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PROSLOV

S velikim zadovoljstvom i u ime cijelog urednistva pred-
stavijamo dvobroj 37/38 casopisa Opuscula Archaeologica
koji je utemeljen 1956. godine, te s vise ili manje poteskoca
izlazi vise od pet desetljeca. Usprkos trenutnim financij-
skim poteskocama pred nama je casopis koji i ovoga puta,
i to sa 19 clanaka od 25 autora, na preko cetiri stotine stra-
nica, objavljuje znanstvene, pregledne i strucne tekstove vi-
soke kvalitete.

No, ovaj dvobroj casopisa Opuscula archaeologica se razli-
kuje od prethodnih izdanja jer se sastoji od dva tematska
poglavija. U prvom poglaviju je jedanaest radova koji su,
u skladu s tradicijom naseg casopisa, posveceni razlicitim
arheoloskim problemima koji ce kako znanstvenicima, tako
i drugima, dati mogucnost dobivanja uvida, ne samo u ne-
poznatu arheolosku gradu, nego i mogucnost upoznava-
nja s najnovijim razmisljanjima o odredenim problemima
kao i njihovim mogucim rjesenjima. Drugi dio broja 37/38
casopisa Opuscula archaeologica nas posebno raduje jer
se sastoji od osam radova posvecenih 30-godisnjici smrti
uglednog hrvatskog profesora prapovijesne arheologije Sto-
jana Dimitrijevica. Radovi su prezentirani na skupu po-
svecenom Stojanu Dimitrijevicu na Filozofskom fakultetu
u Zagrebu 13.12.2011.

Napor koji je urednistvo casopisa uloZilo u izlazak ovoga
broja nije nas obeshrabrio nego potaknuo da i dalje cinimo
sve potrebno da bi autori i dalje imali priliku objavijivati
clanke za koje smatraju da doprinose arheoloskoj znano-
sti. Za kvalitetu objavljenih priloga brinuo se cijeli tim re-
cenzenata, cije je misljenje i omogucilo da svaki prilog ima
onu kvalitetu kakvu nas casopis i zasluzuje. Stoga na kraju
svim autorima i suradnicima najsrdacnije zahvaljujemo
na prilozima tiskanim u ovome broju ¢asopisa Opuscula
archaeologica.

Glavni i odgovorni urednici

IX

PROLOGUE

We are proud to present a double volume 37/38 of Opuscus-
la archaeologica on behalf of the Editorial board. Since its
Sfirst volume in 1956, journal Opuscula archaeologica has
been publishing scientific articles in the field of archaeology
and other historical disciplines. Despite current financial
challenges we were able to publish 19 articles by 25 authors
on more than 400 pages containing high quality original
scientific articles and professional papers.

The structure of this double volume differs from previous
ones because it is divided into two sections. The first sec-
tion consisting of 11 articles that are, in the tradition of
this journal, facing specific archaeological issues. We hope
that these articles will provide information to readers on
new, unpublished material and current debates. The sec-
ond section contains 8 papers dedicated to the 30th anni-
versary of death of Professor Stojan Dimitrijevic, a distin-
guished professor of Prehistoric Archaeology at the Uni-
versity of Zagreb. These papers were originally presented
at the conference organized by the Faculty of Humanities
and Social Sciences, University of Zagreb on December
13th 2011.

Various challenges presented to us during the preparation
of this volume were not discouraging, but, on the contrary,
gave us the additional motivation to secure the future of
this journal as a platform for publication of quality scien-
tific and professional papers by fellow scholars. Extensive
team of domestic and international reviewers is the qual-
ity assurance of the published articles, and the journal as
a whole.

We would like to express our gratitude to all contributors
whose articles are published in this double volume.

Editors






Marinko TOMASOVIC

KATEDRALA SV. TRIPUNA U KOTORU I BENEDIKTINSKA
CRKVA §V. MIHOVILA NA PREVLACI KOD TIVTA -
PRIMJEDBE UZ PORIJEKLO OBLIKA I DATIRANJE

THE CATHEDRAL OF ST. TRYPHON IN KOTOR AND THE
BENEDICTINE CHURCH OF ST. MICHAEL ON PREVLAKA
NEAR TIVAT - COMMENTS ON THE DATE AND THE
ORIGIN OF DESIGN

doi: 10.17234/0OA.37.9 Marinko Tomasovi¢
Pregledni rad / Review paper Gradski Muzej Makarska
Obala kralja Tomislava 17/1

UDK / UDC 726:262.3(497.16 Kotor)”"11” HR-21300 Makarska
726:27-789.2(497.16 Prevlaka) marinko.tomasovicl@st.t-com.hr

Primljeno/Received: 26.09.2011.
Prihvac¢eno/Accepted: 28.3.2013.

U radu se razmatraju primjedbe o izvoru trobrodnog i
troapsidalnog rjesenja romanicke katedrale sv. Tripuna
u Kotoru (1124.-1166.) i postave kupole u njezinom sre-
distu. Mogucnost njezinili lombardijskili svojstava, izra-
zenih ponajprije u nacrtu dvotravejnih jedinica pobocnih
brodova preko alternacije nosaca, ostvarenih posrednim
prijenosom preko crkava u srednjotalijanskom jadran-
skom zaledu, ovdje se ponovo sagledava u pogledu nerefe-
riranja ranijeg tumacenja prilikom novijeg osvrta na ovaj
problem. Isto vrijedi i po pitanju tumacenja uzora za po-
stavu dvaju procelnih zvonika, izvorom u maticnoj crkvi
benediktinskog reda na Monte Cassinit. Rjesenje zacelja
benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila na Previaci kod Tivta,
takoder u Boki kotorskoj, u postavi polukruznih apsida od
kojili su bocne zatvorene ravnim zidom, ostvareno je kod
znamenite crkve Cluny I1 u drugoj polovini 10. st. U sluca-
ju crkve na Previaci takvo oponasanje ukazuje na dosljed-
nost, s obzirom da slican upliv na apeninske gradnje 11. st.
nije rezultirao identicnim rjesenjem. Trobrodni i troapsi-
dalni tip na dubrovackom okruzju uzeo se kao prethod-
nica istorodne pojave uzduz istocnog Jadrana, u ozracju
pocetnog razvoja ranoromanickog stila prve polovine 11.
st. Analogna zamisao trobrodnosti i istog broja apsida,
premda manje uniformirana, ostvarena je priblizno u isto
vrijeme i kod benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila na Previaci.

<2067 -

This paper discusses the origin of the architectural de-
sign of the Romanesque cathedral of St. Tryphon in Kotor
(1124 - 1166), comprising a central nave with two aisles
and three apses, and a dome placed at its center. The pos-
sibility of Lombard features, primarily expressed in the
design of the alternating double-bay vault support system
of the side-aisles, achieved by an indirect transfer via the
churches of the Adriatic central Italian hinterland, is ex-
amined here once again in terms of the lack of reference
to the earlier interpretations in the recent reviews of the
problem. The same applies to the question of the interpre-
tation of the source of the two facade bell towers, originat-
ing at the mother church of the Benedictine order at Monte
Cassino. The back wall of the Benedictine church of St.
Michael on Previaka near Tivat, also in the Bay of Ko-
tor, with lateral semicircular apses enclosed with straight
walls, traces its inspiration to the famous Cluny II church
[from the second half of the 10th century. In the case of the
Previaka church, such imitation indicates consistency,
given that a similar influence on the Apennine architec-
ture of the 11th century did not result in identical solu-
tions. The architectural features of the central nave with
two aisles and three apses from the Dubrovnik area were
taken as precursors of equivalent appearances along the
eastern Adriatic coast, in the climate of the first-stage de-



Marinko TOMASOVIC KATEDRALA SV. TRIPUNA U KOTORU I BENEDIKTINSKA CRKVA... Opusc.archaeol. 37/38, 267-280, 2013/2014 [2015].

Kljucne rijeci: Apulijska arhitektura, rjesenje katedrale
sv. Tripuna, romanicka arhitektura Apeninskog poluoto-
ka, benediktinci, crkva sv. Mihovila na Previaci, trobrod-
no i troapsidalno rjesenje, Cluny II

Tumacenja u literaturi, predmetom razmatranja
pojava i stanja srednjovjekovne crkvene arhitektu-
re juznih dijelova isto¢nog Jadrana, apostrofirala su
naglasak jednosmjernog utjecaja juznotalijanskog,
apulijskog graditeljstva (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 127-133;
2010: 181-209).! Slika o kreativno pasiviziranom
isto¢nom Jadranu odraz je pocetnog, zadugo i je-
dinog akcentuiranja utjecaja apulijskih gradnji na
romanicka ostvarenja nase obale. Ustrajanje u tome
rezultiralo je ocjenom gotovo importiranih rjesenja,
unato¢ priznanja nekih razlikovnosti u odnosu na
juznotalijanske gradnje. Prenaglasavanje tih utjeca-
ja Cesto je bilo usputno, gdje se misao vodilja jed-
nosmjernog upliva, poglavito u izvorima rjesenja,
iskazala kao opce shvacanje. Tek se izuzetno pristu-
pilo oprezno i trezveno u ocjeni znacaja apulijskog
graditeljstva na pojave isto¢nog Jadrana.?

Dvije gradnje, obje u Boki kotorskoj, zasluzuju po-
novni osvrt u recepciji nedavnih osvrta unutar re-
lativno uskog vremenskog tjesnaca. Rijec je o kate-
drali sv. Tripuna u Kotoru i benediktinskoj crkvi sv.
Mihovila na susjednoj Prevlaci, iznimnim romanic-
kim gradnjama juznog dijela isto¢nog Jadrana.

Kotorska katedrala sv. Tripuna primjer je najranijeg
i dosljednog pozivanja na utjecaj apulijskog gradi-
teljstva.®> Oznakama koje su trebale potvrditi takvu
ovisnost, razmatranjem tamosnjih rjesenja, poseb-
nu je paznju posvetio V. Kora¢ (Kora¢ 1967). Time
je bezuvjetno gradio temelj za primarnu vaznost
Apulije u prijenosu segmenata prostornog obliko-
vanja (makar su i gradnje isto¢nog Jadrana okvir-
no spomenute), dojmom o latentnoj potrebi da se
kotorskog sv. Tripuna oznaci “prijelaznim spomeni-
kom” znacenja koji su obiljezili razvoj apulijske ro-
manicke arhitekture (Kora¢ 1967: 19).*

Ondje se analitickim razmatranjem stanja romanicke arhitektu-
re na obje jadranske obale upozorava na neutemeljenosti takvih
pozivanja i upucuje na odvojene kreativne izraze, glavninom u
pozivanju na ranija podru¢na ostvarenja bizantskog karaktera.
Takva je nedvosmislena primjedba da je ovoj prekomorskoj po-
krajini u razmatranjima “davana veéa vaznost negoli zasluzuje”
(Fiskovi¢ 1989: 179, n. 58).

U prilog takvih shvacanja polazilo se od uvjerenja u prvotno
nenadsvodenje njezinog srednjeg broda, toboznjim utjecajem
romanicke crkve sv. Nikole u Bariju, o ¢emu je bilo govora pre-
gledom mjesta u literaturi.

Takvom tumacenju izvora izgleda kotorskog sv. Tripuna iznijete
su primjedbe u pogledu neuvijerljivih tipoloskih sagledavanja,
kronoloskih inverzija i metodoloskih nedosljednosti (Tomaso-
vi¢ 2006: 137-147). Apostrofirana je i nedovoljno vrednovana
raznolikost sustava i rjeSenja u Apuliji i susjednim regijama.

velopment of the Romanesque style in the first half of the
11th century. The corresponding idea of a nave with two
side-aisles and three apses, though less uniformed, was re-
alized around the same time on the Benedictine church of
St. Michael on Previaka.

Keywords: Apulian architecture, St. Tryphon cathedral
design, Romanesque architecture of the Apennine penin-
sula, Order of Saint Benedict, church of St. Michael on
Previaka, three-aisled church with three apses, Cluny II

Interpretations in scientific literature, discussing
the occurrence and condition of medieval church
architecture in the southern parts of the eastern
Adpriatic coast, have singled out the emphasis of a
unidirectional influence of southern Italian Apulian
architecture (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 127-133; 2010: 181-
209).! The image of a creatively passive eastern
Adpriatic reflects the initial, and before long the only,
accentuation of the Apulian influence on the Ro-
manesque architecture along our coastline. Insist-
ence on this fact has resulted in an assessment of
imported designs, despite the recognition of some
distinctive elements in relation to southern Italian
architecture. Over-emphasis of such influence has
often been incidental, with the guiding principle
of unidirectional influence, particularly in design
origins, expressed as the general concept. Assess-
ing the significance of Apulian architecture in the
eastern Adriatic has only been done exceptionally
and cautiously.”

Two buildings, both in the Bay of Kotor, deserve
another evaluation of the reception of the recent
reviews within a relatively narrow time frame. The
first one is the cathedral of St. Tryphon in Kotor,
and the second the Benedictine church of St. Mi-
chael on the neighboring Prevlaka, both exception-
al examples of Romanesque architecture from the
southern part of the eastern Adriatic.

The Kotor cathedral of St. Tryphon is an example
of the earliest and most consistent reference to the
influence of Apulian architecture.® V. Kora¢ has
dedicated special attention to the signs which ought
to have confirmed this dependence, based on an
examination of local designs (Kora¢ 1967). Thus,

The analytical examination of the condition of Romanesque
architecture along both Adriatic coastlines warns of a lack of
foundation for such references and points to separate creative
expressions, mostly referring to the earlier regional achieve-
ments of Byzantine character.

Such is the unambiguous remark that this overseas province
“has been given more importance than it deserves” (Fiskovi¢
1989: 179, n. 58).

In support of this notion, the nave was initially not regarded
as vaulted, allegedly under the influence of the Romanesque
church of St. Nicholas in Bari, which has been discussed in the
reviews of scientific literature.

<268 -



Marinko TOMASOVIC KATEDRALA SV. TRIPUNA U KOTORU I BENEDIKTINSKA CRKVA... Opusc.archaeol. 37/38, 267-280, 2013/2014 [2015].

Alternacija masivnih pilona i stupova sv. Tripuna,
unutar kojih su odmjereni dvojni traveji poprec¢nih
brodova, kao prethodnica se ne prepoznaje na tlu
Apulije. Ovdje crkvama izostaje zasnovanost takvog
odnosa gdje vecem traveju srednjeg broda odgovara
par manjih u pobo¢nim. Oc¢ito da u cjelokupnom
sagledavanju stanja diljem europskog Zapada treba
traziti odluc¢ne poticaje za pojavu rje$enja romanic-
kih gradnji isto¢nog Jadrana, uostalom unutar kojih
se objavljuju i lombardijske gradnje. Ovim su kate-
drali u Kotoru najpotpunije analogije sagledane u
sjevernijim dijelovima Italije. Na primjerima gradnji
u Lombardiji i Emiliji promotrila se vjerojatnost sje-
vernotalijanskih izvora za pojavu njezine prostorne
strukture, pri ¢emu je istaknuta i podudarnost s cr-
kvom S. Maria di Portanuovo u Anconi, sredi$njem
dijelu Italije (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 142, 145, n. 179),° o
¢cemu Ce jo§ biti rijeci. Uvazavajudi spomenute pri-
mjere crkava sa sjevera Apeninskog poluotoka, po-
gotovo sravne li se sa sagledavanjima koja su upudi-
vala na apulijsku romaniku, iznijeta je definicija sv.
Tripuna kao crkve “vizantijsko-lombardijskog tipa”
(Canak-Medi¢ 1997: 91). Proistekla je iz uvazavanja
tradicije, konkretno ranijih rjesenja u samom Koto-
ru, narocito prepoznatljivog u otkrivenoj crkvi is-
pod romanicke sv. Marije. Znacenje joj je u trobrod-
nost i tri apsidalna polukruzna istaka. S razlogom
treba uvaziti misljenje koje naglasava smjenjivanje
biskupskog sjedista bez medurazdoblja s nekom
tre¢om crkvom kao katedralom. Pocetkom gradnje
nove katedrale (1124.), ona sv. Marije, iako trosna i
dotrajala, jo$ je u funkciji (Martinovi¢ 1990 b: 26).°
Do njezinog rusenja i gradnje romanicke crkve na
njezinim temeljima (posvecena 1221.), u opsegu
srednjeg broda prethodne, dolazi nakon posvete ka-
tedrale sv. Tripuna (1166.). Uvazavajudi graditeljske
preinake na katedralnoj crkvi sv. Marije tijekom 9.
st. (Martinovi¢ 1990 b: 26), ocito je kako ponajprije
svojim ugledom nosi udio i u prostornom osmislja-
vanju nove. Zapazeno je, naime, kako $irina sred-
njeg broda ranokr$canske sv. Marije, zadrzana i u
predromanickoj fazi, u potpunosti odgovara onoj
katedrale sv. Tripuna, $to je i navelo na pomisao o
oponasanju prostornih mjera starije gradnje kod
provedbe nove stolnice (Canak-Medi¢ 1989: 231;
1997: 88-89).

Svakako, stanje nakon pregradnji ukljucilo je i tro-
brodnost sv. Marije jer je, zajedno s prethodnicom
sv. Mihovila, i protumacena kao veca crkva bazili-
kalnog oblika 9. st. (Martinovi¢ 1990 a: 29). Dakle,

> Kao najizglednije se uzelo da je upravo crkva S. Ambrogio u
Milanu bila presudna kod idejnog stvaranja prostorne zamisli
kotorskog sv. Tripuna, narocito u pogledu ranog svodenja sre-
di$njeg broda.

¢ Kako se zakljucuje iz izlaganja.

he has unconditionally cemented the primary im-
portance of Apulia in the transfer of spatial design
(though eastern Adriatic designs have roughly been
mentioned as well), with the impression of a latent
need to designate the Kotor cathedral of St. Tryphon
as a “transitional monument” in the development of
Apulian Romanesque architecture (Kora¢ 1967: 19).*

The precursor of the alternating massive pylons
and columns of St. Tryphon, along with the meas-
ured double-bay system of the transept, cannot be
detected on Apulian territory. The churches there
lack the dependent relationship of the larger bay
of the nave corresponding to a pair of smaller bays
in the aisles. It is obvious that the overall review of
the situation across the European West should seek
out decisive incentives for the solution to the ap-
pearance of Romanesque architecture in the east-
ern Adriatic, within which Lombardy buildings are
also published. Hereby the Kotor cathedral has the
most complete analogy with the northern parts of
Italy. The examples of construction in Lombardy
and Emilia have promoted the likelihood of north-
ern Italian influence on the appearance of its spatial
structure, with emphasis on the correspondence
with the church of S. Maria di Portanuovo in Anco-
na, central Italy (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 142, 145, n. 179),°
which will be later discussed. Taking into account
the above mentioned examples of churches from the
North Apennine peninsula, especially if reconciled
with considerations indicating the Apulian Roman-
esque, a definition of St. Tryphon has been set forth
as a church of the “Byzantine-Lombard fashion”
(Canak-Medi¢ 1997: 91). It has arisen out of respect
for tradition, specifically the earlier architectural
designs in Kotor, especially recognizable on the
church discovered beneath the Romanesque church
of St. Mary. Her significance lies in its nave with
two aisles and three semicircular apsidal projec-
tions. The replacement of the bishop’s seat without
an interim period with a third church serving as a
cathedral should be taken into consideration. As the
construction on the new cathedral began (1124), St.
Mary, though weathered and dilapidated, was still
in function (Martinovi¢ 1990 b: 26).° Its demolition
and the construction of the Romanesque church on

Such interpretation of the source of the Kotor St. Tryphon’s ap-
pearance has been criticized due to unconvincing typological
considerations, chronological inversions and methodological
inconsistencies (Tomasovié¢ 2006: 137-147). The undervalued
diversity of the system of architectural solutions in Apulia and
its neighboring regions has also been emphasized.

As has been acknowledged that the church of S. Ambrogio in
Milan was most likely crucial in creating the conceptual spatial
ideas of the Kotor St. Tryphon, especially in terms of the early
vaulting of the central nave

As can be concluded from the presentation.
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istrazivanja u srednjovjekovnoj jezgri Kotora potvr-
duju trobrodni tip koji je prethodio monumentalnoj
katedrali sv. Tripuna. Koncilijantno sagledavanje
dodira kreativnih pojmova, bizantskog i sjevernjac-
kog, u izvoru pojave romanicke katedrale sv. Tripu-
na razradila je M. Canak-Medi¢ u novom osvrtu.
Novost je u tvrdnji o lombardijskim svojstvima arhi-
tekture kotorske katedrale s moguc¢noséu njihovog
posrednog prijenosa, preko crkava u srednjotalijan-
skom jadranskom zaledu (Canak-Medi¢ 2009: 53).
Poticaj za takvo sagledavanje autorica je evidentno
dobila od prethodnog razmatranja, u konacnici i re-
zimirano tvrdnjom: “Varijacije unutar apeninskog
poluotoka najvjerojatnije su odlucujuce i kod ocita-
vanja istocnojadranskih stanja” (Tomasovi¢ 2006:
142). Ne smatrajuci potrebnim pozvati se na ovu ra-
zradu dopustila je i navodenje primjera crkava po-
krajine Marche, nesumnjivo potaknuta presu¢enim
navodom crkve S. Maria Portanuovo u Anconi.” Po
svemu sudeci rijec je o primjeru nereferiranja tudeg
rada, a u konacnici i preSucivanja tudih rezultata
u razradi istog problema.?® Isto vrijedi i za pitanje
izgleda i postave procelnih zvonika romanicke ka-
tedrale u Kotoru, koji su provedbom izvorne zamisli
vertikalama zavrsavali ritam boc¢nih brodova i bili
udruzeni vjerojatnim svodom trijema. Pozivanja su
zarana bila usmjerena na crkvu sv. Nikole u Bariju,
ali se potom upozorilo na njihovu neutemeljenost.
Prvi puta je to ucinjeno zalaganjem za neodredeni
uzor neovisno od stupnja modifikacije, uz pretpo-
stavljeno posrednistvo juzne Italije u pogledu kom-
ponenti sjevernjacke arhitekture (Kora¢ 1967: 21-
22). Pri tome se oprezno pretpostavio prijenos kulta
arhandela Mihovila i sv. Gabrijela posredstvom be-
nediktinaca u Kotor, s tim u vezi i njihovih kapela
na zvonicima katedrale (Kora¢ 1967: 21). Vaznost
primjedbe je u pogledu djelatnosti ovog reda u ne-
posrednoj blizini Kotora i Apulije, narocito usmje-
rene $tovanju razgranatog kulta sv. Mihovila (Bozi¢
1963: 197-210; Bettochi 1996: 133-162). Potom je
provedba procelnih zvonika kronoloski sagledana
kroz primjere u juznoj Italiji, te se promotrila kao
oznaka opce, zapadnjacke pojave u rasprostiranju,
mimo konkretnijeg udjela neke od apulijskih grad-
nji (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 146).° Ovim dvama, u biti
srodnim sagledavanjima, u meduvremenu je done-
kle suprotstavljeno inzistiranje na katedrali u Cefala

7 Ova ankonitanska crkva, najvjerojatnije iz druge polovine 12.
st., promotrena je kao jedan u nizu ukazatelja gradnji na podlozi
iskustava u podizanju crkava s kupolom (Kronig 1962: 205).

8 Upadljivo je i nereferiranje rada V. Koraca o kotorskoj katedrali,
neovisno o zaklju¢cima u njemu. Takav izostanak tesko se moze
pravdati sintetskim izgledom novijeg prikaza Canak-Mediceve.

®  @Gdje se podsjeca i na ranija pozivanja na arhitekturu sv. Nikole
u Bariju.

its foundations (dedicated in 1221), to the extent of
the central nave of the previous church, comes af-
ter the consecration of the Cathedral of St. Tryphon
(1166).

Taking into account the architectural modifications
to the cathedral church of St. Mary during the 9th
century (Martinovi¢ 1990 b: 26), it is obvious that
its reputation primarily formed the idea of its new
spatial design. It has been noted how the width of
the central nave of the early Christian church of St.
Mary, kept in the pre-Romanesque phase, corre-
sponds entirely to that of the St. Tryphon cathedral,
which has led to the idea of an imitation of spatial
measures of the earlier building, during the im-
plementation of the new cathedral (Canak-Medi¢
1989: 231; 1997: 88-89).

Certainly, the situation after the remodeling includ-
ed the central nave with two aisles, as St. Mary has
been interpreted as a larger church basilica of the 9th
century, together with its predecessor St. Michael
(Martinovi¢ 1990 a: 29). Thus, the research of the
medieval center of Kotor confirms the three-aisle
type which preceded the monumental cathedral of
St. Tryphon. Conciliatory consideration of the con-
tact point of creative concepts, Byzantine and north-
ern, in the origin of the Romanesque cathedral of St.
Tryphon has been developed by M. Canak-Medi¢
in her latest review. The novelty comes in the asser-
tion of Lombardy features in the architecture of the
Kotor cathedral, with the possibility of their indi-
rect transmission via the churches of central Italian
Adriatic hinterland (Canak-Medi¢ 2009: 53). Her
incentive for such a consideration evidently comes
from previous reviews, ultimately summarized by
claiming: “Variations in the Apennine peninsula
are most likely crucial in the readings of the eastern
Adriatic case (Tomasovic¢ 2006: 142). Not deeming it
necessary to refer to this development, she allowed
for a further enumeration of church examples of the
Marche province, undoubtedly inspired by the over-
looked mention of the church of S. Maria Portan-
uovo in Ancona.” In all likelihood, it is a case of not
referring to someone else’s work, eventually passing
over the work of others in the development of the
same problem.! The same applies to the question
of the appearance and placement of the facade bell
towers of the Romanesque Kotor cathedral, which

7 This Ancones church, probably from the second half of the 12th
century, viewed as one in a series of evidence on the underlying
background experience in the construction of dome churches
(Krénig 1962: 205).

A lack of reference to the work of V. Kora¢ on the Kotor cathe-
dral is also noticeable, regardless of the conclusions made there.
Such failure can be hardly justified by the synthetic look of the
recent presentation of Canak-Mediceva.
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na Siciliji kao uzoru za kotorske zvonike (Canak-
Medi¢ 1997: 92). Pak, upadljiv je izostanak objas-
njenja koji opravdava takvu postavku. Neovisno o
iznijetim datumima pocetka gradnje u Cefald, 1148.
ili 1151., moguénost za utjecaj njihovih zvonika na
kotorsku katedralu gotovo je zanemariva, pogoto-
vo §to 1124. kao pocetak njezine gradnje ni¢im nije
upitan. U ponovnom osvrtu na kotorsku katedra-
lu izostavljeno je pozivanje na sicilijanske gradnje.
Ugledanje po pitanju zvonika sada se prepoznaje,
kako je postavkama ve¢ naznaceno u spomenutim
radovima, u mati¢noj crkvi benediktinskog reda na
Monte Cassinu (Canak-Medi¢ 2009: 53). Na zalost,
autorica i ovim sugerira vlastito domisljanje, do¢im
izostavlja pozivanje na ranije rezultate u objavama,
narocito onoj koja neposredno prethodi njezinom
novom osvrtu na kotorsku katedralu.

U problemskom osvrtu na romanic¢ku arhitekturu
juznih dijelova isto¢nog Jadrana, upozorilo se na za-
nemarivanje sloja trobrodnih crkava s istim brojem
apsida. Podsje¢anjem na poznate crkvene gradnje
istocnog Jadrana bilo je osvrta i na benediktinsku
crkvu sv. Mihovila na Prevlaci kod Tivta (Tomasovié
2006: 138-139, n. 117). Iako se znacenju i njezinom
izgledu pristupilo vise usputno, nastojalo se iscrpni-
je iznijeti kronoloske i kulturne akcente predoc¢ene
u literaturi. Osvrt je bio usmjeren i primjedbama
tobozZe upitne, nerijetko presucene pripadnosti ve-
like crkve benediktincima. Samo trobrodno rjese-
nje uzelo se kao gradnja 11. st., odnosno najkasnije
poc¢. 12. st., premda je manje vjerojatan gornji vre-
menski okvir, prihvati li se 1124. kao vrijeme kada
je samostan ve¢ bio napusten (Stjepcevi¢ 1930: 7).
Stjepcevicevo uopceno pisanje o benediktinskoj cr-
kvi sv. Mihovila (Stjepcevi¢ 1930: 2-3), kao trobrod-
noj i troapsidalnoj, visekratno se opetovalo (Kara-
man 1956: 50).'° Konkretniji opis kako je to “velika
trobrodna crkva sa troclanim oltarskim delom, koji
Cine srednja apsida, polukruzna iznutra i spolja, i
dve bocne, iznutra polukruzne spolja pravougaone”
u izvjestaju je arheoloskih istrazivanja 1956.-57.
(Kora¢ 1959: 388-389). Gradnja i ulomci kamenog
namjes$taja poblize se nisu datirali. Ostaci crkve
uzimaju se kao romanicki, i najstariji na lokalitetu,
dok se za plastiku veli da je predromanicka, odno-
sno iz 10. st. kad je datiran jedan spolij. Crkva se
tipoloski uzela, u pogledu oltarnog dijela, kao “po-
sebna varijanta” gradnje. Isto se uskoro ponavlja,
napomenom o vjerojatnom drvenom krovistu, ali
i pripadnosti crkve benediktincima (Kora¢ 1966).!!

Karaman crkvu uzima kao zapadnjacku, benediktinsku gradnju
11.st.

Neoprezna je, a i ishitrena tvrdnja kako se pri tome nisu spo-
menuli benediktinci (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 139, n. 117), ocito u pre-
revnom upozorenju o nuznosti samog spomena reda upravo uz
sami spomen ostataka trobrodne crkve.

implemented the original ideas by vertically ending
the pace of the side aisles, which were likely accom-
panied by a vaulted porch. References were original-
ly focused on the church of St. Nicholas in Bari, but
they were later proven to be unfounded.

The first time it was done by advocating an indeter-
minate model, regardless of the degree of modifica-
tion, with the assumed mediation of southern Italy
in terms of the components of northern architecture
(Korac¢ 1967: 21-22). In the process, it was cautiously
assumed that the cult of the archangels Michael and
Gabriel was transferred via the Kotor Benedictines,
as well as their chapels in the cathedral bell towers
(Korac¢ 1967: 21). The importance of this observation
lies in the view of the activities of this order in the
immediate vicinity of Kotor and Apulia, especially fo-
cused on the widespread worship of the cult of St. Mi-
chael (BoZi¢ 1963: 197-210; Bettochi 1996: 133-162).

The implementation of the bell towers was then ob-
served chronologically on the examples from south-
ern Italy, and was viewed as a sign of the general
western expansion, outside the more specific partak-
ing in Apulian construction (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 146).°
These two, essentially similar, considerations were in
the meantime somewhat opposed by the insistence
on the cathedral of Cefalu in Sicily serving as an ex-
ample for the Kotor bell towers (Canak-Medi¢ 1997:
92). What is striking is the lack of explanation justi-
fying such a statement. Regardless of the proposed
commencement date of the construction in Cefalu,
1148 or 1151, the possibility of it influencing the
bell towers of the Kotor cathedral is virtually non-
existent, especially since the date of its construc-
tion is undisputedly 1124. A second review of the
Kotor cathedral leaves out the reference to Sicilian
architecture. As already mentioned in the previously
cited work, the model for the bell towers is currently
regarded to be the mother church of the Benedictine
order in Monte Cassino (Canak-Medi¢ 2009: 53).
Unfortunately, the author’s opinion is also primarily
suggested here, instead of a reference to previously
published results, particularly the work immediately
preceding her latest review of the Kotor cathedral.

The problem review of the Romanesque architecture
of the southern parts of the eastern Adriatic warns
of the disregard of churches with a central nave and
two aisles, ending in three apses. Recollecting the
famous church architecture of the eastern Adriatic,
we have mentioned the Benedictine church of St.
Michael on Prevlaka near Tivat (Tomasovi¢ 2006:
138-139, n. 117). Although its meaning and appear-
ance have been approached in a casual manner,

°  Reminder of the earlier reference to the architecture of St.
Nicholas in Bari.
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Na tragu Stjepcevicevih povijesnih sagledavanja,
jasnijom razradom vremenskih odsjecaka, boravka
benediktinskih redovnika i odlaska do 1124., o crkvi
sv. Mihovila kao trobrodnoj s tri polukruzne apside
pisao je L. Ostoji¢ (Ostoji¢ 1964: 495-496)."* Stoga
svojevrsnu inverziju znaci sljedeéi Koracev osvrt.
Ignorirajuc¢i Stjepcevideve i Ostoji¢eve povijesne
navode, tek se oslanjajudi na srpsku historiografiju,
tendenciozno iznosi pretpostavku da je samostan-
ska crkva na Prevlaci izgradena u drugoj pol. 12. st.
(Kora¢ 1970:135). Interesantno, potom veli kako je
rije¢ o gradnji s “drvenom gornjom konstrukcijom...
jedva se moze rekonstruisati na jednom mjestu, u
manastiru sv. Arhandela Mihaila na Previaci” (Ko-
ra¢ 1970: 138). Ovim je iznijetu dataciju doveo u
pitanje, s obzirom da ovaj tip gradnje uzima kao ka-
rakteristi¢an za ranu romaniku juzne Italije i Zapa-
da. Uz to, ni¢im nije upuéivao na pomisao o stilskoj
retardaciji, susljedno datiranju u poodmaklo 12. st.
Pri svemu tome ignorira i datiranje ornamentirane
kamene plastike s Prevlake, opredijeljene u 9.-11.
st. (Kovacevi¢ 1956: 6; 1967: 380). Stovise, J. Kova-
¢evi¢ smatra da je njezina brojnost odraz boravka
benediktinaca sve do sredine 13. st., kada su Prevla-
ku “osvojili” pravoslavni monasi. Takoder, obradom
jednog natpisa upucuje na gradnju crkve, ili u njezi-
noj blizini, u 9. st., iako ne upucuje da se ima raditi
o spomenutoj trobrodnoj, troapsidalnoj crkvi. Kako
se radi o jednoj, navodno ranijoj gradnji apside unu-
tar vecée sredi$nje, tvrdi se netom uoci izvjestaja o
istrazivanju lokaliteta u kojemu se ostaci vece crkve
i ne spominju (Suboti¢ 1959).13

Teskoca u predocavanju ostataka i datiranja crkve
benediktinskog sjedista na Prevlaci na ovaj se je
nacin ispostavila kao polje disparatnih sagledava-
nja, unutar kojeg se svakim novom osvrtom donosi
kakav novi podatak ili barem sugestija o lokalitetu.
Otezavajuca se iskazala i usputnost primjedbi, stva-
rajuci pogresan dojam o prethodno uspjelom elabo-
riranju problema. Dobar primjer ovome nalazimo
u napomeni o kupoli u srednjem traveju crkve na
Prevlaci (Canak-Medi¢ 1997: 89). Razmisljanje je
iznijeto u momentu razloznog apostrofiranja mo-
guénosti udjela i benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila u
kreiranju kotorske katedrale sv. Tripuna. Medutim,
o postojanju kupole u srednjem traveju crkve na
Prevlaci govori se vi$e usputno. Ipak, dojam je kako
se pri tome uvazavaju zapazanja s davnih istraziva-
nja, iako se daje do znanja kako su neobjelodanjena.
Uza sve to, osjetljivost po pitanju konfesionalne pri-

Tvrdnja o tri polukruzne apside benediktinske crkve, ne nagla-
savajuci kako su boc¢ne zatvorene ravnim zidom, iznosi se i u
novije vrijeme (Milanovi¢ 2003: 296; Zeravica 2003: 263).
Ovim se je donekle nepotrebno otvorilo pitanje radi li se o grad-
nji koju spominje natpis ili kojoj crkvici u blizini.

more detailed chronological and cultural features
were aimed to be presented in the literature. The
review was directed at the remarks on the allegedly
questionable, and often unmentioned, affiliation of
the large church with the Benedictines. The central
nave with two aisles design was dated to the 11th
century, i.e. no later than the beginning of the 12th
¢, although the later date is less likely if we take into
account that the monastery was abandoned by 1124
(Stjepcevi¢ 1930: 7). Stjepcevic’s general writing on
the Benedictine church of St. Michael (Stjepcevi¢
1930: 2-3), as a building with two aisles, a central
nave and three apses, has been repeatedly reiterated
(Karaman 1956: 50).° A more precise description of
it being, “a large church with two aisles and a central
nave, and a three-part altar piece consisting of a cen-
tral apse, semicircular inside and outside, and two
lateral apses, semicircular on the outside’, was pub-
lished in the archaeological report of 1956-57 (Kora¢
1959: 388-389). The construction and fragments of
stone furniture have not been precisely dated. The
church remains are taken as Romanesque, and as the
oldest on the site, while sculptural work seems to be
pre-Romanesque, i.e. dating from the 10th century,
based on one piece of spolia. The church has been
considered typologically, in regards to the altar area,
as a “special variant” of the construction. The same
is soon reiterated by mentioning the likely wooden
roof, and the affiliation to the Benedictine order
(Kora¢ 1966). In the wake of Stjepcevic¢’s histori-
cal overview, by giving a more clear analysis of the
time slots, the stay and departure of the Benedictine
monks by 1124, I. Ostoji¢ has discussed the St. Mi-
chael church as being the central nave with two aisles
type, with three semicircular apses (Ostoji¢ 1964:
495-496)."> Therefore, the following review by Kora¢
means sort of an inversion. Ignoring Stjepcevi¢’s and
Ostojic’s historical assertions, merely relying on Ser-
bian historiography, he tendentiously suggests that
the monastery church on Prevlaka was built in the
second half of the 12th century (Kora¢ 1970:135). In-
terestingly, he then says it is a building with “wooden
upper structure.... which can be barely reconstruct-
ed in one place, in the monastery of St. Archangel
Michael on Prevlaka” (Kora¢ 1970: 138). This brings
the date put forward here into question, given that

Karaman regards the church as a western, Benedictine building
of the 11th century.

It was careless and hasty to say that any mention of the Benedic-
tine order was left out (Tomasovi¢ 2006: 139, note 117), obvi-
ously in an overzealous warning of the necessity to mention the
order alongside any reference to the remains of the church with
a central nave and three aisles.

A statement on the three semicircular apses of the Benedictine
church, without reference to the lateral ones being enclosed in
a straight wall, has been made recently (Milanovi¢ 2003: 296;
Zeravica 2003: 263).
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padnosti lokaliteta na Prevlaci, koliko god bila forsi-
rana i nerijetko, vise ili manje, latentno ispoljavana,
iskazala se i kao jedan od ciljeva sagledavanja arhi-
tektonskog kompleksa. Istrazivanja tijekom 1997.
donose moguce i zanimljive podatke o prethodnim,
antickim vremenskim slojevima na poluotoku, ali i
iskazanu upitnost njegove opstojnosti tijekom 10.-
12. st. (Jankovié et al. 1998: 140). Pod snimkom lo-
kaliteta autori ne govore kojem razdoblju pripadaju
ostaci troapsidalne crkve, na koje se u tekstu uopce i
ne osvréu. Stoga dvosmisleno upucuju na dvije mo-
gucénosti i$¢itavanja tlocrta crkve, kao kasnoanticke
ili na vrijeme od 13. st., nakon preuzimanja poloza-
ja od strane pravoslavnih monaha. Samo prisustvo
benediktinskih redovnika na Prevlaci uopce se nije
spomenulo. Iako ne treba odve¢ sumnjati kako su re-
centna istrazivanja potakla i objavu rezultata radova
1956.-57. ovi su konacno dati u zadovoljavaju¢em
opsegu i opisnom tumacenju arhitektonskih ostata-
ka velike trobrodne crkve (sl. 1). Ponavlja se pretpo-

this type of construction is considered to be a char-
acteristic feature of the early Romanesque period of
southern Italy and the West. In addition, there was
nothing to indicate the stylistic decline, in accord-
ance with it being dated to the late 12th century.
Meanwhile, the date of the ornamented stone sculp-
tures from Prevlaka, set between the 9th and 11th
century, is entirely ignored (Kovacevic¢ 1956: 6; 1967:
380). Moreover, J. Kovacevi¢ considers its numbers
to reflect the stay of the Benedictine order until
the middle of the 13th century when Prevlaka was
“conquered” by the Orthodox monks. Likewise, by
analyzing one inscription the date of the construc-
tion of the church is being put as the 9th century, or
its surroundings, even though there is no mention
of a central nave with two aisles or the three apses.
It appears to be the construction of one earlier apse
inside a larger central one, as is suggested prior to
the official report on the research of the site, which
does not mention any remains of the larger church
(Suboti¢ 1959).13

The difficulty in dating and pre-
senting the remains of the Ben-
edictine church headquarters on
Prevlaka has turned out to be a
field of disparate considerations,
whereby each new reference
brings some new information or
at least some new suggestion on
the site. What complicated mat-
ters was the passing remarks cre-
ating a false sense of previous suc-
cessful elaboration of problematic
issues. A good example of this is
the remark on the dome in the
central bay of the church on Prev-
laka (Canak-Medi¢ 1997: 89). The
reasoning was set forth in the mo-
ment of justified emphasis on the
possibility of the contribution of
the Benedictine church of St. Mi-
chael to the creation of the Kotor
cathedral of St. Tryphon. Howev-

Slika 1. Ostaci trobrodne benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila unutar
kompleksa na Previaci (Korac 2002: 148, sl. 5).

Figure 1. The remains of the three-aisled Benedictine church of St.
Michael inside the complex on Previaka (Korac 2002: 148, sL. 5).

stavka o drvenoj konstrukciji njezinih gornjih dije-
lova, domisljanjem o izgledu u okvirima koncepcija
benediktinskih crkava u Apuliji (Koraé¢ 2002: 142).
Programatski stav kakav se i ranije uocavao kod V.
Koraca ponesto je relativiziran “priznanjem” o crkvi
kao benediktinskoj. Prihvatljivo govori o podizanju
pravoslavne crkve u 13. st. na njezinim ostacima,

er, the existence of a dome in the
central bay of the Prevlaka church is mentioned only
in passing. Nonetheless, the impression is given that
the remarks from past research have been taken into
consideration, even if it is pointed out that they re-
main unpublished. With all that, the sensibility of the
issue of the denominational affiliation of the site on
Prevlaka, as forced and often, more or less, latently
manifested as it can be, has proven to be one of the

13 Somewhat unnecessarily, this raises the question of whether

it is the building mentioned on the inscription, or some other
church nearby.
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¢ime se nastojala definirati i pripadnost manje ap-
side unutar obrisa vece, kao pretpostavljene crkve
zetskog episkopa (Kora¢ 2002: 143, 150, sl. 8). Neka
pitanja Korac i ne postavlja, kao ono o vremenu po-
dizanja trobrodne benediktinske crkve, koju je ra-
nije datirao u drugu pol. 12. st. Moguce da i ovdje
presutno upuduje na isto, do¢im uvazava Stjepcevi-
¢evo misljenje o napustenom, ru$evnom samostanu
pocetkom 13. st. (Kora¢ 2002: 144), ali ne i odlazak
benediktinskih redovnika do 1124. Stoga i ne treba
iznenaditi tvrdnja o napustanju samostana i crkve iz
“nepoznatih razloga” (Kora¢ 2002: 142). Znaci li to,
takoder, kako crkvu treba datirati u 9. st., sukladno
kamenom namjestaju kojemu se iznalaze analogije
u Italiji (Kora¢ 2002: 140)?'* Naime, samom pro-
blemu vremena dolaska benediktinaca na Prevlaku
ranije je usputno pristupio I. Bozi¢, smatrajudi vje-
rojatnije kako se ipak radi o usponu reda tijekom 11.
st. (Bozi¢ 1963: 197-198). Uz to, donekle je nastojao
oslabiti stav po kojemu nakon 1124. na Prevlaci ne
bi bilo vise redovnika. U prilog tome iznio je pri-
mjedbu kako je tesko prihvatiti da bi papa Klement
VI. 1346. polozaj na Prevlaci jo$ uvijek smatrao be-
nediktinskim samostanom, i trazio ga za povrat,
nakon $to je proslo vise od dva stolje¢a od odlaska
redovnika (Bozi¢ 1963: 198, n. 5; Stjepcevi¢ 1930:
20, 64-65).”° Ipak, i sam Bozi¢ papinu aktivnost, u
konac¢nici neuspjelu, sagledava kao pokrenutu poti-
cajem pravog nezadovoljnika, grada Kotora. Ve¢ se
nastojao pruziti odgovor na problem Koracevog po-
blizeg nedatiranja benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila
na Prevlaci u svom kona¢nom i iscrpnom osvrtu,
iako je iznijet unutar $ireg sagledavanja. Prepoznao
se u okvirima kulturoloskog problema, konkretno u
neuvazavanju sloja ranoromanickih benediktinskih
gradnji na isto¢nom Jadranu, $to je pisca i dovelo do
recenog domisljanja o koncepciji crkve uzorom na
benediktinske gradnje Apulije. Takvo misljenje, pri-
hvatljivo tek u svojoj uopcenosti, nemoguce je sa-
gledavati pozivanjem na konkretne primjere s juga
Italije. Na zalost, pisac nije obrazlozio tako kasnu
pojavu pretpostavljenog nenadsvodenja crkve na

4 Svakako, ne treba ozbiljnije pristupiti tumacenjima gdje se go-

vori 0 9. st. kao vremenu gradnje velike troapsidalne crkve, uz
ponovno isticanje pretpostavke o postojanju kupole (Jankovi¢
2007: 96-98, 138). U duhovito brzopletom tumacenju stanja na
terenu politikantski se negira i samo postojanje benediktinskog
samostana na Prevlaci. Tim putem je i dokinut ,uljudbeniji*
pristup beogradske historiografske $kole u tumacenju skladne
koegzistencije dvaju konfesija (a u kona¢nici temeljen na pro-
gramu obja$njavanja iste nacionalne pripadnosti) pod okriljem
Nemanji¢a. Na to se, u slucaju umjetnosti juznog Jadrana i
Boke kotorske, nije uvijek upozoravalo posve izravno. Gotovo
identi¢no na tragu Jankovic¢evog negiranja benediktinaca, iako
primarno usmjereno kasnijim arheoloskim slojevima, vidi i u:
Pasic¢ 2004: 171-173, ali i u drugim napisima (Jankovi¢ 2004: 78;
Sindik 2004: 130).

> Gdje Stjepcevi¢ u Dodatku donosi prijepis papinog pisma.

main goals of the review of the architectural com-
plex. Research in 1997 brought forth plausible and
interesting data on the ancient cultural layers on the
peninsula, and questioned its existence during the
10th - 12th centuries (Jankovié et al. 1998: 140). The
authors do not identify the date of the remains of the
church with three apses in their recorded image of
the site, they do not mention it in the text at all.

Therefore, they ambiguously suggest two possible
readings of the church layout, either as belonging to
late antiquity or to the 13th century, after Orthodox
monks assumed position there. The presence of Ben-
edictine monks on Prevlaka is not mentioned at all.
Although there can be no doubt that the recent re-
search has prompted the publication of the 1956-57
findings, these have been finally provided to a satis-
factory extent with a descriptive interpretation of the
architectural remains of the large three-aisled church
(fig. 1). The assumption of a wooden structure frame
for its upper parts is reiterated, by devising the layout
in terms of the Benedictine churches of Apulia (Korac¢
2002: 142). The programmed attitude, as previously
noted in V. Korad¢’s writing, is made somewhat rela-
tive by “admitting” the church to be Benedictine. He
accepts the construction of an Orthodox church on
its remains in the 13th century, which aims to define
the background of the smaller apse within the outline
of the larger one, as the presumed church of the Zeta
Bishop (Kora¢ 2002: 143, 150, fig. 8). Kora¢ does not
raise some other questions, such as the one on the
date of construction for the three-aisled Benedictine
church, dated earlier by him to the second half of
the 12th century. It is possible he implicitly suggest
this, thereby acknowledging Stjepcevic¢’s opinion on
the abandoned, dilapidated monastery in the early
13th century (Kora¢ 2002: 144), but not the depar-
ture of the Benedictine monks by 1124. The state-
ment on the desertion of the church and monastery
“for unknown reasons” should not surprise then
(Korac 2002: 142). Does that imply that the church
should be dated to the 9th century, according to the
stone furniture with analogies in Italy (Korac¢ 2002:

Certainly, interpretations that consider the construction date
of the large three-aisled church to be the 9th century should
not be taken seriously, with re-emphasis on the assumption of
the existence of a large dome (Jankovi¢ 2007: 96-98, 138). The
amusingly hasty interpretation of the situation on site gives a
cheap political denial of the existence of a Benedictine monas-
tery on Prevlaka. This has abolished the “more civil” approach
of the Belgrade historiographic school whereby there existed a
harmonious coexistence of the two denominations (ultimately
based on the program to explain the same nationality) under
the protection of Nemanji¢. This has not been regularly pointed
out, in the case of the art of southern Adriatic and the Bay of
Kotor. Identical to Jankovi¢’s denial of the Benedictine pres-
ence, though aimed at the later archaeological layers, see at:
Pasic¢ 2004: 171-173, and in other writings (Jankovi¢ 2004: 78;
Sindik 2004: 130).
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Prevlaci. Ranije iznijetu dataciju njezine gradnje u
kasno 12. st. sada je tek posredno uveo. Po svemu
sudedi, u¢inio je to u namjeri vezivanja pojave i dje-
latnosti benediktinskog reda u tivatsko-kotorskom
zaljevu upravo susretljivos¢u raskih Nemanjic¢a, u
trenutku njihovih izraslih dinastickih i politickih
prohtjeva.'®

Koje analogije prostornog rjeSenja benediktinske
crkve sv. Mihovila na Prevlaci podupiru povijesno
tumacenje odlaska redovnika s Prevlake do 1124.,
odnosno njezinu gradnju u 11. st.? Nedvojbeno, one
bi se trebale odnositi na zacelje, u postavi i obliko-
vanju polukruznih apsida od kojih su manje boc¢ne
zatvorene ravnim zidom (sl. 2). Ovi dijelovi bazi-

140)?"* Namely, the problem of the arrival of the
Benedictines on Prevlaka was formerly approached
in passing by L. Bozi¢, who thought it more likely
that the order gained influence during the 11th cen-
tury (Bozi¢ 1963: 197-198). In addition, he sought to
weaken the opinion that after 1124 there would have
been no more monks on Prevlaka. To corroborate
this he remarked how it was difficult to accept that
the Pope Clement VI would have viewed the loca-
tion on Prevlaka as a Benedictine monastery, and he
would have demanded its return, more than two cen-
turies after the departure of the monks (Bozi¢ 1963:
198, n. 5; Stjepcevi¢ 1930: 20, 64-65)."> Nonetheless,
Bozi¢ views the Pope’s activity, though unsuccess-

ful, as motivated by the dissatis-

fied town of Kotor. An attempt
has already been made to give an
answer to Koracev’s lack of a date
for the Benedictine church of St.
Michael on Prevlaka, in his final
and extensive review, though
presented as part of a larger
overview. Recognized in terms
of a cultural issue, specifically
in the lack of acceptance of the
early Romanesque Benedictine
constructions along the eastern
Adriatic, it has lead the author to
the conjecture about the church
being influenced by Benedic-
tine architecture in Apulia. This

Slika 2. Prijedlog izgleda benediktinske crkve sv. Mihovila na Pre-
viaci (Korac 2002: 150, sl. 7).

Figure 2. Proposal for the layout of the Benedictine church of St.
Michael on Previaka (Korac 2002: 150, sl. 7).

like ujedno su i najbolje sacuvani, te za razliku od
brodova i procelja crkve ne poti¢u na nedoumice
izvornog izgleda.'” Rjesenje sv. Mihovila na Prevlaci
kod Tivta u Boki kotorskoj prvi je puta ostvareno
kod znamenite benediktinske crkve Cluny II u dru-
goj polovini 10. st. (sl. 3) (Kronig 1962: 203; Conant
1979: 146-148). Uskoro je, uz manje modikfikacije,
opce prihvaceno na tlu juga Italije u sklopu osnaze-
ne, reformirane crkve (Krautheimer 1934: 18-20),'*
kao i benediktinskim ograncima isto¢nog Jadrana

Naposljetku, zastaje se i u okvirima presucivanja i samog spo-
mena benediktinaca na Prevlaci (Cubrovi¢ 2009: 63-64), bez
ikakvog poticaja za datiranje trobrodne crkve u osvrtu koji i nije
posve usputan.

Neka se ponovi, odavno se naglasila specifi¢nost takvog obliko-
vanja, iako joj se nikada nije ukazalo na izvor (Kora¢ 1959: 389).
Gdje se govori o znacenju crkve Cluny II na jugu Apeninskog
poluotoka uoci graditeljskog rasta u 12. st. Sliku stanja opcenito
vidi: Thiery 1978b.

opinion, accepted only gener-
ally, is impossible to support with
concrete examples from the south of Italy. Unfortu-
nately, the author has not explained such a late ap-
pearance of the assumed lack of vaulting in the Prev-
laka church. The formerly state date of construction
as the late 12th century is now being brought forth
indirectly. By all accounts, he did it with the aim to
link the appearance and activity of the Benedictine
order in the Tivat-Kotor bay to the obligingness of
the Raska Nemanji¢ family, at the time of their grow-
ing dynastic and political demands.'®

Which analogies of the spatial solution of the Ben-
edictine church of St. Michael on Prevlaka support
the historical interpretation of the departure of the
monks from Prevlaka by 1124, i.e. its construction
in the 11th century? Undoubtedly, they should refer
to the back wall, the setting and formation of the
semicircular apses, the smaller of which have been

15 Stjepcevi¢ brings a transcript of the Pope’s letter in the Appen-
dix.

¢ Finally, the mere mention of the Benedictine order on Prevlaka
is passed over (Cubrovi¢ 2009: 63-64), with no incentive to date
the three-aisled church in a review that is not so incidental.
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Slika 3. Izgled crkve Cluny 11 (Conant 1979: 147, fig. 105).
Figure 3. The layout of Cluny Il (Conant 1979: 147, fig. 105).

najuze povezanih s Apeninskim poluotokom (Jur-
kovi¢ 1990: 191-211). Ta skupina crkava obiljezava
vjerski razvoj objasnjiv u vezivanju za juznije dijelo-
ve Italije, usmjeren montekasinskom zari$tu obnov-
ljenog reda. Zanimljiva je dosljednost u oponasanju
utjecajne benediktinske burgundske gradnje u slu-
¢aju crkve na Prevlaci, jer njezin upliv na apeninske
gradnje 11. st. nije rezultirao identi¢nim apsidalnim
rjeSenjem (Kronig 1962: 203-206)." Podizanje cr-
kve na Prevlaci od strane benediktinaca treba sa-
gledavati pocetnim poletom istog razdoblja prve
polovine ili sredine 11. st.,** kada je poduzeta i iz-

1 Siri pregled stanja vidjeti kod: Thiery 1978a.
% Posebni problem predstavlja kronolosko usuglasavanje dekora-
tivne kamene plastike s izgradnjom crkve na Prevlaci, o ¢emu
je ovdje bilo tek usputnog spomena. S tim u vezi indikativna je
tvrdnja kako trobrodna crkva predstavlja arhitektonsko rjese-
nje u svojoj “posljednjoj fazi” (Zeravica 2003: 263). Oslonac za
ovu tvrdnju vjerojatno treba vidjeti u $irem rasponu datiranja
kamene plastike, od 9. do 12. st. Autor se pri tome poziva na
Ostojic¢evo djelo, iako se u njemu tek iznose stavovi meritornijih

enclosed with a straight wall (fig. 2). These parts of
the basilica are also the best preserved elements,
and unlike the aisles and the church facade, they
do not incite doubts on the original appearance of
the church.'” The architectural solution of St. Mi-
chael on Prevlaka near Tivat in the Bay of Kotor
was first applied to the famous Benedictine church
Cluny II in the second half of the 10th century (fig.
3) (Kronig 1962: 203; Conant 1979: 146-148). Soon,
it was widely accepted in southern Italy, with minor
modifications, as part of the empowered, reformed
church (Krautheimer 1934: 18-20),'® as well as in
the Benedictine branches along the eastern Adriat-
ic, closely tied to the Apennine peninsula (Jurkovi¢
1990: 191-211). This group of churches marks the
religious development explicable by the close ties to
southern Italy, aimed at the Monte Cassino center
of the re-established order. The consistency in the
imitation of the influential Benedictine Burgundy
architecture in the case of the Prevlaka church is
interesting, since her influence on the Apennine ar-
chitecture of the 11th century did not result in an
identical solution of the apses (Kronig 1962: 203-
206)."”” The construction of the Prevlaka church by
the Benedictine order should be viewed as the initial
enthusiasm of the same era, the first half or the mid-
dle of the 11th century,® when the monastic church

7 To reiterate, the specificity of such a design has long since been
emphasized, although the source has never been pointed out
(Kora¢ 1959: 389).

8 Where the meaning of the Cluny II church is pointed out in the
south of the Apennine peninsula in the eve of the architectural
growth of the 12th century. For an overview of the general situ-
ation, see: Thiery 1978b

!9 For a broader overview of the situation: Thiery 1978a.

2 Agreement on the chronology of the decorative stone sculp-

tures and the construction of the church on Prevlaka presents

a special problem, only briefly mentioned here. With this in

mind, the claim that the three-aisled church represents the ar-

chitectural solution in its “last phase” is indicative (Zeravica

2003: 263). This claim can be backed with a wider time frame

for the stone sculptures, from the 9th to the 12th century. The

author refers to Ostoji¢’s work even though Ostoji¢ only men-
tions the opinions of more meritorious authors concerning
this question. Having in mind that the context of the finds is
unknown, as well as the geographical dispersion, and that cau-
tion is necessary when directly linking the fragments with the
three-aisled or another earlier church, we can bring to mind the
new, more relevant parameters for classifying them to the 9th
century (Jaksi¢ 1999-2000: 135-136; 2000a: 203-204; 2000b:
130; 2009: 86-88, 108-109). Unfortunately, much remodeling,
done not just on the Benedictine church but around the entire
site as well, including the surrounding area, makes it impossi-
ble to directly link the stone sculptures to any individual sacred
structure. The remark on the three-aisled church, allegedly
its final remodeling, suggests the presence of the Benedictine
order on Prevlaka even earlier than the 11th century. Reason-
able objections cannot be made to support this, especially since
the heads of archaeological research done in the 1950s agree
that the three-aisled church with three apses (regardless of its
dating) belongs to the earliest phase (recognizing that the next
one would be the Orthodox church within the perimeter of
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gradnja redovnickog sklopa s crkvom na Lokrumu,
zasnovanog ve¢ 1023. (Ostoji¢ 1964: 421).*' Ovaj
arhitektonski tip na dubrovackom okruzju uzeo se
kao prethodnica analognih rjesenja uzduz isto¢nog
Jadrana, te je i tretiran ozracjem rane faze u razvoju
ranoromanickog stila prve polovine 11. st. (Jurkovi¢
1996: 329-330).22 Istorodna zamisao trobrodnosti s
istim brojem apsida, premda manje uniformirana,
ostvarena je priblizno u isto vrijeme i u susjednoj
Boki kotorskoj, u slucaju benediktinske crkve sv.
Mihovila na Prevlaci.

pisaca po istom pitanju. Imajuci u vidu nepoznavanje konteksta
nalaza plastike, njezinu prostornu rasprsenost, kao i potrebu
opreznog promatranja ulomaka u smislu izravnog vezivanja za
trobrodnu ili koju raniju crkvu, moze se podsjetiti tek na no-
vije, relevantne parametre njihovog svrstavanja u 9. st. (Jaksi¢
1999-2000: 135-136; 2000a: 203-204; 2000b: 130; 2009: 86-88,
108-109). Na zalost, brojne pregradnje, ne samo na uzem pro-
storu benediktinske crkve ve¢ i lokaliteta, ali i susjednih poloza-
ja, upozoravaju o nemoguénosti vezivanja plastike za pojedini
sakralni objekt. Sama primjedba o trobrodnoj crkvi, navodno
u izgledu njezine kona¢ne pregradnje, upucivala bi na prisut-
nost benediktinaca na Prevlaci i ranije od 11. st. U prilog tome
nije mogucde iznositi razlozne primjedbe, pogotovo §to se i vo-
ditelji arheoloskih istrazivanja sredinom minulog stoljeca slazu
u konstataciji kako je trobrodna crkva s tri apside (neovisno o
datiranju) ujedno i najranija faza (uvazavajuéi kako bi naredna
bila gradnja pravoslavne crkve u perimetru postojece). Takoder,
zauzimanje za ranije prisutstvo benediktinaca podrazumijevalo
bi i upitnost datiranja danog izgleda benediktinske crkve u 11.
st. ili, u konac¢nici, domisljanje o jednoj ranijoj, manjoj i opisno
teze predocivoj gradnji na Prevlaci ili okolici. Njoj bi svakako i
pripadala kamena plastika datirana u 9. st., te je posve i razu-
mljivo njezino isticanje kao nepoznate crkve (Kovadevi¢ 1973:
38-39). Stoga je donekle i neoprezno izrié¢ito vezivanje dekora-
tivne plastike iz 9. st. za trobrodnu crkvu (Delonga 2000: 131).
2 Vjerojatno je rije¢ o prvoj vecoj gradnji obnovljenog reda na
dubrovackom podrudju, pri cemu se pretpostavlja da je sacuva-
no rjesenje s troapsidalnim oblikovanjem uspostavljeno upravo
tada. Vidi tlocrt lokrumske crkve u: Jurkovi¢ 1996, sl. 5/10, gdje
se prvi puta upucuje na tako rano oblikovanje prostora.
2 Za broj¢anost benediktinskih gradnji na dubrovacko-kotor-
skom podrudju vidi: Ostoji¢ 1964: 417-508; Milanovi¢ 2003.

complex on Lokrum was constructed, established
already in 1023 (Ostoji¢ 1964: 421).*

This architectural type in the Dubrovnik area was
taken to be the predecessor of analogous architec-
tural solutions across the eastern Adriatic, and as
such was treated as part of the early phase of the de-
velopment of the early Romanesque style in the first
half of the 11th century (Jurkovi¢ 1996: 329-330).%
The equivalent idea of a central nave with two aisles
and three apses, though less uniform, was realized
at the approximately same time in the neighboring
Bay of Kotor, in the case of the Benedictine church
of St. Michael on Prevlaka.

this one). Also, claiming that the Benedictine order had been
present earlier would question the dating of the design of the
Benedictine church to the 11th century, or ultimately a new
conceptualization of an earlier construction, much smaller and
difficult to describe visually, on Prevlaka or in the surrounding
area. The stone sculptures of the 9th century would certainly
belong to it, and it is understandable one has to highlight it as
an unidentified church (Kovacevi¢ 1973: 38-39). Thus, explicitly
linking the 9th century decorative stone sculptures to the three-
aisled church is somewhat careless (Delonga 2000: 131).

2 It is likely the first large construction of the restituted order on
the Dubrovnik area, whereby it is assumed that the preserved
architectural solution of the three apses was established then.
See the layout of the Lokrum church in: Jurkovi¢ 1996, fig. 5/10,
first reference t such an early architectural solution.

2 For a precise number of the Benedictine buildings in the Du-
brovnik-Kotor area, see: Ostoji¢ 1964: 417-508; Milanovi¢ 2003.
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