekenega, Rosana, Tolja and Stana are recorded in a similar way.

After conducting an analysis of the contents and physical features of the Car-
tulary of St. Mary’s Monastery, several observations can be highlighted which de-
fine its creation in a rather different way. I assume that before the central, older, 
Beneventan part of the cartulary was compiled, there was an older record which 
contained Abbess Cicha’s deed of foundation with the appertaining known and 
lost parts between them, and which included notes on the acquisition of assets, 
houses, land, and so on. The list of Abbess Cicha’s acquisitions dated around 1071 
belongs to this section. I would add the record of Abbess Vekenega, who listed 
again the acquisitions confirmed by the presence of witnesses to the legal act. 
This is the entry on f. 25v, dated 1107. Since the oldest part of the cartulary 
contains the documents or recorded legal acts of Abbesses Cicha and Vekenega, 
it can be assumed that these were written due to circumstances surrounding the 
arrival of King Koloman in Zadar. The same method continued to be used in the 
12th century, which was a turbulent time for Zadar, so the cartulary in its present 
form is a reflection of such circumstances.

I am of the opinion that the oldest part of the cartulary as we have it today 
was written in Beneventan script in the late 1160s, to which were added inde-
pendent records which existed in the monasterial archives and were granted to 
the abbesses named. After these came the entries in Carolingian and Carolingi-
an-Gothic script, and later in Beneventan, of documents which were issued to 
the monastery during Abbess Cicha’s time and later, up to 1236. The entries were 
made on the empty parts of the folios, as already mentioned, but before and after 
these folios, parchment sheets were added on which notes continued to be writ-
ten, such as those we find in the deed/cartulary of the Split Benedictines. These 
can be included in the gesta – the works of the abbesses named. In particular, 
this relates to the entries by Abbess Stana in the early 13th century, or rather after 
1210, and the document of Abbess Rosana, written on her behalf by a notary as 
her alter ego, and that of Abbess Tolja issued on 5 April 1190. 

Latter additional documents in Gothic scripts were entered as copies relat-
ing to the monastery. Given the contents of the inscribed documents, the first 
part, or the deed of foundation which comprises the history of the monastery’s 
foundation with notes from the time of Abbesses Cicha and Vekenega, could be 
called what European historiography refers to as a liber traditionum – a book of 
tradition which predates the cartulary with the full document entries.

The material presented in this article was not immediately apparent in the 
cartulary, due to its complex physical structure. The analysis, however, allowed 
us to establish similarities with other relevant documents. The question remains 
open as to whether Abbess Vekenega wrote the oldest, central part of the cartu-
lary, or whether her mother, Abbess Cicha, did so before her.

Note
This article was researched and written as part of the Croatian Science Foun-

dation project Sources, Aids and Studies in Croatian History from the Middle Ages 
to the Late 19th Century (IP-2014-09-6547: project Dr. Damir Karbić)

65 MICHEL SOT, Gesta episcoporum, gesta abbatum, vol. 1, Turnhout, 1981; GEORGES DECLERCQ, 
Originals and Cartularies: The Organizations of Archival Memory (Ninth-Eleventh Centuries), 
in: Charters and the Use of the Written Word in Medieval Society, (ed.) Karl Heidecker, Turnhout, 
2000, 147-170.

66 MIRJANA MATIJEVIĆ SOKOL (note 62), 131-133.
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Introduction

In the Cartulary of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar there is a transcrip-
tion of a document, published several times,1 which experts agree is still un-
clear, even today. It is a ruling by Lovro, Archbishop of Split (1060-1099) in the 
dispute between Abbess Cicha and her aunt, Neža (Agnes), regarding a sum of 
forty gold coins (solidus). Since it mentions King Stephen (Stjepan), it can be 
dated to 1089 or 1090.2 The problem is that all the parts of the document do 
not add up to a meaningful whole. Although it is quite short and grammatically 
correct, it is full of ambiguity and unclear in places, as those who have studied 
it have established a long time ago. The main aim of this analysis is to arrive at a 
more meaningful interpretation of the legal dispute which happened in Zadar’s 
high society. The historical circumstances and genealogy of the Madi family are 
of secondary interest.

1 Most recent edition: VIKTOR NOVAK, Zadarski kartular samostana Svete Marije, JAZU, Zagreb, 
1959, 248-249, and reproductions 20v-21r; Diplomatički zbornik kraljevine Hrvatske, Dalmacije i 
Slavonije, vol. I, ed Marko Kostrenčić, compiled by Jakov Stipišić and Miljen Šamšalović, JAZU, 
Zagreb, 1967, 191; here older editions are also listed.

2 FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara, Matica hrvatska, Zagreb, 1925 
(reprinted by MH in 1990), 592-594. 

Cicha in the Medieval Written Legacy: 
The Dispute Between Cicha and Neža 
over Forty Gold Coins

Milenko Lončar

Experts are united in the opinion that the ruling by Lovre, the Archbishop of Split (1060-
1099), in the dispute between Abbess Cicha of the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar († after 
1095) and her aunt Neža (Agnes) was incomprehensible. It is a short document, only one page 
long, and syntactically extremely correct, but it does not fit into any meaningful whole. This 
paper takes an approach in which the minimum assumptions necessary are made in order to 
make some sense of the matter. Thus, some words may not reflect their usual meaning (pignora, 
enumerare, partitores). In one place which seems illogical, perhaps an error was made while the 
document was being read and copied (penitus instead of paene). It also seems likely that among 
the three groups of people mentioned (1. fratres, sororum filii; 2. domnus Madius, Iaderensis 
archidiaconus, et Dominicus Ticine, testes; 3. partitores) two people appear more than once. 
Finally, the hypothesis that a line was omitted during copying allows the three parts of the lawsuit 
to be assembled in a meaningful way: Neža’s accusation, Cicha’s defence and Lovro’s ruling.
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Text

The contents of the document can be divided into the introduction, Neža’s state-
ment, Cicha’s statement, and the ruling. The introduction mentions who rendered 
the ruling, in whose presence, and the parties to the dispute. Neža’s statement con-
tains information on what her representatives had charged the accused with. The 
affair was about a debt of 40 gold coins, and/or a pledge. Cicha’s statement is deliv-
ered by her representative, refuting Neža’s claim and calling witnesses. The debt of 
40 gold coins and the pledge are mentioned again, this time with part of a house. 
The ruling was presumably intended to dispense justice, but is expressed in a way 
which is difficult to understand. It is indisputable that Cicha’s pledge was taken 
from her by force and should be returned, and that a third party (more than one 
person, plural partitores), neither Neža or Cicha, was ordered to refund the 40 gold 
coins. This implies that they were also the guilty party.

[E]go Laurentius, <S>palatensis archiępiscopus, iussi describi iudicium sinodaliter 
diffinitum a memetipso et a subscriptis coępiscopis, scilicet A. Iaderensi atque A. 
Croatensi quin I. Traguriensi ac U. Arbensi, coram Stephano, regi (!) Chroatię, et 
Iacobo Maristico Firminoque priore multisque aliis nobilibus presentibus in ęcclesia 
sancti Domnii, inter Nezam, Madii prioris filiam, ac Cicca (!) abbatissam, suam 
neptim, Uekenege genitam. 

Ępiscopus Stephanus, suus nepos, et Madius, eiusdem gener, Nicifori frater, 
aduersus Ciccam sic interpellabat ex parte Nezze dicens se pro ea subisse debitum 
XXXX solidorum, insuper ob id sua pignora dedisse. 

Quibus e contra Gregorius, predicti Madii filius, pro prefata abbatissa sic 
respondebat: se ab ea nil accepisse, filios enumerando sororum una cum ea pro 
parte domus, quam non habuerat, pignora posuisse et in eodem fratres, sororum 
filios, sibi illos XL dedisse solidos; ab illa uero penitus nichil, sed, sicut ab aliis, 
accepisse absque placito absque termino pro parte domus XL solidos. 

Et hoc abbatissa corfirmabat testibus: domno Madio, Iaderensi archidiacono, 
et Dominico Ticine, a quibus in medium deductis dicta abbatissę sunt confirmata. 

Quibus sic iudicauimus, ut ea pignora, quę abbatissę ui ablata sunt, reddantur 
et XL solidos partitores se ipsos numerantes siue de suis propriis seu de communi 
facientes eos, cui subiacent, reddant; hęc uero{s} suam, prout sibi data est, teneat 
partem.3  

The background to the issue
 
Franjo Rački has twice assessed the authenticity of the document as doubtful, 

for historical and linguistic reasons. The former includes the fact that two archbish-
ops of Zadar are mentioned simultaneously, “Madi II, the son of Grgur, prior from 
1033 to 1036”, and the unknown Prior Firmin. In the meantime, the prior’s exist-
ence has been confirmed.4 As far as the language is concerned, Rački says that the 
“language is poor, the word order confused, and therefore the meaning unclear.”5

Dane Gruber focused on the kinship issues between the Madi family men-
tioned in the document. Like Rački, he thought that “this Grgur can only be the 

3 Text transcribed from the original (VIKTOR NOVAK, note 1, 20v-21r). Paragraph division mine.
4 ŽELJKO RAPANIĆ, Oltarna ograda splitskog priora Furmina. Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u 

Dalmaciji (Petriciolijev zbornik I), 35 (1995) <199.>, (327-344) 328-330.
5 FRANJO RAČKI, Podmetnute, sumnjive i prerađene listine hrvatske do XII. Vieka. Rad JAZU, 

vol. 45, 1878, (128-150) 143; Documenta historiae Chroaticae periodum antiquam illustrantia, 
JAZU, Zagreb, 1877, 147-148. 
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previously mentioned Zadar prior and strategos from 1033-1036.” So he elimi-
nated him, as he would already have been too old or even dead in 1089/90.6

Rački’s claims about the document were rightly opposed by Ferdo Šišić, who 
said that “its authenticity could not be challenged, but the copier, who shortened 
the original text, made so many errors and blunders, that the sense is only clear 
after a great deal of thought and with knowledge of the Madi genealogy.”7 Unfor-
tunately, Šišić did not write what that “sense” might be.

Viktor Novak described the ruling from the diplomatic point of view. He dealt 
with the content briefly, saying it was “about a pledge of 40 gold coins, which al-
legedly belonged to Cicha, which the other party disputed.”8

Vesna Jakić-Cestarić, rather like Gruber, dealt primarily with the genealogy 
of the Madi family. In contrast to Rački and Gruber, she thought Grgur was the 
son of Neža’s son-in-law. In that case, father and son represented opposite sides 
in the dispute.9

In relation to Cicha, Marijan Grgić summarised the contents of the document 
and interpreted it at the same time: “So she proved her right to a guarantee from 
the part of a house which she had not taken ownership of. The ruling was that 
the money should be returned to her. According to many historians, the docu-
ment was abbreviated and distorted by the copier in the 12th century.”10

Zrinka Nikolić, listing the basic facts of the dispute, rightly called the doc-
ument confusing. She added a dose of her own interpretation, but in the end 
agreed that a thorough articulation of the text was still lacking. “The daughters of 
Prior Madi (Neža, Cicha’s mother Vekenega, and perhaps Tihina) inherited parts 
of a house which they passed on to their heirs. The contents of this document are 
still awaiting detailed analysis in order to fully understand its meaning.”11

Articulation

In order to follow the text more easily, individual components are repeated in 
the analysis, and divided into the following paragraphs to provide an overview.

The introduction presents no problems of understanding, therefore there is 
no reason to dwell on it.

The first paragraph is Neža’s statement: Ępiscopus Stephanus, suus nepos, et 
Madius, eiusdem gener, Nicifori frater, aduersus Ciccam sic interpellabat ex parte 
Nezze dicens 

- se pro ea subisse debitum XXXX solidorum, 
- insuper ob id sua pignora dedisse. 

6 DANE GRUBER, Nekoja pitanja iz starije hrvatske povijesti. Vjesnik Kraljevskoga hrvatsko-
slavonsko-dalmatinskoga Zemaljskog arkiva, XX, 1918, vol. 4, 208-209.

7 FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, (note 2), 594, note 12.
8 VIKTOR NOVAK, (note 1), 165-168.
9 VESNA JAKIĆ-CESTARIĆ, Antroponomastički pristup ispravi o darovanju dijela soli i ribolova 

na o. Vrgadi samostanu sv. Krševana god. 1095. i o darovanju zemlje „in Tochinia“ samostanu sv. 
Marije god. 1066./67. Radovi Zavoda za povijesne znanosti HAZU u Zadru, vol. 37/1995, (117-
146) 133.

10 MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Časoslov opatice Čike. Hrvatski državni arhiv – Kršćanska sadašnjost – 
Matica hrvatska Zadar, Zagreb, 2002, 326.

11 ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ, Rođaci i bližnji. Matica hrvatska, Zagreb, 2003 (244), 63-64; similarly in: 
Između vremenitih i vječnih dobara. Žene u Hrvatskoj: ženska i kulturna povijest, ed. Andrea 
Feldman, Institut Vlado Gotovac, Ženska infoteka, Zagreb, 2004, (33-56) 41.
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Neža has two representatives, but it seems only one of them speaks, as the verb 
interpellabat is in the singular. I assume that this was the person first mentioned, 
Bishop Stephen. He accuses Cicha of two things: that because of her, Neža has a 
debt of 40 gold coins, and that because of that, she has given a pledge.12 In other 
words, Neža owed Cicha the sum mentioned, and as a temporary measure gave her 
something of value as a guarantee that the debt would be settled. But what exactly 
was the charge against Cicha, then? There does not appear to be an accusation 
here. And Cicha’s defence proved that this was not the sense behind the accusation.

The second possibility is that Neža paid Cicha 40 gold coins for something, 
but it was not enough, so she made up the balance by using something of value 
which was not money. That would be the pignora. However, such a reading does 
not fit well with the rest of the text.

The third possibility is that Neža gave Cicha the money, and because of that, 
Cicha made a pledge. At first sight the ruling seems to fit this kind of interpreta-
tion: the pledges which Neža took by force (in the sense that she retained them) 
should be returned to Cicha; the money however belongs to Neža and must be 
returned to her. However, there is a problem matching this interpretation to parts 
of Cicha’s defence.

The second paragraph is Cicha’s defence. Quibus e contra Gregorius, predicti 
Madii filius, pro prefata abbatissa sic respondebat: 

- se ab ea nil accepisse, 
- filios enumerando sororum una cum ea pro parte domus, quam non habuerat, 

pignora posuisse 
- et in eodem fratres, sororum filios, sibi illos XL dedisse solidos;
- ab illa uero penitus nichil, sed, sicut ab aliis, accepisse absque placito absque 

termino pro parte domus XL solidos. 
 Et hoc abbatissa corfirmabat testibus: domno Madio, Iaderensi archidiacono, et 

Dominico Ticine, a quibus in medium deductis dicta abbatissę sunt confirmata. 
Cicha’s representative, Grgur, defended his client by saying that she had received 

nothing from Neža, since the sons of the sisters, with Neža, had given pledges for 
the part of the house which she would not possess, and accordingly, or in this re-
spect (in eodem), the brothers, her nephews, had paid the 40 gold coins. She had 
received absolutely nothing from her, but like from the others, had been given the 
40 gold coins in exchange for her part of the house, with no contract or time limit.

The first point, which claimed that Cicha had not received anything from 
Neža, also throws light on Neža’s accusation. It is clear that Cicha did not actually 
give any money to Neža, but rather the opposite: Neža was apparently convinced 
that her money had fallen into Cicha’s hands. This accusation makes sense. How-
ever, the second point of the accusation then becomes unclear, because it would 
be illogical for Neža to have given both the money and the pledge. We will have 
to come back to this when we try to interpret the document as a whole.

In addition, the phrase pro parte domus... pignora posuisse (“that she made 
a pledge for part of the house”) does not actually seem to refer to a pledge or 
pledges, but a guarantee or bond13 regarding the value determined in advance to 
guarantee the vendor that the purchase would be completed.

12 How much 40 gold coins were worth is shown from another example involving Cicha. She paid 
18 gold coins for liturgical books, 10 for church equipment, 15 for the garden in front of the 
church, 45 for three-quarters of a house and garden, 37 for land in Petrčani, between 1 and 5 for 
pieces of land, and a white horse valued at 40 solids for land in Kopranj. VIKTOR NOVAK, n. 
dj. (1), 242-243; 247; 257.

13 This is what VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1) and MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 10) understood.
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Cicha’s main argument was that the money had been given to her by her “sis-
ters’ sons” and not by Neža. It is quite possible that both were right. Neža prob-
ably sent the money via mediators. They must have misunderstood their aunt, 
or they falsely represented the fact that the money was Neža’s to Cicha, and pre-
tended it was a joint payment.

The mediators are named as the “sisters’ sons”, and in other place, as the 
“brothers, sons of the sisters”. As no more details are given, it is possible that 
everyone knew who they were, so no further explanation was necessary. The “sis-
ters” were of course from the Madi family. If the “brothers” are not meant to be 
understood as “cousins”,14 then they were the offspring of two sisters who must 
have had the same husband (probably because one sister died and the husband 
took her sister as his wife).15

Zrinka Nikolić thinks that the surname of the witness Dominik Ticina, who 
appears in a document dated 1075/76 as Dominico Tichinę, was actually a matro-
nym, and that Tic(h)ina was another sister of Neža and Vekenega (Cicha’s moth-
er), in which case, Dominik was her son!16 If one of the witnesses was really one 
of the “sisters’ sons”), then we are tempted to identify the second witness with an-
other sister’s son. So Archdeacon Madi must have been the son of Neža, Veken-
ega, or a fourth, unknown sister. As the mediators, these two were undoubtedly 
well versed in the matter at hand and it was logical for them to be called as wit-
nesses, although it must have been uncomfortable for them, since the basic sup-
position was that they had indulged in brokering other people’s money. Dominik 
would have been identified by his mother’s name, since he and his brother had 
the same father, but different mothers. To identify a “Madi”, the function of arch-
deacon would have been sufficient or more important 

Perhaps there were more than two brothers, judging from the verb enumer-
ando, because it would be an exaggeration if there were only two to count. Or 
perhaps the verb here means something else, such as the simple verb numerare, 
which means “to count out” or “to pay”. The subject would have been the sisters’ 
sons, who thus “paid with her by giving a pledge for the part of the house she 
would not possess.” The subject could not have been Cicha, because it would not 
make sense for her to give a pledge for the part of the house “by paying the sis-
ters’ sons with her” (Neža) and get money at the same time.

Cicha’s words reveal another way of understanding the pledge in the form of 
40 gold coins, because it is said that the sisters’ sons and Neža together made a 
pledge for the part of the house which she would not possess, and in eodem gave 
Cicha the gold coins. Here, the Latin phrase can be translated “in the same” or 
“for the same.” “In the same” would have a time aspect (“on that occasion”), but 

14 This was the meaning of the word frater in the ancient world. St. Augustine mentions the 
Jewish habit of naming brothers not only after their closest relatives, but those more distant. 
(Fratres apud Judaeos dici solere cognatos usque adeo probatur, ut non solum ex propinquo 
generationis gradu, sicut sunt filii fratrum et sororum, qui etiam apud nos usitatissime fratres 
dicuntur; sed etiam avunculus et sororis filius, sicut sibi erant Jacob et Laban, fratres appellati 
inveniantur. Sancti AURELII AUGUSTINI, Hipponensis episcopi, Opera omnia, accurantibus 
D. A. B. Caillau una cum D. M. N. S. Guillon, t. XIV, apud Parent-Desbarres, editorem, Parisiis, 
MDCCCXXXVIII, 381.).

15 Although the church forbade such marriages, they still took place. See, for example, on the 
situation in Ireland: JACK GOODY, The Development of the Family and Marriage in Europe. 
Cambridge, 1983, 44-45, 60-68;  DAVID HERLIHY, Women, Family and Society in Medieval 
Europe; Historical Essays, 1978-1991. Berghahn Books, Providence, Oxford, 1995, 96-97. On the 
notion that having a second wife implied the first one had died, see ŽELJKO RAPANIĆ (note), 
334-341.

16 ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 11).
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“for the same” would have a purpose (“for the part of the house”). In either case, 
particularly the meaning of the purpose, it would indicate that the pledge and the 
money were one and the same.

The second paragraph of the document supports this interpretation. There it 
is said that Cicha took absolutely nothing from Neža, but rather from others, for 
the part of the house, in the sum of 40 gold coins. Cicha thus accepted the same 
sum which they had pledged earlier, for the same purpose. Accordingly, Grgur 
produced more or less the same argument in Cicha’s favour twice.

1. se ab ea nil accepisse, filios enumerando sororum una cum ea pro parte domus, 
quam non habuerat, pignora posuisse et in eodem fratres, sororum filios, sibi illos 
XL dedisse solidos;

2. ab illa uero penitus nichil, sed, sicut ab aliis, accepisse absque placito absque 
termino pro parte domus XL solidos. 

The words in bold type are the same in both paragraphs. In the phrase filios… 
sororum una cum ea the same thing can be seen as in sicut ab aliis in the sec-
ond paragraph, where these “others” are of course the sisters’ sons. The only dif-
ference is that the repeated statements include the conditions for receiving the 
money, absque placito absque termino.

There is contradiction in the phrase that “she did not receive anything from 
her”, enumerating the sisters’ sons who “with her made a pledge for the part of 
the house she would not possess.” It would have been more accurate to say that 
“she did not receive anything solely from her”, but from others, too. This contra-
diction is stronger in the second reference: “she did not receive from her abso-
lutely anything, but rather from others, she received (…) 40 gold coins for the 
part of the house.” The sentence is logically impossible. Either Grgur was over-
exaggerating in his speech and the clerk recorded it word for word, or the tran-
scription is inaccurate (penitus (absolutely) instead of p(a)ene (almost). “Almost 
nothing” fits the context perfectly and would resolve the contradictions in the 
first formulation. The contradiction surely arose from the force with which Grgur 
must have presented Cicha’s arguments.

It seems that giving a pledge and money (or a pledge in the form of money) 
for the part of the house would not only provide an explanation of the circum-
stances for the first argument, but would also illuminate the second argument, 
Cicha’s defence, where she claimed that she received the money for part of the 
house, and not for any other purpose. That there might have been another pur-
pose can be gleaned from the phrase absque placito absque termino, which I 
would translate as “without a contract and without a time limit”, although it is 
not clear what this means. “Without a time limit” seems to allude to the loan 
which was to be repaid within a certain time. “Without a contract” may refer to 
the lack of Cicha’s acceptance of Neža’s claims.

The wording in Neža’s statement is unclear in other ways, too.
We need to return to the statement that the sisters’ sons, with her, put down a 

deposit for the part of the house which she would not possess (pro parte domus, 
quam non habuerat). Who would not possess it? Cicha or Neža? The vicinity of 
the personal pronoun ea means it could refer to Neža, since the reflexive pro-
noun se is used for Cicha, so the subject of habuerat in this case would be Neža. 
That would make sense: Cicha claimed that the pledge had been given by the 
sisters’ sons with Neža for the part of the house which was not Neža’s, but hers. It 
would not be logical for Neža to give a pledge to Cicha for the part of the house 
which did not belong to the abbess. However, it is not clear why the past perfect 
tense is used. Does this mean that Neža did not formerly possess that part of the 
house, but got it later, or does it mean that in the earlier distribution of the joint 
property it would not have belonged to her, and therefore she wanted to purchase 
it? That at least seems to be what Cicha thought. 
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The ruling. Quibus sic iudicauimus, 
- psos pignora, quę abbatissę ui ablata sunt, reddantur 
- et XL solidos partitores se psos numerantes siue de suis propriis seu de communi 

facientes eos, cui subiacent, reddant; 
- hęc uero{s} suam, prout sibi data est, teneat partem. 
At the end of the document, we suddenly discover an important fact which 

should surely have been disclosed before the ruling – that the pledge was taken 
from Cicha by force.

The second point of the ruling orders the persons referred to as partitores to 
return the forty gold coins from their personal or joint estates to the person to 
whom they belong. This can apparently be understood in two ways: since she had 
suffered damage, the money was to be paid in compensation to Neža; or if the 
money was actually the pledge, both referred to Cicha and she was to have her 
pignora (which had been taken away) restored, and the partitores were to find the 
money from whatever resources they had.

But who were these partitores? In the later Middle Ages, this word meant a 
person or persons who were authorised to distribute a person’s property. Here, 
it does not make sense to me, because they were thus charged with returning 
money which was not theirs, and this would not be expected of those who were 
merely providing a service. I would rather argue that the partitores were share-
holders, that is, joint beneficiaries or heirs of a joint property, rather than distrib-
utors of other people’s property. Perhaps they were the sister (Neža), the sister’s 
daughter (the daughter of Vekenega, that is, Cicha) and the sisters’ sons (Dominik 
and Madi).17 However, since the money had to be returned to Cicha, she herself 
could not have been involved in that obligation, nor Neža, in all probability, since 
the last part of the ruling would refer to her and exempts her from obligation as 
well. Thus, only the sisters’ sons remained, who had already been involved in the 
dispute as mediators between the aunt and niece as the niece’s witnesses!

The final paragraph presents two conundrums: to whom does hęc refer, and 
what is the partem, part of the house or of the money? The answer depends on 
how we interpret the preceding text. So we need to go back to the beginning.

The money and the pledge: two different things? If the 40 gold coins were 
not the pledge, then the subject of the second part of Neža’s statements must be 
Cicha, not Neža, although this is not logical from the text itself. The pronoun 
eam or illam is missing alongside dedisse. In this case, the statement would mean 
the following: Neža is in debt because she has given money to Cicha, and Cicha 
has issued a pledge for it. At first sight, the ruling would seem to fit this interpre-
tation: the pledge which Neža extracted by force from Cicha must be returned; 
the money however belongs to Neža and must be returned to her, by those who 
seem to be responsible for fomenting the entire dispute.18 

The difficulty lies in the middle part of Cicha’s defence. The first sentence 
seems reasonable: Cicha is convinced that she did not receive the money (only) 
from her aunt. This would be a direct response to the first part of Neža’s accusa-
tion. Then Cicha declares that she gave a pledge, with her sisters’ sons, for the 

17 ZRINKA NIKOLIĆ (note 22) assumed that the sisters Neža and Vekenega, perhaps with Tihina, 
had received parts of the house as legacies. 

18 In our joint consideration of the documents, for which I thank him, my colleague Nikola Vuletić 
argued for such an interpretation, assuming that some flaw had occurred in the middle part 
of the text, in Cicha’s defence, which cannot be ruled out. I would also like to thank Vlado 
Skračić and Zvonko Liović, with our students Josipa Bašić, Zvonimir Novaković, Ivan Braica and 
Dominik Pavelić for their enthusiastic involvement in tackling the problem. 
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part of the house, and not, as Neža claims, for the loan of 40 gold coins. The sis-
ters’ sons then give Cicha the money, which is hard to explain in any congruent 
manner. The notion that the solution lies in the part of the house for which Cicha 
gave a pledge, rather than receiving one,19 does not fit. So the question arises as 
to the justice of the ruling, since the pledge had to be returned to Cicha, and 
yet she seems to have held on to the money she received, because the partitores 
were to repay the 40 gold coins out of their own or joint property to the person 
to whom they belonged, who was of course Neža, because she was one with the 
debt. Some equilibrium would be restored by the assumption that the part of the 
house was Cicha’s and belonged to the partitores. But this assumption conflicts 
with the statement that Cicha gave a pledge for the part of the house, from which 
it is clear it was not hers. So it seems to me that the idea that Cicha gave a pignora 
does not hold water.

The syntax is also against this notion. If the pledge and the money are two 
different things, the pronouns in the defence passage are not as well ordered syn-
tactically as for the opposite view. Indeed, it would be logical for the reflexive 
pronouns (se, sibi) in the same infinitive construction to refer to one person, 
while the indicative pronouns (ea, ea, illa) refer to another. However, in this hy-
pothesis, se and sibi would refer to Cicha, along with the first ea, while the sec-
ond ea and illa would refer to Neža. In addition, there would also be a lack of 
indicative pronouns in the accusation.

A missing line? Since, in spite of all my efforts, I was unable to arrive at an 
interpretation which would align all the different parts, I began to think that per-
haps there was a major flaw in the text. Perhaps an entire line had been omitted 
during copying. Let us suppose that the accusation originally read thus:

Ępiscopus Stephanus, suus nepos, et Madius, eiusdem gener, Nicifori frater, 
aduersus Ciccam sic interpellabat ex parte Nezze dicens se pro ea subisse debitum 
XXXX solidorum, insuper ob id [eos ablatos esse, non enim eos ut] sua pignora 
dedisse.

(Bishop Stephen, his grandson/nephew, and Madi, son-in-law of the same, 
Nicifor’s brother, versus Cicha, complained thus on behalf of Neža, saying that 
she had entered into a debt of 40 gold coins because of her, a) and because of this 
she gave her pledge, or b) considering the text in brackets, that it was because 
of this that they were taken away, i. e. that she did not give them as her pledge.)

The words in brackets did not need to be exact, and could have stood with her 
statement as positive, meaning roughly that she issued credit. With this inser-
tion, I am sure the statement as a whole becomes understandable. The daughters 
of Prior Madi or their children were to inherit a certain house. Cicha, as one 
of them, wanted to sell her share. The sons of her sisters, Dominik and Madi, 
wanted to buy it using their aunt Neža’s money, not their own, but they did not 
make their intention clear to her. When she realised the money had been spent 
in a way she did not want, it was returned to her under duress. In the mean-
time, however, Cicha was the injured party, as a contract had already been signed 
and she had received the money, which was then confiscated. That is why she 
launched the court case. Archbishop Lovro ruled that the contract had to be hon-
oured and the mediators had to pay Cicha again from their own property. Neža 
would keep her money, and in order for the ruling to be fair (although this is not 
stated), the part of the house in question would go to the sisters’ sons.

19 This is what MARIJAN GRGIĆ thinks (note 10).
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Cicha’s financial need was obvious because of the situation she was in, having 
decided to build a monastery. She bought houses and land around St. Mary’s in 
order to build a monastery complex, with other properties in the city suburbs 
which would ensure a source of income for the religious house.20

Lovro’s second ruling. Two or three years after this ruling, Archbishop Lovro 
issued a similar legal document in which he confirmed the ruling of the Zadar 
prior Drago in the contest between Cicha’s daughter Vekenega and the relatives 
of her daughter’s deceased husband, who were contesting her right to inherit his 
legacy. The main difference between the two documents is that the archbishop 
comes down unequivocally and vehemently on Vekenega’s opponents with two 
arguments. He calls the relatives’ appeal to a higher-instance court arrogant (ar-
rogantia) and malicious (male uisa quęrimonia), and calls Vekenega an exempla-
ry widow who has not only nobly kept her husband’s bed, but also renounced the 
world (non solum eius lectum sic nobiliter… obseruauit… proiectoque… mundo).21 
In contrast, in Lovro’s other ruling between Cicha and Neža, there is no indica-
tion of inclination towards one or other side, and only the bare facts are given. 
Perhaps the case was not as straightforward as Vekenega’s. It does not seem nec-
essary to attribute this to any consideration he might have shown for the abbess 
on the one hand and Bishop Stephen on the other.

Translation

I, Lovro, Archbishop of Split, ordered that the trial below be recorded synodally, 
determined by myself and the undersigned bishops, namely the A. of Zadar and 
the Archbishop of Croatia, the I. of Trogir and the U. of Rab, before Stephen, King 
of Croatia, and Jakob Maristik, Prior Firmin and many other nobles present in the 
Church of St. Donatus, between Neža, daughter of Prior Madi, and Abbess Cicha, 
his granddaughter born to Vekenega.

Bishop Stephen, his grandson/nephew, and Madi, son-in-law of the same, Nici-
for’s brother, versus Cicha, complained thus on behalf of Neža, saying that she had 
entered into a debt of 40 gold coins because of her, due to which a) she gave her 
pledge, or b) it was because of this that they were taken away, i. e. that she did not 
give them as her pledge.).

In defence, Grgur the son of the said Madi, on behalf of the said abbess, replied 
that she had not received anything, enumerating the sons of the sisters (or paying 
the sons of the sisters), that they had made a pledge with her for the part of the 
house which she would not possess and that they, the brothers, the sons of the sis-
ters, had given her 40 gold coins; from her absolutely nothing, but as from the oth-
ers, that she received it without a contract or time limit, 40 gold coins for part of the 
house. And this the abbess confirmed with the help of the witness Madi, Archdeacon 
of Zadar, and Dominik Ticina, who being brought before this court, confirmed the 
abbess’s statement.

In this matter we have ruled as follows: that the pledge which was taken from 
the abbess by force be returned and that the 40 gold coins be paid by the partici-
pants themselves from their own or joint property and returned to the person to 
whom they belong: she however should keep her part as given to her.

20 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 242-243, 247, 257.
21 VIKTOR NOVAK (note 1), 253-254; Diplomatički zbornik… (note 1), 201.
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Conclusion

I have assumed, completed or even inserted many things in the ruling of the 
Split prelate, but I have found no simpler way of resolving the issue. The outcome 
is by no means certain, but I think it is probable.

Some words are used in an unusual way. Pignora does not mean pledge, but a 
deposit or guarantee. Enumerare perhaps means “to pay” rather than “to count.” 
Partitores does not mean “parties” as in the later medieval period, but “share-
holders.”

The most illogical place is ab illa uero penitus nichil, sed sicut ab aliis, ac-
cepisse, but a possible explanation is provided by the assumption that the a lawyer 
made an incomprehensible exaggeration somewhere or a later transcription error 
occurred, so that it reads penitus instead of p(a)ene. 

The identification of the three groups of people mentioned in the document 
under three different names, first as the sororum filii and fratres, sororum filii, 
then as domnus Madius, Iaderensis archidiaconus, et Dominicus Ticine, testes, and 
finally as partitores, also facilitates understanding.

Finally, the hypothesis that a whole line may have been omitted during copy-
ing allows the three parts of the suit to be linked together.

The overall course of events was thus as follows: the female descendants of 
Prior Madi inherited a certain house. Cicha, as one of them, wanted to sell her 
part. Her sister’s sons gave her 40 gold coins belonging to their aunt Neža as 
a guarantee. The word “guarantee” was probably used because the transaction 
had already taken place, but the business had not been completely implemented. 
However, Neža protested, as she had thought she was only lending the money, 
not investing it in property, so it was taken back by force from Cicha and re-
turned to Neža. Cicha then launched a lawsuit. Neža explains her actions. Cicha 
refutes her claims and presents witnesses. The Archbishop of Split rules that the 
business started must be finished, such that the heirs pay Cicha her money (and 
take her part of the house) and leave Neža out of it.

The interpretation which says that Cicha was trying to raise cash by selling 
part of her inheritance is thus at odds with her attempts to purchase suitable 
properties to form an estate inside and outside the city for the new monastery.

Since the archbishop was completely unbiased towards either party in the dis-
pute, in contrast to his clear favour of Vekenega a few years later, perhaps reflects 
the ambiguities and difficulties of producing a legal remedy, and also perhaps the 
embarrassment of a lawsuit brought by one of the most prominent families of 
Zadar, in which the opposing parties were highly placed church dignitaries. 
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The 950th anniversary of the Monastery of St. Mary is an opportunity to reflect 
on the abundant cultural and spiritual treasures which the Zadar Benedictines, as 
the daughters of Abbess Cicha, collected over the centuries. Alongside this impor-
tant anniversary, it has been forty years since Marijan Grgić defended his doctoral 
dissertation in which he unequivocally confirmed the Zadar origins of the manu-
scripts held in Oxford and Budapest which are now known to comprise the personal 
books of hours of Abbess Cicha and her daughter Vekenega.1 Prayers addressed to 
the saints, suffragia sanctorum or commemoratio sanctorum, are a privileged area 
of research into these Zadar manuscripts and have indeed enabled the origins of 
two books of hours to be located in Zadar. In fact, the role that the patron saints 
of Zadar, St. Anastasia, St. Chrysogonus and St. Zoilus occupied in Abbess Cicha’s 
book of hours absolutely confirms the Zadar origins of the manuscripts.2 Following 

1 MS. Canonici Liturgical 277 (Bodleian Library, Oxford) and MS. Codices latini octavo 5 
(current call no. K. 394, Mágyar tudományos Akádemia, Budapest). Both manuscripts have 
been transcribed and published as Libri horarum duo manuscripti monasterii sanctae Mariae 
monialium de Iadra (ed. Marijan Grgić et al.), Zagreb, 2002.

2 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 2002.), 139-140. The Prayer to St. Chrysogonus is the only individual 
prayer honouring a particular saint and is also the longest, while the prayer to St. Anastasia is the 
only individual prayer in its category.

The Origin and Spread of the Passio 
Anastasiae: How Did St. Anastasia 
End Up in Cicha’s Book of Hours?

Trpimir Vedriš

In the light of recent research, this article considers the origin and circumstances in which the 
late antique legend late antique legend known as the Passio Anastasiae was created, prob-
ably in Rome, in the late 4th and early 5th centuries. A reconstruction of how the legend spread 
through a review of the research into the relevant manuscripts is not only essential to under-
standing the place of the Zadar medieval version within this group, but may also contribute 
to understanding the place of Zadar between the eastern and western hagiographic traditions. 
Ultimately, although sources are indeed scarce, the paper touches on the relevance of the most 
recent research into the sources of the Passio Anastasiae in terms of understanding how the 
legend was received in Zadar. The development of the research in question has actually enabled 
a new evaluation and clarified to a certain extent previous interpretations of how the Zadar 
hagiography of St. Anastasia was shaped. Finally, by addressing the intriguing issue of the po-
tential personal attachment of the person who commissioned the Zadar book of hours, Abbess 
Cicha, to St. Anastasia the Roman martyr, we provide a space for investigating the historical 
reception of this legend from late antiquity, which arose in a specific social and cultural setting, 
in the completely changed context of early medieval monastic l piety.

Ključne riječi: Passio Anastasiae, Roman hagiography, gesta martyrum, Zadar hagiogra-
phy, Cicha’s book of hours
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Grgić’s research,3 Rozana Vojvoda more recently defended her dissertation at the 
Central European University in Budapest, and Emanuela Elba wrote a monograph 
on Beneventan codices in Dalmatia, both of which represented further steps in 
researching these two valuable manuscripts.4

Is there any room for further research after these two exhaustive studies? Ad-
dressing the issue of the saints in the sanctorale of Cicha’s book of hours pre-
sents the researcher with two options: either to reiterate the significant material 
already presented by Grgić (and perhaps to provide a suitable, useful overview), 
or to seek out the gaps in the knowledge gained so far. Although the former op-
tion might be more appropriate to this jubilee, I have decided to adopt the latter 
Thus, instead of looking at a large number of saints, I will concentrate on only 
one. In other words, I will attempt to show how recent research into the origins 
of hagiography regarding St. Anastasia can complement the knowledge of her 
cult in early medieval Zadar, that is, her place in this book of hours. To this 
end, I will attempt to provide answers to several questions. What does the most 
recent research into the origins of the Passio Anastasiae draw upon, and how 
does it contribute to understanding its reception in Zadar? What can we claim 
unequivocally today about how the manuscript of the Passio Anastasiae spread, 
and what does this tell us about the place of Zadar between the eastern and west-
ern hagiographic traditions? How, in the light of this research, can the existing 
interpretations on how the Zadar hagiography of St. Anastasia was shaped be 
assessed? Finally, in tracing discoveries linked to the reception of St. Anastasia 
between late antiquity and the early medieval period, what can be established 
about the place of St. Anastasia in Cicha’s book of hours?

The origins of the Passio Anastasiae
Roman origins

Assuming that the prayers addressed to St. Anastasia in Cicha’s book of hours 
are based (textually speaking) on the Latin Passio Anastasiae (hereafter: PA)5, 
perhaps it would not harm to remind the reader of the context in which the 
legend arose. In order to understand how the passion was shaped, the time and 
circumstances of the beginnings of the cult of St. Anastasia in Rome are, how-

3 MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Dva nepoznata svetomarijska rukopisa u Budimpešti, RIZd 13-14 (1967), 
125-230; MARIJAN GRGIĆ, Časoslov opatice Čike, Zagreb, 2002.

4 ROZANA VOJVODA, Dalmatian illuminated manuscripts written in Beneventan script and 
Benedictine scriptoria in Zadar, Dubrovnik and Trogir, PhD dissertation, Central European 
University, Budapest, 2011; EMANUELA ELBA, Miniatura in Dalmazia. I codici in beneventana 
(XI-XIII secolo), Galatina, 2011.

5 This comprehensive legend consists of several short passions and is broken down according to 
standard typology within the series Bibliotheca hagiographica latina (BHL), labelled BHL 400-
1795-118-8093-401. The numbers labelling separate units of the text are: (1) Prologus (BHL 
400); (2-9) Passio S. Chrysogoni (BHL 1795); (10-18) Passio SS. Agape, Chionie et Irene vv. mm. 
Thessalonicae (BHL 118); (19-20; 29-31) Passio S. Theodotae cum tribus filiis m. Niceae (BHL 
8093); and finally (21-28; 32-36) Passio S. Anastasiae (BHL 401). Cf. Bibliotheca Hagiographica 
Latina (BHL), Subsidia Hagiographica 6, Brussels, 1898.-1899; Bibliotheca Hagiographica 
Latina. Novum Supplementum, (ed. Henri Fros), Subsidia Hagiographica 70, Brussels, 1986. The 
numbers in brackets mark the headings according to a reviewed critical edition of the passion: 
PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI, La Passio Anastasiae: introduzione, testo critico, traduzione, 
Roma, 2006. For an older edition, see: HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE, Étude sur le légendier romain. 
Les saints de Novembre et de Décembre, Brussels, 1936, 221-249. The Passion has recently become 
available in an English translation: MICHAEL LAPIDGE, The Roman Martyrs. Introduction, 
Translations, and Commentary, Oxford, 2018., 54-87.
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ever, very important.6 The Roman church of St. Anastasia is located in the south-
western foothills of the Palatine (XI. regio, Circus Maximus), and was first men-
tioned in the mid-4th century, during the time of Pope Damasus I (366-384) as 
titulus Anastasiae. It is mentioned for the last time as titulus in documents which 
record the presence of three presbyters at the council held in 499.7 During the 
early 6th century, the church began to be recorded in sources as S. Anastasia, but 
this replacement for the titular of the martyr of the same name was very com-
mon in the Roman Church at that time, and is usually interpreted as evidence 
of the introduction of the cult of the Sirmian martyr in Rome.8 Although other 
hypotheses have been presented, today it is widely accepted that the titulus Ana-
stasiae reflects a memorial to the founder or patroness of the original church.9 
According to this interpretation, the veneration of the Sirmian martyr, via ho-
monymy, was linked to the prominent city church and thus “transplanted” into 
the Roman context. Although many earlier authors linked the spread of the cult 
in Rome with the establishment of imperial power under Justinian, the earlier 
origin of the legend is evidence that the cult existed before the imperial recon-
quest. In short, it seems that the cult of Anastasia the Sirmian martyr had already 
appeared in Rome by the late 5th or early 6th century at the latest.

Hagiography regarding St. Anastasia, according to the earliest authors, ap-
peared in Rome during the time of Pope Hilarius (461-468) and developed into 
a wider form between the last decade of the 5th century and the first decades of 
the 6th century.10 This was the time when many other passions from the group 
known as the “Roman Legendary” are considered to have developed.11 Taking 
into account primarily the common literary features of these legends, Albert Du-
fourcq suggested 486-520 as the most likely period for the emergence of the PA. 
Following his predecessors to some extent, Hyppolite Delehaye also considered 
the epigraphic and archaeological material, and narrowed the period to between 
499 and 521.12 This dating was mostly accepted by later authors, although some 
tended towards an earlier dating, which we will discuss later. Among the key tex-

6 The basic works on the earliest cult of St. Anastasia in Rome are mostly in connection with the 
issue of the position of the church and the unique position of Anastasia in the Roman liturgy. 
On the introduction of the cult in Rome, see (in chronological order): LOUIS DUCHESNE, 
Sainte Anastasie, Mélanges d’Archéologie et d’Histoire, 7 (1887), 386-413; HARTMANN  GRISAR, 
Anastasia di Roma e l’ «Anastasis» di Gerusalemme e di Costantinopoli, Civiltà Cattolica (serie 
XVI), 7 (1896), 727-741; JOHANN PETER KIRSCH, Anastasie (Sainte), in: Dictionnaire d’ 
archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie I/2, (ed. Fernand Cabrol), Paris, 1907, 1919-1924; PHILIP 
BARROWS WHITEHEAD, The Church of St. Anastasia in Rome, American Journal of 
Archeology (2 series) 31, (1927), 405-420.; HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 158-161. For a 
concise overview of the literature and basic arguments, see also: TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Štovanje sv. 
Anastazije u Sirmiju, Carigradu i Rimu u kasnoj antici i ranome srednjem vijeku, Diadora, 22 
(2007), 196-216.

7 LOUIS DUCHESNE (note 6), 400.
8  Similarly, for example, titulus Eusebii became S. Cyriaci, and titulus Gai became S. Susanna (cf. 

GIUSEPPE CUSCITO, Martiri cristiani ad Aquileia e in Istria, Trieste, 1992, 80.).  
9 Anastasia, santa, in: Bibliotheca Sanctorum, vol. I., Rome, 196., 1046; Anastasia, St., in: The 

Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, (eds. F. L. Cross and E. A. Livingstone), London-New 
York-Toronto, 1974, 49. 

10 PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), 24-25.
11 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5) assumed the existence of a unique Roman hagiographic circle, 

but the idea of an almost institutionalised, uniform approach to compiling passions has been 
more or less rejected today. CARMELA VIRCILLO FRANKLIN, Roman hagiography and Roman 
legendaries, in: Roma nell’alto medioevo, Settimane di Studi 48, Spoleto, 2001, 857, passim.

12 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 14, passim. RAJKO BRATOŽ, Krščanstvo v Ogleju in na 
vzhodnem vplivnem območju oglejske cerkve od začetkov do nastopa verske svobode, Ljubljana, 
1986, 218. 
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tual factors for dating the legend in its preserved version, the links between the 
“Prologue to the Passion” (BHL 400) and similar Roman passions are cited, along 
with the link with the Gelasian Decree, and finally, the link with the ancient mo-
nastic rule known as Regula Magistri.13

To begin with the last: the unknown author of the Rule, in the chapter on hu-
mility (10,44) quoted a line from the PA as though it was Holy Scripture (et idem 
dicit scribtura): Voluntas habet poenam et necessitas parit coronam.14 If we accept 
the traditional dating which places the creation of the Rule in Rome or close by 
in the first quarter of the 6th century, then this can be determined as the terminus 
ante quem of the creation of the PA.15 The reliability of dating based on the link 
with previously mentioned passions is also confirmed by the change in the titular 
of the Roman Church from titulus Anastasiae to S. Anastasia, which indicates the 
spread or introduction of the cult in Rome. Regarding other similar passions, it 
has been established that a whole series appeared in Rome at around the same 
time as the legend of St. Anastasia, as can be seen from the obvious overlap of 
some elements and the stylistic correspondence.16 For example, based on the fact 
that there is a “transition of a series of elements” from the PA to the Passion of 
Saints Cantius, Cantianus and Cantianilla, rather than the other way round, it 
can be concluded that the legend of Anastasia arose earlier.17 However, instead of 
presenting the wealth of literature on these issues and outlining the arguments 
for the presumed links, I would prefer to concentrate exclusively on the more 
recent, thoroughly discussed link between the PA and the “Letter to Gregoria.” 
In fact, although linking these two texts is not necessarily the strongest argument 
for dating the PA, it is extremely interesting for other reasons, as we shall see.

Passio Anastasiae and Liber ad Gregoriam

The possibility of linking the creation of the Letter to Gregoria (Liber ad Gre-
goriam, hereafter: LG) with the placement of the PA in the wider spiritual, liter-
ary and social context has not been considered much until recently. Baudouin 
De Gaiffier18 drew attention to the similarities between the PA and this “spiritual 
entreaty” of late antiquity in 1964, but the intertextual links have only been in-
vestigated more thoroughly in the last two decades.19 Germain Morin published 

13 La règle du maître, Sources Chrétiennes 105-106, (introduction and translation by Adalbert de 
Vogüé, OSB), Paris, 1964. For the English translation, see: The Rule of the Master (introduction 
by Adalbert de Vogüé, OSB, translation by Luke Eberle, OSB) Kalamazoo, MI, 1977. For an 
opinion that the Rule of the Master came after the Rule of St. Benedict, see: MARILYN DUNN, 
The Master and St Benedict: A Rejoinder, English Historical Review 107 (1992), 104-111. 

14 La règle, 428 (text), and 216 (commentary). Cf. HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 234. With 
the Passion of St. Anastasia, the author demonstrates his knowledge of the Roman hagiographic 
cycle, citing the passions of St. Eugenie (scriptura ipsius, 33,18; de sancto Helena scriptura, 95,15), 
St. Sebastian and St. Sylvester (in libris suis... sanctus Silvester 28,43). Of these, only the passion 
of St. Sylvester can be dated confidently (based on other sources) to the late 5th century – the 
author of the Gesta Liberii mentions it in 501 as a recently written work. 

15 La règle (note 13), 221-233; The Rule (note 13), 73-79.
16  Covered in detail in: PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), passim.
17 RAJKO BRATOŽ (note 12), 218. 
18 BALDOUIN DE GAIFFIER, Un prologue hagiographique hostile au décret de Gélase? Analecta 

Bollandiana, 82/1-2 (1964), 350. 
19 KATE COOPER, Of Romance and mediocritas: Re-reading the Martyr exemplum in the Passio 

Sanctae Anastasiae, in: Modelli di comportamento e modi di santità, (ed. Giulia Barone, et al.), Torino, 
1994, 110-119.; RITA LIZZI TESTA, Roma, Aquileia e Sirmium fra agiografia e fondazioni titolari, 
Antichità altoadriatiche, 57 (2004.), 257-259; PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), 26-39.
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the LG in 1911 and ascribed it to Arnobius the Younger (died around 460).20 This 
opinion, which was once widely accepted, has been questioned in recent times.21 
Although Morin’s proposal that Arnobius be credited with hagiographic work 
was accepted by Delehaye with reserve,22 the assumption that Arnobius could 
even have been the author of the PA has also appeared in the recent literature.23

The link between the PA and LG is important – apart from the dating issue and 
illuminating the social context in which it was formed – primarily for an under-
standing of the issue of the identity of St. Anastasia. In the context of reflection on 
the position of St. Anastasia in the personal book of hours of two women of rank in 
Zadar (who were also widows), it seems appropriate to pay a little more attention 
to the issue of the “spiritual links” between the PA and LG. In fact, in addressing 
Gregoria “from the palace”, the unknown author responds to her complaints of 
injustices suffered in marriage, and gives the example of Roman matrons who suf-
fered similar injustices. Among them, Anastasia holds a special place.

“And to make mention of a few out of the many, or out of the countless at 
least three or four, I must recall, though briefly, an example particularly dear to 
God, yours, O holy Anastasia. Illustrious (illustris) in this world, you took care to 
be even more distinguished before God, since you obtained even more precious 
treasures in your character than you scorned among your possessions. Rather, we 
believe, you obtained the true value of your moral worth, and did not lose wealth 
and property but made an exchange of it with the Lord to receive it back in the 
future a hundredfold and to regain eternal life along with it.”24

The author continues:
“With how much capacity to forbear, do you think, did you manage the af-

fronts of married life, you who endured the cruelty of a tyrant with so tranquil a 
soul that after the blows of the executioner and after all manner of tortures you 
happily allowed yourself to be burned alive? This ornament of

all Christian matrons, how was it, do you think, that for love of chastity she 
boldly scorned what was allowed, who so willingly desired for the sake of Christ 
to bear what caused pain?”25

The misfortunes which Anastasia endured in her married life, according to 
the author of the LG, and indeed the author of the PA, were undoubtedly the 
test and foretaste of martyrdom, by which he intended to emphasise that mar-

20 GERMAIN MORIN, Un traité inédit d’Arnobe le Jeune, Revue Bénédictine, 28 (1910), 153-171. 
A more recent edition: ARNOBIUS IUNIOR, Liber ad Gregoriam in Palatio constitutam, CCSL 
25A. (ed. K. D. Daur) Brussels, 1992, 191-244. (hereafter: Liber ad Gregoriam).

21 KATE COOPER, The Fall of the Roman Household, Cambridge, 2007., 44-45. 
22 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE, Commentarius perpetuus in Martyrologium Hieronymianum, Acta 

Sanctorum, Novembris II/2, Bruxellis, 1931, 9. 
23 Morin and Gaiffier were convinced that the author of  Ad Gregoriam was familiar with the PA. 

Arnobius’s authorship was directly supported by MARIA MONACHESI, Arnobio il Giovane ed 
una possibile attività agiografica, Bolletino di Studi Storici-Religiosi, 2 (1922), 124, and CEBRÀ 
PIFARRÉ, Arnobio el joven y la cristología del ‘conflictus’, Montserrat, 1988, 42, 45-46, 48. 

24 Liber ad Gregoriam V, 20-27. Et ut ex multis paucarum et ex innumerabilibus saltim trium aut 
quattuor faciam mentionem, tuum, mihi, o sancta Anastasia, satis deo carum licet breuiter est 
commemorandum exemplum. Inlustris in saeculo, apud deum curasti esse inlustrior, cum pretiosiora 
obtinuisti in moribus, quam contempsisti in rebus; immo et morum censum obtinuisse te credimus 
et facultates atque praedia non perdidisse, sed cum domino commutasse, receptura centuplum, et 
aeternam uitam pariter susceptura. (prijevod prema: KATE COOPER, (note 19), 246-247.) 

25 Liber ad Gregoriam V, 28-32. Quanta putas tolerantia maritalem iniuriam temperabas, quae ita 
crudelitatem tyranni tranquillo animo pertulisti, ut post uerbera carnificum, post que uniuersa 
supplicia gratanter etiam te assari permitteres? O decus christianarum omnium matronarum, 
quomodo putas pro amore pudicitiae contempsit fortiter quod libebat, quae tam libenter pro amore 
Christi perferre uoluit quod dolebat? (prijevod prema: KATE COOPER (note 19), 247.)
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ried women could also enjoy the glory of virgin martyrs.26 Or, in the words of 
Rita Lizzi Testa, “far be it that she should be a second-class heroine because of 
her marital status.” Anastasia is a vivid example which reflects the conflicts in 
the Church in the late 5th century regarding the position of married women in 
contrast to virgins who had taken vows of chastity.27 The following words from 
the Letter to Gregoria illustrate this well:

“How many wives sprung from a lowly condition scoffed at physical threats 
and in the face of a raging tyrant, do you think, not pale with fear but eager 
in the Lord, when they saw that you, who are noble and dainty, had constantly 
scorned all kinds of torments for the defence of honour and faith?”28

The place which Anastasia holds among other female martyrs is confirmed in 
a specific way by the date of her martyrdom:

“Justly Christ took you up into the heavens on the same day on which he him-
self descended to Earth, and He permitted the feast of your martyrdom to occur 
on the same day as the nativity of His Incarnation, because you, by suffering mar-
tyrdom, offered to many what He offered to all by being born. Just as He set aside 
his majesty and took on the form of a slave, so that He might assist us all: so you 
yourself set aside the glory of nobility and took on an ignominy of person, so that 
you might be able to be imitated by others, and so that you might provide a model 
of endurance for all Christians, as one who will receive everlasting glory as much 
because you set an example for other matrons as because of your martyrdom.”29

Noting these elements, and emphasising the importance of the context, that 
is, the purpose and public for whom the letter was intended, many details link 
the PA and the LG, allowing us to place their origins in a 5th-century circle of Ro-
man aristocratic women. In addition, along with the other aims and intentions 
of the author, Paula Moretti emphasised the role of “the defence of the cultural 
identity of Roman aristocratic women in the 5th and 6th centuries.”30 In fact, the 
tense situation in the Roman Church at that time was caused by the framework 
within which the compilers of the Gesta martyrum had to work. That is to say, 
due to objections regarding idolatry, it was very important for the compilers to 
make absolutely clear the edifying purpose of their writings. Thus, if they wanted 
to “remain within the bounds of the true faith, they had to edify their readers.”31 
It is these “edifying elements”, through which Anastasia is presented as an exam-
ple to follow for married women of rank32, which indicate the value and need for 
a thorough articulation of the literary aspects the text. As the LG states:

26 KATE COOPER (note 19), 112.
27 RITA LIZZI TESTA (note 19), 258.
28 Liber ad Gregoriam V, 32-35. Quantae putas plebeia sorte progenitae coniuges hoc intuitu 

corporeas minas et saeuientis tyranni os non pallentes metu, sed alacres in domino deriserunt, 
cum te inlustrem et delicatam pro defensione honestatis et fidei constanter uniuersa despexisse 
tormentorum genera conspexerunt? (prijevod prema: KATE COOPER (note 19), 247.)

29 Liber ad Gregoriam V, 36-48. Merito te illo die caelos fecit Christus intrare, quo ipse descendit ad 
terras, et natalem passionis tuae cum suae adsumptionis natiuitate esse permisit; quia quod ille 
omnibus praestitit nascendo, tu multis patiendo praestasti. Et sicut ille contempta maiestate formam 
serui suscepit, ut nobis omnibus subueniret, ita ipsa contempta nobilitatis gloria ignominiam 
suscepisti personae, ut imitabilis esses et ut christianis omnibus patientiae dares exemplum, tam 
pro passione tua quam pro aedificatione omnium matronarum perpetuam gloriam perceptura. 
(prijevod prema: KATE COOPER (note 19), 247.)

30 PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), 39.
31 KATE COOPER (note 19), 107. 
32 A distant echo of the “moralising use” of Anastasia’s example can be found in Ratherius of Verona 

(c.890-974), who wrote in his Praeloquia (completed in 952): Quod si iniquum et crudelem, habes 
quoque quas imiteris, in Nouo quidem Anastasiam et Theodoram, in Veteri autem Testamento 
Abigail uxorem Nabal Carmeli, et Hester Assueri. RATHERIUS VERONENSIS, Praeloquia, 
CCCM 46A, (ed. P.L.D. Reid) Turnhout, 1984, 2, 403-404. 
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“And so, most blessed wives of Christian husbands, Christian wives, which-
ever of you have heard and believe these things: how glittering an ornament from 
the jewels of their martyrdoms do these women carry around you to sanctify 
you, since you have seen that your own peers – wives, that is to say – have en-
tered the starry regions with their children, without doubt to prepare a place for 
all women in the station of marriage. As their followers, you [pl.] will be able to 
enter there, where you believe them to have entered.”33

In this vein, the discussion on the nature of Anastasia’s relationship with her 
husband is interesting, and not insignificant to the debate on the later attributes 
and identity bestowed upon her in Rome, Byzantium and Zadar. In fact, not-
ing this issue, apart from strengthening our assumptions about the early dating 
of the PA, also places it in a certain social context.  The question which may 
have intrigued readers of the PA from the beginning (and to which the author 
does not give an unequivocal answer) became particularly relevant in the Mid-
dle Ages, when it was necessary for liturgical purposes to determine whether 
Anastasia was a virgin or not. Did she, in “taking up the yoke of an unbelieving 
husband” succeed in preserving her innocence or not? In other words (and even 
if she did not), did the couple’s marital relations cease during the period when 
she helped Christians in the dungeons? Noting the significance of this question, 
Kate Cooper concluded that the PA indicates that marital relations definitely 
ceased.34 On the other hand, Lizzi Testa thinks the passages quoted are not suf-
ficiently clear to confirm that the author really intended this conclusion to be 
drawn.35 Cooper and Testi also drew attention to the importance of a letter by St. 
Augustine to “the lady Ecdicia” which provides an understanding of the context. 
Writing about changing one’s apparel (compare vilissimo habitu in the PA) as a 
sign of ending a husband’s authority over his wife, the Bishop of Hippo cautioned 
that this meant a sign by which women publicly declared that marital relations 
with their husbands had ceased.36 Whatever the case, the debate on this issue has 
opened a number of new opportunities to study the PA’s literary features and 
worldview. The lack of clarity about St. Anastasia’s marital status was to cause di-
lemmas for later hagiographers and their readers, along with a series of problems 
related to determining her status in the liturgy.

In this context, it is appropriate to draw attention to a number of motifs in 
the PA which can be seen as late antiquity realia, such as the brothel the efforts of 
Judge Sisinio to embarrass St. Irene by exposing her in the prostibulum.37 The use 
of this motif indicates a very important issue: the moral dilemma between pre-
serving life and chastity. St. Irene’s response to the judge is that “the soul which 
does not consent is not susceptible to impurities”38, and she explains that “will-
ing consent deserves punishment, but coercion brings a crown.”39 This probably 

33 Liber ad Gregoriam V, 63-69. Vos ergo quaecumque haec audistis et creditis, o beatissimae 
christianorum coniuges maritorum, coniuges christianae, quam insigne decus haec uobis ex gemmis 
suarum circumferunt passionum, cum pares uestras, uxores scilicet, sidereas cum filiis cernatis sedes 
ingressas, omnibus sine dubio locum feminis in coniugio positis paraturas. Harum uos pedisequae 
illuc intrare poteritis, ubi illas creditis introisse. (prijevod prema: KATE COOPER (note 19), 248.)

34 KATE COOPER (note 19), 113.
35 RITA LIZZI TESTA (note 19), 258. 
36 AURELIUS AUGUSTINUS, Epistula 262,4 (CSEL 57, Vindobonae-Lipsiae, 1911, 624, 9) ...nihil 

ergo de tua ueste, nihi de auro uel argento uel quacumque pecunia, rebus ullis terrenis tuis sine 
arbitrio eius facere debuisti, ne scandalizares hominem, qui deo te cum maiora uouerat et ab eo, quod 
de tua carne licita potestate posset exigere, se continenter abstinuerat. denique factum est, ut uinculum 
continentiae, quo se dilectus innexuerat, contemptus abrumperet et iratus tibi non parceret sibi....

37 PA17, 9-10. Ego te iubebo nudam tradi meretricibus, ut ibidem ad turpes usus posita moriaris.
38 PA17,14. Inquinamenta enim quibus anima non consensit non suscipit reatus.
39 PA17, 19-20. Voluntas enim habet poenam, et necessitas parat coronam.
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reflected the terrible dilemma placed before many women during the 4th and 5th 
centuries, which the bishops of the day debated. In fact, the last sentence placed 
in the mouth of the Thessalonian martyr was virtually a paraphrase of the words 
of St. Augustine, who wrote to Honoratus:

“Let us fear more lest the purity of faith should perish through the taint of 
corruption in the inner man, than lest our women should be subjected by vio-
lence to outrage; for if chastity is preserved in the spirit, it is not destroyed by 
such violence, since it is not destroyed even in the body when there is no base 
consent of the sufferer to the sin, but only a submission without the consent of 
the will to that which another does.”40

Returning to the question of dating, it should be said that the relationship noted 
between the two texts does not exclude the traditional dating of the PA to the late 
5th or early 6th century.41 However, by ascribing the Letter to Gregoria to Arnobius 
Junior, Morin opens the way to an even earlier date. Noting the obvious parallels 
between the PA, which shows Anastasia as the model of an ascetic, high-born lady, 
and Jerome’s praise of Paula in Epitaphium Paulae, Moretti draws attention to a 
possible link between the compiler of the PA and Jerome’s “Aventine circle.”42 What 
is more, a literary analysis of the legend has shown that the Anastasia depicted in 
the PA is a paradigmatic character/example, cast in the mould of the exemplary 
sainted Roman woman who appeared in the late 4th century in the circle of edu-
cated Christian women, members of the Roman aristocracy. Based on this, Moretti 
allows the dating of the PA to be moved to at least the mid-5th century, concluding 
that there was probably not a great time gap between the compilation of the PA 
and the aristocratic ascetic circles of the late 4th century.43 In short, based on all 
the above, it can be concluded that the PA, in its amplified form, was in all like-
lihood produced in Rome, probably between the mid-5th and early 6th centuries. 
The core of the legend (the shorter written or oral tradition about St. Anastasia 
and her companions) probably existed earlier, but it can be said with certainty that 
the “basic edited version” or “archetype” was present in the Roman Church of St. 
Anastasia by the 7th century, as is confirmed by the origin of the oldest preserved 
manuscript. It is therefore possible, and this is very important for the discussion on 
Zadar hagiography, to conclude that this Roman passion represents the source of 
all later editions and variants of the Latin PA. This conclusion leads us to the ques-
tion of how the PA spread beyond Rome in the period after late antiquity.

Early textual transmission of the Passio Anastasiae between 
Rome and Constantinople
Latin and Greek editions

When researching the relationships between the oldest preserved editions of 
the passion, it is necessary first of all to rid oneself of any prejudice regarding the 
greater authenticity of the Greek versions compared to their (presumably) later 

40 The letter is preserved in Possidius’s biography of the Bishop of Hippo, see: POSSIDIUS, Vita 
Augustini (30,7, 14-19) (ed. Herbert Wieskotten, Princeton, 1919, 128): Magis timeamus, ne 
sensu interiore corrupto pereat castitas fidei quam ne feminae violenter constuprentur in carne; qua 
violentia non violatur pudicitia, si mente servatur; quoniam nec in carne violatur, quando voluntas 
patientis sua turpiter carne non utitur, sed sine consensione tolerat quod alius operatur. 

41 RITA LIZZI TESTA (note 19), 259. This however assumes the existence of an earlier version of 
the passion or at least the core of the legend of St. Anastasia.

42 PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), 28-30.
43 PAOLA FRANCESCA MORETTI (note 5), 30.
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Latin counterparts. Prejudice is nothing new and can be traced back to the early 
Middle Ages; in the 9th century in Rome, there was a great deal of reverence for the 
“authenticity” of Greek hagiographic sources (probably analogous to Hellenic civi-
lisation, which predated Roman, or Greek Christian literature and liturgy which 
predated Latin). At that time in Rome, in spite of the presence of several Greek 
monasteries, bilingualism in Greek and Latin, such as that of Anastasius the Li-
brarian, was rare. In the case of the PA, there is no room for prejudice. On the basis 
of a textual analysis of the available manuscripts and results of historical research, 
it is certain that the earliest version was the product of Roman Latin hagiography.44 
This is particularly important to emphasise in the light of the fact that the cult of 
St. Anastasia has often been interpreted exclusively as an indication of Byzantine 
political presence, and even the Greek identity of the community of her admirers.45

According to the opinion of the Bollandist Delehaye and his successors, the 
Latin passion which brought together the legends of a group of martyrs46 was the 
oldest edition of a legend found in a large number of medieval manuscripts.47 An 
identical form of the passion, in the Greek transcription (BHG 81), also preserved 
in a large number of manuscripts, was published by François Halkin, who contin-
ued Delehaye’s work.48 But how were the two versions of the passion related? In 
the formal sense, they both deal with the same legend and the texts are virtually 
identical. Although the oldest Greek manuscripts are mostly contemporary with 
the oldest Latin ones, they are actually the clearest confirmation of dependence 
on Latin originals. What is more, some manuscripts even contain information on 
the translation of the legend from Latin into Greek. The legend was transcribed 
in the church of St. Anastasia in Rome by Theodore (or rather, for him, by a 
certain “good John”), one of the members of the Byzantine deputation sent by 
Emperor Michael II (820-829) to Louis the Pious (814-840) in 824. In his letter to 
Charlemagne’s heir, the Byzantine emperor mentions Theodore as a “deacon and 
overseer (oikonomos) of the Church of St. Sophia in Constantinople.”49 In an epi-
logue to the passion, Theodore himself noted that he had transcribed the legend 
in the church of St. Anastasia when he found himself in Rome “for the unity of 
the true faith.”50 Jean Gouillard identified him as Theodore the Cretan, overseer 

44 This conclusion does not exclude the use of the older Greek versions when compiling the passion, but 
emphasises the fact that the passion in the form in which it survived was written in Latin, in Rome.

45 Such interpretations are not without base, as exemplified by the spread of the cult of St. Anastasia 
in southern Italy in the 11th century, in parallel with Greek settlement. On the other hand, we 
should not ignore the Roman origins of the hagiographic tradition and the position of St. 
Anastasia in the Roman liturgy.

46 As we have already seen (cf. note 5), the amplified version of the passion included the passions 
of St. Chrysogonus (BHL 1795), St. Agape, St. Chionia and Irene (BHL 0119), the passion of St. 
Theodota (BHL 8093) and the passion of St. Anastasia (BHL 0401). 

47 In the catalogues issued by the Bollandists alone there are a hundred manuscripts dated between 
the 8th and 17 centuries. P. Moretti counted as many as 240 manuscripts, of which he used 55 
in preparing a critical edition of the passion. (PAOLA MORETTI, L’edizione di un testo minore 
riccamente tràdito, la Passio Anastasiae: problemi e vantaggi, in: Prassi ecdotiche, Quaderni di Acme 
103 (ed. Alberto Cadioli e Paolo Chiesa), Milano, 2008, 67.). The Bollandist site (http://BHLms.
fltr.ucl.ac.be/), which is the fastest instrument for searching manuscripts recorded in Analecta 
Bollandiana or in the series Subsidia Hagiographica has 175 manuscripts (of which Moretti used 33).

48 For a list and short description of the manuscript, see FRANÇOIS HALKIN, Légendes grecques 
de «martyres Romaines», Subsidia hagiographica 55, Brussels, 1973, 87-89. 

49 In a letter dated 19 April 824, the emperor appointed a deputation Theodotus protospatharius, 
Niceta metropolitanus Myrensis, Fortunatus archiepiscopus Veneciae, Theodorus reverentissimus 
diaconus et oeconomus istius sanctissimae Dei catholicae et magnae ecclesiae sanctae Sophie. 
Monumenta Germaniae Historica (hereafter MGH), Concilia aevi Karolini. I/2, Albertus 
Werninghoff, ed. (Hannoverae et Lipsiae: Impensis Bibliopoli Hahniani, 1908): 478.

50 FRANÇOIS HALKIN (note 48), 131. 
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of the church of St. Sophia and later Bishop of Syracuse.51 It is not surprising that 
Theodore was interested in the PA. We know from an earlier period that part of 
his office in the church of St. Sophia involved oversight of the church of the Res-
urrection, which later became the church of St. Anastasia.52

Therefore, after the Greek transcription of the Latin passion reached Constan-
tinople in 824-5, it quickly became the model for Greek hagiography. The Roman 
passion, according to Delehaye, found its way into Byzantine hagiography via 
this route in the first half of the 9th century. A century and a half later, a redacted 
text of the passion was included in a menologium by the famous hagiographer 
Symeon Metaphrastes (died c. 1000).53 Knowing how popular this “Byzantine 
Jacobus da Varagine” was, the later wide distribution of the passion in a stylised, 
“metaphrastic” form (BHG 82) is quite understandable. The fact that early Greek 
editions of the PA do not mention Anastasia’s Sirmian origin54, nor her early cult 
in Constantinople (but adopt the story of her Roman origin) led Delehaye to the 
conclusion that the passion was unknown in Constantinople before the second 
quarter of the 9th century, when Theodore brought the transcript from Rome.55 
Although there is nothing to disprove this assumption directly, it nonetheless 
seems improbable. How could devotion to St. Anastasia in Constantinople have 
survived for almost four centuries (counting from when her relics were brought 
from Sirmium after 457 to the transcription in 824-5) without any kind of writ-
ten biography or passion? The lack of a written record of course does not mean 
there was no oral tradition regarding the martyr. But is it really possible to im-
agine that a cult and liturgy were formed in such a distinguished Constantinople 
church without any interpretative legend? Noting the problem, Delehaye thought 
it possible that the Roman cult of St. Anastasia was known in Constantinople, 
but that although they possessed her relics, they knew nothing of her Roman 
history.56 He thought that a new tradition was created and the passion of St. Ana-
stasia the Roman was compiled (BHG 76) to make up for the lack of the “origi-
nal” history of the martyr. According to this interpretation (which would partly 
resolve another problem, that is, the issue of the origin of the “other” Anastasia’s 
passion), the later cult of two Anastasias in Constantinople was a classic example 
of doubling a saint by doubling a passion.57 The interpretation, however, fails to 
address the problem of the different dates on which the two martyrs are cele-
brated. The feast day of Anastasia the Sirmian martyr was celebrated in Rome on 
25 December (Christmas), while the “other” Anastasia was celebrated on 29 Oc-
tober or 12 and 25 October according to the synaxarium of the Constantinople 

51 JEAN GOUILLARD, Deux figures mal connues du second iconoclasme, Byzantion, 31 (1961), 
398-401. See also: RAYMOND J. LOENERTZ, La légende de S. Denys l’Areopagite. Sa genése et 
son premier témoin, Analecta Bollandiana 69/3-4 (1951), 232-233.  

52 On the cult of St. Anastasia and the link between the two churches in Constantinople, 
see: ROCHELLE SNEE, Gregory Nazianzen’s Anastasia Church: Arianism, the Goths, and 
Hagiography, Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 52 (1998), 157-186; TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 6); 
TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Po čemu je u 9. stoljeću rotonda sv. Trojstva u Zadru mogla sličiti crkvi 
sv. Anastazije u Carigradu?, in: Zbornik radova znanstvenog skupa Stjepan Gunjača i hrvatska 
srednjovjekovna povijesno-arheološka baština (ed. Tomislav Šeparović), Split, 2012, 63-79.

53 SYMEON METAPHRASTES, Martyrium Sanctae et Inclytae magnae martyris Anastasiae 
Iunioris, PG 116/III, Paris, 1864, 573-610. 

54 The exception is the mention of Sirmium in an 11th-century manuscript from the Constantinople 
monastery of the Holy Trinity in Halka, but as Halkin showed, this was a later interpolation 
(FRANÇOIS HALKIN (note 48), 131, 157). 

55 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 170.
56 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 170.
57 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note5), 170.
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church.58 In order to resolve the problem of the identities of the two Anastasias 
in Constantinople, that is, the relationship between the two passions (an issue 
which is also significant in terms of the early Zadar cult of St. Anastasia, as Grgić 
has shown), it is necessary to throw light on the origin of the textual tradition of 
the Greek passion of the “Roman” Anastasia.

The two Anastasias

A critical hagiographical analysis of the passion of the ‘“Roman” Anastasia 
has always been characterised by a priori acceptance of the “co-existence” of two 
Anastasias. In fact, the Greek sources, at the earliest in the 10th century, clearly 
distinguish Anastasia of Sirmium who is attributed Roman descent according to 
the Latin passion, from Anastasia the Virgin who is also called the Roman. The 
Greek tradition speaks of her as a young Roman woman of distinguished descent, 
who withdrew in her twenties to a monastery supervised by a nun called Sophia. 
Confined and tortured cruelly, she was killed under the Emperor Diocletian, and 
her body disappeared in mysterious circumstances.59 Although the Greek tradition 
gave her Roman origins, the cult of Anastasia did not spread to the West, it seems, 
during the early Middle Ages. She does not appear in the earliest Roman calen-
dars, and a grave assigned to a martyr of this name was not known in Rome or its 
environs. This “other” Anastasia does not appear in any older western martyrology 
either,60 and was only included in the Roman Martyrology in the early 16th century, 
apparently due to an error made by Caesar Baronius.61 Following Baronius, later 
authors included the mention of Anastasia during the 17th and 18th centuries in 
the martyrology and other hagiographic compilations. Recognising the age of the 
earliest Greek manuscripts of the passion, it is not strange that many authors, in 
spite of their critical approach, accepted her as authentic. However, regardless of 
the tradition and its age, the legend was probably a literary construction of Greek 
hagiography and, as is fairly apparent, had no basis in reality.62

A certain discrepancy in the structure and individual elements of the passion 
had been noted earlier, but it was only thoroughly “deconstructed” for the first 
time by Delehaye. He pointed out a series of illogical features in the text and 

58 Synaxarium ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Propyleum ad Acta Sanctorum Novembris (ed.  
Hippolyte Delehaye), Brussels, 1902, 333-334, 171-173.

59 According to a whole series of manuscripts, the martyrdom was placed in the era of “Diocletian 
and his co-emperor Valerian”. The mention of Valerian enabled hagiographers to place it in the 
mid-3rd century (for the text of the legend, see: HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 250-258).

60 The existence of a local cult is confirmed by a 12th-century Latin passion housed in the 
Bibliothèque Nationale de France (MS lat. 11753., 251v-253v) which is the only example of this 
text, as far as I know.

61 The first to mention an Anastasia different from the Sirmian one was the church historian Pietro 
Galesni, who referred to Symeon Metaphrastes (cf. Martyrologium Romanum, Venettis, 1578, 
177). This detail was adopted by Cesare Baronio and the martyrdom of Anastasia “the woman 
of Rome and a virgin” was placed in the rule of Valerian. Accordingly, she was called the elder 
(Senior) as opposed to the younger (Junior) who was killed under Diocletian (cf. Martyrologium 
Romanum Ad Novam Kalendarii rationem & Ecclesiasticae historiae veritatem restitutum. Gregorii 
XIII. Pont. Max. Iussu editum, Venetiis, 1584, 229. While older historians (such as Farlati, for 
example) accepted Baronio’s dating, the Bollandist B. Bossue established that the dating of 
Anastasia’s martyrdom was more likely to have been during the reign of Diocletian. This brought 
him closer to later criticism which showed that the entire passion relied on other legends and 
was completely inauthentic (cf. AA SS, Octobris, XII, 516-517).

62 This appraisal in no way reduces the value of the passion as a source for the history of the cult of 
St. Anastasia of Constantinople.
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insisted on many occasions that it was a “fantastic work of the imagination”,63 
but did not engage with the issue of resolving its authorship or origins. Con-
tinuing Delehaye’s research, the Bollandist Paul Devos indicated there was an 
“unusual correspondence” between the Greek passion of Anastasia the Virgin 
(BHG 81) and the Greek passion of St. Febronia,64 and showed convincingly 
that the former relied on the latter.65 Pointing to the complex relation between 
the Greek (BHG 659) and Syrian (BHG 302) passions of St. Febronia, Devos 
established a framework for the dating of the emergence of the passion of Ana-
stasia the Virgin. In fact, the existence of the Syrian redaction of the passion 
of St. Febronia sparked a debate on the problem of the mutual relationship of 
the two passions.66 The Syrian manuscripts were older than the Greek ones 
(one manuscript is dated to the late 7th century67), but this of course does not 
resolve the issue of the relationship between the two redactions, so it is not 
entirely clear which version served as the template for the other. What is more, 
Jean Simon, in comparing the two legends, on the basis of Hellenism in the 
Syrian text and emphasising the strong intellectual links between Nisibis and 
Constantinople, threw doubt upon the older assumption regarding the Greek 
passion and on the translation of the Syrian original.68 According to him, the 
emergence of the legend occurred during the Nestorian-Monophysite contro-
versy. If we accept the view of the Syrian original and the Greek translation, it 
is possible to date the Greek passion of St. Febronia after this period. In short, 
it is difficult to imagine that the passion of St. Anastasia the Virgin appeared 
before the late 7th century.69

On the other hand, comparing the text of the Metaphrastic version of the 
legend (BHG 77) with the encomium on St. Anastasia by Nicetas the Paphlago-
nian (BHG 78)70 (which appeared at least half a century before Metaphrastes 
reworked the passion), Devos established that Metaphrastes’s version of the 
passion relied on the aforementioned panegyric. This encomium, in fact, was 
only an amplified version of the pre-Metraphrastes passion (BHG 81).71 As is 
generally known, Metaphrastes’s collection of legends of the saints was not an 
original work, but a stylised compilation of older passions and biographies. 
Apart from the legends of the saints stricte dictu, Metaphrastes also used vari-
ous hagiographic texts such as the aforementioned panegyric. Therefore, given 
the reliance of the earlier edition of the passion of St. Anastasia on the Greek 
passion of St. Febronia on the one hand, and the position of the panegyric by 
Nicetas the Paphlagonian on the other, the emergence of the legend of Ana-
stasia the Virgin could be dated between the 7th century (when the Greek pas-

63 HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 167-168.
64 PAUL DEVOS, Sainte Anastasie la Vièrge et la source da sa Passion, Analecta Bollandiana, 80 

(1962.), 33-51. For the text of the passion of St. Febronia, see: Vita et martyrium sanctarum 
virginum et martyrum Febroniae Monachae, Lybe, Leonide et Entropiae, Sibapoli seu Nisibi in 
Mesopotamia, AA SS, Junii V, Antverpiae, 1709. (Reprint Brussels, 1969), 14-35.

65 PAUL DEVOS (note 64), 44-45.
66 On the emergence of the Greek passion of St. Febronia, see: JEAN SIMON, Note sur l’ original 

de la Passion de sainte Fébronie, Analecta Bollandiana, 42 (1924), 69-76 (dalje Simon, Note); 
also see FRANÇOIS HALKIN, La Passion grecque des saintes Libyè, Eutropie et Léonis, Analecta 
Bollandiana, 76 (1958), 299.

67 PAUL DEVOS (note 64), 44, no.3.
68 JEAN SIMON (note 66), 75-76.
69 Cf. PAUL DEVOS (note 64), 44, no. 3.
70 NICETAS PAPHLAGONIS, Laudatio sanctae magnae martyris atque virginis Anastasiae, PG 105, 

Paris, 1862, 335.
71 PAUL DEVOS (note 64), 47-51.
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sion of St. Febronia appeared) and the mid-10th century (when the panegyric 
by Nicetas the Paphlagonian appeared). The circumstances surrounding Theo-
dore’s translation of the Latin legend allow for the hypothesis that the passion 
of Anastasia the Virgin could not have been created in competition with the 
“authentic” Roman passion, and accordingly, the terminus ante quem should 
be moved to 825. Therefore, based on this explanation, it seems possible (as 
Delehaye thought), that the passion (BHG 81) was actually a reflection of an 
older Greek perception of the Roman cult of St. Anastasia. In the formal sense, 
the passion is a literary hagiographic construction, quite worthless in terms 
of historicity. Delehaye’s proposal would resolve the issue of the creation of 
the second legend, but questions such as which Anastasia later Greek histori-
cists were referring to, or which one certain churches in Constantinople were 
dedicated to (if there were indeed several, as Raymond Janin claimed72) remain 
unanswered. This again indicates the problem of interpreting the sources which 
mention churches dedicated to St. Anastasia and the liturgical cult of St. Ana-
stasia in the early medieval period.73

Origins of the oldest Zadar hagiography of St. Anastasia74

In the context of researching the Zadar cult of St. Anastasia in the literature, 
assumptions were found regarding Byzantine influence on the cult in general, 
that is, the existence of some older hagiography which was not based on the re-
constructed Roman tradition. On the side of the known historical circumstances 
of how the martyr’s relics were conveyed from Constantinople in the early 9th 
century, the Zadar written tradition which has survived does not allow us to 
make any particular conclusions about the existence of specific Byzantine or 
Greek elements in the Zadar hagiography of St. Anastasia, at least not after the 
11th century.75 In fact, the idea of there being an “older” and a “newer” version 
of the Zadar passion was first suggested by Ante Strgačić, following Brunelli’s 
incidental notes. He claimed that the notion of “the Zadar Anastasia (Stošija) as 
a ‘virgin’, not a ‘widow’, according to the legend of the Zadar church in agreement 
with the Roman one, as Bozon well knew, still holds today”.76 This hypothesis 
was thoroughly examined on several occasions by Grgić in his studies on Zadar 
liturgical manuscripts.77 In short, he thought that the “older legend shows Stošija 
as a rich heiress from Sirmium, who divided up her estate during the Diocletian 
persecutions to help imprisoned Christians. In the end, she too was indicted as a 
Christian and burnt alive at the stake.”78 On the other hand, the “later legend”, ac-
cording to Grgić, “depicts Stošija as the daughter of Roman parents, Praetextatus 
and Fausta, who was forced to marry the pagan Publius, but managed to preserve 

72 RAYMOND JANIN, Constantinople byzantine: Développement urbain et répertoire topographique 
(Paris, 1950.), 320-322; and La gégraphie ecclésiastique de l’empire byzantine, I/III, Paris, 1953, 26.

73 Cf. ROCHELLE SNEE (note 52); TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 6); TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 52).
74 Here, for the needs of this discussion, I have used a concise form of the arguments from: 

TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Zadarski ranonovovjekovni prijepisi Muke sv. Stošije i sv. Krševana: pitanje 
podrijetla i međusobnih odnosa, Radovi Zavoda za povijesne znanosti HAZU u Zadru, 58 (2016), 
62-77.

75 For a more thorough argument, see: TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74).
76 ANTE STRGAČIĆ, Papa Aleksandar III u Zadru, RIZd 1 (1954), 181. 
77 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 1967); MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 2002); MARIJAN GRGIĆ, 

Kalendar zadarske stolne crkve iz 15. st., RIZd, 20 (1973). 
78 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 1967), 203.
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her virginity in that unwanted marriage.”79As I have attempted to show, Grgić’s 
hypothesis cannot be proved.80 Both features which he mentions as differences 
are present in the oldest, unified Roman redaction of the PA and do not prove 
the existence of two Zadar version of the passion.

Here it is appropriate to remember that the basis for Grgić’s argument is the 
articulation of prayers directed to St. Anastasia in 11th-century Zadar books of 
hours81 and implies two key problems: the question of the identity (or the origin 
of the attribute of “virgin” ascribed to St. Anastasia in Zadar) and the question of 
the supposed existence of an “older Zadar version” of the PA. As already noted, 
critical hagiography was from the outset characterised by the a priori acceptance 
of the co-existence of two Anastasias.82 In fact, the earliest 10th-century Greek 
sources differentiate between the “Sirmian Anastasia” (who was usually known 
as Pharmakolitria or Deliverer from Potions) in Constantinople and the “other 
Anastasia”, the nun, who was usually called the Virgin (παρθένος) or the Roman 
(Ῥωμαία). The clear distinction between the two was perhaps noted for the first 
time in the foreword to an edition of the passion by Symeon Metaphrastes. He 
wrote, “It is written that there were two Anastasias, both of distinguished descent, 
and both of Ancient Rome.”83 An even older detail which recalls the existence of 
confusion regarding the names of the two Constantinople Anastasias was record-
ed in the mid-9th century in the biography of St. Irene the Abbess. In fact, after St. 
Basil instructed Irene to seek the help of the Mother of God, she spent a day and 
night in prayer in the church of Blachernae. The Mother of God appeared to her 
after midnight in the company of many saints, and addressed them thus:

“‘Summon Anastasia!’ And at that moment, two women appeared, one dressed 
in the habit of a nun, called the Roman, as it seemed to her. Turning to the other 
(!), the Mother of God said, ‘Hurry, and with the aid of St. Basil, examine care-
fully the sickness of Irene’s pupil and let her be healed, for you have been given 
the gift to deal with such matters from my Son and God’.”84

The author of the Vita Irenae obviously wanted to explain the difference be-
tween the two martyrs to his readers,85 and the time when the legend appeared 

79 According to Grgić, this “developed legend” also depended on the Lateran Passionale, which 
also contained letters allegedly by St. Chrysogonus and St. Anastasia. MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 
1967), 203.

80 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74), 63-64.
81 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74), 64. Noting the fact that “Grgić’s argument focuses primarily on 

proving the age of the book of hours. In this sense, the opinion that “in the amplified description 
of the life of the saint as found in the prayer the allusion to her marriage to Publius cannot be 
avoided and the prayer was composed after the 11th century”, perhaps points to an older Zadar 
perception of St. Anastasia. However, in spite of this, I think the reconstruction of “two layers” of 
the PA has no firm basis in the sources.

82 Byzantine sources mention even more saints of the same name, but two Anastasias enjoyed a 
particular status and reputation.

83 SYMEON METAPHRASTES, Vita et conversatio et martyrium Sanctae martyris Anastasiae 
Romanae, PG 115/II, 1294-1295.

84 Vita S. Irene Hegumene virginis Constantinopoli in Chrysobalanto, (ed. Joannes Pinius), Acta 
Sanctorum, Julii VI., Antverpiae, 1719, [Facsimile reprint, Brussels, 1970, Vita S. Irene 59. 26-
33. ‘Τὴν Ἀναστασίαν μοι καλέσατε’, καὶ παραστῆναι δύο γυναῖκας αὐτίκα, ὧν τὴν μίαν, σχῆμα 
περικειμένην μοναχικόν, τὴν Ῥωμαίαν ᾤετο λέγεσθαι· πρὸς δὲ τὴν ἑτέραν ἐπιστραφεῖσα, ‘Περὶ 
τοῦ πάθους τῆς μαθητευομένης τῇ Εἰρήνῃ γυναικός’, φησί, ‘μετ’ ἐπιμελείας ἐξετάσαι ἐπείχθητι, 
συνεργὸν εὑροῦσα καὶ τὸν ἱερὸν Βασίλειον, καὶ τὸ περὶ τῶν τοιούτων ὡς λαβοῦσα χάρισμα παρὰ 
τοῦ υἱοῦ μου καὶ θεοῦ καὶ θεραπείας ἀξίωσον.

85 In spite of this distinction in principle, even the Byzantine iconography of St. Anastasia is not 
uniform: some manuscripts in Metaphrastes’s menology show her at the stake (according to the 
Roman tradition) but dressed as a nun.
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fits the hypotheses regarding the presentation of the relationship between the two 
traditions and the confusion which was caused in Constantinople in the first half 
of the 9th century by the way in which they overlapped.

In his works on liturgical manuscripts, Grgić studied in depth the way St. 
Anastasia is titled in the Zadar liturgical tradition. He noted that “the title of virgin 
was attributed to St. Stošija at least until the late 15th century”, but that “the earliest 
trace that the practice changed is found in the responses between the Čtenya noted 
around 1677 by Š. Vatasović.”86 However, as I have shown, no conclusions can be 
drawn about the existence of an older Zadar hagiography from this observation. 
The period in question (1500-1677) was the time of publication of the renewed 
Tridentine Roman Martyrology which contributed substantially to the introduction 
of order and disciple in the cults of the martyrs. Therefore, it is worth remembering 
the fact that “not even the oldest Roman PA, the early cult of the Sirmian martyr 
based on it, or medieval European hagiography emphasises the fact that Anastasia 
was a widow. What is more, it seems that the adjective vidua only began to be used 
in martyrologies after the edition of the Roman Martyrology in which the expres-
sion was used to distinguish Anastasia the Roman from Anastasia the Virgin.”87

However, as we have already noted, “this ‘other Anastasia’ was virtually un-
known in the West until the 16th century, so there was no need to distinguish 
Anastasia the widow from Anastasia the virgin.”88 Following the debate on the 
relationship between the Zadar manuscripts, I concluded that Grgić’s thorough 
study of the mentions of the saints in Cicha and Vekenega’s books of hours89 
(which he used convincingly to support his hypothesis on the Zadar origins of 
both books) does not favour the hypothesis on an older hagiography on which 
the prayers are supposed to be based.90 Given the arguments, I concluded that the 
survival of the attribute “virgin” in the Zadar hagiography and cult (in particular) 
does not contradict the Roman-Aquileian tradition (as Grgić calls it). In fact, in 
my opinion, the preserved Zadar hagiography relies entirely on the Roman PA.

This still leaves one of the earliest reports of the cult of St. Anastasia in Zadar 
uninterpreted and throws doubt on the hypothesis. In his description of Zadar, 
which has often been quoted, Constantine Porphyrogenitus wrote: “In the same 
city, the body of St. Anastasia the Virgin lies, the daughter of Eustace who at 
that time became emperor.”91 Although older authors researching these details 
concluded the Zadar hagiography was different from the Roman one92 preserved 
in Zadar manuscripts, starting with the Codex Filippi,93 I think this is difficult to 
prove. Regarding Porphyrogenitus’s testimony that Anastasia was a virgin and 
the daughter of the Emperor Eustace, it is impossible to determine how the detail 
was noted and where the tradition came from.94 There is no Emperor Eustace in 
history nor does the Constantinople hagiography of St. Anastasia preserve any 
such tradition. So although it is possible to surmise that the cult of St. Anastasia 

86 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 1967), 203.
87 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note74), 65.
88 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74), 65. After HIPPOLYTE DELEHAYE (note 5), 168.
89 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 2002), 137-159.
90 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74), 65.
91 DAI 29, 275-277. Ἐν δὲ τῷ αὐτῷ κάστρῳ κεῖται ἐν σαρκὶ ἡ ἁγία Ἀναστασία, ἡ πάρθενος, θυγάτηρ 

γεγονυῖα Εὐσταθίου τοῦ κατὰ τὸν καιρὸν ἐκεῖνον βασιλεύσαντος.
92 VITALIANO BRUNELLI, Storia della città di Zara, vol. 1, Venice, 1913, 183, no.6.
93 On this manuscript and the rendering of the legend it preserves, see: TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ, Ponovno 

otkriveni srednjovjekovni rukopis Codex Filippi i zadarska redakcija Pasije sv. Anastazije, Ars 
Adriatica, 6 (2016), 61-80

94 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 74), 72-74.
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in Zadar was coloured by Byzantine hagiography before the 10th century, research 
into the Greek hagiography and cult of St. Anastasia in Constantinople has so far 
failed to support this conjecture. Bearing in mind several possible interpretations 
of the origins of this unusual tradition, for the time being we have to agree with 
Milenko Lončar’s opinion that, in identifying Anastasia as the emperor’s daugh-
ter, “local tradition should probably be recognised, as with etymology, since this 
detail has no historical basis.”95 Since neither the Roman nor Constantinople 
hagiographies include such a tradition, it was probably unknown outside Zadar.96

Finally, in discussing the origins of prayers directed to St. Anastasia and others 
in Abbess Cicha’s book of hours, we should remember the place which they oc-
cupied in the Zadar calendars.97 Undoubtedly the oldest preserved version of cel-
ebrating St. Anastasia and St. Chrysogonus in Zadar corresponded to the customs 
of the Roman Church, as is clear from a number of Zadar calendars from books 
of hours dating from the 11th 98to the 15th century.99 Originally, Anastasia was hon-
oured in Rome on 25 December, as is confirmed by the excerpt from the Letter to 
Gregoria. Under pressure from liturgical demands linked to Christmas, and with 
no strong local tradition to reinforce what was an impractical date for her feast 
day, liturgically speaking, it was moved to the first free day after Christmas, that 
is, 29 December. It is not clear when this change occurred, but later medieval cal-
endars note the date as 29 December (and 15 January, later), keeping some form 
of remembrance on Christmas Day. An additional supporting argument is the fact 
that in Vekenega’s book of hours, Versi de sancta Anastasia come after Christmas 
hymns (Rex agyos hodie and Iudicii signum tellus sudore madescet) and songs about 
the life of St. John the Baptist, who is celebrated on 27 December. In other words, 
as Grgić noted earlier, the link proves that there was definitely a typical Zadar 
celebration of St. Anastasia.100 In any case, it is important to note here that even 
the oldest Zadar calendar does not link the feast day of St. Anastasia with 22 De-
cember, which was when she was celebrated in Constantinople. In other words, as 
noted many times, the oldest versions of the Zadar calendars definitely indicate 
the Roman origins of the feast day of St. Anastasia and her companions. Whether 
this tradition was imposed over the centuries (for which we have no surviving 
information) or the cult was from the outset based exclusively on the Roman tra-
dition, is impossible to decide with certainty. But considering the argument ex 
silentio to some extent, as well as  the Roman tradition (confirmed from at least 
the 11th century), it seems that the Roman influence played a key role very early 
on in the formation of the local hagiography and liturgy. If there had been another 
tradition, it disappeared by the time Abbess Cicha ordered her book of hours.

95 MILENKO LONČAR, Filološka analiza Porfirogenetovih vijesti o Hrvatima, Doktorska 
disertacija, Zadar, 2002, 268. 

96 TRPIMIR VEDRIŠ (note 4), 74.
97 On the typology of the feast day, see: MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 1967), 131; MARIJAN GRGIĆ 

(note 77), 127.
98 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 77).
99 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 2, 1967), 125-230. Kalendarium et Obituarium Monasterii St. Mariae 

Monialium Jadrensis (KSM) a. 1290 (Ms. Cod. Lat. 48, Szécseny, Budapest) and the similar 
Kalendarium s. Chrysogoni a. 1292 (Ms. Ashmole 360, Bodleian Library, Oxford); Kalendarium 
s. Dominici, a. 1320 (manuscript housed in the Monastery of St. Mary in Zadar); Rituale iz 1479-
1488 (exhibit at the permanent exhibition “Gold and Silver of Zadar”, cf. JOSIP KOLANOVIĆ, 
Liturgijski kodeksi svetokrševanskog opata Deodata Venijera, RIZd, 29-30 (1983) 57-84), and 
Kalendarium, rubricae et orationes Jadrensis Ecclesiae S. Anastasiae iz 1480-1490 (Ms. IV, no. 94, 
in the Archives of the Institute of History, HAZU, Zagreb).

100 MARIJAN GRGIĆ (note 3, 2002), 146. I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for alerting me 
to this detail.
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*** 

Based on everything we have presented, several conclusions can be formed 
about the place of St. Anastasia in the earliest Zadar liturgical traditions. The 
Latin Passion of St. Anastasia preserved in the Codex Filippi is the oldest form of 
the legend known today. This epic, romance passion was most likely composed 
in Rome during the 5th century. Dating relies on the time and circumstances in 
which the cult of the Sirmian martyr Anastasia was brought to Rome, and on 
the results of textual analysis. Although the compiler of the Passion tried to pre-
sent Anastasia as a distinguished Roman lady, some elements of older martyrolo-
gies were retained, according to which she was executed in Sirmium. The legend 
was originally used in the church of St. Anastasia in Rome, where a member of 
a Greek deputation had it transcribed in 824-825. After that, the Latin passion 
translated into Greek was present in Greek hagiography.

A problem which has not yet been solved concerns the cult and origins of a 
second passion, allegedly also about the “Roman” Anastasia, in Constantinople. 
While the older legend of her martyrdom emerged in Rome, a second, complete-
ly fictional passion arose with the Constantinople cult of St. Anastasia, which 
was a distant echo of the Roman cult of the martyr whose relics were conveyed 
from Sirmium to Constantinople around 457. The emergence of a Latin passion 
in Constantinople in the mid-9th century created confusion about the identity of 
St. Anastasia, and later sources are often not entirely certain which of the two 
Anastasias they are dealing with. However, the dates of her feast and the different 
attributes of the eponymous saints are a clear indication that two cults existed 
from at least the 10th century.

In the Zadar context, it can be concluded that the elements of hagiography 
and the cult of St. Anastasia are preserved in the suffragia sanctorum of the Zadar 
books of hours, based exclusively on the Roman hagiographic tradition which 
had its roots in early Christianity. Since the Greek hagiography of the martyr was 
based on Roman, Latin hagiography, no traces of the Greek hagiography of St. 
Anastasia have been found in Zadar. The mention of Anastasia as a virgin and as 
the daughter of Emperor Eustace is a curiosity which has not yet been explained, 
but indicates the possible existence of an undiscovered local Zadar tradition. Re-
garding the issue of whether St. Anastasia was a widow or a virgin, the oldest 
hagiography is ambivalent, since her virginity and how it was understood depend 
greatly on the context. It was understood in one way by the first readers, Roman 
aristocratic women in the 5th century, in another by early medieval monks, and 
completely differently by liturgical reformers charged with implementing Triden-
tine instructions regarding the cults of the saints. However, all in all, it seems that 
in the Middle Ages, Anastasia was usually considered to be a virgin, while the 
clear distinction between the statues of virgo and vidua was the result of “Triden-
tine thoroughness.”

Finally, the question remains as to whether all or any of the above explains 
why St. Anastasia found her way into the personal book of hours of a distin-
guished woman of Zadar in the mid-11th century. Can anything be added to the 
obvious answer – that she was the patron saint of the city? Given our sketchy 
knowledge of Cicha and her daughters, any attempt to amplify this answer can 
only be supposition, though not complete guesswork. Therefore, it seems to me 
pertinent to at least ask whether Cicha and Vekenega, as widows dedicated to 
God, recognised an “archetypal” image of their own lives in the circumstances of 
Anastasia’s life as related by an unknown compiler in the Rome of late antiquity. 
There are indications that as the early medieval period drew to an end, Anastasia 
figured as an exemplum of a woman sanctified through suffering in marriage, 
which was considered a prefiguration of martyrdom, as Rater of Verona wrote. 
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It would certainly be overstepping the mark to speculate that Cicha had read 
the letter of St. Augustine, works of late antiquity like the Letter to Gregoria, or 
indeed that she had any knowledge of the literature read by Roman women in 
the 5th century.  However, her social standing and double experience as a wife 
(and mother) and nun (“a virgin”) allow us to imagine that Cicha may well have 
had a very personal relationship with the primary patron saint of Zadar. It may 
be that Anastasia’s relationship with Publius reminded Cicha of her relationship 
with her unfortunate husband Andrija. Who knows? Rater’s suggestion of a par-
allel between Anastasia and Abigail, wife of demented Nabal, at least confirm the 
existence of an early medieval perception of Anastasia as a holy woman married 
to an undeserving husband.

Whatever the case, the establishment of the Monastery of St. Mary and the 
work of Cicha and her daughters, Domnana and Vekenega, seem to have fulfilled 
the words in the Letter to Gregoria about “blessed wives, Christian women (…) 
who entered the starry regions with their children.” In the final reckoning, all the 
spiritual daughters who carried on her work in the Monastery of St. Mary for cen-
turies should be numbered among Cicha’s daughters. On the occasion of this great 
anniversary, may the same words apply to them as were written in the legend of St. 
Anastasia: die noctuque Domini nostri Ihesu Christi amplectebantur uestigia.
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Ecclesiola sancta Marie Minoris and 
the early Romanesque Basilica of 
St. Mary Minor in Zadar

Pavuša Vežić

* Like Abbess Cicha, who built an Early Roman-
esque basilica on the site of an older church, 
Vekenega, who also built a Romanesque capi-
tal and bell tower, or Donata Nassis, who ex-
tended and reordered the church in a Renais-
sance manner, or Glorija Calcina who did the 
same in the did Baroque style, Abbess Ben-
edikta Braun (1895-1991) brought life back to 
the shattered remains of the monastery after 
the bombing of Zadar in the Second World 
War. Apart from the effort she invested in its 
renovation, the madre is remembered for her 
lovely character. She was mild-mannered and 
warm in her conversation, educated and full of 
wisdom and experience, as she cared for the 
community of nuns and restored their histori-
cal home. Her reasonable, patient approach al-
lowed her to collaborate with church, city and 
state authorities. She revived the thousand-
year educational tradition of the monastery, 
enhancing it with the Permanent Exhibition 
of Ecclesiastical Art, the famous “Gold and 
Silver of Zadar”, as the poet Miroslav Krleža 
called the Zadar treasury. The idea of a mu-
seum in the monastery became one of the four 
capital cultural investments of the Republic of 
Croatia. At the time, Mother Benedikta Braun 
made a significant contribution to it.

The article discusses the Church of Saint Mary Minor in Zadar. In 1066 Abbess Cicha, a 
member of the Madi family and a native of Zadar, was given the task of restoring the monastery. 
She built a basilica which was dedicated in 1091. However, some parts of the material and 
fragments of stone sculpture from the classical and late antiquity periods indicate the presence 
of an older church. The author presumes that there was an Early Christian church on the 
site of the Early Romanesque basilica. During the early Middle Ages, it probably occupied a 
space of the same shape and size, like many others which were given new, pre-Romanesque 
liturgical furnishings. Ecclesiola sancta Marie Minoris was given the same treatment. This can 
be seen from fragments of a ciborium carved in blueish marble and parts of a white limestone 
pluteus. These fragments predate Abbess Cicha. Thus it seems that the Early Romanesque 
basilica was built following the ground plan of the Early Christian church. It consists of two 
colonnades, each with four columns and five arches. The capitals are of the acanthus spinosa 
type with sharp-edged leaves. They are similar to those in other Benedictine abbey basilicas 
and cathedrals in the Adriatic, from the Venetian lagoons to the Kvarner islands and Zadar.
The Church of St. Mary Minor has three rounded apses on the front. The central one is the same 
width as the main nave, while the two side ones are narrower. The walls which rise above the nave 
feature a series of single windows. Above them, the roof construction rests on a row of corbels. 
Unfortunately, the parts which jutted out have been eroded, but they were probably serrated, 
like similar parts of Early Romanesque churches and bell towers in Istria and Dalmatia. The 
settings of the corbels have been preserved, however, and their arrangement traces their rhythm 
and architectural moulding. In addition, the plaster panels between the corbels are painted with 
geometric ornaments and the graphic and coloured decorations of the cornice itself.

Key words: Zadar, church reform, Abbess Cicha, Early Christian basilica, Early Romanesque 
colonnade, capital, corbel, frescoes, ornaments

Dedicated to Mother Benedikta Braun*

Ecclesiola sancta Marie Minoris

The basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor in Zadar is located on the edge 
of a block of buildings along a street which used be called Vela Kuntrata, and 
extended from the medieval Kampe (Campo - on the site of the former Roman 
forum) to the Foše (Fossa - a picturesque harbour on the southeast side of the 
city).1 It follows the direction of a decumanus, one of the streets which traversed 
ancient Iader. The church sits on this important road as part of the complex of 

1 TOMISLAV RAUKAR – IVO PETRICIOLI – FRANJO ŠVELEC – ŠIME PERIČIĆ, Zadar pod 
mletačkom upravom, (Prošlost Zadra – III), Zadar, 1987, 540, 546. 
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the first insula, the first block of buildings before the main transverse street, or 
carda, by the forum. The basilica lies along the edge of the lengthwise street and 
its front is set back from the transverse street. Its characteristic position within 
the insula of Iader is similar to other late classical basilicas: the cathedral, St. 
Thomas’s, the Church of the Assumption and St. Stephen’s. This in itself leads us 
to assume that the Church of St. Mary Minor was based on an Early Christian 
basilica.2 This is borne out by certain typological and constructional qualities in 
the spatial structure of the building and the classical and late classical remnants 
incorporated in it.

The specific typological characteristic of the church is formed by the ratio of 
the width and length of the nave (without the depth of the rounded apsis which 
protrudes from the front wall). This ratio is approximately 2:3 (~13.5: ~18.5 m), 
as in other Early Christian basilicas in Zadar. The full extent of the church was 
discovered in 1974 during systematic archaeological research carried out by the 
Croatian Conservation Institute from Zagreb. At that time, among other things, 
the modest remains of the front wall of the original basilica were also investigat-
ed and documented.3 Another important feature was a wide, semi-circular apse. 
It was discovered in 1971 during archaeological research led by Ivo Petricioli.4 
Underneath the Baroque floor in the sanctuary, remains of a round wall which 
reached deep below the surface were excavated. The diameter of the curve was 

2 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Zadar na pragu kršćanstva – Arhitektura ranoga kršćanstva u Zadru i na 
zadarskome području, Zadar, 2005, 30-33, 72-75.

3 Katalog radova Restauratorskog zavoda Hrvatske 1966-1986, Godišnjak zaštite spomenika kulture 
Hrvatske – 12/1986, Zagreb, 1986, 114-116 (catalogue unit 454). 

4 No report was published.

Fig. 1. Graphic reconstruction of the plan 
of ancient Zadar with the locations of Early 
Christian basilicas (taken from P. Vežić, 2005, 74)

Fig. 2. Cadastral plan of Zadar, 1824. Area around 
the Church of St. Mary Minor (State Archives in 
Zadar)
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the same as the width of the main nave, which was much wider than the side 
naves, in a ratio of approximately 5:2.5 All this is characteristic of Early Roman-
esque architecture. In Early Romanesque basilicas, the ratio is approximately 2:1. 
St. Andrew’s Basilica in Rab and St. Peter’s in Draga on Rab, for example, have 
this lesser kind of ratio between the main nave and side naves.6 In Nin, however, 
St. Mary’s basilica is noticeably wider, like the Church of St. Mary Minor in Za-
dar. This indicates that the present Early Romanesque basilicas were built upon 
Early Christian ground plans.

Another construction feature is the foundation of the pillars. In St. Thomas’s 
basilica in Zadar this was done by using “foundation tracks”, deep walls which 
extended under the paving along the whole length of the basilica from front to 
back.7 On these, slabs were placed upon which the pillars rested. In St. Stephen’s 
in Zadar, and in St. Mary’s in Nin, however, separate foundation pedestals were 
built. All these were Early Christian churches. The Church of St. Mary Minor 
also has deep pedestals for the columns. The assumption that its foundations 
cannot be Early Christian must therefore be rejected.8 In addition, a canellated 
column, clearly a classical remnant, rests on one of these pedestals in the north 
colonnade. In St. Stephen’s basilica, the entire north colonnade was built using 
classical canellated columns with delicate Corinthian capitals and corresponding 
bases.9 In the south colonnade, the capitals are Tuscan in shape. The columns are 
smoothly finished, carved from bituminous limestone or granite. One is marble. 
The columns in the colonnades of the Church of St. Mary Minor are similar. 
They were probably salvaged from classical or late antiquity structures. When the 
basilica was reordered in the 19th century, the ends of the columns were “tapered.”

5 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 72-73.
6 MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, L’architecture du premier âge roman en Croatie, Hortus artium 

medievalium, 6, Zagreb – Motovun, 2000, 83-92; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Pojava romaničke 
arhitekture u Hrvatskoj, Rađanje prvog hrvatskog kulturnog pejzaža, (ed.) Miljenko Jurković, 
Tugomir Lukšić, Zagreb, 1996, 325-338.

7 IVO PETRICIOLI – PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Izvještaj o istraživanju i konzervaciji ostataka bazilike Sv. 
Tome u Zadru, Godišnjak zaštite spomenika kulture Hrvatske, 1, Zagreb, 1975, 101-110. 

8 VINKO ŠTRKALJ – DRAGO MILETIĆ, Arheološka istraživanja u lađama crkve sv. Marije u 
Zadru, Godišnjak zaštite spomenika kulture Hrvatske, vol. 2-3, Zagreb, 1976 – 1977, 129.

9 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Starokršćanska bazilika sv. Stjepana (crkva sv. Šime) u Zadru, Diadora, 11, 
Zadar, 1989, 328; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Starokršćanska bazilika sv. Stjepana (crkva sv. Šime) u Zadru, 
Zadar, 1989, 10; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 71.

Fig. 5. Comparison of the ground plans of 
St. Peter’s basilica in Draga on the island of Rab, 
St. Andrew’s in the town of Rab, the Church of 
St. Mary Minor in Zadar, and St. Mary’s in Nin 
(taken from M. Jurković, 1996, 331)

Fig. 3. Ground plan of the original basilica 
of the Church of St. Mary Minor, showing 
archaeological remains discovered within it 
(taken from P. Vežić, 2005, 73)

Fig. 4. Preserved remains of the original apse 
discovered under the Baroque sanctuary of the 
basilica of the St. Mary Minor (photo library of 
the Conservation Department in Zadar)
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The impost on the pylon in front of the apse on the south side is also classical. 
This style was used widely in classical times for interior decoration. However, in 
the lower zone of the impost, the anatomy of a low-set acanthus leaf can be dis-
cerned with a row of high fluting above it. These shapes and their arrangements 
completely correspond to elements of a well-preserved classical capital stored in 
the monastery lapidary. Originally, it stood on a pillar with a complex profile: 
semi-circular at the front and rectangular at the back. The outline of the base of 
the capital follows this profile. On the surface near the base, there is a garland of 
low acanthus leaves, while the corners have delicately modelled high leaves with 
graceful fluting between them. It is truly a valuable example of an original, mas-
terfully carved classical capital.

[Alongside it, I should mention the Roman stonework in the foundations of 
the Romanesque bell-tower, dated 1105, and the beams with pairs of dolphins built 
above the passageway from the base of the tower to the upper floors. There are 
similar motifs on beams built at the top of the pylons between the main and side 
apses in Holy Trinity rotunda in the Church of St. Donatus.10 A delicately modelled 
marble relief should also be mentioned, though unfortunately, most of the body of 
the animal depicted is missing (the forefeet and left flank, the neck and head, and 
the back legs and tail). Its soaring wings indicate it is a griffon. The later shaping of 
the edges of this relief indicate that it may have been a secondary addition to the 
Romanesque bell tower. All these Roman remnants were salvaged from the ruins 
around the forum, from complexes demolished in late antiquity, when the episco-
pal complex was built and the old Roman buildings were pillaged for material to 
use in medieval construction around the campus which was thus constructed.11]

The marble capitals in the south colonnade also belong to late antiquity. Unfor-
tunately, they were carved over in the 19th century.12 The anatomy of the leaves in 
the lower zone suggests acanthus leaves with spiky points, characteristic of Byzan-
tine capitals of the 5th and 6th centuries. One such capital was incorporated in the 
9th century in front of the apses on the gallery of Holy Trinity rotunda (St. Dona-

10 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Sveti Donat – Rotonda Sv. Trojstva u Zadru, Split, 2002, 54.
11 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 71; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Episkopalni kompleks u Zadru, Zadar, 2013, 25-

34, 92-99; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Zvonik i kapitularna dvorana u samostanu Sv. Marije Male u Zadru: 
kraljevska kapela – kapitul – sakristija – memorija, Vekenegin zbornik, Zadar, 2017, 102-103.

12 The damage inflicted in the 19th century was linked to the comprehensive reordering of the 
interior of the church in the classicist style.

Fig. 6. In situ recarved impost in the pylon 
between the main and side apses at the end of the 
south colonnade (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 7. Classical capital stored in the monastery 
lapidary (photo: P. Vežić)
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tus), and another in the 11th century in St. Laurence’s Chapel in Zadar.13 Fragments 
of a marble slab also belong to late antiquity and were probably the pedestal of the 
altar. They were discovered in the sanctuary area. The altar certainly belonged to 
the basilica. Its left side is prominent and shaped like a small pilaster with narrow 
borders. Another pilaster, treated in the same way, was discovered in the medieval 
wall separating the church from the monastery, and a third is stored in the mon-
astery lapidary. There is also a sarcophagus marked with an Early Christian cross.14 
All these pieces of architecture and sculpture indicate there was an Early Christian 
church on the site of the present basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor.

The same is true of some carved stone fragments with pre-Romanesque fea-
tures, parts of liturgical furnishings which probably belonged to the same church, 

13 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 165-167.
14 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 165-175.

Fig. 8. Capital from late antiquity in situ on a 
pillar in the south colonnade of the basilica 
(photo: Z. Alajbeg)

Fig. 9. Pilaster of the Early Christian altar stored 
in the monastery lapidary (photo: P. Vežić)
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bearing witness to its existence from the early medieval period to the 11th cen-
tury. Thus, parts of the marble pluteus, probably from the sanctuary railing from 
the time before Cicha’s basilica, which were incorporated as part of the cover of 
the tomb of Abbess Vekenega in 1111, indicate an earlier medieval period. The 

Fig. 10. Main chamber of the monastery of 
St. Mary Minor – marble cover of the tomb of 
Abbess Vekenega, 1111 (photo: P. Vežić)
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ornaments on the back of the cover have been preserved. Their artistic qualities 
are similar to the pilaster from the episcopal complex and other 8th- and 9th-
century sculpture in Dalmatia.15 The same kind of art is indicated by the marble 
fragments of ciboria housed in the Archaeological Museum.16 It seems they were 
discovered among the demolished parts of the vault of the main chamber, which 
was badly damaged in the Second World War.17 

Two white limestone pluteus fragments were probably discovered in the same 
place. Both have suffered considerable damage and were carved from much bigger 
slabs probably belonging to two different plutei. On the base of one of them, only 
the tip of a kantharos with fluting has survived, clearly a handle on the side of the 
vessel. There is also a floral decoration with a series of pointed petals. A triple vine 
is depicted growing out of the kantharos, with curls on the side which enclose two 
circles, in each of which is a whirling rosette. Under the one on the right, in the han-
dle of the vessel, there is a bird with a long neck, its head and beak turned behind its 
back towards the water in the kantharos. The bird’s wings are bent towards its body 
and its feet are apart. On the second fragment, there are also triple stems with curls 

15 Library of Photographs and Plans, Conservation Office in Zadar; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Pilastar sa 
stupićem ograde svetišta iz episkopalnog kompleksa u Zadru, Ars Adriatica, 5, Zadar, 2015, 21-38.

16 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ – MILENKO LONČAR, HOC TIGMEN – Ciboriji ranoga srednjeg vijeka na tlu 
Istre i Dalmacije, Zadar, 2009, 85-86.

17 KSENIJA RADULIĆ, Konzervatorski zahvati poslije Oslobođenja u kompleksu sv. Marije, 
Zadarska revija, sv. 16, Zadar, 1967, 203.

Fig. 11. Back of the cover on the tomb of Abbess 
Vekenega (photo library of the Conservation 
Department in Zadar)

Fig. 12. Fragment of a Pre-Romanesque marble 
pluteus incorporated in the cover of the tomb 
of Abbess Vekenega (photo library of the 
Conservation Department in Zadar)
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which enclose circles. There are discs in the circles displaying blooming rosettes with 
densely arranged circles of petals. In the rhomboid spaces between the curves of the 
vine there are four pointed leaves in the shape of a cross. Similar motifs are found on 
parts of two plutei from Pridraga. Both are housed in the local museum in Novigrad 
and attributed to a stonemasons’ workshop operating around the time of the Croa-
tian Duke Trpimir.18 It seems that the fragment of a pillar with a small capital from 
the monastery lapidary can also be attributed to the same workshop and sanctuary 
railing. It has two rows of leaves and a third with curls under an abacus. In the lower 
one, a series of lilies forms an arcade cornice. Their stems are shaped like little twisted 

18 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ – EMIL HILJE, Umjetnička baština Zadarske nadbiskupije – Klesarstvo I, (ed.) 
Nikola Jakšić, (N. Jakšić, catalogue units 27 and 28), Zadar, 2008, 109-113; NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, 
Klesarstvo u službi evangelizacije, Književni krug – Split, 2015, 302-303. 

Fig. 14. Fragment of a Pre-Romanesque white 
limestone pluteus stored in the monastery 
lapidary: mid-9th century (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 15. Fragment of another white limestone 
pluteus stored in the monastery lapidary: mid-9th 
century (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 13. Fragment of a Pre-Romanesque marble 
ciborium housed in the Archaeological Museum 
in Zadar: 8th or 9th century (photo: P. Vežić)
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pillars. In the middle row, some fleshy leaves are arranged in a cluster from which 
curls grow out into the top row, twisted into spirals under the corners of the abacus 
on the capital. The church also had a gable, of which only one large fragment has 
been preserved. Along its edges there are series of double convoluted curls, hooks 
and wide spirals. Below them is a sign of the cross with flat arms and prominent 

Fig. 16. Capital and part of a column in the 
sanctuary railing, stored in the monastery 
lapidary: mid-9th century (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 17. Fragment of a gable of the Pre-
Romanesque sanctuary railing (taken from I. 
Petricioli, 1967, 65)

Fig. 18. Front of the sanctuary railing stored in 
the Archaeological Museum in Zadar: last third of 
the 9th century (taken from N. Jakšić, 2015, 326)
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curls at the corners. Under the cross, one of two surviving birds can be seen. This one 
has a rather small, squat body covered by its wing, and a long beak curved under its 
head, in the centre of which is a small circle like an eye.19 A well-preserved pluteus 
with geometric ornaments also came from the church. It consists of a square field 
filled with a series of spaced triple circles, four across and four down. Triple ribbons 
wind through the circles diagonally and continue in a series of perpendicular feath-
ers on the left and right. The ornamentation is similar to the schemes on a group of 
plutei produced by the “court stonemasons’ workshop”, which operated at the time of 
the Croatian Duke Branimir. In terms of modelling, the ones on the pluteus in the 
Church of St. Mary Minor show some slight differences.20 

These stylistic and construction features and inventory point to the existence 
of an Early Christian church on the site of the medieval one. It was much smaller 
compared to the other basilicas of that period in Zadar, whether the cathedral, the 
Basilica of the Assumption, or St. Stephen’s. These were all between 20 and 30 me-
tres wide, with curved apses prominent on the front walls. St. Thomas’s was smaller 
(about 15.5 m wide and 24 m long), and the Church of St. Mary Minor was even 
smaller (about 13.5 m wide and 18.5 m long). Therefore, it was by far the smallest 
in the group, and this is perhaps why it was called ecclesiola (little church). 

However, speaking theoretically, the name may have come into use during the 
early medieval period when the basilica may have been made smaller. This happened 
to quite a number of Early Christian churches, so that a new church could be raised 
on the footprint of the earlier one, usually in the sanctuary area. This preserved the 
continuity of the cultic site at the physical level.21 Good examples of this reduction 
and cultic continuity have been discovered in several locations in Dalmatia. There are 
the remains of St. Peter’s on Kanajt near Punat on the island of Krk22, in Gaj in No-
valja on Pag,23 St. John’s Outside the Walls in Zadar,24 St. Martha’s near Trogir,25 and 
the Hollow Church in Solin,26 St. Peter’s in Ubli on the island of Lastovo,27 and others. 
The topic is also illustrated by a comparison with St. Laurence’s in Stobreč near Split. 
The remains bear witness to an Early Christian basilica with a narthex inserted along 
the front wall and an apse along the back wall. It has the same ratio as the dimensions 
of the central nave, which is three times wider than the side naves. In the early medi-
eval period, the dimensions of the basilica became the frame for a small monastery, 
where the new church was located in the sanctuary area of the earlier one.28 

19  IVO PETRICIOLI, Umjetnička baština samostana Sv. Marije u Zadru, Kulturna baština 
samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, [= Radovi Instituta Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti, 
XII-XIV, (ed.) Grga Novak, Vjekoslav Maštrović], Zadar, 1967, 65.

20 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 18), 327.
21 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Kontinuitet kultnoga mjesta, Hrvatska u doba kneza Branimira, Zadar, 2002, 171.
22 RANKO STARAC, Two examples of rural ecclesiastical architectural continuity on the island 

Krk, Hortus artium medievalium, 10, Zagreb – Motovun, 2004, 233-236.
23 FRANE BUŠKARIOL, Prilozi arheološkoj topografiji otoka Paga na temelju bilježaka Mihovila 

Abramića, Arheološka istraživanja na otocima Krku, Rabu i Pagu i Hrvatskom primorju, Izdanja 
HAD-a, 13, Zagreb, 1989.

24 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Crkva sv. Ivana ispred Grada u Zadru, Diadora, 18-19, Zadar, 1997, 278-284; 
PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 75-79.

25 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Bazilika sv. Marte u Bijaćima i problem njezina ciborija, Starohrvatska prosvjeta, 
26, Split, 2004, 319-330.

26 MATE ZEKAN, Sv. Petar i Mojsije – Krunidbena bazilika kralja Zvonimira, Split, 1994.; MATE 
ZEKAN, Krunidbena bazilika kralja Zvonimira. Crkva Sv. Petra i Mojsija (Šuplja crkva) u Solinu, 
Hrvatski arheološki godišnjak, 1, Zagreb, 2004, 240; T. MARASOVIĆ, Dalmatia praeromanica, 3, 
Split – Zagreb, 2011, 221-227.

27 JASNA JELIČIĆ – GORAN NIKŠIĆ, Konzervacija ranokršćanske crkve u Ublima na Lastovu, 
Godišnjak zaštite spomenika kulture Hrvatske, 6-7, Zagreb, 1980 – 1981, 57-61, Pl. I.

28 NENAD CAMBI, Starokršćanska bazilika i benediktinski samostanski kompleks u Stobreču, 
Dokumentacija graditeljskog nasljeđa, Split, 1974.

Fig. 19. Comparison of the ground plans of Early 
Romanesque basilicas in Zadar (taken from P. 
Vežić, 2005, 135)
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Detailed archaeological research on the dimensions of the Church of St. Mary 
Minor has not yielded any results which support the idea that it was given this 
treatment in the early medieval period. On the other hand, fragments of liturgi-
cal installations of the time, whether marble or limestone, seem more likely to 
indicate that it was a small basilica with new liturgical furnishings, rather than 
a small church erected on part of an older one. Therefore, we must reserve the 
hypothesis that in the 11th century, the church was called ecclesiola because it was 
smaller than the other basilicas in Zadar at the time. I am convinced that after 
it was gifted to Abbess Cicha, ecclesiola sancta Marie Minoris was transformed 
into an Early Romanesque basilica based on the footprint of the older church. 
Thus the continuity of the original cultic site founded in the 5th or 6th century 
was extended in the 11th century and since then, through all later adaptations, 
has persisted without interruption right up to the present day.

The Early Romanesque Basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor

In order to discover the original shape of the Early Romanesque basilica, it 
was important to find traces underneath the layer of classicist ornamentation 
which was added during interior renovation work in the 19th century. At that 
time, the level of the floor was raised and the pillars widened. False bases were 
added, along with capitals shaped in stucco. During repair work after the Second 
World War, some limited research was carried out. Grgo Ostrić discovered the 
original pillars and capitals underneath the stucco ornamentation.29

This was followed by excavation in the sanctuary area, which we have already 
mentioned, led by Ivo Petricioli. The discovery of the actual remains of the original 
apse is particularly worth mentioning.30 Next, systematic archaeological research of 
the entire area was carried out, covering the full width and length of the Renaissance 
church. It was led by Vinko Štrkalj and Drago Miletić. Particularly important dis-
coveries included fragments of the front wall and pillar foundations.31 The full con-
tours of the original temple were established as the spatial basis for the new basilica. 
Regardless of later changes during the early medieval period within the dimensions 
of the original church, in the 11th century it was certainly used as the spatial foot-
print upon which the Early Romanesque basilica was built. Before the research was 
conducted, it was thought that the earlier building had been longer, up to the line of 
the first pair of Renaissance pillars with square cross-sections.32 However, it proved 
to be shorter than the length assumed, and reached only as far as the second pair 
of Renaissance pillars (with circular cross-sections). Josip Stošić learned this when 
he discovered an opening or gap which had developed where the Early Roman-
esque part of the north wall was divided from the Renaissance part, at the top of 
the staircase between the church and bell tower, leading to the upper storey of the 
tower. The separation line runs along the aforementioned remains of the front wall 
and forms the north corner of the church.33 On the front wall, even before excavat-

29 IVO PETRICIOLI (note 19), 64.
30 The research, which was part of the regular programme of the Institute for the Protection of 

Cultural Monuments, was organised by K. Radulić in 1971. PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 72-75.
31 VINKO ŠTRKALJ – DRAGO MILETIĆ (note 8), 123.
32 IVO PETRICIOLI (note 19), 69, fig. 2.
33 Stošić became an associate of Art History Institute in Zagreb and worked on smaller research 

projects which he mentioned to me during our conversations about the basilica. He then told 
me about this gap. As fas as I know, he did not publish his discovery, so I mention his finding 
here as a mark of respect for his important contribution, made before research conducted by the 
Croatian Conservation Institute in the Church of St. Mary Minor in Zadar. 
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ing the curved main apse, the remains of a side apse, also semi-circular, were found 
at the base of the north nave. It was narrower than the main apse. Thus, in stages, 
the entire ground plan of the basilica was finally revealed (with colonnades, capitals 
and arcades, the walls at the height of the main nave, parts of the monoforae and 
roof cornice), which is a credible witness to the overall volume and arrangement of 
the Early Romanesque basilica, the one built by Abbess Cicha after 1066 and before 
1091, when the new church was dedicated on the footprint already mentioned.34

34 IVO PETRICIOLI (note 19), 63; NADA KLAIĆ – IVO PETRICIOLI, Zadar u srednjem vijeku do 
1409, (= Prošlost Zadra II), Zadar, 1976, 110.

Fig. 20. Ground plan of the present Church of 
St. Mary Minor showing archaeological remains 
discovered within the basilica (taken from 
P. Vežić, 2005, 73)

Fig. 21. Colonnade of the Early Romanesque 
basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor, 
1066-1091 (photo: P. Vežić)
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Thus, in intervening period, the Early Romanesque basilica was built. It was built 
in the fashion characteristic of the great church reforms of the 11th century, simi-
larly to Benedictine basilicas and cathedrals in Dalmatia built on Early Christian 
predecessors,35 characterised by three naves with a deep, semi-circular apse promi-
nent on the front wall at the base of the main nave, accompanied by two more, also 
curved, at the base of the side naves, and two colonnades with high walls and series 
of single windows. The pillars in the colonnades were mostly made from classical 
remnants. One was canellated, and the other marble ones were later “tapered.” The 
first pair of columns nearest the sanctuary were replaced in the 16th century along 
with the capitals. The head of one of these is kept in the monastery lapidary. It has a 
single row of leaves in a cluster of acanthus and the tips of its twist into spirals, turn-
ing into curls at the corners beneath the abacus. There are only traces of the recog-
nisable Early Romanesque style of acanthus spinosa capitals on the leaves, although 
the anatomy of the leaves has been completely recarved. This, then, may be one of 
the two capitals replaced by Renaissance ones. Unfortunately, work carried out in 
the 19th century damaged the ones in situ on the pillars, and completely destroyed 
the bases of all the “trimmed” ones in the classicist colonnade.

However, most of the Early Romanesque capitals were unharmed, even dur-
ing the Renaissance and Baroque renovations to the basilica. In the 16th century, 
the two pillars and capitals next to the front wall were replaced by two new cir-

35 IVO PETRICIOLI, Od Donata do Radovana, Split, 1990, 69-76; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ (note 
6), 325-338; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ (note 6), 83-92.

Fig. 22. Early Romanesque capital of the acanthus 
spinosa type, stored in the monastery lapidary: 
1070-1090 (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 23. Pillars and capitals of the acanthus spinosa 
type in the north colonnade of the basilica: 
1070-1090 (photo: P. Vežić)
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cular pillars with Renaissance capitals, and two more on the line of the original 
front wall were also replaced. But the remaining Early Romanesque pillars and 
capitals and imposts, with the arcade above them, were preserved untouched in 
the Baroque period (18th century) when the original central apse and side apses 
were removed and replaced with a new sanctuary with side sacristies and gal-
leries above them, and a cupola above the main altar. The galleries above the 
side naves and the choir by the front wall in the main nave were also built then. 
Nonetheless, the Early Romanesque arches, pillars and capitals were left stand-
ing. They were damaged more seriously in the 19th century during the classicist 
renovation of the church interior. Many fragments of the capitals were discovered 
in the floor during archaeological research, as mentioned, and have been reinte-
grated in the appropriate places on the capitals thanks to restoration work.36

The capitals above the pillars are typically Early Romanesque, formed from 
clusters of acanthus leaves placed in two rows. The leaves have sharp edges 
(acanthus spinosa). They are easily recognisable by their peculiar shape and are 
a trademark of the period in which they were used, particularly in the basilicas 
of cathedrals and Benedictine monasteries in the Adriatic, from the Venetian 
lagoons to the Kvarner area. R. Eitelberger von Edelberg was the first to notice 
the specific shape of the “capitals with strange leafy ornaments” in the “cathedral 
and basilica of St. Peter’s Monastery in Supetarska Draga” on Rab.37 Scholarship 
later paid great attention to this type of capital in Benedictine monasteries in the 
Adriatic. The ones in Zadar were the subject of two valuable studies, one by Jakšić 
and the other by Štrkalj.38 In the first, the author links the genesis of form with 
classical capitals such as those on the peristyle of Diocletian’s Palace in Split.39 
However, it seems that the more characteristic shapes of the architectural plastics 
in these churches can at least in principle be linked to potential models based on 
Late Byzantine examples. Thus, the capital in the Church of the Theotokos in the 
monastery of Hosios Loukas (10th century)40 displays similarities in the actual 

36 VINKO ŠTRKALJ – DRAGO MILETIĆ (note 8), 127.
37 RUDOLF EITELBERGER VON EDELBERG, Die mittelalterlichen Kunstdenkmale Dalmatiens in 

Arbe, Zara, Traù, Spalato und Ragusa, Vienna, 1861.The second edition was published in 1884.
38 VINKO ŠTRKALJ, Il restauro della chiesa di S. Maria a Zara: Un contributo allo studio dei 

capitelli corinzi dell’XI secolo nell’Altoadriatico, Antichità Altoadriatiche, XXVI (= Aquileia, la 
Dalmazia e l’Illirico, vol. 2), Udine, 1985, 475-496.

39 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Tipologija kapitela 11. stoljeća u Dalmaciji, Starohrvatska prosvjeta, 13, Split, 
1983, 203-215.

40 RICHARD KRAUTHEIMER, Architettura paleocristiana e bizantina, Torino, 1986, 424, fig. 243 
(originally published in English in 1965).

Fig. 24. Early Romanesque capital in the north 
colonnade of the basilica: 1070-1090 
(photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 25. Capital in the Church of the Theotokos 
in Hosios Loukas Monastery, circa 950 
(photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 26. Early Romanesque capital of the 
palmette type from St. Mary’s basilica in Nin 
(photo: P. Vežić)
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anatomy of the acanthus leaves, compared to those on the capitals of the pillars 
in 11th-century Adriatic basilicas, from the cathedral in Aquileia (early 11th cen-
tury) and the Benedictine abbey on the Lido outside Venice (mid-century)41, to 
the abbey churches and cathedrals of Lower Dalmatia (later 11th century).42

The acanthus leaves on the capitals in the Church of St. Mary Minor in Zadar 
belong to the last group. They are modelled similarly to some in St. Peter’s in 
Draga on the island of Rab, and in particular to those in the basilica of St. John 
the Evangelist in the town of Rab and St. Michael’s (sv. Mihovil) on Krk. The ex-
amples in St. Peter’s in Draga certainly date back to the Early Romanesque con-
struction of the basilica in the 1060s, while the capitals in the Church of St. Mary 
Minor are probably from the 1070s or 1080s. The others listed are from about 
the same period, or a little later; the latest date for them is the late 10th or early 
12th century. However, in contrast to the capital from the Hosios Loukas monas-
tery, where the acanthus has only slightly curling foliage with almost graphically 
shaped anatomy, like a drawing, most of the Adriatic examples depict a leaf tip 
in the space formed by the curl, which adds volume to the sculpture. In addition, 
the capital in the Church of the Theokotos is shaped by a cluster with a single 
row of leaves. There are eight altogether, four acanthus and four palmette leaves.43 
I emphasise this as the palmette leaves are basically the template for other Early 
Romanesque examples in Croatia, especially those in Nin and Rab.44 The similar-
ity is more stylistic than morphological, as with the acanthus leaves. Nonetheless, 
the phenomenon indicates a sort of “monastic ecumene” in which the monaster-
ies in the Aegean had contact with Benedictine monasteries in the Adriatic.45

Finally, in our discussion of the Early Romanesque capitals of the pillars in 
the basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor, we should not forget to mention the 
characteristic imposts above the capitals, also known as pulvini. They are shaped 
like an inverted, truncated pyramid. The narrower face is laid against the capital, 
while the wider ones face out towards the arches resting upon them. Their sides 
are smooth and sloping, without ornamentation. The same shapes were carved 
for the imposts on the Renaissance capitals in order to unify their appearance.

I think it is important to mention other similarly shaped capitals in Zadar in 
relation to the Benedictine monasteries and the Benedictine tradition in general, 
for example those in the Basilica of the Assumption which have similarly mod-
elled acanthus spinose leaves.46 Another version is found on the capitals of the 
original Church of St. Nicholas, probably 11th century.47 These are modelled with 
softly shaped edges. I will also mention the similar small, carved half-capital. It is 
behind one of the pilasters on the exterior face of the main apse of the Church of 
St. Chrysogonus (sv. Krševan), a Benedictine basilica built in the second half of 
the 12th century.48 Some of the capitals on the mullioned windows on the gallery 

41 VINKO ŠTRKALJ (note 38), 475-496.
42 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 39), 203-215. 
43 RICHARD KRAUTHEIMER (note 40), 424, fig. 243 (originally published in English in 1965).
44 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 39), 210-214.
45 Benedictine links with the monasteries on Athos were noted by M. Čanak-Medić (see MILKA 

ČANAK-MEDIĆ – ZORICA ČUBROVIĆ, Katedrala svetog Tripuna u Kotoru, Kotor, 2010, 77). 
This is a topic worth investigating separately.

46 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Crkva sv. Marije Velike u Zadru, Diadora, 8, Zadar, 1975, 134-135, T. III, 3.
47 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Crkva i samostan sv. Nikole u Zadru, Prilozi povijesti umetnosti u Dalmaciji, 33 

(= Prijateljev zbornik, II), Split, 1992, 306.
48 ĆIRIL METOD IVEKOVIĆ, Crkva i samostan sv. Krševana u Zadru, Zagreb, 1931, fig. 72; IVO 

PETRICIOLI, Umjetnička baština samostana sv. Krševana do 16. stoljeća, 1000 godina Samostana 
Sv. Krševana u Zadru, (ed.) Ivo Petricioli, Zadar, 1990, 197-219. 

Fig. 27. Capital from the church of St. Mary  
Major in Zadar, early 12th century 
(photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 28. Capital on the pilaster on the exterior 
face of the main apse of the Church of 
St. Chrysogonus in Zadar, around 1175 
(photo: P. Vežić) 
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of the cathedral of St. Tryphon (sv. Tripun) in Kotor are similar.49 The palmette 
capitals in the Church of St. Laurence in Zadar should be added to the list, along 
with the 11th-century church.50 With the others, they are evidence of the per-
sistent use and modelling of capitals with acanthus leaves and palmettes in the 
Romanesque period in Zadar, which was a significant centre in the archipelago 
of Benedictine communities in the Adriatic.

A fragment of a stone beam with two surfaces decorated with reliefs also comes 
from the Early Romanesque basilica of the Church of St. Mary Minor. There are 
indications that it formed the frame of some kind of opening – a door or a window. 
In the narrower decorated surface, a vine is shown in relief, extending the length of 
the beam in a waving line. It is trained along a curving switch. In each dip there is 
a fan-shaped, open leaf bending to one side. It is composed of small, sword-shaped 
leaflets with fluting underneath. The opposite narrow surface is plain. On the wider 
decorated surface there is a similar switch motif, with a curl in every dip and a leaf 
with widely spread leaflets, one in the centre and two on each side. The opposite 
wide surface is mostly flat. Holes with traces of iron indicate that an ironwork grille 
was attached to the beam, probably at a later date. As a piece of stone and building 
material, it was significantly damaged and recut to be incorporated in the wall of 
the west wing of the monastery, built in the 19th century.

The basic modelling of the leaves of the surfaces of the beam is the same as those 
on the palmette capitals, particularly those in St. Mary’s Benedictine abbey in Nin 
and related buildings on Rab and Krk.51 It is interesting that only related capitals 
appear in combination with the acanthus type. In Nin, only palmettes are present, 
while in the Church of St. Mary Minor in Zadar, there are only acanthus capitals.

Let us return to the spatial structure of the basilica of the Zadar nuns. New 
insights52 have been gained thanks to the conservation work and archaeological 

49 MILKA ČANAK-MEDIĆ – ZORICA ČUBROVIĆ (note 45), 160-163.
50 IVO PETRICIOLI, Pojava romaničke skulpture u Dalmaciji, Zagreb, 196., 57; the best classification of 

Early Romanesque capitals in Croatia, including dating, is in NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 39), 203-215.
51 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 39), 210-214.
52 MILJENKO DOMIJAN, Rab – Grad umjetnosti, Zagreb, 2001, 116-130, 228-234.

Fig. 29. Narrower surface on a fragment of 
an Early Romanesque lintel or window ledge, 
housed in the monastery lapidary: 1070-1090 
(photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 30. Wider surface on a fragment of an Early 
Romanesque lintel or window ledge, housed in 
the monastery lapidary: 1070-1090 
(photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 31. Mullion on the north wall at the top 
of the main nave of the Early Romanesque 
basilica: 1070-1090 (photo: P. Vežić)
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research mentioned earlier. Like other places in the Adriatic, the walls of the 
main nave were built above an arcade. At the height above the roof of the side 
aisles, there was a row of arching, wreathed mullions with narrow, single win-
dows spaced evenly at the base of the roof of the main nave. These produced 
what was known as “basilica light” inside the church. A row of similar mullions 
has been preserved in the basilica of St. Peter’s in Draga on Rab. On the south 
side of the Church of St. Mary Minor, only one such window has been completely 
preserved. Its arch is composed of radially placed, alternating blocks of stone 
and brick, tiles actually, in a strict sequence. I emphasise this because it was a 
technique used in late antiquity on all the arch constructions in the Early Ro-
manesque basilica of St. Stephen’s in Zadar.53 It is evidence of a long masonry tra-
dition which included this variation, building window arches in a manner which 
had been maintained since late antiquity.

On the south side, only parts of similar mullions have survived, in fact, only 
their arches, perhaps five of them. The plaster on parts of the wall beneath them 
has also survived, so the actual construction of the arches is visible. However, 
the beds of small consoles built deep into the walls to carry the roof cornice 
have also been preserved. They are below the cornice, arranged in a regular pat-
tern, and evenly spaced (8-10 cm thick, 20 cm high, spaced 45-46 cm apart). The 
fronts of the consoles which jutted out have unfortunately been completely erod-
ed, but they were probably serrated, as in the bell tower of St. Nicholas’s in Bale 
in Istria,54 or many other places in Dalmatia: the sacristy of St. Peter’s in Osor on 
the island of Cres55, on the front and side walls of St. Andrew’s in the town of 
Rab,56 and on the front wall of St. Peter’s in Draga on Rab. There are other, quite 

53 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 9), 334; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ (note 2), 65-72, 130.
54 IVO PETRICIOLI, Romaničke jednobrodne crkve sa zvonicima na pročelju u našim primorskim 

krajevima, Histria Archaelogica, 20-21, Pula, 1990, 180-182.
55 SÉBASTIEN BULLY – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – MORANA ČAUŠEVIĆ-BULLY – IVA 

MARIĆ, L’église du monastère Saint-Pierre d’Osor (île de Cres): Première campagne d’étude, 
Hortus artium medievalium, 13/2, Zagreb – Motovun, 2007, 441-456, fig. 19. 

56 MILJENKO DOMIJAN (note 52), 116-130, 228-234.

Fig. 32. Beds of the stone consoles below the 
former roof cornice on the south wall at the 
top of the main nave of the Early Romanesque 
basilica: 1070-1090 (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 33. Consoles below the roof cornice on 
the apses of the Romanesque triconch of St. 
Nicholas in Prahulje near Nin: 12th century 
(photo: P. Vežić)
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simple examples in the bell tower of St. Theodore’s (Gospa od Zvonika) in Split.57 
The cathedral in Zadar also had these consoles,58 and a good case for comparison 
is the consoles below the roof cornice in the apses of the Romanesque triconch 
Church of St. Nicholas in Prahulje near Nin.59

The painted coffers preserved under the cornice, spaced between the con-
soles, confer special value on the roof cornice of the basilica. Various geometric 
elements, triangles, circles and squares, are painted on the plaster using a fresco 
technique in white, red and blue. In terms of the colour scheme, they fit with 

57 JOSIP BELAMARIĆ, Gospe od Zvonika u Splitu, Zagreb, 1991, 24-29.
58 Examples of such consoles were discovered during investigations in the cathedral in 199X. They 

are housed in the lapidary of the Archaeological Museum in Zadar (the ground floor of a wing 
of the former St. Nicholas’s monastery.

59 IVO PETRICIOLI, Stilska pripadnost crkve sv. Nikole kraj Nina i crkve sv. Krševana na 
otoku Krku, Zbornik Tomislava Marasovića, Split, 200., 370; PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Tri romanička 
trikonhosa, Az grišni diak Branko pridivkom Fučić – I, the Errant Pupil Branko, Surnamed Fučić, 
Malinska – Rijeka – Zagreb, 2011, 220-221. 

Fig. 34. Ornament with series of white, red and 
blue squares painted using a fresco technique: 
1070-1090 (photo: P. Vežić)

Fig. 35. Part of the arcade of the ciborium of 
Proconsul Gregory from the cathedral in Zadar, 
second third of the 11th century; final cornice with 
squares painted in white, red and blue: 
1070-1080; Archaeological Museum in Zadar 
(photo: P. Vežić)
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the ornaments on the borders which accompany scenes on Romanesque frescoes 
in the tower room added in 1105.60 On the other hand, the chessboard motif is 
common on liturgical furnishing from the Early Christian and early medieval 
periods, and was for example found in Zadar on the 5th- or 6th-century plutei 
found in the floor of the baptistery,61 or on the beams bearing the name of Bishop 
Donat, dating back to the 9th century.62 There are also examples on the ciborium 
of Proconsul Grgur in the cathedral, and the ciborium in St. Thomas’s basilica, 
both dating back to the early 11th century.63

Along with the artistic, sculptural articulation of the roof cornice, some small 
preserved reliefs from the facade also bear witness to the basilica decorations. 
They were modelled according to the style of the well preserved decorations on 
the front wall of the narthex at the Benedictine basilica of St. Mary in Pomposa.64 
They consist of decorative lines of bricks on the corniches, arcades and rosettes of 
the wall. Small fragments of similar decorations in St. Peter’s in Osor, St. Mary’s 
in Nin and the Church of St. Mary Minor in Zadar (all three Benedictine basili-
cas) indicate parallels with the carvings in Pomposa. N. Jakšić has drawn atten-
tion to this (see his article in this anthology).65

Conclusion

Overall, the analysis conducted shows that Abbess Cicha’s church in Zadar 
was built as one of a series of Benedictine basilicas erected from the mid-eleventh 
to the early twelfth century in Croatia, mostly in Lower Dalmatia. Most were new 
ecclesiastical constructions defined by the spirit of the Gregorian renaissance in 
the 11th century and following Christian tradition. In architecture, particularly 
that of the Benedictines, the models were simple Early Christian basilicas with 
three naves, two colonnades whose semi-circular arcades divided the main nave 
from the side ones, and a pitched timber roof.

The division of the internal space also had a characteristic morphology of 
volume in Early Romanesque basilicas. The central nave was higher than the side 

60 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ – EMIL HILJE, Umjetnička baština Zadarske nadbiskupije / Kiparstvo, I, (ed.) 
Nikola Jakšić, Zadar, 2006, 9, 72, (E. Hilje, catalogue unit 007); Zvonik zadarske crkve sv. Marije 
i njegove zidne slike, Zagreb, 2006 – MARIJANA KOVAČEVIĆ – EMIL HILJE, Ostaci fresaka u 
zvoniku i kapitularnoj dvorani Samostana Sv. Marije Male u Zadru, Laude nitens multa – Zbornik 
radova s kolokvija u povodu 900. obljetnice Vekenegina epitafa, Zadar, 2018, 143-171.

61 EMIL HILJE – RADOSLAV TOMIĆ, Umjetnička baština Zadarske nadbiskupije / Slikarstvo, (ed.) 
Nikola Jakšić, Zadar, 2008, 80 (P. Vežić, catalogue unit 006).

62 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Sveti Donat – Rotonda Sv. Trojstva u Zadru, Split, 2002, 54. A similar ornament 
is found on the marble altar front discovered below the Vestibule in Split, (see ŽELJKO 
RAPANIĆ, Predromaničko doba u Dalmaciji, Split, 1987, t. XIII, fig. 1).                                                                 

63 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ – EMIL HILJE (note 60), 24-130 (N. Jakšić, catalogue units 037 and 238). The 
fragments of the ciborium from Solin show the same pattern (see PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ – MILENKO 
LONČAR /note 16/, 111-113); ANTE PITEŠA, Ranosrednjovjekovni kameni spomenici u Arheološkome 
muzeju u Splitu – Early medieval stone monuments in the Archaeological Museum in Split, Split, 2012, 
175-181, catalogue units133-146). The chessboard motif was also applied to an impost under the 
blind arches on the outer facade of the south side apse of the basilica of St. Chrysogonus in Zadar 
(12th century) and on a console housed in the Archeological Museum in Split (see ANTE PITEŠA, 
Ranosrednjovjekovni kameni spomenici u Arheološkome muzeju u Splitu – Early medieval stone 
monuments in the Archaeological Museum in Split, Split, 2012, 183, catalogue unit 147).  

64 CLEMENTINA RIZZARDI, Chiesa e Imperio nel medioevo: Le abbazie di Ravenna e dell’area 
Padao-Adriatica tra tradizione e innovazione, Hortus artium medievalium, 13/1, Zagreb – 
Motovun, 2007, 117-136.

65 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Ulomci skulpture 11. stoljeća iz Osora, Izdanja HAD-a – Arheološka istraživanja 
na otocima Cresu i Lošinju, Zagreb, 1982, 187-191. 
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ones. There were double gables on the front and rear walls. The side gables were 
single and lower. On the longitudinal walls of the main nave there were series 
of narrow windows which created the “basilica light” effect, i. e. the entrance of 
daylight from below the eaves, penetrating deep into the sanctuary. The colon-
nades with capitals had characteristic shapes: in Zadar, acanthus leaves, in Nin, 
palmettes, and in the Kvarner basilicas, a combination of both. Finally, three 
rounded apses, the central one wider than the side ones, protruded from the 
front wall, completing the volume of the basilica. The Church of St. Mary Minor 
corresponds fully to this spatial structure. There were originally four pillars and 
five arches in its colonnades. The same numbers are found in St. Andrew’s on 
Rab and St. Peter’s in Draga on Rab, in its original form, and in St. Michael’s in 
Krk (and probably St. Peter’s in Osor on Cres).66

Despite wide-ranging renovations during the Renaissance and Baroque peri-
ods, which included extending and raising the church, its basic structure is still 
defined by the original pillars and both colonnades, each of which has three pil-
lars. Of the fourteen arches, ten date from the 11th century, five in each arcature. 
Of the twelve capitals, six are Renaissance, one is Early Christian, and five Early 
Romanesque. The last group date from the period when the church was built, af-
ter 1066, when the older ecclesiola sancta Marie Minoris was transformed into an 
Early Romanesque basilica and finally dedicated in 1091. Speaking metaphori-
cally, the particular form of its original capitals (acanthus spinosa) is a sort of 
signature for the period when Abbess Cicha and the Benedictine nuns in Zadar 
joined in the cultural and artistic trends of the great Gregorian renaissance and 
the huge reforms of the Western Church, which included the area of Dalmatia in 
the 11th century.67 

66 MORANA ČAUŠEVIĆ-BULLY – IVA MARIĆ – SÉBASTIEN BULLY – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, 
Le monastère Saint-Pierre d’Osor (île de Cres) troisième campagne d’étudees archéologiques, 
Hortus artium medievalium, 15/2, Zagreb – Motovun, 2009, 377-392, fig. 3, 22. 

67 MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ (note 6), 84; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ (note 6), 329.

Fig. 36. Spatial composition of the Church of 
St. Mary Minor (taken from Z. Jeras-Pohl, 1975, 
edited by M. Košta and P. Vežić)

Early Romanesque basilica 
(1066-1091)

Romanesque bell-tower and main 
chamber (1105)

Renaissance extension 
(1530)

Baroque sanctuary and sacristy 
(1874)
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The present Benedictine abbey church of St. Mary in Zadar was thoroughly 
rebuilt during the sixteenth century. Moreover, its reconstruction was the most 
important undertaking among Zadar’s ecclesiastical buildings in that century. 
Most of the construction at that time was concentrated on building an enormous 
fortification system for protection from the increasing Ottoman threat. A swift 
appraisal of the exterior of the church of St. Mary, particularly its south wall, 
which is aligned with one of the ancient Zadar streets (decumanus), as well as 
its west façade1, are enough to convince the observer that this is a Renaissance 
building made from regular, dressed stone blocks, articulated by horizontal cor-
nices and shallow lesenes that carry the capitals. A carved inscription above 
the south portal mentions Abbess Donata Nassis, who was responsible for the 
rebuilding work: VIR(gini) SACR(um) VETVSTATE CO(n)SV(m)PTV(m) DO-
NATA NASSIS ANTIS(tita) I(n)STAVRARI CVRAVIT.2 The horizontal cornice 
emphasises the line separating the ground floor from the gallery, and extends 

*  This work has been fully supported by the “Research Cooperability“ Program of the Croatian 
Science Foundation funded by the European Union from the European Social Fund under the 
Operational Programme Efficient Human Resources 2014-2020, within the project PZS-2019-
02-1624 – GLOHUM – Global Humanisms: New Perspectives on the Middle Ages (300-1600).

1 The building is aligned with the direction of the Zadar streets and lies in a NW-SE direction, or 
NE-SW, but here, for practical reasons, we will use standard terms (also used in medieval Zadar) 
such as the east-facing sanctuary (sirocco), the west façade (borea), and the south (quirina) and 
north (traversa) naves. In medieval Zadar, sirocco-borea and traversa-quirina were opposites. 
For more on the particular practice of naming the points of the compass in medieval Zadar, 
see ANTE STRGAČIĆ, Quirina ..., traversa pars zadarskih srednjovjekovnih isprava, Radovi 
Filozofskog fakulteta u Zadru, 1, Zadar, 1963, 95-131. 

2 Compare CVITO FISKOVIĆ, Zadarska renesansna crkva sv. Marije, Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u 
Dalmaciji, 10, Split, 1956, 111.

The Eleventh-Century Façade 
Decoration of St. Mary’s Abbey 
Church in Zadar*

Nikola Jakšić

St. Mary's abbey church of the Zadar Benedictine nuns was thoroughly rebuilt in the early 
sixteenth century, so the appearance of the original façade is unknown. After suffering dam-
age in the Second World War, the church was restored again, and on that occasion, parts of 
the original eleventh century building were discovered, including the columns and capitals. 
At the same time, bas-relief fragments carved in terracotta were discovered, very similar to 
those used to decorate the façade of the vestibule of the basilica in Pomposa, near Ravenna. 
These discoveries led to a debate on the appearance of the west walls of eleventh-century 
Benedictine basilicas on the eastern Adriatic coast, and the conclusion was reached that they 
were very similar to those found on the opposite coast. 

Key words: St. Mary’s Church, façade, sculptural decoration, capitals, eleventh century
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along the south and west walls. Above it, a semicircular pediment corresponds 
to width of the nave, while the aisles are projected with lateral quarter circles.3 
Such a three-foil façade arrangement is typical of some of the most important 
early-Renaissance projects in Venice, particularly those by Mauro Codussi, of 
which the most prominent are the church of San Michele in Isola, San Zaccaria 
and San Crisostomo.4 This typology was soon adopted on the eastern Adriatic 
coast where the façade of St. James’s cathedral in Šibenik or the former cathedral 
of the Assumption in Osor immediately come to mind.5 For this reason, in the 
older literature the abbey church of St. Mary in Zadar is treated as a typical Re-
naissance building, particularly because the elements of its mediaeval construc-
tion were not visible. They were discovered when the building, severely damaged 
during the bombardments towards the end of the WW2, needed renovation. 
Conservation research, particularly in the interior, showed that the construc-
tion was resting on an older colonnade that dates back to the medieval build-
ing phase mentioned in the abbey cartulary, most probably dated in 1091.6 It 
then became clear that the medieval building was extended westwards (or rath-
er, north-westwards – borea) during the sixteenth-century reconstruction. The 
original colonnade and its eleventh-century capitals were subsequently covered 
in stucco, unifying them stylistically with Renaissance structures. What is more, 
the protruding leafy parts of the medieval capitals were chipped off to make 
way for the new Renaissance stucco coverings placed over the kalathos of the 
old capitals. During restoration work, archaeological investigations in the ba-
silica of St. Mary revealed many fragments of the damaged capitals, which made 
their restoration possible and brought to light their original appearance (Fig. 1).7 
They belong to a characteristic type of Corinthian capital decorated with curved 
leaves in two zones, and are similar to those found in the in other (mostly Ben-
edictine) eleventh-century basilicas on the Croatian coast, notably on Rab and 
in Krk.8 However, this type did not originate in this particular region, but is gen-
erally present throughout the wider area. This type of capital, based on classical 
examples of Corinthian capitals, has also been noted on some eleventh-century 
buildings in the arc spanning the northern Adriatic between Trieste and Venice. 
The phenomenon was explained in depth by H. H. Buchwald in 1966, when he 
pointed out a series of such capitals in the patriarchal basilica in Aquileia, con-
secrated in 1031. He then used the neologism Corinthian-palmette capital, as he 
assumed the acanthus leaves of classical Corinthian capitals in Aquileia and else-
where in the northern Adriatic had been transformed into palmettes.9 Adhering 
to Buchwald’s basis theory, Xavier Barral i Altet attempted to extend it, showing 

3 For more on the builders of this Renaissance structure, see IVO PETRICIOLI, Umjetnička 
baština samostana Sv. Marije u Zadru, Kulturna baština samostana sv. Marije u Zadru, (ed.) Grga 
Novak, Vjekoslav Maštrović, Zadar, 1968, 61-100, particularly 71-77.

4 LOREDANA OLIVATO – LIONELLO PUPPI, Mauro Codussi, Milano, 2007, 26-45, 52-71, 122-139.
5 On this type of façade in Croatia see: See RADOVAN IVANČEVIĆ, Trolisna pročelja renesansnih 

crkava u Hrvatskoj, Peristil, 35-36, 1992/93, 85-120.
6 The dedication of the church reads: Actum est in die consecrationis basilicę sanctę Marie, ante 

Andream nostrum ępiscopum et eius clero, et Madii abbati et Ursoni abbati. VIKTOR NOVAK, 
Zadarski kartular samostana svete Marije, Zagreb, 1959, 251.

7 VINKO ŠTRKALJ, Il restauro della chiesa di S. Maria a Zara: Un contributo allo studio dei 
capitelli corinzi dell’XI secolo nell’ Altoadriatico, Antichità Altoadriatiche, XXVI, 1985, 475-496.

8 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Tipologija kapitela 11. stoljeća u Dalmaciji, Starohrvatska prosvjeta, III/13, 
Split, 1983, 203-215.

9 HANS H. BUCHWALD, Eleventh Century Corinthian-Palmette Capitals in the Region of 
Aquileia, The Art Bulletin XLVIII, 1966, 147-157; HANS H. BUCHWALD, Capitelli corinzi a 
palmete dell’XI sec. nella zona di Aquileia, Aquileia Nostra, XXXVIII, 1967, 177-196.

Fig. 1. Capital from the colonnade of the 
basilica of St. Mary in Zadar (photo: P. Vežić)
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that specific classical examples in Aquileia were used as direct inspirations by 
medieval stonemasons. In contrast to Buchwald, however, he did not mention 
the capitals as being decorated with palmettes, but said they were a type of Co-
rinthian capital with a softer rendition of acanthus leaves, “...di tipo corinzio con 
foglie d’accanto trattate mollemente.”10 Of course, these authors did not mention 
similar capitals on the eastern Adriatic coast. They were first added to the group 
by the author of this paper in 1983, refuting Buchwald’s “palmette” theory.11 The 
issue of these capitals has continued to occupy art historians, and Wladmir Do-
rigo returned to it in an article in a book of proceedings dedicated to Croa-
tian art historian Kruno Prijatelj. Dorigo enriched Buchwald’s corpus of capitals 
with some hitherto undetected examples in Venice as well as the entire corpus 
from the eastern Adriatic, referring directly to my results as follows: “con alcune 
importanti integrazioni in area dalmatica recentamente proposte dallo Jakšić.”12 
Similar capitals have also been noted in Pannonia, particularly in Esztergom and 
Veszprem, so it has been reasonably deduced that the masters who carved them 
probably came from Istria or Dalmatia.13 Beyond the Adriatic, they have also 
been found in the cathedral in Parma, which M. Luchterhandt interpreted in the 
context of close links between the bishop of Parma and the patriarch Poppone, 
who built the cathedral in Aquileia, since both clerics were closely related with 
the imperial court.14 Subsequently, more recent discoveries in the basilicas of St. 
Nicholas in Zadar15 and St. Andrew on Rab have increased the number of loca-
tions where these capitals have been found.16

In some eastern Adriatic basilicas, particularly the one on Rab, the aforemen-
tioned Corinthian type of capital was not the only type used within the same 
structure. It alternated with another type of capital actually decorated with pal-
mettes. The palmettes cling closely to the kalathos, and are not divided into two 
zones, as the Corinthian capitals decorated with acanthus leaves. By compar-
ing the two types of capital within the same building, the differences between 
the leaves can be seen clearly, and it is evident that the simpler ones have palm 
branches, while the more complex, Corinthian, have softly modelled acanthus 
leaves (Fig. 2). At the same time, the more complex, and therefore more expen-
sive Corinthian capitals are exclusively set on places which accentuate important 
spatial or symbolic points within the sacred building, while the palmette capitals 
are more numerous and occupy non-prominent positions. This is obviously re-

10 XAVIER BARRAL I ALTET, Il contributo dei capitelli della basilica di Aquileia alla creazione del 
corinzio romanico dell’XI secolo, Antichità Altoadriatiche, XIX, 1981, 351-357.

11 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (see note 8), 203-215. For more on the discovery of the capitals during the 
restoration work at St. Mary’s Church, see also VINKO ŠTRKALJ (note 7), 1985, 475-496. He 
also links them with the Aquileia capitals.

12 WLADIMIRO DORIGO, I capitelli veneziani nel corpus dei capitelli adriatici di ispirazione 
corinzia del secolo XI, Prilozi povijesti umjetnosti u Dalmaciji, 32 (Prijateljev zbornik I), Split, 
1992, 237-247, particularly 240.

13 MIKLÓS TAKÁCS, Ornamentale Beziehungen zwischen der Steinmetzkunst von Ungarn und 
Dalmatien im XI. Jahrhundert, Hortus artium medievalium, 3/1997, 165-178. The author mentions 
Istria because there are similar capitals in the Basilica of St. Martin in Sveti Lovro Pazenatički. 

14 MANFRED LUCHTERHANDT, Architettura matildica? Le Cattedrali padane tra nobiltà, chiese 
e comune: il caso di Parma, u: Matilde di Canossa e il suo tempo, CISAM Spoleto, 2016, 665-700, 
particularly 680-682.

15 PAVUŠA VEŽIĆ, Crkva i samostan Sv. Nikole u Zadru, Prijateljev zbornik (Prilozi povijesti 
umjetnosti u Dalmaciji 33), II/1992, 305-316.

16 The fate of the capitals from St. Andrew’s Basilica on Rab is the same as those from St. Mary’s 
Church in Zadar. At some point in the past, their decorations were chipped away and covered in 
stucco. See MILJENKO DOMIJAN, Rab – grad umjetnosti, Zagreb, 2001, 121.

Fig. 2. Two types of capital from the basilica of 
St. Peter in Draga on the Island of Rab: 
a) Corinthian, and b) palmette 
(photo: Ivor Kranjec)



136

flected in the arrangement of the capitals in the basilicas of St. Peter in Supetar-
ska Draga and St. John the Evangelist in Rab.17 This observation has been well 
received and was cited by the experts on several occasions.18

The prerequisite for the sixteenth-century extension of the church of St. 
Mary was the demolition of its original, medieval façade whose appearance is 
still unknown. The old building, consecrated in 1091, was not only shorter than 
the Renaissance one, but was certainly lower. It was only in the sixteenth cen-
tury that the extension project added a gallery above the aisles, thus raising the 
whole structure. Without the addition of Renaissance galleries, the height of 
the aisles ended with the first (lower) horizontal cornice of the present basilica. 
Accordingly, the gable roofing above its nave was significantly lower than the 
one today. In any case, the silhouette of the original façade reflected the struc-

17 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 8), 211. In contrast, a few palmette capitals in the Basilica of St. Andrew 
on Rab emphasise the entrance to the church, while the rest are Corinthian. See MILJENKO 
DOMIJAN (note 16), 121.

18 MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Crkvena reforma i ranoromanička arhitektura na Jadranu, 
Starohrvatska prosvjeta, III/20, 1990, 191-213; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Pojava romaničke 
arhitekture u Hrvatskoj, in: Rađanje prvog hrvatskog kulturnog pejzaža, (ed.) Miljenko Jurković, 
Tugomir Lukšić, Zagreb, 1996, 325-338; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – NIKOLINA MARAKOVIĆ, 
La nascita del primo romanico in Croazia nel contesto delle grande riforme ecclesiastiche del 
secolo XI, in: Immagine e Ideologia. Studi in onore di Arturo Carlo Quintavalle, (ed.) Arturo 
Calzona, Roberto Campari, Massimo Mussini, Milano, 2007, 96-102; MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – 
IVA MARIĆ, Le „premier art roman“ en Istrie et en Dalmatie, in: Le “ premier art roman “ cent 
ans après : la construction entre Saône et Pô autour de l’an mil. Études comparatives, (ed.) Éliane 
Vergnolle, Sébastien Bully, Presses universitaires de Franche-Comté, 2012, 147-173; MILJENKO 
JURKOVIĆ, Benediktinci na sjevernom Jadranu, u: Opatijske crkvene obljetnice, (ed.) Goran 
Crnković, Opatija, 2008, 7-30.

Fig. 3. Parts of the decoration of the front façade 
of the earlier abbey church of St. Peter in Osor 
(according to M. Jurković)
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ture of a classical basilica, with a double roof over the nave, and single-pitched 
roofs over the aisles. This is exactly how Ivo Petricioli envisaged it in a graphic 
reconstruction.19 Typologically, it is entirely similar to the front-façade of the 
aforementioned basilica of St. Peter in Supetarska Draga on the Rab island, 
which has retained its original shape.

In comparison with many other examples in cathedrals in Trieste, Aquilea, 
Caorle, and with some examples in Venice, the eleventh-century Corinthian 
capitals in the basilicas on Rab and Krk indicate the appearance of similar 
artistic phenomena on the opposite sides of the Adriatic coast at that time. 
Long ago, in 1981, I singled out one example which supports this conclusion. 
It concerns two bas-reliefs in Osor, which judging from the matching width 
and curvature of the outer edges, belonged to a single arch. They show the 
same motif, inhabited vine scroll. On the larger fragment, there is a fantastic 
beast – a winged, four-legged animal – and a stylised palmette motif. On the 
other fragment, there is a vine leaf while only on the very edge the paw of a 
beast can be seen. Although the two fragments cannot be joined directly, they 
obviously belonged to a single arch decorated with inhabited vine scroll (Fig. 
3). When I wrote about it, I pointed out that the fragments were eleventh-
century reliefs and that they probably belonged to the furnishings of the abbey 
church in Osor dedicated to St. Peter, which was built at that time. I pointed 
out the similarities between these fragments and those built in the vestibule of 
St. Mary’s basilica in Pomposa on the opposite coast of the Adriatic,20 where 
many reliefs carved in terracotta tiles were embedded in the façade (Figs. 4 
and 5), conceived in exactly the same way, that is decorated with inhabited 
scroll, alternating plant and animal motifs, and the occasional human figure. 
The façade of the vestibule in Pomposa, built in 1026, is signed by maestro 

19 NADA KLAIĆ – IVO PETRICIOLI, Zadar u srednjem vijeku, Prošlost Zadra II, Zadar, 1976, 253.
20 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Ulomci skulpture XI. stoljeća iz Osora, Izdanja Hrvatskog arheološkog društva, 

7, Split, 1982, 187-190.

Fig. 4. Front façade of the vestibule in 
Pomposa (photograph by N. Jakšić)
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Mazulo.21 This basilica was not the only one with terracotta friezes, but it is the 
only one whose decorations have survived in their original impostation. There 
are similarly decorated terracotta tiles that were originally decorated basilica of 
St. Mark’s in Venice (Fig. 6), Sta Maria in Torcello, and the other two medieval 
buildings located near Ravenna, Sant’ Adalberto in Pereo22 and San Pietro in 
Vincoli.23 Therefore, all these reliefs were considered in the subsequent studies 
discussing the sculpture of Osor. A stone fragment of a transenna depicting a 
bird, kept in the Archaeological Collection in Osor, is almost identical to a re-
lief of a bird on the terracotta tile from San Pietro in Vincoli (Fig. 7). Besides, 
it was pointed out that the Osor transenna must have been composed like the 
one still existing on the façade of the vestibule in Pomposa (Fig. 8).24

Meanwhile, the basilica of St. Peter in Osor became the object of systematic 
archaeological research which has been going on since 2006 and is still continu-

21 MARIO SALMI, L’Abbazia di Pomposa, Milano, 1966; PAOLA NOVARA, La chiesa pomposiana 
nelle trasformazioni medievali tra i secoli IX e XII, u: Pomposa. Storia, Arte e architettura, (ur.) 
Antonio Samaritani, Carla di Francesco, Ferrara, 1999, 153-177; CARLA DI FRANCESCO, 
L’atrio, storia e materia, ibid, 187-194.

22 PAOLA NOVARA, S. Adalberto in Pereo e le decorazione in laterizo nel Ravennate e nell’Italia 
settentrionale (sec. VIII – XI), Mantova, 1994.

23 This monastery was founded at the request of the Hungarian King Stephen I, later St. Stephen, 
probably in 1035. See PAOLA NOVARA, Considerazioni su alcuni elementi di arredo 
provenienti da S. Pietro in Vincoli (RA), Archeologia medievale, XXV, 1998, 229-234; PAOLA 
NOVARA, I monasteri ravennati in età ottoniana: una difficile indagine archaeologica, in: 
Missio ad Gentes – Ravenna e l’evangelizzazione dell’Est europeo, katalog izložbe, (ed.) Paola 
Novara, Ravena, 2002, 51-59.

24 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, La scultura dell’undicesimo secolo nell’Alto Adriatico, Letteratura, arte 
e cultura italiana tra le due sponde dell’Adriatico, (ed.) Luciana Borsetto, Padova, 2006, 17-
39; NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Il caso dell’arconte Dobronà e del proconsole Gregorio, Hortus artium 
medievalium, 13/1, 2007, 137-145.

Fig. 5. Detail from the front façade of the 
vestibule in Pomposa (photograph by 
N. Jakšić)

Fig. 6. Fragment of terracotta from 
St. Mark’s Basilica in Venice (photograph 
by N. Jakšić)
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ing today.25 Thanks to this research, several more fragments of the arch I wrote 
about in 1981 have been collected. Miljenko Jurković has succeeded in recon-
structing the arch, which he interpreted as a part of a portal, and has collected 
and put together similar fragments belonging to a horizontal frieze which he 
thinks adorned the façade of the abbey church in Osor (Fig. 3).26 This recon-
struction, with the frieze and arch reliefs, has brought the sculpture of Osor even 
closer to that of Pomposa and other abovementioned localities on the opposite 
Adriatic coast.27 However, when speaking of the similarities in the decorations of 
church façades on both coasts, we should remember that the reliefs were carved 
in different materials. The Osor fragments were carved in stone, while the Ital-
ian reliefs were carved in terracotta. It should not be forgotten that the Venice-
Ravenna area is famous for the production of terracotta items.

These remarks on the similarities between the decorated façades on the op-
posite coasts of the Adriatic bring us to the basic issue to be discussed in this pa-
per, and that is the possible appearance of the old façade belonging to the abbey 
church of St. Mary at the time of its consecration in 1091. Two terracotta frag-

25 Reports on this research are published every year in the journal Hortus artium medievalium, 
starting with issue 13/2007, up to the most recent, 22/2016; for an overview of the research 
covering a wider period, see in SÉBASTIEN BULLY – MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ – MORANA 
ČAUŠEVIĆ-BULLY – IVA MARIĆ, Benediktinska opatija sv. Petra u Osoru – arheološka 
istraživanja 2006.-2013., in: Istraživanja na otocima, Izdanja Hrvatskog arheološkog društva, 
30/2012, Zagreb, 2015, 103-128.

26 MILJENKO JURKOVIĆ, Le portal de Saint-Pierre d’Osor, Ars auro gemmisque prior – Mélanges 
en hommage à Jean-Pierre Caillet, Zagreb – Motovun, 2013, 267-275.

27 Ibid, see also note 16.

Fig. 7. Terracotta tile from San Pietro in 
Vincoli (photograph by N. Jakšić)
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ments found in the archaeological research of the abbey church (and housed in 
the Archaeological Museum in Zadar) must have belonged to its façade. Both are 
decorated with carved plant motifs. On the larger one, a leaf is discernible in a 
medallion formed by winding greenery, just like the reliefs from the vestibule fa-
çade in Pomposa. On the smaller one, the motif cannot be clearly discerned, but 
it obviously belongs to the same unit (Fig. 9). Reliefs carved in terracotta tiles are 
very rare on the eastern coast of the Adriatic, but the Zadar fragments are not the 
only ones known. There is a fragment housed in the local museum in Biograd28 
and another has been found in the ruins of the basilica dedicated to St. Mary in 
Nin, a photograph of which was published by Ljubo Karaman,29 but which has 
been lost in the meantime. I have written about these phenomena earlier30 and 
have recently added a new fragment from the Archaeological Museum in Split 
(Fig. 10).31 Although it is relatively small, the Split fragment is the only one which 
allows us to measure the total width, which is 28 cm.32 The decoration on all five 
fragments is designed in the same way. On each, there is a threefold winding 
plant forming medallions inhabited by an animal or leaves. However, there is 
another detail which links all the fragments whose original edges have survived; 
Roman ordinal numbers can be seen on each one. The Biograd fragment bears 
the number XXXII, and the larger Zadar fragment XXI, though it is possible that 
an X is missing. The narrow Split fragment only bears a single X. These numbers 
must have been used to ensure the terracotta tiles would be placed in the right 
order in the wall. It is obvious that they were brought over to Dalmatia from the 
opposite shore, i.e. from the Venice-Ravenna area, where they were produced and 

28 BRANKA JURAGA, Srednjovjekovni kameni spomenici na području Biograda, Diadora, 9/1980, 
454, T 3/13.

29 LJUBO KARAMAN, Iz kolijevke hrvatske prošlosti, Zagreb, 1930, Fig. 102.
30 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ (note 24, 2006), 26. 
31 NIKOLA JAKŠIĆ, Klesarstvo u službi evangelizacije, Split, 2015, 484.
32 ANTE PITEŠA, Ranosrednjovjekovni kameni spomenici u Arheološkom muzeju u Splitu, Split, 

2012, 69-70.

Fig. 8. Comparison of the Osor bird and 
the Pomposa transenne (photograph by 
N. Jakšić)

Fig. 9. Terracotta fragments from St. Mary’s 
Church in Zadar (photograph by N. Jakšić)
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used widely as façade decorations on ecclesiastic buildings during the eleventh 
century. However, this numbering system has not so far been detected on Italian 
examples. Perhaps it was not necessary, as the tiles would have been produced in 
the places where they were to be incorporated. Those meant for export needed 
to be clearly marked to assist the masons who were to install them. In any event, 
the Roman ordinal numbers on the examples from Biograd and Zadar indicate 
that there were more than 20 and 30 tiles in each series respectively, which means 
they must have covered the entire width of the façade, as in Pomposa. Thus, 
judging from the modest terracotta fragments found in St. Mary’s abbey church 
in Zadar, we can be fairly sure that its façade (or the front wall of the vestibule, 
if there was one) was decorated like the vestibule of the basilica in Pomposa. It is 
obvious from these examples that during this period a uniform artistic language 
was formed on both sides of the Adriatic, and that the Benedictine monks played 
a significant role in its dissemination.

Among them, St. Romuald, the former abbot of the Sant’Appolinare abbey in 
Classe near Ravenna, was prominent.33 He was appointed by the emperor Otto III 
himself.34 In 999, Romuald left the Ravenna abbey and moved across the Adriatic 
to the diocese of Parenzo where, according to the writing of San Pier Damiani, 
in the first year of his residence he founded an abbey.35 Not long after, in 1001, 
again at the initiative of Otto III, he was appointed abbot of the newly-founded 
abbey of Sant’Adalberto in Pereo, near Ravenna.36 One of Romuald’s disciples was 
St. Gaudentius of Osor, the founder of the abbey church dedicated to St. Peter 
in Osor. The Camaldolese Annals bear witness to this and add that the abbey 
became a seedbed which produced many bishops.37

33 STEFANO ZUCCHI, Fonti e studi sul vescovo Gaudenzio di Osero, bilanco critico-bibliografico, 
Supplemento no. 4 del Foglio „Neresine“, Venezia 2011, 3-18.

34 For more on the interesting relationship between the emperor and Romuald, see NICOLANGELO 
D’ACUNTO, Ottone III e Romualdo di Ravenna. Impero monasteri e santi asceti, atti del XXIV 
convegno del Centro Studi Avellaniti, Fonte Avellana, 2002, Il Segno dei Gabrielli, Negarine di S. 
Pietro in Cariano, 2003, 45-84.

35 Romualdus autem, tribus annis in Parentinę civitatis finibus habitans, in uno monasterium 
construxit, in duobus vero inclusus mansit. Petri Damiani Vita beati Romualdi, (ed.) Giovanni 
Tabacco, Roma, 1957, 67.

36 The abbey was dedicated to St. Adalbert (whose original surname was Vojteh), a bishop of 
Prague martyred in 997 during the mission to baptise the Prussians.

37 From the Camaldolese Annals: Ad haec eadem tempora referri possunt constructiones 
monasteriorum factae in insula Abserensi a Gaudentio, Absarensi postea episcopo, et quem 
Romualdi discipulum faciunt cum plures auctores, tum traditio oppidanorum ejus insulae. 
Ferunt enim Gaudentium nobilissima stirpe natum in urbe Absaro Dalmatiae provintiae, 
exemplo et auxilio monachorum Casinatum, qui ex eo sacro monte per haec tempora Histriam et 
Dalmatiam transmissi fuere, ope etiam consilio et sub norma Romualdi, qui incola erat his annis 
circumjacentis et conterminae regionis, monasteria plura erexisse, quae seminarium fuerunt 
sanctorum et praeclarissimorum virorum, qui Dalmatiam illustrarunt hoc potissimum seculo, 
Laurentii praesertim prius Absarensis, inde Spalatensis archiepiscopi, et Johannis Traguriensis 
episcopi. Recensetur in iis monasteriis coenobium sancti Petri intra moenia Absarensis urbis, 
cujus monachi canonicorum vicem supplebant in ecclesia principe eius insulae. Unitum subinde 
fuit monasterium hocce celebri abbatiae sanctae Mariae Portus-novi Anconae. (...)Tertium 
appellabatur sancti Michaelis a Sanselongi tribus milliaribus dissitum a monte Absarensi in eadem 
insula a Gaudentio fundatum, adjuvante etiam Martino Absarensi episcopo. In veteribus cartis 
aliquando nomen proferit etiam sancti Nicolai. Abbatia haec progressu temporis praepositura 
et prioratus evasit; ipsiusque loci monumenta superstant in cartis monasterii Montis.casini, cui 
annuam pensionem solvebat prioratus sancti Michaelis.

 Quatrum sancti Nicolai Montis-garbi. Subjectum erat hoc monasterium coenobio Portus-novi 
Anconae. In summitate montis, ubi situm est monasterium sancti Nicolai, visitur aedicula sancto 
Gaudentio sacra, prope quam vestigia conspiciuntur ecclesiae amplioris. Prior sancti Nicolai 
praerat ermo, que hodie appellatur Stramnich, idest Domunculae, quarum cellarum reliquiae 

Fig. 10. Terracotta fragments from a) Nin 
(according to Lj. Karaman), b) Biograd (photo: 
I. Josipović), c) Split (according to A. Piteša)
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Among the monks who fostered permanent relationships between the two 
coasts was a prominent Benedictine Mainard, Abbot of the St. Mary abbey in 
Pomposa, who spent some time with the Croatian king Petar Krešimir IV in Bio-
grad in 1060, and was a signatory to the royal privilege issued to the abbey of St. 
John the Evangelist founded in that town. He was described as apocrisario sancte 
Romane ecclesie, misso a Nicolao sanctissimo papa.38 Mainard came to Croatia 
for several reasons, of which two are well-known. The first was to investigate the 
news that Petar Krešimir IV had executed his brother Gojslav in order to seize 
power,39 and the second, but no less important reason was that he had been ap-
pointed to preside over the church synods in Split in 1060.40 Since this is not a 
historical discussion, no space can be devoted to these important social issues 
here, but we cannot overlook the fact that during this period, an abbot of an ab-
bey whose church (that is, its furnishings and decorations) may have been the 
model for buildings on the Croatian side of the Adriatic resided for a while in the 
same area in order to carry out important missions from the pope. The name of 
abbot Mainard is engraved on a dedication plaque built into the ground floor of 
the bell tower of the basilica in Pomposa, whose construction began in 1063, not 
long after Mainard had returned from Dalmatia to the abbey.41

In conclusion, the modest fragments of terracotta reliefs found in St. Mary’s 
abbey church in Zadar are evidence of the way in which the façade of the church 
was decorated at the time of its dedication in 1091. It is important to emphasise 
that it was not the only example of such decoration on the Croatian coastline, 
since similar fragments have been found in the ruins of St. Mary’s Church in 
Nin, while the example from Biograd can be linked with the construction of an 
abbey there, probably that of St. John the Evangelist. The abbey church façades 
on the Croatian coast were decorated in two similar, but different ways; one used 
imported terracotta tiles from the Venice-Ravenna area, and the other involved 
stone carved on the spot, such as the relief friezes and arches of St. Peter’s church 
in Osor. But it also copied the style and decoration that is best preserved on the 
vestibule in Pomposa.

It is worth mentioning that the similarities between decorative styles of the 
abbey church façades on both sides of the Adriatic was a reflection of the close 
ties between some monasteries, often created by prominent monks. Some impor-
tant historical individuals from the eleventh century are mentioned to support 
this claim: St. Romuald, St. Gaudentius and Abbot Mainard.

adhuc supersunt ad instar eremorum, quas fundabat hoc tempore Romualdus. Vertix montis 
distat quinque milliaribus ab urbe Absarensi ad meridiem, eremus parum ab ipso dissita proxima 
erat castello nunc demolito, vocato olim Tersich. Prope hoc castellum exurgebat alia ecclesiola 
santo Petro dicata, nunc affatim subversa, quae bona possidebat in loco Poglie, quorum jus 
devolutum postea fuit ad abbatiam sancti Petri. J. B. MITTARELLI, Annales Comaldulensi ordinis 
sancti Benedicti I, Venetiis, 1755., 358-359.

38 Codex Diplomaticus, I, (ed.) Marko Kostrenčić, Zagreb, 1967, 88.
39 Hic (sc. Alexander II papa) inter alia multa in diuersis mundi partibus religiose ut bonus pastor 

emendans, audivit de Cressimiro Croatorum principe quod dolo necari fecisset Goislaum 
fratrem suum, misso apocrisario Mainardo religiosum scillicet virum, qui sua sagacitate si ita res 
habetur inquireret. Qui veniens satisfactionem accepit ab eo, iurans cum duodecim suis iuppanis 
non se teneri illo crimine. Opse autem reconciliatus iterum adeptus est principatus illius terre a 
parte sancti Petri apostoli. VINKO FORETIĆ, Korčulanski kodeks 12. stoljeća i vijesti iz doba 
hrvatske narodne dinastije u njemu, Starine JAZU, 46/1956, 30.

40 FERDO ŠIŠIĆ, Priručnik izvora hrvatske historije, Zagreb, 1914, 236-238.
41 The dedication mentions a certain Atto and his wife Willa, who initiated the construction 

which began during the time of Pope Alexander II, King Henry IV and Abbot Mainard. The 
construction was undersigned by magister Deusdedit. See the photograph in PAOLA NOVARA 
(note 21), 171.
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