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In the middle 0£2020, a small
book by Stanko Andri¢ was
published under the title ,,Rudi-
na — benediktinski samostan sv.
Mihaela Arkandela” (“Rudina
— the Benedictine Monastery of
St. Michael the Archangel”). As
stated in the preface, this is the
first in a series of monographs
entitled Monasticum Slavoni-
cum, Sirmiense et Baraniense,

BENEMETINSK] SAMOSTAN
SV MIHAELS AREANDELA

kvenih redova na zemljopisnom
podru¢ju moderne Slavonije,
Srijema i hrvatskog dijela Bara-
nje”. Ime Stanka Andrica i nje-
gov sad ve¢ opsezan te znaCajan
znanstveni doprinos proucava-
nju slavonskog srednjovjekovlja
poznati su vjerujem ne samo povjesniarima veé
i arheolozima i povjesni¢arima umjetnosti, i to ne
samo nase zemlje ve¢ zasigurno medievalistima su-
sjednih zemalja, prvenstveno onim madarskim, a,
usudio bi se re¢i, ¢ak i kolegama koji se u svojim
istrazivanjima ne bave srednjovjekovnom povijeséu
medurije¢ja izmedu Save i Drave. 1z tog razloga, a
unato¢ ¢injenici §to se ova knjiga oslanja na njegov
davni i daleko skromniji rad o rudinskom samosta-
nu iz daleke 1998. godine, oCekivanja su bila veli-
ka. Ako se tome doda kako se o rudinskoj opatiji
zbog zanimljivosti njezinih materijalnih ostataka
(¢uvene ,,rudinske glave™) od sredine 20. st. pisalo
daleko vise nego o ikojem slavonskom samostanu,

aimed at “... covering all me-
dieval monasteries of a dozen
various religious orders in the
geographical territory of mod-
ern Slavonia, Syrmia and the
Croatian part of Baranya”. The
name of Stanko Andri¢ and his
already extensive and significant scientific contri-
bution to the study of the Slavonian Middle Ages,
is known to historians as well as archaeologists and
art historians, not only in our country, but certain-
ly to medievalists in neighbouring states, primarily
Hungarian, and I dare say even to colleagues who
do not research the medieval history of the inter-
fluve of the Sava and Drava rivers. For this reason,
and despite the fact that this book draws on his old
and far more modest work on the Rudina monastery
from as far back as 1998, the expectations ran high.
Adding to this the fact that far more has been writ-
ten about the Rudina Abbey due to its interesting
material remains (the famous “head from Rudina”)
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pri ¢emu su, rekao bih, prednjacili moji kolege po-
vjesniCari umjetnosti (u novije vrijeme i arheolozi),
onda je jasno kako su ta oCekivanja ne samo velika
nego i brojna. Naravno, Stanko Andri¢ nije nas ni
ovaj put razoCarao. Sa zadovoljstvom mozemo reéi
kako smo s ovom monografijom dobili jo§ jedno
vrijedno znanstveno djelo u kojem se zrcale najvi-
$i dometi hrvatske historiografske struke i zanata.
No zbog ¢ega je ovo djelo toliko vrijedno? One koji
zele saznati neSto visSe o knjizi 1 njezinu sadrzaju i
nekim novim spoznajama, uputio bih na ve¢ objav-
ljen, vrlo korektan te nadasve informativan prikaz
Petra Seletkovi¢a (Povijesni prilozi 60, str. 343—
347), dok ¢u se ja zadrzati na nekim drugim, iz moje
perspektive vrlo znacajnim aspektima. Naime, ovo
je djelo vrijedno ne samo zbog §to novih §to starih
spoznaja (premda je ve¢ sama inventura i smisleno
ulancavanje i povezivanje svega do sada napisanog
o Rudini zahtjevan zadatak, a ako se tome doda
kako je dobar dio literature napisan na madarskom
jeziku, onda je takav pothvat vrijedan svakog div-
ljenja), nego zbog jos dva bitna razloga. Prvo, i ovo
njegovo djelo sa stajaliSta pozitivistickog pristupa
vraca se pomalo napustenoj ,,dokumentarnoj povi-
jesti”, onoj u kojoj se naglasak stavlja na iznoSenje
svih poznatih arhivskih i drugih vrela, sve do naj-
manjih krhotina, te, paralelno s time, u svjetlu do
sada iznesenih teza, kritiCko pretresanje i preispi-
tivanje istih. I to je u€injeno na uzoran heuristicki
nacin. Ne udaljavajuci se daleko od Cinjenica koje
se nalaze u izvorima, on ih je jednostavno preci-
znim filoloskim aparatom ogolio od svih njihovih
s vremenom svjesno ili nesvjesno dodanih tumace-
nja i interpretacija. A takvih je bilo mnogo. Citanje
»izmedu redaka”, domisljanja i razne konstrukcije
opterecuju pocesto, naravno i ne samo nasu histo-
riografiju, no mozda su upravo na podruéju slavon-
ske monasteriologije, ili bas ovog konkretnog slu-
Zaja dosli jade do izrazaja. Cesta nesretna okolnost
u kojoj se susrecu nedostatak vecih 1 kontinuiranih
cjelina arhivskih dokumenata i pouzdanih materi-
jalnih tragova, s jedne strane, te patriotsko i pomalo
romanticarsko nastojanje da se posSto-poto bar je-
dan devastirani spomenik srednjovjekovne Slavo-
nije, zapravo c¢itave kontinentalne Hrvatske smjesti
u okrilje ranije (srednjo)europske romanicke um-
jetnosti, navelo je brojne moje kolege, prvenstveno
povjesni¢are umjetnosti, na prili¢no slobodna do-
misljanja o vremenu nastanka samostana, tipskim
obiljezjima gradevinskih ostataka, ikonografskom

since the mid-20th century than about any other
Slavonian monastery, primarily by my fellow art
historians (and recently archaeologists), it is clear
that the expectations are not only high but also myr-
iad. Naturally, Stanko Andri¢ has not disappointed
us this time either. We are pleased to say that this
monograph is another valuable scientific work that
reflects the highest achievements of the Croatian
historiographical profession. But why ever is this
work so valuable? I would like to refer those who
expect or want to learn more about the book itself,
its contents and some new knowledge, to the al-
ready published, quite apt and very informative re-
view by Petar Seletkovi¢ (Povijesni prilozi 60, pp.
343-347), while I will focus on some very important
aspects from my perspective. Namely, this work is
valuable not only because of new and old knowl-
edge (although the stock-taking itself and mean-
ingful integration and linking everything written so
far about Rudina is a demanding task, particularly
since a good part of the literature is written in the
Hungarian language, which makes this undertaking
is absolutely worthy of admiration), but also for two
other important reasons. Firstly, from the point of
view of the positivist approach, his work is a return
to the somewhat abandoned “documentary history”,
focused on presenting all known archival and other
sources, down to the smallest of fragments, and in
parallel, in light of the premises presented to date,
on their critical examination and re-examination.
And this was done in an exemplary heuristic way.
Without departing from the facts contained in the
sources, he used a precise philological apparatus
and simply stripped them of all their interpretations
added over time, whether consciously or uncon-
sciously. It should be noted that there were many of
them. Reading “between the lines”, imagination and
various constructions often burden historiography,
not only ours, of course, but perhaps they came to
the fore in the very field of Slavonian monasteriolo-
gy, or in this particular case. A common unfortunate
circumstance combining a lack of substantial and
continuous sections of archive documents and reli-
able material traces, on the one hand, and patriotic
and comparatively romantic efforts to eventually
place at least one devastated monument from medi-
eval Slavonia, in fact the whole continental Croatia,
in the fold of earlier (Central) European Roman-
esque art led many of my colleagues, primarily art
historians, to quite liberal ideas about the time of
origin of the monastery, the typical features of its



znacenju i smislu rudinskih kamenih lica. Druge
je pak medievaliste, mahom povjesni¢are, pitanje
izvornih osnivaca samostana, polozaja njihovih po-
sjeda itd., takoder navelo na preuranjene zakljucke
1 stranputice. Stoga je to ,,vracanje izvorima” i de-
montaza mnogih pogresnih, §to smjelih §to neute-
meljenih, konstrukcija pravo osvjezenje. Vracanje
te s vremenom nabujale rijeke u usko, ve¢im dije-
lom presahlo i isprekidano korito omanjeg brdskog
potoka na obroncima Psunja, zasigurno nije ono §to
bi mnogi zeljeli vidjeti, no kada se pazljivo razgrnu
sve zamrS$ene i zapretene niti, te odvoje ¢injenice od
viSe ili manje uvjerljivih tumacenja, ostaje upravo
to zbir manje-vise neraspoznatljivih krhotina koje
daju pribliznu, ali jo§ uvijek nedovoljno pouzdanu
sliku onoga §to je bio samostan sv. Mihaela u Ru-
dini. Kako se u takvim nastojanjima ¢esto implicite
pod krinkom interdisciplinarnosti slobodno, a rekao
bih gotovo i proizvoljno koriste rezultati pa i me-
tode drugih povijesnih struka, smatram potrebitim
na ovome mjestu upozoriti na ve¢ ranije izgovorene
rije¢i Stanka Andric¢a, koji je simptome te boljetice
jos ranije dijagnosticirao: Koliko god se cinilo pri-
rodnim kada se arheolog ili povjesnicar umjetnosti
u svojoj interpretaciji i u svome zakljucivanju pot-
pomazu pisanim izvorima ili nalazima historiogra-
fije, koliko god bilo korisno kada oni poneku bjelinu
u svojim predodzbama popune uz pomo¢ prikladna
povijesnog podatka, nikako se ne moze zanemariti
Cinjenica da se pritom mijeSaju razlicite spoznajne
sfere, razliciti modusi rekonstrukcije proslih stvar-
nosti. Pri takvu mijeSanju dogada se svojevrstan
kratki spoj, koji zapravo remeti ili sprecava uspore-
dan i neovisan pristup proucavanom predmetu kroz
razlicite discipline. Zato je brzopleta interdiscipli-
narnost cesto loSija opcija od dosljedne monodisci-
plinarnosti. (Podvukao autor priloga.) Preuranjeno
kombiniranje podataka razlicita podrijetla lose je u
prvom redu zato Sto ukida mogucnost da se prosle
Cinjenice pouzdanije rekonstruiraju tako Sto ¢e ih se
dvostruko osvijetliti i pisanim, odnosno povijesnim,
i materijalnim, odnosno arheoloskim i umjetnicko-
povijesnim, svjedocanstvima. Dodatna je metodo-
loska zamka takva kombiniranja sto se kod njega u
svojstvu dokaza posudenih iz druge discipline pone-
kad preuzimaju puke pretpostavke, odnosno tvrdnje
Sto se i same tek trebaju dokazati.'

' Stanko Andri¢, Arheolozi, povjesni¢ari umjetnosti i po-
vjesnicari u istrazivanju slavonskog srednjovjekovlja:
prilog za bilancu uzajamnih dugovanja, https://www.ipu.

structural remains, the iconographic significance
and meaning of the stone faces from Rudina. Oth-
er medievalists, mostly historians, were also led to
premature conclusions and digressions by the ques-
tion of the original founders of the monastery, the
locations of their estates, etc. Therefore, this “return
to the sources” and dismantling of many a wrong
constructions, either daring or unfounded, is truly
like a breath of fresh air. Restoring this river, which
swelled over time, to a narrow, mostly dried up and
patchy bed of a small mountain stream on the slopes
of Mt Psunj, is certainly not what many would like
to see, but when all the intricate and convoluted
threads are carefully unravelled, and facts separated
from more or less convincing interpretations, there
remains precisely a sum of more or less unrecog-
nisable fragments that offer an approximate but still
insufficiently reliable representation of what the
monastery of St. Michael in Rudina actually was.
Since such efforts often implicitly and readily, and
I would say almost arbitrarily, use the results and
methods of other historical professions under the
guise of interdisciplinarity, I now consider it nec-
essary to point out the words spoken by Stanko An-
dri¢, who diagnosed the symptoms of this ailment:
However natural it may seem to see archaeologists
or art historians using written sources or findings
of historiography in their interpretations and con-
clusions, however useful it might be when they fill in
some blanks in their assumptions with appropriate
historical information, one cannot ignore the fact
that different cognitive spheres and different modes
of reconstruction of past realities are blended in
the process. A kind of short circuit occurs during
such blending, which in effect disrupts or prevents
a parallel and independent approach to the stud-
ied subject through various disciplines. This is why
rash interdisciplinarity is often a worse option than
consistent monodisciplinarity. (Underlined by the
author of the article.) Premature combining of in-

formation of different origins is poor primarily be-
cause it eliminates the possibility of reconstructing
past facts more reliably by shedding double light on
them both with written, i.e. historical, and material,
i.e. archaeological and art-historical evidence. An
additional methodological pitfall of such combin-
ing lies in occasional borrowing of mere assump-
tions from another discipline, or claims that have
yet to be proven, all in the form of evidence.'

' Stanko Andri¢, Arheolozi, povjesnicari umjetnosti i pov-
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Dakle, rijec je o gotovo ,,ekoloskoj” odgovorno-
sti sviju nas — nemojmo svojim nepazljivim postup-
cima kontaminirati ionako ve¢ slozenu i teSku po-
vjesnicu slavonskog, ali i ne samo slavonskog sred-
njovjekovlja. U tom smislu ovaj Andricev tekst, uo-
stalom kao i sve druge njegove radove, obiljezava
jedan ustrajan, gotovo pa ekolosko-higijenicarski
napor, koji nazalost po meni ¢esto medu kolegama
srodnih struka prolazi nezamijecen.

Drugi razlog, za mene osobno ¢ak mozda i zna-
¢ajniji ili bar jednako znacajan, je taj $to je ova knyji-
ga lijepo napisana, odnosno §to se Andri¢eve lite-
rarne sposobnosti i ovdje iskazuju u punom svjetlu.
Naime, ta vrsta historiografskog diskursa (,,blisko
¢itanje dokumenata”) u pravilu je suvise ,,suha”,
tesko prohodna i rijetko kada u toj mjeri atraktivna
da mozZe privuéi i Citatelja izvan uZega specijalistic-
kog medievalistickog kruga, odnosno rijetko kada
se obraca i onoj §iroj skupini znatizeljnih, ali tek
dijelom informiranih i motiviranih ,,laika” kakvim
obiluje naSa kulturna javnost. Bez obzira na svu
zamrSenost slozenih topografskih, hidrografskih
i raznih drugih toponima, gotovo pa nerazmrsivih
rodbinskih i inih odnosa medu akterima koji se spo-
minju u dokumentima, ovo se djelo ne samo cita s
lako¢om, ve¢ omogucava da se uz minimalan napor
razumiju i pohvataju sve zapletene niti visestoljet-
nih veza medu patronima, opatima, domacim i stra-
nim vlastelinima, njihovim familijarima i ostalom
galerijom ponekad vrlo zivopisnih likova (pavlinski
redovnik Stjepan koji se dao pokopati s papinskom
bulom kojom mu se dopusta preseljenje u samo-
stan u Rudini) koji pod prstima Stanka Andrica
pred nama izranjaju iz mraka proslosti. Tek izni-
mno, kako bi plasti¢no prispodobio znacaj proslih
dogadaja, on iskoraCuje iz suzdrzanog i opreznog
znanstvenog diskursa: “Sve $to se u okolici Rudine
dogadalo otkako su Tamasy preuzeli udjele Pavla
Podvrskog daje nam pravo i na slikovit zakljucak:
dirnuli su u osinjak” (S. Andri¢, 2020, str. 70).

Zakljucno, ako dobro i pazljivo ¢itamo i razumi-
jemo ovu monografiju postat ¢e nam jasno koliko
je potrebna i vrijedna te zbog Cega nadilazi uobica-
jenu razinu monografije odnosno sintetske studije.
Kao i svako vrijedno djelo, ova knjiga ne samo §to
radi jednu veliku i prijeko potrebnu inventuru dosa-
dasnjih spoznaja, stavova i raznoraznih misljenja,

hr/article/hr/268/zbornik-ii-kongresa-hrvatskih-povjesni-
cara-umjetnosti-zagreb-2729-travnja-2006 [konzultirano
10. 12.2021.].

Therefore, all of us have an almost “environ-
mental” responsibility — let us not contaminate the
already complex and difficult history of the Slavo-
nian, and not only Slavonian, Middle Ages with our
careless actions. In this sense, this text by Andrié,
just like all his other works, is marked by a persis-
tent, almost environmental-hygienic effort, which,
in my opinion, often goes unnoticed among col-
leagues from related professions.

The second reason, for me personally perhaps
even more significant or at least equally important,
is that this book is beautifully written, i.e. Andri¢’s
literary abilities are again expressed in full. Namely,
this type of historiographic discourse (“close read-
ing of documents”) is usually too “dry”, difficult to
grasp and rarely appealing enough to attract readers
outside the narrow specialist medievalist circle, i.e.
it seldom addresses a wider group of curious, but
only partially informed and motivated “laymen”
abounding in our cultural public. Despite all the
intricacies of complex topographic, hydrographic
and various other place-names, of almost inextri-
cable family and other relations among the persons
mentioned in the documents, this work is not only
easy to read, but requires minimal effort to under-
stand and grasp all complex centuries-old links ty-
ing patrons, abbés, local and foreign squires, their
familiars and other sometimes very flamboyant
characters (the Pauline monk Stjepan who was bur-
ied with the papal bull allowing him to move to the
monastery in Rudina) emerging from Stanko An-
dri¢’s pen from the darkness of the past. He breaks
out of a restrained and cautious scientific discourse
only to underline the significance of past events:
“Everything that happened in the vicinity of Rudi-
na since the Tamasys took over Pavao Podvrski’s
shares gives us the right to a vivid conclusion: they
stirred up a hornets’ nest” (S. Andri¢, 2020, p. 70).

In conclusion, if one reads this monograph well
and carefully and understand it, one will become
aware of its necessity and value, which is why it
transcends the usual level of monographs or syn-
thetic studies. Like any valuable work, this book
not only provides an extensive and indispensable

jesnicari u istrazivanju slavonskog srednjovjekovlja:
prilog za bilancu uzajamnih dugovanja (Archaeologists,
Art Historians, Historians, and their Research on Slavo-
nian Middle Ages: A Survey of Mutual Debts), https://
www.ipu.hr/article/hr/268/zbornik-ii-kongresa-hrvat-
skih-povjesnicara-umjetnosti-zagreb-2729-travnja-2006
[accessed 10/12/2021]



naravno nude¢i i neke nove, vjernim marom i tru-
dom prociséene i ulastene, nego i zato §to nam jo$
jednom baca svjetlo na $ire stanje u nasoj medieva-
listici. Pazljivo i oprezno, dobrohotno i s razumije-
vanjem, ona nas upozorava i opominje na opasnosti
koje susre¢emo prilikom ovakve vrste istrazivanja,
nudeci nam istovremeno putokaz kojim bi trebalo
i¢i, 1li barem granice koje ne bismo trebali prelaziti.

dr. sc. Predrag Markovié, izv. prof.
Odsjek za povijest umjetnosti
Filozofski fakultet Zagreb

account of previous knowledge, points of view and
various opinions, whilst offering some new ones,
cleaned and polished with faithful care and effort,
but also once again sheds light upon the wider state
of affairs in our medieval studies. Carefully and
cautiously, benevolently and understandingly, it
warns and improves one of the dangers encountered
in this type of research, while offering a roadmap to
follow, or at least boundaries not to be crossed.

Predrag Markovi¢, PhD, Assoc. Prof.
Department of Art History

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences
in Zagreb
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