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 Foreword

It is usual, when a scientific paper is written, that an author writes 
preface and introduction of that paper. This time, when publishing Book 
2, Srebrenica through centuries, Monumenta Srebrenica edition, instead 
of preface and introduction, we offer a shorter text haedlined Foreword 
to our readers. There are several reasons for such and approach. The 
first one, and according to our own opinion, the most significant one 
is that Book 2, methodologically, presents a continuation of Book 
1 of the afore mentioned edition. We have written both preface and 
introduction for Book 1, and everything given in those texts has the 
same and unchangeable significance and meaning for this book as well. 
The second reason is that Book 2 is not changed structurally. In the first 
part there are authors’s texts, in the second are Appendices, i.e. texts 
thathave been published earlier, and in the third partare documents that 
talk about genocide that has been committed to Bosniacs in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina during the war against Bosnian-Herzegovian society and 
its country from 1992 to 1995. The third reason refers to the approach 
towrds the subject of research that the author applies. Since this time 
we have a case of approach of more authord from different scientific 
disciplines perspective, it is methodologically appropriate that the 
editor emphasizes basic notes on the work instead of writing preface 
and introduction of the work. The forth reason is that there has been 
some changes in relation to Book 1, and that reason is that the text is 
not bilingual (Bosnian and English) as it was the case with Book 1. The 
main reasno is the lack of finances. There is hope that we will publish 
every next book, even this one, in Bosnian and English. 
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We hope that you will agree that, unfortunately, Bosniacs still 
do not have sufficiently institutionally and value developed symbolical 
utterance and presentation of total socio-historical reality. Within the 
frame of total symbolic utterance of Bosniacs, genocide committed on 
them, that has been proved scientifically and jurisdictionally, as not 
only a social but also a legal fact, presents special place. Aware of this 
fact, JU Zavod za zaštitu i korištenje kulturno-historijskog i prirodnog 
naslijeđa Tuzlanskog kantona1 and a group of researchers have started 
in 2012 edition “Monumenta Srebrenica“ with a basic aim to deal with 
research, registration, categorization, protection and presentation of the 
truth about Srebrenica, i.e. the truth about its earlier and newer past, 
in a scientific and professional manner. There are several important 
reasons that prove why this project is necessary, imperative, socially 
and scientifically justified. We will briefly emphasize what we believe is 
the most important for this subject. Firstly, the truth about Srebrencia, as 
much as it has been told, has not been completely and fully explained yet. 
Secondly, genocide over Bosniacs of “UN Protected Zone Srebrenica“ 
in July 1995 and genocied over Bosniacs in Doboj region in 1992 
are court legally proven facts. It is civilizational and human worth to 
promote institutionally that truth, i.e. prevent its denial, ideologization 
and abuse. The prevention of forgetfullnes and denial of genocide over 
Bosniacs is possible only via scientific and professional responsibility 
of institutions. The third reason because this scientific project of JU 
Zavod za zaštitu i korištenje kulturno-historijskog i prirodnog naslijeđa 
Tuzlanskog kantona is justified and necessary is to the utmost developed 
real and symbolic denial of genocide in political, cultural, ideological, 
scientific and art institutions of Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Croats. The 
most memorable, but not the only example of institutional denial of 
genocied over Bosniacs of “UN Protected Zone“ in July 1995 is Fond 

1  Public Institution for Protection and Usage of Cultural-historical and Natural 
Heritage of the Tuzla Canton
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“Istorijski projekat Srebrenica“, Holandija2 financed by the Governemnet 
of Bosnian-Herzegovinian entity Republic of Srpska. Fond “Istorijski 
projekat Srebrenica“ published a book Srebrenica: Dekonstrukcija 
jednog virtualnog genocida3 in 2010, where genocide over Bosniacs of 
“UN Protected Zone in July 1995“ is denied openly and utterly ruthless. 
In order for all to be aware of the level of unscrupulousness, arrogance 
and pseudo-science when it comes to denial of genocide over Srebrenica 
Bosniacs, we will copy only one attitude from the bfeore mentioned 
book. On page 16 well-paid authors Stefan Karganović i Ljubiša Simić 
write: “everything connected to Srebrenica is one big lie and in July 
1995 happened nothing important there.“ In order to devalue this 
ruthless and unreasonable lie, it is necessary to face it with scientific 
argumentation, institutionally, avoidning primitivism, mythomania, 
oneness, ideologization and unprofessionalism as grounds on which 
this book Srebrenica: Dekonstrukcija jednog virtualnog genocida is 
based. In Srebrenica thorugh Centuries, Book 2, edition “Monumenta 
Srebrenica“ a scientific methodology is used in an anylisis of historical 
facts that show and prove a thousand-years long multi-ethnic reality 
of Srebrenica that is discontinued when genocide over Srebrenica’s 
Bosniacs in July 1995 was committed. Why is it important to prove 
centuries-long multi-ethnic, multi-cultural and multi-religious character 
of Srebrenica? It is important because of the latest tries of “serbizing“4 
of Srebrenica’s hiytory, denial of genocide, kriptoiziranje Bosniacs’s 
history and their centuries-long life in Srebrenica. Although they are not 
present in Srebrenica today, it should point ou the fact that Srebrencia 
with its historical being equally belongs to Bosnian Franciscans as well 
as Bosniacs and Serbs. Those are the reasons that we added two very 
significant scientific papers in Appendices of this book. Those papers 

2  Fond “Historical project Srebrenica“, Holland
3  Srebrenica: Deconstruction of virtual genocide
4  “serbizing“ – a new coinage meaning to make something to belong to Serbs and 
Serbia by force. 
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are: Juraj Kujundžić, Srednjevjekovne crkve u Srebrenici5, Dobri pastir, 
god. XVII – XVIII, Sarajevo, 1968 and Bazilije Pandžić, Ph.D., Život i 
djela Juraja Dragišića6, Dobri pastir god. XXVI, svezak I-II, Sarajevo, 
1976. Historical facts relentlessly testify that in Srebrenica’s multi-ethnic 
mosaic Bosniacs present quantiessential substantiality. Impressively, 
historical facts presented in papers of Alija Suljić et al., Statističko-
demografska obilježja kotara Srebrenica u vrijeme austrougarske 
okupacije Bosne7 i Hercegovina and Adib Đozić and Rusmir Djedović, 
Mahala Crvena Rijeka na kraju 19. stoljeća8 add to it. 
Genocide is a social and legal fact of Bosniac’s history for the last several 
centuries and it is also supported with a document in the third part of 
this book. The document is provided by Dževad Mahmutović and Mahir 
Mahmutović and it is about Nikola Jorgić – the first person convicted 
of genocide in Europe after The Second World War. The paper presents 
scientific comment of translation of Judgement of the European Court of 
Human Rights dating from July 2007, which a final judgment confirming 
Nikola Jorgić aka Jorg, by the State Court of the German State of North 
Rhine - Westfalia in Düsseldorf, four life sentences in prison and eight 
sentences of seven to nine years in prison. Jorgić was convicted of 
genocide against Bosniacs, that he and his group committed in Doboj 
region in 1992. Jorgić is the first person in Europe who after World 
War II, convicted the crime of genocide. Validly sentenced genocide 
against Bosniaks in Srebrenica and Doboj and other genocides that there 
is reasonable doubt, and still pending before the International Court of 
Justice in The Hague, and the Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina confirmed 
the fact that the army and police of Republic of Srpska committed 
crimes of genocide against Bosniacs in the whole territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, starting in 1992 to 1995. Objectively interpretation 

5  The Churches in Srebrenica in the Middle-ages
6  The Life and Work of Juraj Dragišić
7  Statistical-demographic Characteristics of County Srebrenica in the Period of 
Austro-Hungarian Occupation of  Bosnia and Herzegovina 
8  Quarter Crvena Rijeka in Srebrenica at the end of 19th century
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of facts about the socio-historical essence of Srebrenica, primarily of 
Bosniacs - its centuries-long quantyessential substantiality and genocide 
conducted against them is the first-class, not only scientific, but rather 
general civilization task, in order to prevent a crime to Bosniacs of 
memoricide as a precondition for new genocide. It would be dangerous 
and inhumane to hide the fact, and it is clear, both eyes visible, that still 
have not been removed either national-political (Serbian) or national-
religious (Orthodox), or national-cultural (Serbian) causes of genocide 
against Bosniacs . We hope that this book will be one of the segments 
/ elements of scientific and civilization defend for prevention of a 
new genocide against Bosniacs in a way symbolic preservation of the 
collective memory of the genocide, Bosniac, unfortunately, as a part of 
its history, the space between the two hegemonic aspirants in the state of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

                                                                           Adib Đozić, Ph.D., Professor  
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STATISTIČKO-DEMOGRAFSKA OBILJEŽJA 
KOTARA SREBRENICAN U VRIJEME 

AUSTROUGARSKE OKUPACIJE BOSNE I 
HERCEGOVINE

STATISTICAL-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF COUNTY SREBRENICA IN THE PERIOD OF 

AUSTRO-HUNGARIAN OCCUPATION OF BOSNIA 
AND HERZEGOVINA

Abstract

In this paper are presented some important statistic-demographic 
research of County Srebrenica in the period of Austro-Hungarian 
occupation from 1878 till 1918. The research included the areas of 
today’s municipalities Bratunac and Srebrenica that presented a unique 
territory in the period of Austro-Hungarian occupation. The results 
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mostly refer to statistic-demographic data received after censusesw in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina during occupation that took place in 1879, 
1885, 1895 and 1910. The significance of these is that they included 
all Bosnian-Herzegovinian population according to their residence and 
according to, for that time, the most important statistic characteristics of 
population. The censuses included the following demographic features: 
sex, age, religious affiliation, economic structure, etc. 

Key words: County Srebrenica, Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, 
demography, statistics, census, settlements, population structure.

1. Introduction

Economic and military weakening of the Ottoman Empire, that 
staretd at the end of the 17th century and continued during the 19th 
century and its disappearance from the political and historical scene at 
the beginning of the 20th century, left significant consequences on former 
Bosnian Pashadom, and later on the State of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
itself. Serbian peasant rebellion in eastern Herzegovina and the Bosnian 
Krajina, in the summer 1875, with the wholehearted support of the 
rebels from  Principality of Serbia and Montenegro, and later Russia, 
began so called “Great Eastern crisis” that was aimed at the expulsion of 
the Muslim population from Europe and the Balkan Peninsula. Serbian 
and Montenegrin 1876 declaration of war against the Ottoman Empire, 
and later Russian in 1877, resulted in San Stefano peace treaty, which 
was concluded betewwn Russia and Turkey in San-Stefan (Istanbul 
area) in March 3rd, 1878.  The Article 14 of San-Stefan peace treaty, 
in addition to the independence of Montenegro, Serbia, Romania and 
Bulgaria’s large semi-independent, provides autonomy for Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Some parts of this peace treaty were in contradicton to 
earlier secret agreement between Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and 
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Russian Empire. Thus, the great powers (Austor-Hungarian Monarchy, 
Germany and England) required a revision of San- Stefan peace treaty. 
That revision was conducted on Congress of the Great Powers in Berlin 
in June 13th, 1878 (Imamović, 1998:347). Congress of the Great Powers 
discussed the Article 14 of San Stefano peace treaty on the eighth 
session, on June 28th, 1878, which, among other things, related to the 
status and Bosnia and Herzegovina in the framework of the Ottoman 
Empire (Imamović, 1998:347). The Article 25 Berlin Peace Treaty 
gives the right to Austria-Hungary to temporarily occupy and manage 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, while respecting the sovereign rights of the 
Ottoman sultan (Imamović, 1998: 348). 

The occupation of the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina by 
the Austro-Hungarian military forces began on July 29th and ended on 
October 20th, 1878. Only provided Bosniacs resistance to occupation, 
while Catholics and Orthodoxes, as many times before, were on the side 
of the aggressor.

Kaza area1 of Srebrenica Austrian forces occupied on September 
29th, 1878, i.e. two days after the occupation of the town of Zvornik 
(Mandić, 1910 : 80). 

2. Preparation of the Austro-Hungarian occupation 
authorities to conduct a census of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 1879

Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, as arranged and organized state, 
immediately after the occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina has 
begun to implement the public administration system similar to other 

1  Kaza area – a Turkish name for a county with a kadi as a governor of that area; also 
kadi in Turkish is a judge. 
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parts of the empire. Occupying power did not significantly change 
administrative-territorial units from the time of the Ottoman Empire, 
especially the new administrative-territorial units established by Omer 
Pasha Latas, from 1850 till 1852. In this new territorial reorganization 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Latas abolished Sandzak and Kaza, and 
instead introduced a new territorial units, the change and the territorial 
coverage of the same, which had names: “kajmakamluk” (environment) 
and “mudirluk” (county) (Šabanović, 1959: 232-233).

 Austro-Hungarian authorities divided the territory of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the six districts, as the highest administrative-territorial 
units that will remain until the end of the occupation, and the district is 
divided into counties (regions). Counties could be divided into territorial 
units lower; rural and urban districts, expositions (branches), etc.

 Among the first actions taken by the occupying power was the 
need to determine the total number, as well as the specific structures 
of the BH population. Before the census it was necessary to conduct 
some appropriate statistical preparations in order to complete a census 
successgully.  One of the most important activities was the record of 
settlement (permanently or temporarily residing) and the numbering 
of residential buildings on populated areas. In early April 1879 The 
Provincial Government has issued an order, number 4547/pol., to 
record all the settlements, permanently or temporarily reside, as well as 
residential buildings in these areas. The records also covered isolated 
buildings, huts in the woods (condos) and houses that were temporarily 
empty. In addition, the entrance to each village were set tables with the 
name of the village, then the name of municipality it belongs, as well as 
political status2. Any  “group of houses that is under a separate name 
as a place (village) really existed.” implied  under the settlement.3 All 

2  See for more details: Glavni rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 22. 
Aprila 1895, Sarajevo, 1896, Uvodni dio: str. III-VI. 
3  Ibidem. 
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the above work, which should be completed by June 15th, 1879, was 
entrusted to the district authorities and the local military councils with 
the help of mayors and elders.

The main objective of the census of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 
1879 was to collect the most important facts about the demographic, 
economic, cultural, historical, political, and other characteristics of BH 
territory. In addition livestock was listed. 

The methodology of the list provided two specimens (forms), 
one for domestic, BH population, and the other for foreigners, i.e. 
immigration in BH. A census form for local resident, population was 
called the “house list”, and each person individually was written in it 
with information about his/her sex, religion, civil status and place of 
residence. Data on the age and occupation of the male population were 
listed at higher age groups for persons older than 16.

The census did not cover all activities of the active population, but 
only those who were considered to be most important, as, for example, 
religious, educational, health, agricultural (owner, free peasants and 
serfs), merchants, artisans, laborers, servants, industrialists (workers in 
factories), owner of the house and rents, etc. For those men, older than 
16, as well as women and children, was introduced a section “other 
males over 16, women and children.”4

In addition to residential patterns (BH population) and nonresidential 
(migrant) population consisting mainly of subjects of the Austro-
Hungarian monarchy, and the Serbians, there were forms for a list of 
animals, descriptions of places, etc. It is particularly interesting form 
of “descriptions of place” because it contains questions on economic, 
cultural, educational, religious, commercial and natural characteristics 

4  Ibidem. 
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of each village. Such methodological issues did not contain any lists 
of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, and partly not even the first two lists of 
socialist Yugoslavia. Because of the importance of these issues to gain 
an overview of the economic, cultural, natural and other characteristics 
of a country, the same we fully specify5:

a) manual trade (are there any sawmills, factories, breweries, distillery, 
mills and limekiln);

b) minerals in the country (data on quarries, types of mines, particularly 
ore, coal and salt, the hot springs, the healing springs and mineral 
springs);

c) economy (planting tobacco and vines);

d) education;

e) building for worship purposes such as: churches, convents 
(monasteries), mosques, synagogues;

f) other buildings (state and municipal buildings, barracks in addition, 
how are the chances spacious, forts, ruin (ruins) and monuments); 
lastly

g) other sights.

For the implementation and control of  lists census committees 
were formed, five in each district for the most, which were made up of 
people from civil, military and religious circles, as, for example, the 
district governor, the commanders and their deputies (as presidents of 
commissions), then a mayor of listed municipality, one clerk and two 
representatives (informants) from the village in which a list  was done 
list. In addition, during the census were required and present spiritual 
leaders of all faiths and denominations, as well as the gendarme corps. 

5  Ibidem.
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The census started on  June 15th, 1879, and the was completed in 30 
days. 

During the census there were minor obstructions, especially 
within the Orthodox and Muslim population. Orthodox were hiding 
the number of young men and  Muslims, mostly female population. 
Occupation authorities  tried to prevent this by issuing the minimum 
number of passports and pass when leaving the territory of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. The authorities have recognized that the list did not 
include all people.

After the completion of the operational (field work) of the census 
in Sarajevo was formed separate census office that was supposed to 
process the results list. This office opened in late August 1879, and 
was led by a senior official of the Provincial Government who were 
assigned assistants and one clerk of computing profession. The results 
of the first census of BH population that methodologically covered the 
entire population were published in the book list entitled “Statistics of 
places and population of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Sarajevo 1880”. 
In this book, there were published results on the number of houses, 
apartments, total population, as well as sex and religious composition 
of the population, all by settlements and related districts and regions. 

At the end of the book list, in addition to summary tables by districts and 
regions, was also given the alphabetical list of resorts that are included in 
the list as well as their territorial affiliation to a particular county or district. 

In addition to major problems and deficiencies, of objective and 
subjective nature, that accompanied this census of BH population, the 
highest spot on this list leaves a conscious and deliberate manipulation 
of the total number of members of the major religious groups in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, primarily by districts.
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2.1. The most important statistics Srebrenica districts that 
are included in the 1879 list 

From the previous exposed text we saw that the first Austro-
Hungarian census was statistically very poor and that it covered 
only a few features of the BH population. Nevertheless, it was 
very important because it was the first time the list included the 
entire population of Bosnia and Herzegovina. For geographers, this 
census is important because it covers all permanent or temporary 
settlements, which allows anthropogeographical research on the 
origin, development and disappearance of the village, primarily rural. 

According to the census 1879 County Srebrenica was fully 
covering present territory of Bratunac and Srebrenica municipalities, 
and parts municipalities of Vlasenica municipality (today Milići 
municipality) and Zvornik. Namely, a total of 150 villages and one town 
in the status of the marketplace, today’s urban center of Srebrenica, which 
had been distributed in 11 villages and one commercial municipality 
(table 1) belonged to County Srebrenica. 
Tabel 1. The list of settlements of County Srebrenica according to the 1879 
census; according to type and municipality

Name of 
municipality No. Name of 

settlement
Type of 

settlement
Name of 

municipality No. Name of 
settlement

Type of 
settlement

B
R

AT
U

N
A

C

1 Blječeva 
pravoslavna 
(Orthodox 
Blječeva)

S

O
SA

TI
C

A

77

Beširević

S

2 Blječeva 
turska 
(Turkish 
Blječeva) 

S 78

Brežani

S

3 Dubravica S 79 Gladović S
4 Glogova S 80 Karačić S
5 Krasanović S 81 Karina S
6 Mihaljević S 82 Klotjevac S
7 Repovac S 83 Ljeskovik S
8 Slapašnica S 84 Nogačević S
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B
R

AT
U

N
A

C

9 Suha 
pravoslavna 
(Orthodox 
Suha)

S

O
SA

TI
C

A

85

Osmače

S

10 Suha turska 
(Turkish 
Suha) 

S 86

Osatica

S

11 Vitković S 87 Peći S
12 Zagoni S 88 Prohić S

C
ER

SK
A

13
Cerska

S 89 Radjeno-
vić

S

14 Maće S 90 Radošević S
15 Pobudje S 91 Sulica S
16 Raševo S 92 Toplica S
17 Rovaši S 93 Urišić S
18 Skugrić 

pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Skugrić)

S 94

Vučica

S

19 Skugrić 
turski 
(Turkish 
Skugrić)

S
PA

LJ
EV

IĆ
95 Konjević 

pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Konjević)

S

D
O

B
R

A
K

20

Delegošta 
mala

S 96 Konjević 
turski 
(Turkish 
Konjević) 

S

21 Delegošta 
velika

S 97
Paljević

S

22 Dobrak S 98 Polom S
23 Kalimanić S 99 Ručići S
24 Liešče S 100 Sopotnik S
25 Pribidol 

pravoslavni 
(Orthodox 
Pribidol)

S 101

Zelinje

S

26 Pribidol 
turski 
(Turkish 
Pribidol) 

S

SR
EB

R
EN

IC
A

102

Babuljice

S

27 Žabokvica 
hriš. 
(Christian 
Žabokvica)

S 103

Bajramović

S

28 Žabokvica 
turska 
(Turkish 
Žabokvica)

S 104

Čičevc

S
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FA
K

O
V

IĆ

29 Avdulić S

SR
EB

R
EN

IC
A

105 Dimnić S
30 Boljević S 106 Fojhar S
31 Jagodinja S 107 Gostilj S
32 Jaketić S 108 Likari S
33 Joševa S 109 Milačević S
34 Mlečva S 110 Orahovica S
35 Močević S 111 Osredak S
36 Poznanović S 112 Pale S
37

Ratković

S 113 Pećišta 
pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Pećišta)

S

38

Stanatović

S 114 Pećišta 
turska 
(Turkish 
Pećišta)

S

39

Tegare

S 115 Potočari 
pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Potočari)

S

40

Vranešević

S 116 Potočari 
turski 
(Turkish 
Potočari)

S

41 Zapolje S 117 Pusmulić S
42 Žliebac S 118 Srebrenica T

K
A

M
EN

IC
A

43 Čevanji S 119 Skendero-
vići

S

44 Glodi S 120 Šubin S
45 Kamenica 

pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Kamenica)

S 121

Viogor

S

46 Kamenica 
turska 
(Turkish 
Kamenica)

S

SU
Č

ES
K

A

122

Bostaho-
vine

S

47 Kostierevo 
pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Kostierevo)

S 123

Brakovci

S

48 Kostierevo 
tursko 
(Turkish 
Kostierevo)

S 124

Buče

S
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K
A

M
EN

IC
A

49 Kusonje 
pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Kusonje)

S

SU
Č

ES
K

A

125

Bučinović

S

50 Kusonje 
turske 
(Turkish 
Kusonje) 

S 126

Kruševdo

S

51 Lješanj S 127 Kutezero S
52 Novoselo S 128 Lipovac S

K
R

N
IĆ

53 Blažijević S 129 Luka S
54 Božić S 130 Opeci S
55 Bujaković S 131 Palež S
56 Crvica S 132 Podgaj S
57 Godjević S 133 Podosoje S
58 Radošević S 134 Podravno S
59 Kostolomci S 135 Slatina S
60 Krnić S 136 Staroglavica S
61 Mošić S 137 Sučeska S
62 Petrića S 138 Žedansko S
63 Postolje S

V
O

LJ
AV

IC
A

139 Biljača S
64 Pribojević S 140 Jelah S
65 Tokoljak 

(Večebilje)
S 141

Loznica
S

O
PR

AV
D

IĆ

66 Bakčin S 142 Obadi S
67 Banjević S 143 Pirići S
68 Brana bačić S 144 Pobrđe S
69

Ježestica

S 145 Podčauš 
pravosl. 
(Orthodox 
Podčauš)

S

70

Lipjenović

S 146 Podčauš 
turski 
(Turkish 
Podčauš)

S

71 Magašić S 147 Rakovac S
72 Mratinci S 148 Sikirić S
73 Opravdić S 149 Sase S
74 Ranča turska S 150 Voljavica S
75 Šiljković S 151 Zalužje S
76 Urković S

Source: Štatistika mjesta i pučanstva Bosne i Hercegovine. - Glavni pregled političkog 
razdielenja Bosne i Hercegovine od 16. juna 1879., Sarajevo, 1880., str. 93-96.
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Settlements belonging to rural districts Cerska and Kamenica 
were separated in 1880 from County Srebrenica and annexed to counties 
Vlasenica (Cerska municipality with its settlements) and Zvornik 
(Kamenica municipality with its settlements).6

The main statistical characteristics of the BH population, 
which were included by a list of the 1879 are shown in Table 2. 
However, officially published summary data by districts, counties 
and the whole of Bosnia and Herzegovina do not agree with the 
sum of individual statistical characteristics of the built-up areas. For 
example, the number of the Muslim population of County Srebrenica 
decreased by 84, and the number of Orthodox increased by 82 people. 
The total population of County Srebrenica increased by 2 people, 
and a number of females for 3, while the number of male population 
decreased by 1 person. From these errors can be spotted conscious 
and malicious rigging of the census results, which is particularly 
evident in other counties, which will be analyzed in a separate paper. 

A similar manipulation of abundance of members of certain 
religious groups at the level of the whole of Bosnia and Herzegovina can 
be seen from the following data. Namely, the number of total population 
decreased by 2,361 persons, the number of females for 1782, and the 
number of males for 537 people. At the same time, the number of 
Muslims was reduced by 1,818 people, the number of Roman Catholics 
by 3833,  and the number of Orthodox Christians was increased by 
2,935 persons. The number of the Israelites (Jews) was reduced by 33, 
and the number of members of other religions increased by 3 people. In 
the district of Tuzla number of Muslims decreased by 820 persons, and 
the number of Israelites for 13 people, while the number of Orthodox 

6  By the order of Provincial Government number 24833 dating from January 7th, 
1880 annexed to County Zvornik and County Vlasenica. Note taken from: Štatistika mjesta 
i pučanstva Bosne i Hercegovine. - Glavni pregled političkog razdielenja Bosne i 
Hercegovine 1879., Sarajevo, 1880. (16. juni 1879.)., str. 93-94.
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Christians increased by 1,328 people, and a number of Roman Catholics 
to 170 people.

Tabel 2 Statistic-demographic characteristics of BH population 
covered by the 1879 census 

Number Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Region Zvornik 
(Dolnja Tuzla)

County 
Srebrenica

house 189662 45706 4000
apartments 200747 48747 4631

male 607789 140295 14335
female 550651 128098 13810
total 1158440 268383 28145

Muslims 448613 122490 15036
Orthodoc 496761 114926 13025

Roman 
Catholics 209391 30427 −

Jews 3426 365 −
Others 249 175 84

Source: Štatistika mjesta i pučanstva Bosne i Hercegovine. - Glavni 
pregled političkog razdielenja Bosne i Hercegovine 1879., Sarajevo, 
1880., str. 4.

2. Important statistic-demographic data of the 1885 
census of County Srebrenica

In terms of methodology second census of BH population, which was held 
from May 1st till July31st, 1885 was not significantly different from the first 
census of the 1879. Important statistical and demographic characteristics 
that are further in relation to the list of 1879, listed in the second census 
are: marital status and age of the male population, legal and economic 



24

status of the agrarian population, the status of the immigrant population 
(members of the Austro-Hungarian crown and other countries) etc. 

Data collection in the field, i.e. operative part of the job, was left to 
the census authorities, primarily it refers to the way of the enumeration, 
from house to house, or to assemble the entire population of a settlement 
in one place and list. Census processing was carried out in a special 
census office of the Provincial Government. Census Office led by a 
senior official of the Provincial Government, and he was assigned 12 
auditors and 76 scribes, as well as additional number of support staff 
(day-laborers and janitors) who were replaced, if necessary. Census 
Bureau completed the processing of data for eleven (11) weeks.7 The 
results of the census were published in the book: “ Statistika mjesta i 
žiteljstva Bosne i Hercegovine po popisu naroda od 1. maja 1885., 
Službeno izdanje“, Sarajevo 1886.

According to the census County Srebrenica had 133 settlements, 
132 villages and one town in the status of the marketplace. The area 
of County Srebrenica covered 842.88 km2, and within this area there 
were 128 cadastral units that were divided into 68,323 land lots.8 The 
most important statistical and demographic characteristics of County 
Srebrenica are shown in Table 3. 

Tabel 3 Statistic-demographic characteristics of BH population covered 
by 1885 census

Number BH Region  
Donja Tuzla

County 
Srebrenica

Srebrenica, 
marketplace

settlements 5261 1018 132 1
house 215429 53629 4027 313

apartments 226699 55264 4558 326
male 705025 164551 13514 747

7  Ibidem. 
8  List 1885, pp. 365



25

female 631066 149195 13011 708
total number of 

population 1336091 313746 26525 1455

Muslims 492710 141218 13448 883
Orthodox 571250 132730 12983 532

Roman Catholics 265788 38590 84 31
Jews 5805 1051 10 9

other religious groups 538 157 0 —
single 740848 172196 14405 797

married 522100 124340 10373 568
widowed 72272 16901 1731 90
divorced 871 309 16 —
priests 2271 479 36 8

state administrators 1239 210 24 14
municipality and other 

administrators 347 67 3 1

teachers 498 121 3 1
health care workers 88 14 1 1

farmers 8162 1113 157 23
peasants 117466 31933 2038 72

serf 197833 42733 4621 —
house and rent owners 7610 1433 11 1

manufacturer, merchants 
and artisans 15454 3293 132 71

assistant workers, 
laborers and servants 34238 7285 429 225

other men older than 16 14172 1839 274 45

other women and 
children 936713 223226 18796 993

Austro-Hungarian 
citizens 25273 2610 95 56

foreigners 2165 507 9 7

Source: Statistika mjesta i žiteljstva Bosne i Hercegovine po popisu naroda 
od 1. maja 1885., Službeno izdanje, Sarajevo 1886.
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In addition to these data, which were processed by settlements in the 
census 1885, there were other data that were processed only by counties, 
such as: the structure of the male adult population according to socio-
legal status (age, free peasants, serfs and other adult male population), 
the number of male population by age (1 - 9 , 10 - 20 according to 
the year of birth, 21 - 31, 32 - 49, 50 - 60 and over 60), followed 
by migration features (present and absent, foreign nationals), etc. 

Census recorded objects of social, economic, educational, religious 
and other significance in the area of County   Srebrenica, namely: 9 
barracks, 3 municipal buildings, 1 Tekke, 15 mosques, 10 Orthodox 
churches, eight Muslim and two Orthodox schools, 1 fort, 8 ruin (ruins) 
and 1 sawmill, 189 kettles for brandy, 274 cornmills, 3 quicklimes, 1 
brickyard, 1 quarry and two iron ore mines.9

3. Important statistical and demographic data of the census 
County Srebrenica 1895

The significance of this list for anthropogeographical studies is that 
there were first listed parts of towns, both urban and rural settlements. 
Although there were no major methodological differences in the list of 
statistical and demographic characteristics of the BH population, between 
the list of 1885 and 1895, the importance of the latter is that it can be 
studied as a separate settlement of anthropogeographic territorial units, 
where they can see some parts of the village, and from their patronimic 
names even some individual families who lived there. In addition to 
the basic biological, religious, economic and housing characteristics of 
the BH population, listed are some physical and mental flaws, such as: 
blindness, deaf-muteness, insanity or imbecility. The main results of the 
census 1895 are shown in Table  4.
9  The Census from 1885. Tabel: provincial review of settlement
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In the area of County   Srebrenica, there were a total of 127 rural 
and one urban settlement, the town of Srebrenica, which had a total of 
576 parts of villages (hamlet).

Tabel 4 Statistic-demographic characteristics of BH population covered 
by the census in 1895

Statistic characteristics / 
Number BH

Region 
Donja 
Tuzla, 

County 
Srebrenica

Srebrenica, 
town

resident houses 238059 59331 4213 320
non-resident houses 26231 5853 402 58

houses 264290 65184 4615 378
tenants 257493 62595 4637 351

number of present 
population 1591036 361394 28010 1824

active military 22944 2404 179 128
male 828190 189222 14215 906

female 739902 169768 13616 790
total of population 1568092 358990 27831 1696

Muslims 548632 155780 14217 945
Eastern Orthodox 673246 150814 13418 633
Roman Catholics 334142 49080 180 109

Evangelists 3596 1796 −
other Christians 251 121 3 1

Jews 8213 1390 13 8
others 12 9 −

heads of farmers’ families 
zemljoposjednika 5833 781 109 17

relatives of farmers 27642 4081 608 89
heads of free peasants 86867 24659 1602 122

relatives of free peasants 437663 117520 7076 485
heads of serfs’ families 88970 20975 1444

selatives of serfs 510883 110462 8354
heads of free peasantswho 

are also serfs 22655 3991 898 2

relatives of free 
peasantswho are also serfs 153854 24961 5482 7

heads of families who also 
farm 17256 4766 277 8
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relatives of families who 
also farm 33668 9906 312 17

total number of people 
who work in fields 1385291 322102 26162 747

other civilians 182801 36888 1669 949
members of states of 

imperial council 24018 2147 60 43

Members of Hungarian 
crown 42358 7525 157 108

foreigners 4472 437 11 11
Source: Glavni rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 22. aprila 
1895., Sarajevo, 1896.;

The significance of this list reflects the fact that the occupation 
authorities listed some important physical and spiritual diseases of the 
BH population, see Table 5. The data show a significant deviation of the 
part of population of County Srebrenica with physical / mental diseases 
from aresponding data of Tuzla Region, Bosnia and Herzegovina. It is 
difficult to say whether the data are truly authentic, i.e. whether they 
reflect the state at the time of the list, or were a result of misrepresentation, 
particularly in the male population, in order to avoid military and tax 
liabilities.

Tabel 5 Physical and mental defects of the BH population coverec by 
the census in 1895

Physical and mental 
defects Sex / total Bosnia and 

Herzegovina

Donja 
Tuzla 

Region 

County 
Srebrenica

Blind
total 1096 212 23
male 796 182 23

female 300 30 −

Deaf
total 1238 372 101
male 909 290 76

female 329 82 25

Insane and retard
total 1712 451 117
male 1271 336 83

female 441 115 34
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At present 10,000 
civilians 

blind 6,99 5,9 8,26
deaf 7,90 10,36 36,29

insane or 
retard 10,92 12,56 42,04

Source: as for  Tabel  4 Uvodni dio, str. LXXIII

There are other statistical and demographic data for districts and 
counties which were obtained by a combination of the already presented 
data or were collected and analyzed by census 1895 on purpose, and 
which we will not mention here because they have no significance for 
anthropogeographical research. These data were published in the 20 tables 
in the Introductory part of the book of the census results from 1895.10 

Of economic, cultural, educational and administrative buildings 
in the town of Srebrenica there were: plant ocre, county hospital, 
administration of government sources, the office for the purchase of 
tobacco and madrassa.

4. Some important statistic-demographic data of the census 
of County Srebrenica from 1919

This list of the BH population was held 15 years after the previous 
one which was carried in 1895. Although it was planned to carry out a 
census in 1905, though there had been a delay in order for the census 
of the  BH population to be conducted at the same time as the census of 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, in 1910. In statistic-administrative terms 
there had been  made   the necessary preparations which were led by 
Statistical Department of the Provincial Government in Sarajevo so that 
the list was completed on time and according to the rules of statistical 
practice. The census covered important statistical characteristics of the 
10  Glavni rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 22. aprila 1895., Sarajevo, 
1896.
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BH population were not significantly different compared to the previous 
census, i.e. from 1895 (see Tables 6 and 7).

Tabel 6 Statistic-demographic characteristics of the BH population 
covered by the census in 1910

Characteristics BH County 
Srebrenica

Town 
Srebrenica

Houses
resident 289690 4881 336
non-resident 28387 1091 85
total 318077 5972 421

Tenant parties 310339 4943 366
Present population with soldiership 1931802 31401 1737
Soldiers 33747 166 125

Pr
es

en
t c

iv
il 

po
pu

la
tio

n

total
male 994852 16055 838
female 903192 15180 774
total 1898044 31235 1612

Orthodox
male 431206 7570 272
female 394212 7862 304
total 825418 15432 576

Muslim 
male 327421 8367 495
female 284716 7229 414
total 612137 15596 909

Roman Catholic
male 222350 99 56
female 211711 76 43
total 434061 175 99

Greek Catholics 
(Uniates))

male 4725 5 2
female 3411 1 1
total 8136 6 3

Jews 
(Sephardim)

male 4060 9 9
female 4159 6 6
total 8219 15 15

Jews, others
male 1853 3 3
female 1796 3 3
total 3649 6 6

Evangelists
male 3191 2 1
female 3151 3 3
total 6342 5 4

Others 82 — —
Source: Rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 10. oktobra 
1910., Sarajevo, 1912.
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Tabel 7 Statistical and agricultural characteristics of the BH population 
covered by the census in 1910 

Agrarian population BH County 
Srebrenica

Srebrenica 
Town

Land owners with 
serfs

heads of 
families 10463 109 27

dependents 40460 805 179

Land owners witouth 
serfs

heads of 
families 4281 32 −

dependents 16182 246 −

Free peasants
heads of 
families 136854 2160 76

dependents 634789 11453 304

Serfs
heads of 
families 79677 1353 −

dependents 444920 7137 −

Serfs 
who are 
also free 
peasants

mostly free 
peasants

heads of 
families 14453 431 −

dependents 95296 3189 −

mostly serfs 
heads of 
families 16963 305 −

dependents 110448 2344 −
Other population 
emploeyed in 
agriculture

heads of 
families 20450 56 2

dependents 43351 171 5
Total number of population employed 
in agriculture 1668587 29791 593

Others 229457 1444 1019
Total 1898044 31235 1612
Source: Rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 10. oktobra 
1910., Sarajevo, 1912., str. 451, 452 i 594.

The data contained in the tables of 6 and 7 are processed and published 
by settlements, and other data according to counties and districts. Table 
8 shows the language structure of the BH population, specifically, Tuzla 
Region and County Srebrenica.
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Tabel 8 Language characteristics of the BH population covered by the 
census in 1910

Citizenship Bosnia and 
Herzegovina Tuzla Region County 

Srebrenica

M
at

er
in

sk
i j

ez
ik

  

Serbo-Croatian 1822564 414260 30990
Spanish 7886 801 15
German 22968 4556 37

Hungarian 6443 1752 14
Check 7045 764 23
Polish 10975 417 16

Russish 7431 570 1
Slovenian 3108 292 9
Slovakian 482 174 –

Italian 2462 294 –
Romenian 608 31 –
Bulgarian 96 52 –
Russian 28 12 –
French 35 5 –
English 12 – –
Turkish 129 50 –
Arabic 10 1 –

Albanian 273 59 1
Greek 49 – –
Gypsy 5419 1406 129
other 21 – –
total 1898044 425496 31235

Source: Rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 10. oktobra 
1910., Sarajevo, 1912., str. 44-53., tabela br. 5.

The significance of the last census of the population in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina during the Austro-Hungarian rule, among other things, 
reflected in the fact that it introduced literacy, from which one can see 
the level of educational opportunities in Bosnia and Herzegovina. This 
feature is processed and published at the level of districts and counties, 
and larger towns. Table 9 shows the structure of literacy of the BH 
population according to their religion and sex.
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Tabel 9 The structure of literacy according to sex and religion of the BH 
population covered by the census in 1910 

Country, region, county Bosnia and 
Herzegovina Tuzla Region County 

Srebrenica

Li
te

ra
cy

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 se
x 

an
d 

re
lig

io
n

 Sex F M F M F M

C
an

 re
ad

 a
nd

 w
rit

e

Serbian 
Orthodox 13167 50038 3237 15124 162 1013

Muslims 637 24568 104 5166 4 282

Roman 
Catholics 26375 49468 3249 7484 63 79

others 5619 7296 1276 1498 8 17

total 45798 131370 7866 29272 237 1391

C
an

 o
nl

y 
re

ad

Serbian 
Orthodox 214 1074 60 451 4 5

Muslims 62 365 11 106 1 7

Roman 
Catholics 434 852 25 35 ─ –

others 41 40 4 6 ─ –

total 751 2331 100 598 5 12

Ill
ite

ra
te

Serbian 
Orthodox 290549 284603 64343 58654 6035 4711

Muslims 220352 233360 64309 70261 5703 6438

Roman 
Catholics 139299 125604 19232 17038 31 11

others 4161 3894 306 643 3 –

total 654361 647461 148190 146596 11772 11160

 Total 700910 781162 156156 176466 12014 12563

Source: Rezultati popisa žiteljstva u Bosni i Hercegovini od 10. oktobra 
1910., Sarajevo, 1912., str. 16-25.
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5. Conclusion

Presented statistical and demographic data of the BH population, 
especially County  Srebrenica, show us the level of socio-economic 
development of Bosnia and Herzegovina during the Austro-Hungarian 
occupation, and the changes that have affected all aspects of life of the 
population of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The importance of statistical 
data on the population is invaluable, especially when studying the 
most important demographic characteristics. Some of the statistical 
and methodological approaches to the list of the BH population can 
still be instructive for new listings, not only by the number of included 
features, but also for the organization and conduct of the census. 

The area of County  Srebrenica in the last census of the BH 
population in 1910 amounted to 843 km2 and had not been changed by 
the end of the Austro-Hungarian occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
The average density of the Srebrenica district was 37 km2 and was at the 
level of BH average. County Srebrenica  had 127 villages, including the 
urban area of Srebrenica, which was composed of 681 parts of the villages, 
i.e. hamlets. Most villages belonged to the broken, MAHALSKI11 type; 
hamlets had 115, and without hamlets there were 13 settlements in County  
Srebrenica.

11  Mahala is a Turkish name for a quarter, a part of a town or city. 
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MAHALA1 CRVENA RIJEKA U SREBRENICI 
KRAJEM 19. STOLJEĆA

CRVENA RIJEKA QUARTER IN SREBRENICA AT 
THE END OF 19TH CENTURY

Basic historic, genealogic, proprietary, demographic, social and 
geographic characteristics

Summary

One of the oldest quarters in town of Srebrenica is Crvena rijeka 
quarter. Its geographic position is located in the lower course of the 
eponymous river. It is connected with Srebrenica downtown (čaršija2) 
near Čaršijska mosque.

Crvena rijeka quarter in Srebrenica at the end of the Ottoman 
and the beginning of Austro-Hungarian period had dozens of residential 
houses of worship (mosque) in the center, a number of ancillary 
1  Mahala is a Turkish word to denote a part of a city that has retained in Bosnian until 
nowadays. 
2  Čaršija is a Turkish word that denotes a part of the city with a market, shops and 
artisans’ shops. 



38

buildings, several mills and fountains, the cemetery next to the mosque 
... Basic characteristics of Crvena rijeka quarter in the late 19th century 
expressed the characteristics of oriental Bosnian quarters as with 
most other Bosnian cities. Oriental Bosnian characteristics of Crvena 
rijeka quarter are not only expressed in the outdoor, building and 
architectural features, but also in other social contents, such as social, 
economic, ethnic, religious and cultural structure of the population. 
In short, in all of its structural activities, the basic characteristics of 
Crvena rijeka quarter in the late 19th century represented the authentic 
look of traditional Bosnian oriental city quarter. In the quarter then 
lived mostly native-indigenous families, such as Ahmetović, Đozić, 
Klančević, Pašić, Šehomerović and others. The houses in Crvena rijeka 
quarter had immigrant families as well, among which the most famous 
were: Travničanin, a.k.a. Drevišagić and Siručić. The structure of the 
population consisted of all the existing structural elements of society at 
that time. Artisans, merchants and ulema3 dominated dominated this 
population. 

Key words: Srebrenica, quarter, Crvena rijeka, mosque, houses, 
families. 

Introduction

 Srebrenica, its narrower and wider environment, was in previous 
scientific research, the subject of numerous studies. Despite the significant 
and extensive literature from many scientific fields, especially history, 
many questions from the turbulent past of the town of Srebrenica and 
its immediate and wider environment are most explicitly explained. In 
order to understand precisely development of the town of Srebrenica 
we consider necessary, and the most appropriate from the standpoint 

3  Ulema is a Turkish word that denotes imams, i.e. Muslim priests, and the word is 
retained in Bosnian even nowadays. 
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of scientific methodology, to explore the socio-historical development 
of each of its parts (hood, quarter) in particular. This should be done in 
a way that primary, written historical sources be the basis of scientific 
narratives about Srebrenica. For these reasons, in this paper, based on 
the source - the data contained in the land registry KO Srebrenica, Land 
Register Court in Srebrenica and the mapping for KO Srebrenica, scale 
1:6250 and 1:3125, from 1883-85, we will make a scientific analysis of 
the main historical, geneaological, property, demographic, sociological 
and geographic characteristics of Crvena rijeka quarter in Srebrenica at 
the end of the 19th century. The end of the 19th century is very important 
for the study of the town of Srebrenica, in the case of Crvena rijeka 
quarter, because it represents a period in which very significant socio-
historical changes occurred. This is the period of the end centuries-
long era, especially the development of Oriental-Islamic urbanization 
of quarter and the beginning of shaping of European urban models 
under the influence of Austro-Hungarian occupation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. We emphasisze that Crvena rijeka quarter met the Austro-
Hungarian occupation of the 1878 as a quarter, which was formed on 
the bases of the Ottoman urban tradition with strong Bosnian oriental 
characteristics.

Position 

 Srebrenica is to this day, as the city has kept its centuries-old 
traditional names for almost all of its urban parts. This is, first and 
foremost, allowed due to its geographic location, and the overall style 
of centuries of multiethnic social development and dynamic growth 
based on mining, forestry and spa and health tourism. Today the town of 
Srebrenica, and for many centuries in the past, has a business center and 
a public city - Čaršija and most of the residential parts of the centuries-
old urban tradition that usually in Bosnian towns , in Bosnian, are 
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called mahala (quarter). These are: Skender or Hadži Skender (in the 
20th century also called Efendići) , Petrič, Grad, Crvena rijeka, Musala, 
Varoš, Kiptijan, Panađurište, Baratova. Sometimes the following parts 
of the city are distinguished: Hrid, Zabojna (in the 20th century also 
called Đozići), Mlinište, Crkvište, Vinogradište, Klisa, Učina bašča, 
Vidikovac.

One of these traditional urban areas of Srebrenica is Crvena rijeka 
quarter as well. It was named by the name of the eponymous river that flows 
through the entire quarter. The river got its name according to the color 
of the water, i.e. according to oxides of iron- arsenic elements covering 
the riverbed because sources around the river are rich in minerals of 
various metals such as: iron, lead, zinc, silver, tin, arsenic, etc. that give 
the riverbed characteristic color which when looking at the river givess 
the impression that the water is  red or the color of rust (oxide) iron. In the 
land registry and cadastral maps from the late 19th century, this stream 
is called Crvena rijeka and is recorded under cadastral plot 1/6724 . 

Crvena rijeka in Čaršija connects with Bijela rijeka and they 
make a new stream - Križevica5.

Sometimes the quarter was named differently, for example, Guber 
or Crni Guber quarter (as is now the official name of the street through 
quarter). In some documents from the 19th century it is called Crvena 
rijeka quarter (in Turkish: Kizildere).

4  Cartridge 1, Cadastral book I,K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in Srebrenica 
and Cadastral maps for K.O. Srebrenica, scale 1:6250 and 1:3125, from 1883-85, Inventory 
Srebrenica.
5  Due to the high concentration of dissolved minerals, in Crvena rijeka there could 
not be washed fabrics and clothing. Therefore, there was a place to wash in Bijela rijeka, 
just before the connection. There was on Bijela rijeka  an old bridge (bridge) to the arch 
of stone icicles. It led into Hrid. Beside it the stone steps descended to the bed of Bijela 
rijeka and washed on stones set for this purpose (recorded May 2013 by Mustafa (Hakija) 
Siručić, born in 1929). In the village of Zabojna there are microlocality which is called Bjelila. 
The placelace was named precisely because the citizens of Srebrenica, until recently, from 
Srebrenica wore clothing and other household items to wash in the river that flows through 
Zabojna and arises from the connection Bajramovička and Pusmulička rijeka.
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Crvena rijeka quarter is located in the eastern part of town of 
Srebrenica and it dissolves with its western part into Čaršija, while the 
southwestern part rests on Skender quarter, and northwestern approaches 
to Varoš.

From the topographic view the quarter is in the lower part of 
Crvena rijeka valley and occupies the lowest parts of the valley and 
somewhat slightly northern valley slopes. It stretches via northwest 
-southeast at a distance of about 550 meters . The valley is wide open to 
the West and center of Srebrenica, and it narrows to the East.

The lowest point of the quarter is in the end western part (near 
Crvena rijeka, near Čaršijska mosque) at about 380 meters above sea 
level . The houses along the river at the end East are at about 420 meters, 
and to the North along the hillside Kozarica , the last houses climb to 
about 460 meters above sea level. 

The North valley side of the lower course of Crvena rijeka has 
much milder slopes and has better conditions for agriculture (farming, 
gardens, orchards) and construction of facilities, thus, the of the house 
in the quarter are on that side. On the northern side of the quarter houses 
rise over the hills (Kozarica, Ludo brdo, Radač ...), all the way to 500/600 
meters above sea level . The South valley side is steeper and shorter, and 
climbs up to the biason where fortress Donji grad and Grad quarter are 
located (about 460-470 meters above sea level) .
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Some moments from the past

Since the Middle Ages the area of Crvena rijeka quarte6 was 
inhabited. In addition to residential functions, just around the area, 
there are mine shafts (pit) for the exploitation of the ore and the related 
commercial facilities (smelter, mills ...). A number of tracks point at 
this. Just to mention the complex of land above the quarter named Lauš 
village. We are talking about a number of land, for example, arable land 
on cp 401/1 and 401/2, predominantly owned by Klančević family from 
the top of Crvena rijeka quarterever since the ancient times. 

In the Middle Ages, Srebrenica and Crvena rijeka are explicitly 
mentioned in the documents.7 They had mining but also viticulture 
developed. The complex of land above the lower quarter called 
Vinogradište reminds of that. The toponym dates from the Middle Ages, 
and is mentioned in the 19th century in the land registry, and this name 
remained until today.

The centuries-long urban tradition of Crvena rijeka quarter is 
witnessed in mostly written numerous historical and material resources. 

6  Domavia settlement from the Roman period, which in everyday language are often 
more synonymous with today’s town of Srebrenica, was located in the locality of Gradina in 
Sase, located about 12 km from the present location of the town of Srebrenica. According 
to the available historical sources, urban settlement Srebrenica on site today originated in 
the Middle Ages. Read more about Srebrenica in Roman times to look at: Enver Imamovic: 
Srebrenica and surroundings in Roman times, in Srebrenica during the past century, Edition, 
Monumenta Srebrenica, Volume 1, Institute for the Protection and Use of Cultural and Natural 
Heritage of Tuzla Canton, Tuzla , 2012, p. 99-125.
7  Read more about the origin and development of Srebrenica in the Middle Ages in:

a) Kovačević-Kojić Desanka: Srednjovjekovna Srebrenica XIV – XV vijek, Srpska 
akademija nauka i umjetnosti, posebna izdanja, Knj. DCLXVIII, Odeljenje istorijskih 
nauka, Knj. 29, Beograd, 2010.

b) Vukanović, Tatomir: Srebrenica u srednjem vijeku, Glasnik Državnog muzeja u 
Sarajevu, nova serija, 1946.

c) Vego, Marko: Naselja srednjovjekovne bosanske države, Svjetlost, Sarajevo, 1975.
d) Mutapčić, Edin: Upravno-pravni položaj Srebrenice u srednjem vijeku, u: Srebrenica 

kroz minula stoljeća, Edicija, Monumenta Srebrenica, Knjiga 1, JU Zavod za zaštitu 
i korištenje kulturno-historijskog i prirodnog naslijeđa Tuzlanskog kantona,Tuzla, 
2012. 
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One of them is the existence of a public bath - hamam in this quarter. 
The wealth of water, mineral water primarily, allowed  for hamam or 
spa in the early 16th century (namely 1533) in Srebrenica. Then it was 
referred to as Carski hamam and made an annual income of 333 akčas. 
The hamam was in Crvena rijeka quarter. The Ottoman traveler Evlija 
Čelebija8 mentioned it in the 17th century.

The hamam was standing at the top Crvena rijeka quarter. The 
place where the hamam was  today is called Hamamluk. Its walls were 
visible even before the occupation of in 1878. At this place were found 
channels and plates of hamam.9

In addition to the hamam, among material cultural objects of 
urban significance there were several fountains and drinking water wells 
in the quarter. A fountain or water called Crvena rijeka was mentioned 
in 1890 and had a special endowment. Waqf of Crvena rijeka fountain 
(water) is probably linked to the former hamam or use of medicinal 
waters Guber.

That year musakafat of this endowment provided an income from 
shops rent in the amount of 25 forints. Actual expenditures of waqf 
Crvena rijeka fountain (water) in Srebrenica in 1890 amounted to 20 
forints and were spent to serve fountain. The surplus of  Waqf was 5 
forints.

In the late 19th century at the top of Crvena rijeka quarter, near 
Crvena rijeka flow,  there was mentioned plot cp 1/369 as a greengrocer 
(bašča) called Hamamište into the land registry. Right next to it there 
is a lot to cp 1/361 called Nove vode, and close to it is the land on cp 

8  Ćelebi, Evlija: Putopis, Sarajevo-Publising, Sarajevo, 1996.
9  Kreševljaković, Hamdija: Hamami u Bosni i Hercegovini, 1462-1916, Beograd, 
1937, str. 73.



44

373 with mills. All this is in 1894 was the property of Arifaga Pašagić 
deceased Suljaga.10

Directly above this site are lands called Voćar above Nove vode 
(on cp 376) and Terezija (on cp 341). Plots named Terezija (on cp 340 
and 342) are part of the Dizdarević family estates from Grad quarter.11

These names suggest that during the Ottoman rule in place of the 
old hamam a fountain (water) was decorated. Therefore, it iwa often 
called Nova voda. At Terezija could be overflow reservoir of water 
which was used to bring water into the quarter.

In the center of Crvena rijeka quarter there is one of the oldest 
mosques in the city. It certainly has been there ever since the first 
half of the 17th century. In the opinion of some researchers the past 
of Srebrenica could be from the 15 / 16th century (relating to Bajezid 
Sultan Mosque) . Some assume that Bayezit II mosque could be found 
(instead of common opinion that it is on the site of the present Čaršijska 
mosque ) at the site of the present Crvena rijeka mosque. This, among 
other things, confirms its location. It is located below the fort, where 
probably the first Muslim quarter at Srebrenica was created.12 The most 
important fact, that goes for the claim that the first mosque in the town 
of Sultan Beyazit mosque was at the site of the mosque in Crvenarijeka 
, and not at the place of Čaršijska mosque, is that the aršijska mosque 
did not have the minbar, and that in it were not held prayers on Friday 

10  Cartridge 417, Cadastral book IX, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
11  Specified property, next to the house in Grad quartr, includes a number of land called 
Karšija and land Podgrad, Terezija and Kapidžića bašča. The owner of the estate  in 1894th 
was Dizdarević deceased Ibrahim. In the early 20th century (1910) property was inherited by: 
Huso, Avdo and juvenile Omer Dizdarević deceased Hasan. Dizdarević surname and the name 
of the land Kapidžića bašča, point to service dizdar (commander) and kapidžija (goalkeeper) 
of fortress in Srebrenik in the Ottoman period.
12  Read more about the origin and development of the mosques in Srebrenica: Đozić, 
Adib: Gradske džamije Srebrenice, u: Srebrenica kroz minula stoljeća, Edicija, Monumenta 
Srebrenica, Knjiga 1, JU Zavod za zaštitu i korištenje kulturno-historijskog i prirodnog 
naslijeđa Tuzlanskog kantona,Tuzla, 2012, str. 37-54. 
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and Eid. The mosque in Crvena rijeka has always had the minbar , so the 
prayers – eid and Friday prayers were held in ti.

Crvena rijeka (Đozić’s) mosque
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The harem of Crvena rijeka mosque in Srebrenica, together with 
the old tombstones, was declared a national monument at the national 
level in 2011 by the Commission / Commission to Preserve National 
Monuments of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as a historic site. There are 
ten old tombstones of various sizes and shapes in the mosque’s harem, 
some dating from the mid-19th century and thus testify to the history 
of the village . Tombstones13 end with turbans and women’s hats. 

In Crvena rijeka mosque’s harem is the only tombstone with 
an inscription in Turkish and it is a female tombstone saying that in 
1866/67  Fatima, a daughter of Sulejman Fazlić and wife of Sinan Hadji 
Mustafa Bey is buried there. It is known that in Srebrenica at the end of 
the Ottoman period certain Edhem Fazlić, and during Austro-Hungarian 
rule, Omer Fazlić were mentioned. Edhem was the owner of several 
parcels of land, such as: Klisa, Jabuka, P (F)arisov grob, Podnerub (?), 
in above Srebrenica. We do not know who could be Sinan Hadji Mustafa 
Bey , but it is obvious that he was a significant figure of Srebrenica at the 
end of the Ottoman rule .

The Quarter at the end of 19th century

Below we provide a detailed analysis of the structural substantiality 
of Crvena rijeka quarter in the town of Srebrenica14 at the end of the 

13  Bosniacs in BH call tombstones nišani, which is part of their Islamic religion/culture. 
14  For more objective understanding of the used terms , please note that we use the 
terms in the residential urban areas of the time, rather than how they are now called . Also, 
a more objective understanding of the structure of the settlement is necessary to briefly 
meet with the classification of urban settlements and parts of the Ottoman period, and the 
basic functions that they had in the functioning of the city. “ Ottoman classification of cities 
differed established sites (palanka , hisar and kale) and open urban settlements (varoš, kasaba 
and šeher ) . ( ... ) Varoš represented urban area (or part of the town ) which was inhabited 
exclusively or predominantly by Christian population. Kasaba  referred to the Muslim 
settlement whose population was entirely or mainly engaged in the city economy - and trade. 
To obtain the status of a small town , it was necessary to acquire certain urban, economic and 
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Ottoman period and the beginning of Austro-Hungarian rule. The data 
used are in the Austro-Hungarian land registry books from 1894 and 
cadastral maps from 1883-85.

For purposes of easier overview of the quarter, we split it on the 
upper, middle and lower, following the river.

The Upper Part of the Quarter

This section covers the most upstream part of Crvena rijeka 
quarter, along Crvena rijeka and the hills Kozarica, from the northeast 
side of the quarter.

One of the largest families in Crvena rijeka quarter in the late 19th 
century was family Klančević. The Klančević family generally have land 
and houses in the upper part of Crvena rijeka quarter. The oldest known 
Klančević certain Alija, who lived in the first half of the 19th century. In 
addition to at least three houses in Crvena rijeka quarter, with the mill at 
the top of the quarter (at cp 370), more land (Kozarica; Junuzagića bašča, 
cp 1/372; Karačića dol, cp 370, Lauš selo cp 401/1 ...), shop in Čaršija (cp 
1/36), water mill in Crvena rijeka quarter at the top of the quarter (cp 367)... 

cultural assumptions: 1 Permanently residng Muslim population (at least one congregation 
(Muslim term džemat)) ; 2 The mosque where Friday and  Eid prayersvwere performed and 
3 The existence of  marketplace and a weekly market day . Šeher is a major city that  in our 
country almost always evolved from a small town. It was inhabited predominantly by Muslim 
population and had a variety of religious, economic, cultural and educational institutions: 
mosques, madrassas , Mekteb , hammam, bezistan, caravansaray, etc. Larger Bosnian towns 
incurred in Ottoman urban tradition, consisted of two parts: the downtown - the business 
district and quarters - residential areas . A downtown had a distinctive spacious square, around 
which there were artisans and shops streets (dućan) . ( ... ) At the bazaar erected the most 
important public buildings and institutions: mosques, madrassas , market, baths , hostels and 
caravansaray. Around the periphery of the bazaar were developed residential neighborhoods – 
congregations and quarters - separately for each religious community . “(Hadžibegović, Ilijas: 
Bosanskohercegovački gradovi na razmeđu 19. i 20. Stoljeća, Institut za historiju, Sarajevo, 
2004, str. 12-13)
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 In the late 19th century Klančević’s owned family houses, and 
those were Abdulah ef (for k. č. 1/371) and his brothers Jusuf15 (on cp 
1/384) and Ibrahim (on cp 1/378), all the sons of Alija. Then the most 
famous was Abdulah ef Klančević, who was obviously educated man 
and in the significant civil service, or was a major retailer. He owned a 
shop in the Čaršija (bazaar), which during The First World War his sons 
Asim, Hasib16, Mustafa and Abdurahman Klančević17 inherited.

In the upper part of the quarter in the Ottoman period lived Pašić 
family. In the first half of the 19th century Abdulah and Mustafa Pašić 
lived there. In the late 19th century Pašić family owned three houses 
in the upper part of Crvena rijeka quarter, namely: Šerif Pašić late 
Mustafa’s (the cp 381/2, the owner of the parcel Kozarica, cp 381/1), 
Pašan Pašić late Abdulah’s (cp at 1/393) and Rašid Pašić late Mustafa’s 
(cp at 1/381).  The Klančević family eventually purchased the land from 
Rašid and in 1911 Siručić and Klančević families purchased from Šerif. 
Pašan’s brother Salkan then had a house in the central part of the quarter.

In this section of the quarter in the Ottoman period, lived 
certain Ahmet which dealt with sarac trade (old artisan trade of leather 
modelling) or his family dealt with this trade  traditionally. This is what 

15  Jusuf Klančević was married to Đulsa Ahmić with whom he had one child, a son, 
Alija (1888-1952). Alija was imam by profession and exercised  the service in the Crvena 
rijeka mosque. (See: Suljkić, Hifzija: Spomenici islamske kulture u Srebrenici, Islamska 
misao, broj 123, 1989. godine, str. 44) He was known as Ali Efendi Klančević who married 
Safija Đozić (1885-1949) the youngest daughter of Hajji Husejn ef Đozić of whom would 
later be more data. Ali ef Klančević and Safija had five children, daughters: Đemila, Šida and 
Hajrija, and sons Nazif (1910-1975) and Abdulah called Dulan. Nazif’s son is Jusuf Klančević 
(1943 -), who now lives in Sarajevo, and was a well known and recognized scientist in the 
field of veterinary medicine. Doctorate in veterinary science he defended at the University 
of Sarajevo in 1981. He worked at the Institute “Bosnalijek” in Sarajevo in the position of 
scientific advisors. Grave’s of Ali ef Klančević, his wife Safija and Nazif are in the graveyard 
on Kozarica.
16  Hasib Klančević worked and lived in sarajevo and was in the restaurant business.
17  Descendants of Mustafa Klančević and his brother Abdurahman called Daman at 
some time moved in from Crvena rijeka quarter and settled on the farm Stupine in the village 
Stupine near Srebrenica, probably for economic reasons.
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he had been known, and his descendants later were called Ahmetović 
or Saračević. In the late 19th century in the upper part of Crvena rijeka 
quarter houses owned Smajil Ahmetović aka Saračević late Ahmet’s (cp 
at 1/377) and juvenile Zahid late Abdulah’s Ahmetović (cp at 1/381)

In the upper part Crvena rijeka quarter in Srebrenica at the end of 
the Ottoman period lived families: Mustafić, Lučanin, Huseinagić aka 
Arnaut, Turić aka Karic...

In the late 19th century there were houses of: Hamida b. 
Mađarević, married to Mustafa Mustafić (cp at 1/379), Halil Lučanin late 
Mustafa’s (on cp 1/86), Sulejman Huseinagić aka Arnaut late Husein’s 
(cp at 1/387) and Hamid Turić aka Karic late Hasan’s (cp at 1/389).

It can be seen that certain Husein-aga in Srebrenica came in 
early 19th century from Arnautluk. Probably at a military function. The 
ancestor of Lučanin Mustafa’s family, probably moved in Srebrenica 
from a settlement with the name Luka. Did he move from Srebrenica’s 
village Luka towards Žepa or from the village of Luke near Han-Pijesak 
is not known. Mednolučanin surname is present in Žepa.

Pašagić family has a house on cp 1/364 and plot cp 372/1 titled 
Šehiti. In 1894 owners of the house in Crvena rijeka quarter were brothers 
Alijaga, Nezir and Mustafa Pašagić late Suljaga’s. It is unknown what 
could be from documents known Ahmet aga Pašagić, mentioned as 
mutevelija (manager) of many waqf in Srebrenica in early 20th century. 
So, for now the oldest known member of the family Pašagić certain 
Sulejman-aga, aka Suljaga. It is unknown whether this could be the one 
Hajji Sulejman-aga, son of Hajji Osman Sheikh-age, who is referred to 
as the founder of one of the waqfs in Srebrenica in unknown year.

In court records no. 1 (Srebrenica) of 14 January 1887 Zijneta, 
daughter of Osman, from Kizildere quarter (Crveni potok) in Srebrenica 
was mentioned. In court records, Zijneta, inter alia, gave a declaration 
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on the sale of her own land and took the money from the sale of the 
same, and on granting power of attorney to surrender  cadastre to her 
stepson Salih. Other details about it are unknown. In the same Sidžil 
(court records) in the same year 1887, on February 4th was recorded 
Pusula (certificate) on money that was paid to the Ministry of Finance of 
Srebrenica from the inheritance of Derviš-aga from Travnik.18

During the Austro-Hungarian period evident is the process 
of material deterioration of some Bosniac-Muslim families. This 
phenomenon is not, unfortunately, a rarity among Muslim Bosniacs. 
The main cause of material degradation of some Bosniac-Muslim 
families, not only in Srebrenica, but also beyond, was in their inability 
to cope with the new terms and conditions of work and economy, such 
as industrialization, a new way of education and other apps (sadžaji) 
of a new style of living and thinking that is imposed by the Austro-
Hungarian administration. Some Muslim families sought the rescue 
from the new European style and urban lifestyle by returning to the 
farms where they began to engage in farming. Some families got into 
debt at retailers and fell into complete dependence, and they had to sell 
their homes or lose them by putting them under the mortgage. These 
phenomena have caused a change in the demographic structure and 
ownership in Crvena rijeka quarteras well. Already in 1894 in formerly 
clean Bosniac-Muslim part of the quarter there was  the appearance of 
ownership of the Serbian-Orthodox population. One of the then richest 
traders in Srebrenica Hajji Mitar Urošević19 had some plots and houses. 
Family Petar Era (apparently moved from Herzegovina) came into 
possession of houses on plots (cp 1/473 and 1/368) and Tijana, born 
Gavrić, married to Andrija Jovanović.

18  Gunduz, Tufan: Tuzlanski, bijeljinski i srebrenički Sidžil (1641-1883.), JU Arhiv 
Tuzlanskog kantona i Društvo arhivskih zaposlenika TK, Tuzla, 2008, str. 19 i 21. 
19  Hajji Mitar Urošević, late Pero,in the  late 19th century in the lower part of Čaršija 
in Srebrenica had a few houses, the cp: 1/121, 1/86 and 1 / 87. He was succeeded by  Ana, 
juvenile Drago and Sofia, married Milanović in 1897.
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The central part of the quarter 

In the center of Crvena rijeka quarter there was the Crvena rijeka 
mosque and graveyard . “Dimensions of the mosque are 6 x 8 x 5 m, 
was built of cut stone and wood, with has wooden minarets, covered 
with tiles. Some say that the location of this mosque was Sultan Bayezid 
Mosque, which was burned down, and the congregation later raised 
this small mosque.”20 During the last war against the Bosnian society 
and the state from 1992 to 1995 the mosque was again destroyed. Its 
reconstruction is almost complete, and is reconstructed by the Đozić 
family because, under safe traditions, the mosque, after ignition by the 
Austrian army during the so called Vienna War in 1686, was rebuilt by 
Đozić family ancestors21. There is another version about the origin of 
the mosque. Riza (Šukrija) Đozić (1932-) claims that the Đozić family 
initially brought this mosque in wooden elements from Serbia (Lonjin 
place, at Ljubovija), where some of the ancestors of the Đozić family 
probably exercised imam service. The reason for the transfer of the 
mosque is not known, but are likely war events during the Vienna War 
(1683-1799). There are more reliable historical sources about its age. 
From the time of construction, this mosque in continuity has its own 
endowment (waqf). In addition to the mosque in the central part of the 
quarter there was a building endowment, religious school, as well as a 
number of houses, mills and other facilities known to Srebrenica families. 

From the budget for 1890, we see that the Crvena rijeka mosque 
waqf, had the following income: as musakafat 25 forints from rents and 
as mustagelat 65 forints of waqf income plots. Expenses went for imam’s 
and muezzi’s of the mosque wages of 70 and 2 forints. The lighting of 
mosque cost 15 forints. The surplus of endowment stood at 3 forints.

20  Suljkić Hifzija, Spomenici islamske kulture u Srebrenici, Islamska misao, broj 123, 
1989. godine, str. 44.
21  Today’s waqfs of the mosque in Crvena rijeka are brothers Adib and Masud Đozić 
sons of Nurija (Vehbija) Đozić (1930-2001) and great-grandchildren of Hajji Husejn ef Đozić, 
who died between the 1898 and 1901. 
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The waqf of Crvena rijeka mosque, which in some sources is 
called Šarena mosque, in 1894 was in possession of the following real 
estate: a mosque with construction site in cp 1/400 of 40 m2, cemetery 
plot cp 1/399 of 360 m2 area and a shop with construction site at the top 
of the Srebrenica’s Čaršija on cp 1/49. In that year (1894 ) as the owner 
of some serfs’s homesteads in the village Radovčić was mentioned the 
waqf of Crvena rijeka mosque, called Šarena mosque in Srebrenica.22 
Historical documents, as we can see, witness that the people called 
this mosque Šarena mosque at the end of 19th century. This name was 
probably given because of the pattern on the facade or other decorations 
inside the mosque.

The waqf of mosque in Crvena rijeka, according to the budget in 
1913, had revenues of waqf land and rent in the amount of 190 crowns, 
of which 160 went to pay the mosque’s imam, and 30 crowns was excess. 
Then, Ahmetaga Pašagić was the mutevelli of the waqf.23

The waqf of religious school for girls in Srebrenica, which was 
mentioned in 1894, had a house with surrounding objects and a yard 
on cp 362/3, 70 m2 (in Crvena rijeka quarter), and a shop with the 
construction site in Čaršija on cp 1/62, of 30 m2.24

In the central part of Crvena rijeka quarter in Srebrenica there are 
the majority of Đozić family’s houses. This family would, as at the end 
of Ottoman rule, it could be in this quarter in Srebrenica, at the latest 
from the 18th century, and probably much earlier. According to the date 
from 1894, when   Land Register of Srebrenica County was made, in this 
quarter at least five houses wereowned by the Đozić family. Accordingly, 

22  Cartridge 457, Land Registry vol. X, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
23  Proračun vakufa u Bosni i Hercegovini za godinu 1913., Sarajevo, str. 287. 
24  Cartridge 375, Land Registry vol. X, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
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in the late 19th century Đozićs are the largest family of Crvena rijeka 
quarter. Some houses were jointly owned, e.g. by brothers and sisters - 
as was the case with the house of Salih and his sister Rukija.

A house with housing and a courtyard on cp 1/401, with a plot cp 
1/402 and greengrocer next to it was owned in 1894 by: Salih Đozić, late 
Hajji Jusuf’s, by 4/5 and Rukija, b. Đozić, married to Ibrahim Hukić, by 
1/5 there. Obviously these are a brother and sister from their father Haji 
Jusuf Đozić, who lived in the first half and middle of the 19th century. 
Salihwa succeeded in 1909 by: wife Fatima, born Smajić, as his widow 
and sons of Jusuf, Suljo and then a minor, Junuz.25 The land registry did not 
provide information on a home of Omer Đozić son of Jusuf and a brother 
of Salih, whose descendants still live in Crvena rijeka quarter and have 
houses built on plots inherited from their ancestors. We will give a brief 
geneaologic genesis of Omer Đozić’s descendants. Omer had three sons: 
Husejn (1874-194?)26, Mustafa (1877-1901)27 and Abid (1880-1959)28. 
Omer’s son, Imam Husejn, had four daughters (Tahira, Sabra, Zakir 
and Samija) and son Šukrija. Children Šukrija Đozić, the son of Imam 

25  Cartridge 174, Land Registry vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
26  Husejn Đozić Effendi was imam. He completed his primary education in Srebrenica. 
In Sarajevo he finished Kuršumlija madrasa. Husejn ef served as muallim of third sunuf 
(grade) in mekteb-ibtedija and was a religious teacher of elementary school in Srebrenica. 
It is located on the enclosed picture third from the left. In addition to the function of imam, 
he was a member of the County Waqf-Mearif Committee from 1910 to 1914. (See: Bošnjak  
1910 or  Šematizam svijeh oblasti u Bosni i Hercegovini, Zemaljska štamparija, Sarajevo)
27  Hafiz Mustafa (Omer) Đozić died very young, and he completed hifs as a student 
Gaza Husrefbey Madrasa in Sarajevo. (See in monography450 godina Gazi Husrev-begove 
medrese u Sarajevu, Sarajevo, 1988, str. 80; Suljkić, Hivzija: Islamska baština u Bosni i 
Hercegovini i njenoj okolini- sabrani tekstovi, knjiga 2, BMG Bosanska medijska grupa, 
Tuzla, 2007, str. 290.) 
28  Abid ef (Omer) Đozić was born in Srebrenica. He completed Madrassa in Sarajevo. 
After passing the final exam at the Darul-mualiminu in 1907, he was appointed at religious 
teacher psition in People’s primary school in Rogatica where he served until the 1911, when 
he was transferred to the imam, hatib, muallim and catechists in Bratunac, where he completed 
his fifty years of service in IRC and, until 1958 when he retired. His grave is in harem of a 
mosque in Bratunac, in whose construction he actively participated. Descendants of Abid ef 
Đozić are: Muhamed (1919-1945), Ahmed (1921-2012), Mubina (1923 -) - Muatafa, called 
Ekbar (1929-1993) and Remzija (1940 -).
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Husejn, are: Rizo (1932 -), Razija (1934 -); Husejn, aka Huka (1937 -) 
and Remzija (1945-1995). The son of Riza Đozić, Šukrija (1953-), who 
was named after his grandfather, now lives and works in Sarajevo. He 
is a doctor of Medical Sciences and the famous surgeon - orthopedics. 

A house on cadastral plot 1/406, in 1894 owned Hajji Alija ef 
Đozić, late Latif’s. He is better known as Hajji Alefendija. He died 
between 1894 and 1896, and was succeeded by his widows, Ajiša, born 
Jahić, and Hava, born Hodžić and children: Abdulah,29  Salih,30 Ragib, 
Ćamila, Hadžera and minor Emina.31

A house32 on cp 1/414 in 1894 was in possession of Hajji Husejn 
ef Đozić, late Latif’s, a brother of the above Hajji Alija ef. On the basis 
of documents of his death from 1898, his children and widows inherited 
his fortune in 1901. These are sons, Abdulah ef33, Haki-ef34 and Meho 
29  Abdulah, son of Haji Alija ef was Imam and Hafiz. He exercised imam ministry in 
the Čaršijska mosque in Srebrenica and in the Crvena rijeka mosque. Simultaneously Haji 
HFZ. Abdulah was also muderis in madrassa in Srebrenica. On the attached picture Abdulah 
ef Đozić is the third from the right. (Read more at: Suljkić, Hifzija: Spomenici islamske kulture 
u Srebrenici, Islamska misao, broj 123, 1989. Godine, str. 44.)
30  Hafiz Salih ef, the second son of Hajji Alija ef  Đozić, Hajji Abdulah’s brother, 
moved to Turkey. He lived and died in the city of Bursa, where is also his grave. (Suljkić, H., 
ibid. 45)
31  Cartridge 175, Land Register Vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
32  It is not determined exactly when this house was built up, and whether it was a 
house built by Latif, father of Husejn, or a house builtby Hajji Husejn ef. What is known is 
that the house was built in the Ottoman period, and that, as such, is owned by Hajji Husejn in 
the first land registry books, which were made   by the Austro-Hungarian administration. The 
house, as we see, was inherited by Hajji Husejn’s descendants. The question is why the house 
was dubbed “Dervišagić”. Here’s the answer: a house was sold to Haki ef Đozić, when he 
moved from Srebrenica to Bratunac to Rasim Travničanin, the son of the famous Derviš-age 
Travničanin , by whom, after his death, the whole family was called in the nation Dervišagić, 
including the house of Hajji Husejn Đozić started calling it “Dervišagić house.” The house of 
Dervišaga Travničanin in 1894 was located on a plot of cp 1/428 in the lower part of Crvena 
rijeka quarter.
33  Abdulah ef Đozić, the son of Hajji Husejn ef, was the twin brother of Haki ef Đozić. 
Both had completed high school in Istanbul (a rank of today’s college). Abdulah ef upon 
completion of schooling remained in Turkey. He served in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
the Republic of Turkey. The entire property in Srebrenica and Zabojna he sold to his brothers. 
He died in Turkey and it is not known whether he left descendants.
34  Haki(ja) ef Đozić (1871/2- 1934), the twin brother of Abdulah, ended schooling 
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(Mehmed, a.o.  A. Đ.), minors: Ahmi (Ahmet, a.o. A.Đ.) and Vehbija, 
and daughters: Bejda, married to Hajji Alija Efendić; Abida, called 
Bida, married to Selim Alemića from Kutuzer; Zahida (Zada, a.o. A. Đ.) 
married to Hajji Avdo Nalić and minor Safija,35 and Kadira, awidow of 
Hajji Husejn ef Đozić.36 Hajji Husejn ef had been married twice. The 
first wife was from Turkey. Her name is not remembered, as he met 
her during the study in Istanbul. To say on this occasion that the Hajji 
Husejn ef was extremely educated man. He finished Mektebi hukuk 
(Faculty of Law) in Istanbul. He spoke Turkish, Arabic and Persian, 
and used French and German. With his first wife he had two daughters: 
Bejda mentioned above and Tima - who is not mentioned as a successor 
to Husejn’s legacy. It is not known why this is so. It is known that she 
was married to a qadi Hafizbegović in Banja Luka and had a son Ahmo 
(probably the real name Ahmet) with him. Hajji Husejn ef was qadi 
(Sharia judge) in Srebrenica in 1886, 1887, 1888 and in 1889.37 Before he 
served as sharia judge in Srebrenica, it is well-known that he performed 
the same function in 1877, and the 1878 in Ljubinje. It’He was set at the 
duty after the fall of Nikšić (July, 1877) in which Hajji Husejn Đozić 
was naib.38 Since the brothers Hajji Alija ef and Hajji Husejn died in the 
in Istanbul. After completing his education he returned to Srebrenica and there performed a 
profession of  imam and muderis. Haki ef  had been muderis in madrassa in Srebrenica for 15 
years. At the same time, he was the last muderis of madrassa in Srebrenica, which ceased to 
work in 1930. (See: Report of the Ulema - Majlis in Sarajevo in 1930) Madrassa in Srebrenica 
was built in 1866, when it started working. (See: “Bosnia” for 1866 official  journal of the 
Bosnian Vilayet with parallel bilingual text in Ottoman and Bosnian. The newspaper was 
continuously published 13 years) At the end of his life, Haki ef Đozić, was the imam of the 
mosque in Bratunac. He died in Bratunac and buried in the harem of the Bratunac mosque. 
Haki ef Đozić was married twice. The first wife was from the  Korkut family from Zvornik 
and had a daughter Hatidža who married in Janja to the  Sprečaković family. With another 
woman,  Šida Hasić, he had five sons: Galib, Behaudin (1914-1985), trained as qadi, Munib, 
Šefket and Mesud. Galib’s son Haki (1936 -), grandson of Haki ef, lives in Sarajevo, is a 
doctor of science and a longtime professor at the Higher School of Economics in Sarajevo.
35  Safia, as we mentioned above, married Ali ef Klančević.
36  Cartridge 176, Land Registry Vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
37  See: Bošnjak za 1886, 1887, 1888. i 1889. godinu, ili Šematizam svijeh oblasti u 
Bosni i Hercegovini, Zemaljska Štamparija, Sarajevo. 
38  More in: Hadžibegović, Hamid: Opsada Nikšića 1877. g. prema izvještaju Nikšićkog 
naiba, Historijski zapisi IV, 1-3, 1949.
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late 19th century, and were born in the first half of the century, we see 
that their father Latif Đozić lived in Srebrenica sometime around the 
turn of the 18th to 19th century.

In addition to the previous houses, in the middle of Crvena rijeka 
quarter, in 1894  the two houses were owned by Hajji Abid ef Đozić39, 
late Hajji Mustafa’s.40 It is a house under the cp 1/426 (housing with a 
house and yard and a plot next to it on cp 1/425 entitled Voćar kod kuće 
(Cartridge 157, Land Registry Vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register 
Court in Srebrenica). This house with a garden and adjoining parcel is 
located on the site of the present parking area of Domavija Hotel, on the 
right side of Crvena rijeka.41 Near the house under the cp 358/3 wasa 
mill under the cp 382/2. The mill stood where today is the house of 
Murat Efendić,and the house was about one hundred meters upstream. 
Hajji Abid was inherited by his widow Ajiša, called Gara, and an infant 
son Turabija (1923 -1993) in 1930.

39  Hajji Abid ef Đozić (1836-1929), the son of Hajji Mustafa, finished Sultan Fatih 
Madrassa in Istanbul and got idžazet (diploma). He served as an imam. Hajji Abid ef Đozić was 
the last imam in Musala in Srebrenica. Musala is situated in the area of today’s kindergarten 
and was a valuable cultural and historical monument of the city. (See: Suljkić Hifzija, Op, p. 
45) Hajji Abid ef Đozić was a member of the County Commission of the Waqf from 1900 to 
1907. (See: Bošnjak za 1900, 1901, 1902 and 1903, 1904, 1905, 1906 and 1907, or Šematizam 
svijeh oblasti u Bosni i Hercegovini, Zemaljska Štamparija, Sarajevo. 
40  Hajji Mustafa’s eldest son Latif Đozić. He is a Sharia judge. There are certain 
written sources that Hajji Mustafa ef Đozić served as the sharia judge in 1883 and 1884 
in Srebrenica. (See: Bošnjak for  1883 and 1884, or Šematizam svijeh oblasti u Bosni i 
Hercegovini, Zemaljska Štamparija, Sarajevo). It is unknown where he served as a sharia 
judges in the Ottoman period.
41  After the First World War and the death of his only son Hamed in the war, Hajji 
Abid ef Đozić endowed almost all his property in Crvena rijeka and “Landić field” (12 acres) 
on Bojna. Today’s public parking area in front of Domavija hotel is located on endowment of 
Abid ef Đozić.



57

Hajji Abid ef Đozić (1836 – 1929)
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The Đozić family (all the above listed families), in addition to 
several houses in the middle part of Crvena rijeka quarter, had a larger 
farm west of town. It is a part usually called Zabojna because it is 
behind a hill named Bojna. In the late 19th century, namely in 1894, 
an estate registerd in the land registry in KO Srebrenica consisted of: 
house on cp 165/2, mill and land called Bjelila (eg cp 165/1, 164/2 
...). This part of the Đozić family’s farm was registred as property 
of  Hajji Husejn ef Đozić, late Latif’s. After the death certificate of 
1898, the estate inherited in 1901: Avdulah, Haki ef, Meho (Mehmed), 
juvenile Ahmo (Ahmet), juvenile Vehbija, minor Safija, Bejda, 
married to Hajji Alija Efendić, Abida, married to Selim Alemić in 
Kutuzero, Zahida, married to Hajji Avdo Nalić in Srebrenica Kadira 
Mandžić, awidow of Hajji Husejn ef Đozić.42 Much larger portion of 
the Đozić family estate (Hajji Ali ef, Hajji Mustafa ef, Hajji Salih ef) 
was in Zabojna but was registred in K.O. Bajramovići. Land registry 
cadastre municipalities (K.O.) in Zabojna are divided by river only. 

In the central part of Crvena rijeka quarter in the late 19th century, 
there were a dozen of houses of less numerous Srebrenica families. 
A house on cp 1/405 owned Fatima, born Kulovac, married to Mehmed 
Saračević. It was inherited by Mehmed Saračević, late Dervo’s in 1895. 
It is possible that he is of Saračević’s from the upper part of the quarter. 
Then, Saračević’s would be quite old and numerous.

A house on cp 1/404 owned by Husejn Omerović late Sulejman’s. 
It can be seen that the ancestor or father of Omerović was certain Omer, 
who lived far in the Ottoman period.

A house on cp 359/1 (?) was in possession of minors: Hasan, 
Salih and Hava, children of the deceased and Sulejman Muratović 
and Mejra Hurem, his widow that was married first to the Alić family.  

42  Cartridge 373, Land Registry Vol. VI, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in 
Srebrenica.
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 A house on cp 359/2 owned by Mustafa Alić late Mehmed’s. 
Mustafa was inherited in 1900 by juvenile: Refik, Hasib and Zulfikar. 

A house on cp 360/2 belonged to the legacy behind Hata born. 
Tufekčić, who had married Omer Rumičanin.

Two houses in the center of the quarter at the end of 19th century 
owned family Mustafić called. Vislovac. Those were the houses on the 
cp 1/413 and cp 1/410 owned by brothers Mehan and Smajl Mustafić 
called Vislovac, late Mustafa’s. Surname Mustafić’s is according 
to father Mustafa, and his last name or nickname was Vislovac. 

A house on cp 1/407 was owned by Alija Bakalović, late Mustafa’s. 
Obviously Mustafa or family’s occupation during the Ottoman period 
was trade.43

A house on cp 1/419 was a possession of  Salkan Pašić, late 
Abdulah’s, of tthe Pašić family from the upper part of the quarter. 
He was inherited in 1910 by his sons: Arif, Ibrahim and Omer. 

A house on cp 1/418 owned Mustafa Avdagić, late Sulejman’s 
and Salih ef Šehomerović, late Omer’s. The ancestor of Srebrenica’s 
Avdagićs was certain Avdaga (Abdulah-aga) who lived at least in the 
18th century.

Šehomerovićs’s ancestor was certain Omer, who was a Sufi 
sheikh, perhaps in the Srebrenica tekkeh during the Ottoman period. 
Otherwise Šehomerovićs live in Grad quarter since the old days, 
which is next to the old cemetery Šehiti. In the late 19th century the 

43  Most likely a descendant of Alija Bakalović son of Mustafa, is Alija Bakalović who 
before the war against Bosnian society and the state from 1992 to 1995 had a cafe “Ljepotica” 
in Crvena rijeka, and now lives in the U.S.
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owner of a large estate in Grad quarter was Salih ef Šehomerović, late 
Omer’s. He had a house on cp 339/1, the mill, the land under the names 
Šehiti and Karšija ... He was inherited by the widow Vasva Muhagić 
and children. The heirs of the house were also in 1924 the juvenile 
Orhan and  Mustafa and Vasva, born Muhagić, widow (Šehomerović). 

A h ouse on cp 1/423 owned by: Hasan, and Mustafa Lutvo 
Siručić a.k.a. Salihović, late  Salih’s. According to tradition Srebrenica’ 
family Siručić originates from the vicinity of Valjevo. They had great 
possessions there (e.g., in the village of Pecka, R Serbia). They settled 
on this side of Drina after the expulsion of Bosniacs from Serbia in 
the first half of the 19th century, one in Voljevica near Bratunac, and 
others in the town of Srebrenica. They were taking additional names, 
for example Suljagić, Avdic according to prominent ancestors ...44 

According to Salih, who lived during the 19th century Siručićs 
from Crvena rijeka are called Salihović. There are memebers of Siručić 
family Skender quarter, near Klis. Thus, in the late 19th century, the 
owners of a house in Skender quarter  at Klis were brothers Hajji 
Mahmutaga and Hakji Avdaga Siručić, late Mujaga’s (house on k. 
č. 1/206). This Hajji Mahmutaga could be an ancestor of the part of 
Siručićs that recall a family tradition. It is Hakija Siručić (born in 1900 
and died in 1972), son of Mustafa (died in 1940), the grandson of 
certain Maho.45 Maho is a common nickname for the name Mahmut. 

Toward the bottom of the quarter, at the end of 19th century a 
house was owned by the Travničanin family. From the surname one 
can see that it originates from Travnik. The oldest known representative 
of this family in Srebrenica was Derviš aga Travničanin. He lived in the 

44  Mustafa (Hakije) Siručić, born in 1929 recorded this commitment recorded in May 
2013.
45  Mustafa (Hakije) Siručić, born in 1929 recorded this commitment recorded in May 
2013.
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late Ottoman period and the beginning of the Austro-Hungarian when 
his childern inherited his fortune.

From one document dating from February 4th 1887, it can 
be seen that from the inheritance of “Travnikli” Derviš-aga, in 
Srebrenica on behalf of the Ministry of Finance paid some money.46 

In the late 19th century (i.e. in 1894) house on cp 1/428 owned 
Munira, b. Travničanin, married to Alija ed Kreševljaković47 and 
minors: Rasim, Aza, Rabih(k)a, late Derviš-aga Travničanin’s. The 
successorsof Derviš-aga in everyday speech, are not called  Travničanin 
but Dervišagić. In this way, the house of Hajji Husejn Đozić, which 
was later sold by his son Haki ef was called “Dervišagić house.” Family 
“Dervišagić” at the end of the Ottoman and during the Austro-Hungarian 
period, had more real estates in the market in  Srebrenica and was obviously 
a wealthy merchant family. They had more houses (on cp 1/146, 1/147 
and 1/148), more sites and on cp 1/397 plums at the mosque in Crvena 
rijeka quarter. In 1894 these properties were registered to the children 
of the deceased Dervišaga Travničanin and his widow Aiša (Gruhonić). 

The Hublić family might have had a century ago a house in Crvena 
rijeka quarter. The oldest known Hublić in Srebrenica was Derviš, who 
lived in the first half of the 19th century. His son, Mustafa Hublić, at 
the end of that century, had a house in Hrid quarter (on cp 1/134). It 
is a general belief in Srebrenica that the Hublić family originates from 
Kozluk.

46  Guduz, Tufan: Tuzlanski, Bijeljinski i Srebrenički Sidžil (1641-1883) JU Arhiv 
Tuzlanskog kantona, Društvo Arhivskih zaposlenika TK, Tuzla, 2008, str.21.
47  In Srebrenica in 1889 was mentioned another Kreševljaković. It is Ali-Riza 
Kreševljaković who held the office of District Poultry. Most likely he was a veterinary 
expert. That same year, the county sharia judge was Hajji Husejn ef Đozić. Members of the 
countyt majlis (council) were Hajji Hasan-aga Selmanagić, Mitar Urošević, Adem Karić and 
Vujo Milošević. (See: Bošnjak for 1889, or Šematizam svijeh oblasti u Bosni i Hercegovini, 
Zemaljska Štamparija, Sarajevo.)
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The lower part of the quarter (towards Ćaršija) 

Crvena rijeka quarter in its lower (western) part approaches and 
by broad front connects with Srebrenica’s Čaršija (bazaar) as business, 
public and administrative center of the city and county of Srebrenica. 

In this section of the quarter at the end of the nineteenth century, 
family Zildžić owned many houses. It is Mujaga and Salihaga Zildžić, 
probably brothers who were the owners. These Zildžićs, most likely, 
were one of several families who, at the turn of the 19th and 20th 
century, owned majority of estates (begluks) in the county of Srebrenica. 

In 1894 on cp 1/442 the home owner was Hasan Zildžić 
, late Salih’s, and the owner of a house on cp 1/430 was Hiba, born 
Zildžić and married to Husejn-aga Efendić. The owners of a house at 
cp 1/443 are Vasvija, born Ibrahimbegović and Sajka, late Mujaga’s 
Zildžić. Further, in 1896 the part of the estate inherited: Zulfa, married 
to Murat-bey Tulahić ?, Hiba and Selim Zildžić, late Salihaga’s. 

A house on cp 1/431 in 1894 owned Hasan Pašalić, late Ahmed’s 
and Sulejman’s, b. Fehratović, married to Hasan Pašalić. A property in 
Petrič quarter in 1896 inherited Hajji Mustafa behind Hajji Husejn Pašalić. 

In the lower part of the quarter in the Ottoman era, houses had certain 
Hajji Mujaga (Mustafa-aga). In the late 19th century the owner of two 
houses on cp 1/453 and 1/440 was his son Ahmedaga Hadžimujagić, late 
Hajji Mujaga’s. In 1900 another house purchased Mehmed ef Stočević, 
late Ibrahimbeg’s, and later a part of the property purchased the Maksić 
family, who had a home near the Orthodox Church (built in 1903).48 

48  Đoko and Risto Maksić, late Vujo’s had two houses (on cp 1/469 and 1/473) and 
land (cp 1/494 Vinogradište and cp 1/472 Mjesni prostor) above Čaršija towards Varoš 
quarter. Serbian Orthodox parish in Srebrenica in 1900 bought from Maksić several parcels 
(cp: 1/469, 1/470, 1/468, 1/471 and 1/474) and built a church in 1903 (plot 1/469) (Cartridge 
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A house on cp 1/437 in the 19th century had Mehmed ef Stolčević, 
late Ibrahimbeg’s, which was then in 1897 purchased by Hasan 
Pašalić late  Ahmed’s. Mehmed ef was later referred to as Stočević. 

Hasan Mehmedović, late Mehmed’s then owned a house 
on cp 1/433, and in 1899 it bought Hasan Pašalić, late. Ahmed’s.  

A house on cp 1/448, at the end of 19th century, owned Ibrahim 
Osmić, late Mehmed’s.

A house and land in the part of the quarter that is in touch with 
the Orthodox church, built at the beginning of the 20th century, had 
the Sejdić family. The owners at cp 1/467 brothers Mustafa and Hasan 
Sejdić, late Sejdo’s. This house with a yard was located about 20 meters 
East of today’s Orthodox Church. In the 1920s it was inherited by a 
minor Mustafa, late Mustafa Sejdić’s.49

On cp 1/454 in 1894 home owners were minor Meva, late Selim 
Kurti’s, and Dunda (?), a widow of the deceased Avdo Siručić. The closer 
Crvena rijeka quarter to Ćaršija is, the more wealthy and enterprising 
people are property and land owners, who are mostly engaged in commerce. 

The owner of the house on cp ? / 444 at the end of the 19th century 
Hajji Salih Hadžić late Hasan’s, from Deljegošte Velike. He had then 
more properties in Srebrenica. Thus, he had a house on cp 1/444 in Hrid. 

Famous Srebrenica’s commercial and bey families Hadžiselmanagić 
(Selmanagić) and Hadžirustenbegović (Rustenbegović), who had a 

193, Land Registry vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in Srebrenica).
49  Serbian Orthodox parish in 1923 bought from Sejdićs two parcels of land with an 
old house that was above Čaršija ate thevery beginning of Crvena rijeka quarter. These are 
plots of 1/467 and 1/466 and thus had  increased the churchyard (Cartridge 192, Lad Registry 
vol. IV, K.O. Srebrenica, Land Register Court in Srebrenica).
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number of properties in Ćaršija also had some houses in the lower part 
of Crvena rijeka quarter. Thus, Rustenbegovići had a house in the first 
half of the 20th century.50

A house on cp 1/458 (where today is building “ Drina”) in the end 
of 19th century had Hajji Hasanaga and Avdaga Hadžiselmanagić, late 
Hajji Selmanaga’s, each with ¼ and Salih Saračević a.k.a. Mustafić, 
late Mustafa, with ½. Not only Hasanaga and Avdaga, at the end of 
19th century in Čaršija more properties but also Fejzaga and juvenile 
Alija Hadžiselmanagić, sons of Hajji Hasanaga owned estates. This 
Alija was later referred to as Ali ef.51 In Čaršija in 1894 more estates 
had Avdibeg Rustanbegović, late Mustajbeg’s.  His  infant son Ibrahim 
and infant daughter Emina and Šuhra inherited his property in 1920. 

The Efendić family was numerous at the end of 19th century in the 
town of Srebrenica. They had many houses in Skender quarter and real 
estates in Čaršija. Jusuf-bey Efendić was a mayor of Srebrenica in 1883.52 

In the town of Srebrenica , mainly in its Čaršija as the center 
of a larger area in the late 19th century estates owned merchants and 
beys out of Srebrenica. For example: Moše Hajm Finzi son of Avram 
from Sarajevo, Avdi-bey, Rašid-bey and Salih-bey Abdurahmanbegović 
sons of late Hajji Hafiz Abdurahman-bey, all from Bijeljina (had a larger 

50  Explicit information about the families Selmanagić and Rustanbegović and their 
estates, we will show when we conduct an analysis of the basic characteristics of Čaršija in 
Srebrenica. On this occasion, we will point out only the most basic information related to the 
settlement in Crvena rijeka, or are in geographical conntact with it.
51  Ali ef founded waqf in Srebrenica in 1936. He was educated at Al-Azhar University 
in Cairo and he brought the Egyptian woman in Srebrenica. His son Selman Selmanagić, born 
in 1905, was the famous architect of Bauhaus style in Germany.
52  This is probably Jusuf-aga Efendić, whose house on cp 1/232 in Skender quarter, 
between 1883 and 1894 was inherited by his sons Abid Husejn and Smail-aga. The house 
in Skender quarter and more real estates in the late 19th century in Ćaršija owned Mujaga 
Efendić, late Muhamed-aga’s. More information about the family Efendić we will present 
in the work on Čaršija (bazaar) in Srebrenica and Skender quarter, where Efendićs had their 
possessions.
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house at the top of Skender quarter), Sulejman Begzadić, late Mustafa’s 
(also had a house in Skender quarter, which inherited his son Mustafa 
in 1903).

Conclusion
 

 During the Ottoman period Crvena rijeka quarter had developed 
into one of the most important quarters in a small town of Srebrenica. As 
such, it welcomed the end of the 19th century. In the late 19th century 
Crvena rijeka quarter was developed quarter with a mosque and other urban 
contents. Not only was it one of the most urban quarters in a small town of 
Srebrenica hof its time, but also one of the largest quarters in Srebrenica. 
There was an old mosque and a graveyard, remnants of the hamam, over 
40 private houses, waqf house, numerous ancillary facilities, more mills, 
aqueduct, fountain, cemetery near the mosque, decorated alleys. In the 
central part of a more representative čardaklija (on two floors) houses. 
Those were valuable architectural objects of traditional Bosnian folk 
architecture. Only one of these houses, until recently preserved, known 
as “Dervišagić house” collapsed, because of neglect of our cultural 
heritage, especially one that carries the Bosnian-Oriental features. 

In the late 19th century in Crvena rijeka quarter resided many, 
mostly indigenous  families. Each family had its own house, which is one 
of the best indicators of economic development of quarter’s population. 
The smaller was the number of those where two brothers, or a brother and 
a sister live in one house. There were cases where a family had two houses 
and a mill at the same time (Abid ef Mustafa’s Đozić) . In the quarter  
lived more than 30 families. These were: Đozić, Kalančevići, Pašić, 
Mustafić, Ahmetović, Lučanin, Huseinagić, Pašagić, Turić, Saračević, 



66

Ommerović, Muratović, Bakalović, Rumičanin, Šehomerovići, Siručić, 
Travničanin, a.k.a. Dervišagić, Hublić, Kreševljaković, Zildžić, Pašalić, 
Alić, Hadžimujagić, Mehmedović, Kurtić, Hadžić, Osmić and Sejdić. 
A small number of families moved to the quarter, usually at the turn 
of the 18th and the 19th century. Causes of migration of families were 
numerous, ranging from economic to enforced due to the persecution of 
Bosniass from western Serbia. The most famous immigrant families were: 
Travničanin, Siručić, Kreševljaković and Huseinagić a.k.a. Arnaut. The 
most numerous families according to the number of families, houses and 
the total number of members / residents are Đozić and Klančević. The 
social structure of the quarter’s population, for that time, consisted of 
all the structural layers of society: imams, artisans, merchants, farmers, 
administrative staff at the time and other substructural strata of society. 
One of the striking characteristics of the quarter is the fact that all imams 
and other significants members of the town/ the city at that time lived 
there. 
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Appendix 2

Hajji Husejn ef Đozić’s house from the 19th century, later (after the sale) 
called “Dervišagić house“
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Appendix 3

The image of some of significant people in Srebrenica, three of who are from 
Crvena rijeka quarter. The image dates from before The First World War 

(1910 – 1914)

 LEFT TO RIGHT: Hasan-aga Efendić, Mula Selim Alemić 
from Kutuzer, Huejn ef (Omer) Đozić from Crvena rijeka, (member 
of County’s Waqf-Mearif Commission) Haki(ja) ef (Husejn) Đozić 
from Crvena rijeka; Ilija Miladinović from Srebrenica, vice-mayor of 
srebrenica; Hajji Hafiz Abdulah (Ali ef) Đozić; Hajji Mahaga (mahmut-
aga) Siručić from Voljavica (member of County’s Waqf-Mearif 
Commission), and Suljo-bey Begović from Potočari. In 1910 a mayor of 
Srebrenica was Avid-bey Rustanbegović-Pašić. In 1910  the president of 
County’s Waqf-Mearif Commission was Galib ef Hafizović. Among the 
above mentioned members, Salih ef Šehomerović from Crvena rijeka 
was also a member of County’s Waqf-Mearif Commission. 
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PITANJE EKAVSKO-JEKAVSKE ZAMJENE JATA U 
GOVORU BOŠNJAKA SREBRENICE

THE QUESTION OF EKAVIAN-JEKAVIAN 
SUBSTITUTION OF YAT IN THE SPEECH OF 

SREBRENICA’S BOSINACS

1. The speech of Srebrenica’s Bosniacs may be interesting 
from several aspects. One of them is the issue of replacing the long yat, 
i.e. the question of the possibility of appearance of Ekavian pronunciation 
in long syllables, the second issue is its dialectal background, the third is 
its actuality and vitality with respect to executed genocide, displacement 
and reduced number of native speakers, and all of these are united by  
insufficiently researched spoken idiom. The aim of this paper is to show 
that assumptions about Ekavian-Jekavian replacement of yat in speech 
of Srebrenica’s Bosniacs, which have been reported in the literature 
about the Bosnian speeches, are unfounded, type dete – djeca. 

1.1. The Ekavian replacement of long yat in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina is territorially limited to the western peripheral area of 
Jekavian-Stakavian dialect around Tešanj and Maglaj, then the narrow 
space of Kladanj and Plahovići in its suburb, and this  replacement of yat 
was confirmed in 1980s in speeches of Sarajevo’s Bjelave and Rajševa 
near Teslić.1

1  The questionnaire on the Bosnian-Herzegovinian speech, point no. 53, Naila Valjevac 
filled in Bjelave in  1983-1984. The questionnaire for Rajševa filled Slavko Vukomanović in 1978.
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1.2. It was assumed that Ekavian-Jekavian replacement of yat 
could be present even in the speech of Srebrenica. Slobodan Remetić 
in his work O još jednom nezapaženom ekavsko-jekavskom bosanskom 
govoru, in which he wrote about Ekavian-Jekavian speech of Kladanj 
and Plahovići, wrote that the data with which he disposed “simply imply 
(!) a situation similar to Plahovići situation even in the  speech of at least 
one part of the Srebrenica Muslims”.2

            
            Eventual possibility of appearance of Ekavian-Jekavian 

reflex of yat in the speech of Srebrenica, most probably on the basis of 
afore mentioned Remetić’s article, and maybe on the grounds on his 
own research, published Dževad Jahić.3

2. I am not familiar with the fact that somebody researched 
the speech of Srebrenica in order to find reliable data on the replacement 
of yat, but, in Srebrenica, in the downtown, a questionnaire Upitnik za 
ispitivanje bosanskohercegovačkih govora4 was completed. 

2.1. The following reflexes of long yat are confirmed in the 
Questionnaire:5

a) twosyllabic reflex ije:  
- (šje): 912. Nsg. ždršjebe, 1933. pršje, CŸvenã Ršjeka6;

- (šjë): 596. Nsg. mšjëh, 806. Nsg. snšjët, 1327. Asg. 
na ršjëku7, 1594. Nsg. gršjë(h);

2  Naučni sastanak slavista u Vukove dane, 1981, str. 186.
3  Jahić 1991: 14; Jahić 1999a: 16; Jahić 1999b: 267; Jahi–Halilović–Palić 2000: 41.
4  Institut za jezik i književnost u Sarajevu, Odjeljenje za jezik, Sarajevo, 1976. 
The hyphen in the name of the questionnaire is based on the diferences between Bosnian 
and Herzegovinian speeches. The questionnaires are preserved Instituion for Language in 
Sarajevo.
5  The informers were: Šåmsa Lúćanin, 1920, housewife, illiterate and Ásim Tépić, 
1943, driver, literate. Upitnik za ispitivanje bosansko-hercegovačkih govora was not 
completed in any of Srebrenica’s villages.
6  Among important onomastic names at the end of the Questionnaire.
7  I: ršjëku i: nä rŒëku. 
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- (ijé): 1667. Nsg. neodr. f. tijésna, 1668. Nsg. neodr. 
n. tijésno;

- (ijë): 7. 3. sg. praes. razùmijë, 1936. ¡vijëk;
- (ije): 1934. pöslije;

b) twosyllabic ije:
- (šje): 29. Nsg. tšjelo;
- (šjë): 1692. Nsg. neodr. m. lšjën;
- (ijé): 843. N klijéšta, 852. inf. vrijéći, 1244. Nsg. 
glijéto;
- (ijë): 13. 1. sg. praes. ùmijëm, 14. 1. pl. praes. ùmijëmo, 
331. r. pr. f. sg. dönijëla;
- (ije): 1872. öbadvije.

c) twosyllabic reflex iê: 1604. Nsg. neodr. f. liêp;

d) monosyllabic reflex je:
- (jé): 636. 1. pl. praes. sjéćëmo, 637. 3. pl. praes. 

sjéćü, 1229. Nsg. vjénac, 1230. Npl. vjénci, 1546. inf. 
prepovjédati;

- (jê): 1211. Nsg. bjêlï l¡k, 1231. Gpl. vjênãcã;
- (jë): 1546. pripòvjëtka8, 1547. 2. sg. imperat. 

prepòvjëdãj / pripòvjëdãj;

e) monosyllabic relfex Œe:
- (Œê): 30. Npl. tŒêla, 87. Nsg. rŒêć, 88. Gsg. rŒêći, 90. 

Npl. rŒêći, 655. 1. pl. praes. dŒêlïmo, 736. 3. sg. praes. 
cŒêdï, 823. Nsg. sŒêno, 1054. Nsg. zvŒêr, 1055. Gsg. 
zvŒêri, 1079. slŒêpï mšš, 1084. inf. mrŒêstï se, 1132. 
Nsg. brŒêst, 1135. Nsg. cvŒêt, 1290. Nsg. brŒêg, 1291. 
Gsg. brŒêga, 1356. Nsg. snŒêg, 1698. Lpl. odr. bŒêlïm;

8  With 1546th question where the infinitive of the verb pripovijedati is required.
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- (Œé): 89. Lsg. u rŒéći, 91. Gpl. rŒéćï, 92. Ipl. rŒéćima, 93. 
Lpl. rŒéćima, 647. Nsg. lŒévak9, 656. r. pr. f. sg. dŒélila, 
737. inf. praef. iscŒédit, 924. Nsg. mlŒéko, 1048. Nsg. 
gnŒézdo, 1212. Nsg. lŒéha, 1326. Nsg. rŒéka, 1337. Nsg. 
pŒésak, 1381. Nsg. srŒéda, 1389. Nsg. zvŒézda, 1390. 
Npl. zvŒézde, 1391. Gpl. zvŒézdã, 1397. Nsg. mŒéna, 
1473. Npl. dŒélovi10, 1482. r. pr. f. sg. povrŒédila, 1697. 
Nsg. neodr. m., f., n. – , bŒéla,  bŒélo;

- (Œè): 1473. Npl. dŒèlovi, 1474. Gpl. dŒèlõvã;

- (Œë): 325. inf. dònŒët, 335. pril. prošli dònŒëvši, 657. trp. 
pr. sg. f. òdŒëæena, 1327. Asg. nä rŒëku11, 1512. Nsg. 
zäpovŒëst, 1513. Isg. zäpovŒëšću, 1514. Gpl. zäpovŒësti, 
1515. inf. ùmrŒët, 1516. 3. sg. aor. ¡mrŒë, 1517. 3. pl. 
aor. úmrŒëšë.

2.1.1. Jekavian reflex of yat in adjective-pronoun chnage is 
confirmed only in response to question number 1814. (Gpl. > sav): svšje, 
svíjü.12

2.2. The data from Upitnik za ispitivanje bosansko-
hercegovačkih govora do not confirm the presence of Ekavian reflex 
of yat in long syllables in the speech of Srebrenica’s Bosniacs, and the 
same was not confirmed in my research on that speech as well.13 Had 

9  I: lijévak.
10  I: dŒèlovi.
11  I: na ršjëku.
12  Other forms of adjective-pronoun change do not appear with ije:  1625. Gpl. < star: 
stârï, 1626. Dpl. < star: stârïm, 1698. Lpl. < bijel, -la, -lo: bŒélïm, 1765. I < ko: s kîm(e), 1787. 
Isg. < moj: mòjõm (!), 1791. Gpl. < moj: mòjï, 1795. Lsg. < njegov: o ńègovõm, 1809. Isg. < 
to: tâj (upisan ženski rod), 1815. Dpl. < sav: svîm, 1823. I < jedan: jèdnïm / jènïm, 1864. Isg. 
< četvrti: ćètvrtïm.
13  I conducted a research on the field in June 2012. It is interesting to point out that in 
the  Questionnaire were not confirmed Ekavian forms with a long yat thatare frequent in other 
Jekavian dialects. See in.: Dešić 1976: 118–120; Peco 1964: 58; Jahić 2002: 84; Petrović 
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that characteristic been present, Professor Peco would have noticed it 
definitely.

2.2.1. The corpus of the Questionnaire confirms that at the 
time of its completion the most frequent reflex of yatwas monosyllabic 
Œe. Such a situation requires an answer to the question whether that 
monosyllabic reflex in the speech of Bosniacs of Srebrenica is a result 
of recent interdialect impacts, i.e. whether it originates from earlier 
eventual Ekavian pronunciation of yat in long syllables.

2.2.2. The presence of monosyllabic reflex Œe, which was 
dominant according to the Questionnaire in the speech of Srebrenica, 
was not unexpected. It appears as a characteristic of speeches in other 
south-eastern Bosnian towns, for which Jahić confirmed in his research 
“that they are not familiar with classical reflexes and that in them 
monosyllablic replacement in long syllables is dominant.”14

Dževad Jahić’s research proved that monosyllabic reflex 
Œe is a chracteristic of periferla (the far east) Jekavian-Stokavian 
speeches of Eastern Bosnia. (Jahić 2002: 66-69). In connection with 
the origin of monosyllabic replacement of long yat Jahić concluded: 

Monosyllablic replacement here is the result of prolonged direct 
contact of the immigrant element with eastern zones. These zones are 
also in dialectal terms Jekavian (Western Serbian Jekavian), but spoken 
language with Ekavian pronunciations penetrates for a long time. This 
process has recently been strongly supported by Ekavian pronunciation 
as a characteristic of  standard in the Federal Republic of Serbia, which by 
means of an intense modern communications spreads all over the West, 

1971: 51; Vujičić 1990: 68 i dr.
14  Jahić 2002: 66. V. i o zamjeni jata u govoru Sarajeva: Šurmin 1895: 188; Jahić 1980: 
1378; Brozović 1966: 135–136.
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in proportion to the republican borders. The population in the far east 
of our country is significantly related to the east ends and larger centers 
in western Serbia (Priboj, Titovo Užice, Prijepolje) in many areas of 
life and it loses more constant and direct connections with the Western 
Jekavian (Bosnian) territory. The consequence is the transformation of 
the original twosyllabic reflex into a monosyllabic, which is now in these 
speeches a feature of system, although it is not of the organic origin.15

 In further discussion on monosyllabic replacement of yat Jahić 
cites Radoslav Đurović’s opinion on the subject displayed in his paper 
Refleksi jata u okolini Priboja (The reflexes of yat in the are of Priboj)16: 

R. Đurović, when found monosyllabic replacements in the area 
of priboj’s speech, also thinks that they ‘can be explained with the 
influence of Ekavian speech that has all the prerequisites to become 
a standard language’, but also by ‘affluence of Bosnian linguistic 
currents’ (...). Such currents, we believe, can be significantly connected 
with monosyllabic reflexes in speeches in Eastern Bosnian towns (...). 
The immediate, however, contact with the standard Ekavian speech 
from the Federal Republic of Serbia and the reduction of the intensity 
of connection with South-Western Jekavian matrix are being crucial in 
spreading of monosyllabic reflex that we find here.  Jahić 2002: 70, nap. 
158

3. Can these findings be generalized and applied to the 
origin of monosyllabic reflex of long yat in the speech of Bosniacs of 
Srebrenica as well, i.e. can it be argued that the reflex Œe in the speech of 
Bosniacs of Srebrenica that it originated from ije with the influence of 
Ekavian pronunciation or with “affluence of Bosnian currents”?

15  Jahić 2002: 70. Since names such as Titovo Užice and Federal Republic of Serbia 
are mentioned, one should point out that Dževad Jahić completed his research before 1981. 
16  See: Srpski dijalektološki zbornik, XXVI, Beograd, 1980, 239–318.
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3.1. It is expected that speeches near Drina might have certain 
impact of Ekavian pronunciation with regard to possible contacts with 
Ekavian standard that may have come due to employment in Serbia or 
other contacts, but in the speech of Srebrenica such effects cannot be 
overestimated.17 Possible immigration of Muslims from Serbian towns 
in 1862 to Srebrenica also cannot be taken as a serious argument which 
would imply Ekavian impacts, given that in Srebrenica, according to 
available data, only 55 people settled in 1862, and that they all originated 
from Užice area.18

3.2. The other argument that can negate Ekavian influence on 
the development of Jekavian monosyllabic reflex Œe in the speech of 
Srebrenica is the fact that a similar monosyllabic reflex was confirmed 
in many other urban and suburban Bosnian speeches that did not have 
contacts with Ekavian pronunciation.

3.3. The change of twosyllabic to monosyllabic reflex that 
could eventually develop under the “affluence of Bosnian currents“, as 
was the case of Priboj’s speech and South-Eastern Bosnian towns, would 
require a more comprehensive overview of demographic processes in 
this area, but there is not enough information on this subject. Yet it can 
be assumed that there was no such a significant “affluence” in Srebrenica 
at the time the related preliminary conclusions about speech Priboj and 
South-Eeastern downtowns refer, due to its geographic location and 
insufficient industrial development.

4. The possibility that reflex Œe develops out of reflex e under 
the influence of Jekavian pronunciation cannot be excluded,19 but for 
17  One should bear in mind the fact that on the other side of Drina Jekavian speech was 
present but with strong influence of Ekavian standard.
18  See in: Hodžić 1958: 134–136.
19  Dešić assumes that speakers of Jekavian dialect who adopt Jekavian pronunciation 
usually utter Jekavian reflexes of yat as monosyllables. See in: Dešić 1976: 110.
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the time being there are no safe arguments that would confirm that there 
were Ekavian pronunciation in long syllables in the speech of Bosniacs 
in Srebrenica. 

The Œe reflex is present in other Bosnian and Herzegovinian 
speeches for which there is no assumption of possible Ekavian reflex 
in long syllables or significant influence of Ekavian standard on those 
speeches. 20

4.1. On the basis of given examples on substitution of long yat 
in the speech of Bosniacs in Srebrenica, based on completed Upitnik 
za ispitivanje bosansko-hercegovačkih govora (The Questionnaire for 
evaluation Bosnain-Herzegovinian Speeches), and my own research 
on the speech of that area provided during my field work, one can 
conclude that the data, from references on Dialectology, where Ekavian 
substitution of yat in long syllables in the speech of Bosniacs in Srebrenica 
is assumed, are not grounded and cannot be accepted as reliable. 

20  V.: Vujičić i dr. 1979: 25–37; Vujičić 1985: 103–104; Vujičić 1990: 64–71;  Peco 
1957: 170–171
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Juraj Kujundžić

SREDNJEVJEKOVNE CRKVE U SREBRENICI
(Preuzeto iz: Dobri pastir, god. XVII–XVIII, Sarajevo 1968.)

THE CHURCHES IN SREBRENICA DURING THE 
MIDDLE-AGES

(Taken from: Dobri pastir, XVII–XVIII, Sarajevo 1968)

Srebrenica was mentioned in the written documents in 1352 for 
the first time as a surrounding area of Srebrenik fortress. During that 
time there was town settlement with developed artisans and very vivid 
silver production. Within the wider area of the town Saxons worked 
as miners, and a Dubrovnik merchant and commercial colonies were 
so numerous that for them there was a special court. How developed 
municipality Srebrenica was also witnesses the fact that some of its 
residents received the rights and honor of the citizens of Dubrovnik, 
which was not something that the Republic of st. Blaž usually flaunted 
about. The City owned its stamp, and in the city were “purgars”  , i.e. 
the judiciary typical of the established legal practice in Central Europe. 

Political disturbances caused by the Turks’s entries at the end 
of 14th century, as well as internal fights in Bosnia in the first and 
second decade of  15th century, significantly threatened the economic 
prosperity of the city. Thus, we learned that the tax collector of King 
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Sigismund in 1411 hindered trade contacts of Dubrovnik merchants 
with local producers of silver. In the same year there was an uprising in 
the city, and Hungarian soldiers on that occasion destroyed and burnt the 
civilian part of the settlement. As the citizens of Dubrovnik in this fight 
took Sigismund’s side, robbery of Dubrovnik’s citizens’s property from 
Bosnians came as a measure of punishment. In these battles, probably, 
church were not speared, although there are no immediate information 
on this claim. We know only that in 1413 started the work on the 
construction of a church.

Sigismund himself visited Srebrenica in 1412, and maybe on 
that occasion he city   surrendered to the government Despot Stefan 
Lazarević. The new administration did not succeed to preserve order in 
the city, and the majority od Dubrovnik’s merchants left it in 1416, and 
the Republic forbade any trade with despot’s land in 1416. A year later 
Despot imposed customs regulations, that were legal in Novo Brdo, on 
Srebrenica, and also ordered his money to be used, which until then was 
not used within the area of Srebrenica. 

In 1425 the city was returned to Bosnian state, and on that 
occasion many fires struck the city. Despot Lazarević, maybe, together 
with Turks, attacked and won Srebrenica again. Revolt that the people 
of Srebrenica raised in 1425, the despot drowned in blood. Captured 
citizens of Dubrovnik who moved to Srebrenica again he had had their 
arms and legs cut, and since such a thing never happened to citizens 
of Dubrovnik, the relationship between Despot’s land the Republic 
remained hostile until Lazarević’s death in July 19th, 1427. However, 
the situation did not change during the rule of despot Đurđe Branković, 
thus, in 1433 the situation in Srebrenica was extremely difficult. In such 
unstable relationships the city was occupied by the Turks in 1439. King 
Stjepan Tomaš occupied Srebrenica in 1444 for a short period of time, 
and in 1446 for somewhat longer period of time. The city was gagain 
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in 1448 in the hands of Đurđe Branković, and in 1449 in the hands of 
Bosnian king. Srebrenica was once again in the hands of despot in 1451, 
and 1459 again in Bosnia’s hands. It finallly fell into the Turks’s arms 
in 1462. Depopulization of the area probably startedat that time, and 
Srebrenica gradually lost its significance as a mining and commercial 
center, and finally, transformed itself into a smaller settlement with no 
industrial significance in the middle of 17th century. 

* * *

Of the secular architectural monuments from the Middle Ages 
in Srebrenica is little that survived. The old Bosnian town Srebrenik 
stands even today high above the settlement. It is characterized with 
two towers, originally based on the square, and later built up with the 
circular shape and connected to two walls. That old Srebrenik probably 
originates from the 14th century. In the 15th century the lower city was 
built, and which traditionally is attributed to Despot Stefan Lazarević. 

Of religious buildings in the city have survived two churches: 
one in almost complete condition, today “Bijela Mosque”, while only 
the remains of another are visible nowadays. Those are ruins in a place 
called Klisa. The third church is known onyl according to archive data. It 
was built in 1413 by masons from Dubrovnik Ivan Petrović and Božidar 
Bogdanović to account of Stjepko Pavlović, perhaps the member of 
famous aristrocratic family in Podrinje. It had been built for two years 
after the great devastation of the city by Hungarian soldiers, thus, one 
cannot exclude that it was some renewal of already existing church.

The Franciscans founded their monastery in Srebrenica in the 
14th century. Its fevelopment started during the organization of order 
in Bosnia, and for the most  since 1339 when Bosnian vicariate was 
founded. The center of the vicariate was certainly located near the 
center of the state – thus, somewhere in the central Bosnia, maybe in the 
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monastery of St Nikola in Milima (today’s Arnautovići), or in some other 
nearby monastery, such as Sutjeska. The incidence of the eastern part of 
Bosnia under the rule of Despot Stefan Lazarević (1411), and even more 
so after the Turkish conquest, were created difficulties in managing the  
Bosnian vicariate. Thus, in 1514 Bosnian vicariate was divided into 
two separated vicariates: theone that in Latin sources is called “Bosna 
Argenitna” and the other known as “Bosna Croatia”. Bosna Argentina 
vicariate eas elevated in 1517 in the rank of province. Hus, increased the 
possibility of own initiative in parts where the church authorities were 
hindered. Bearing in mind the name of vicariate, and then the name of 
the province, one can conclude that monastery in Srebrenica was the 
central one in the area that was in the Turkish hands at the beginning of 
16th century, regardless of the fact that adhnama was issued in 11463 to 
a member of Fojnica community. 

In conditions that entailed conquest of Bosnia by the Turks, the 
monasteries in central Bosnia were given the relative importance for 
the production of iron and under Turkish rule continued in full scale. 
Contrary to that, silver mines in Eastern Bosnia were already by the end 
of 15th century gradually trailed away. Thus, the Srebrenica monastery 
through 16th and 17th century shared the fate of the city that remanded 
out. The last shot gave him the Vienna war: the monastery was in 1686 
destroyed and definitely abandoned, having already previously only 
vegetated.

The first news of the existence of the Franciscan church in 
Srebrenica dates from 1387. However, there are no detailed data on the 
appearance of the original buildings. In the mid 15th century this church 
was either ruin or too small for their opportunities, so on May 5th, 1453 
representatives of the Srebrenica monastery signed before a Dubrovnik 
notary a contract with three stonemasons from Dubrovnik who pledged 
to go to Srebrenica and then build a lime kiln, and then build the church 
and everything else that they the local abbot and other monks ordered. 
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Their pay was 4 florins per month, and the job was to last 3 months 
with exceptions for Sundays and holidays. If needed be, stonemasons 
could have stayed employed longer. One of the masters was “smarator”, 
i.e. he just broke the stone, while the other two were “petrarii”, i.e. 
stonemasons.

Approximate outline of the church and monastery of St. Marija remains in 
Klisa, Srebrenica 

The two sculptors and one “smarator” could not finish many 
tasks themselves for the three summer months. It appears therefore that 
for the construction of the church were employed more masons, while 
Dubrovnik master was primarily charged with the production of side 
posts and window frames, therefore more artistic work. For the job they 
had brought along a man who broke stones.

We do not know where the workshop noted sculptors learned 
their craft, but judging by the buildings that were built at that time in 
Dubrovnik, or had just been completed, we can assume that the newly 
built church of St. Marija in Srebrenica was constructed in the late Gothic 
style. Here, as in Jajce of that time, we have to wonder tenacity with 
which the citizens resisted penetration by foreign powers. Srebrenica 
was from 1439 so often changed that it is  a miracle that its citizens 
could find so many initiatives.
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Srebrenica monastery commissioned buildings even in 1504, at 
the time when this area was already over 40 years in the power of the 
Turks. Three Dubrovnik stonemasons committed in late April 1504 to go 
to Srebrenica, and that they would for the monastery “emboss finer and 
simpler stones to build the arches, shape beautifully designed windows 
and doors, and build walls, well padded and firmly established, with 
warranty of 10 years.” The masons agreed on the salary of 5 and a half 
florins per month, with free board and lodging. The mit was not asons 
were in this case, pledged to build walls, Dubrovnik’s kamenari did not 
usually practice. Masons’s jobs, however, were completely separated 
from stonemasons’s work who just made   our frames, jambs, wreaths 
and ribs of the vaults. It seems that in Srebrenica in early 15th century 
there no longer were any quality bricklayers.

The work of these three sculptors in Srebrenica was bulky, and 
the monastery, which would soon become parent for this province, was 
probably modest, yet for the time decorated with late Gothic architectural 
details - perhaps in the early Renaissance.

After all, one more case did the monastery important. During the 
conquest of Bosnia Sultan Mehmed Fatih visited Srebrenica monastery 
and then gave them “silver elbow” apparently a reliquary originally 
from Dalmatia. The reliquary was standing in the room where, probably,   
a gift was delivered - in the refectory. As a gift from a man whom the 
Srebrenica friars more feared than respected, he was never considered 
a consecrated, and so did not get into the church. Besides the “silver 
elbow Sultan Fatih” was in the 16th and 17th centuries an object of 
curiosity for Muslims as well, who gladly stopped in at the monastery 
to watch it. It contributed to the reputation of the monastery, although it 
was at the expense of members of the House who therefore were often 
disturbed in their daily lives. 

Fatih was otherwise inclined towards Srebrenica Franciscans in 
order for them to ensure production of silver. Sultan Bayezid II restored 
January3rd, 1499 Fatih’s ferman by which the Srebrenica Franciscans 
were permitted to bring Catholic miners in Srebrenica. Maybe there 
was some effect in this regard, because in 1504 the building of the 
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monastery that was added and improved, and in the words of Fr Franjo 
from Varaždin (1679) that business took them a lot of money. But those 
were the last huge jobs at the monastery and church of St. Marija in 
Srebrenica.

There are only summary reports on the appearance of the church. 
So Fr Pavao said in Rovinj in 1640 that the church was “old and dark,” 
and Bishop Ogramić - Olovčić (1675) stated that there were 5 altars 
in the church. Fr Franjo from Varaždin argued (1679) that the church 
in Srebrenica was “quite magnificent, with the monastery” ... which, 
according to him, was built by King Stjepan Tvrtko.

The monastery had near the town pretty spacious property (as 
described Fr Pavao from Rovinj), but the final accounts of the monastery 
from 1676 to 1681 survived until today in Fojnica speak of considerable 
hardship just before its downfall.

The population has gradually decreased. Jobs with silver mine 
had died down, and thus gradually decreasing the number of believers. 
Fr Franjo Visočanin found in the late 16th century in Srebrenica, 400 
Catholics and 6 Franciscan in the monastery. At the beginning of the 
17th century there was only 379 Catholics. Fr Pavao of Rovinj did not 
state (in 1640) of the existing believers, but said that the population 
lived nicely and respectable Catholic families came to greet him. Bishop 
Ogramić found in Srebrenica (between 1672 and 1675) 150 believers and 
4 Franciscan. It is also the last of the Srebrenica memorial monastery and 
parish. Buildings and people swallowed the unfortunate circumstances 
in 1686. The title province of Bosna Srebrena remained the same to this 
day, although the titular remains only in slight traces.

In Klisa, Srebrenica we see today traces of two objects, apparently 
a church and amonastery. According to these tracse the church St. Marija 
is shown as a square hall with a rectangular choir (sanctuary). The length 
of the building is about 17 meters, the width of the boat 8 meters and 
choir about 5 meters. In the southern part the ruins of the church  a 
building was built around 1955, and further investigations are disabled. 
Other details about the church remained unknown.
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The building of the monastery, about 4 meters offset to the south 
(or the gap seemed a hall), shows like structure with a length of one 
side of 17, and the other 14 meters. It is, therefore, somewhat elongated 
towards the south, with the base - as it seems - in the form of keys. The 
wing, which was turned to a  river peaked refectory, where in 1640 a 
visitor of Province Fr Pavao of Rovinj stayed. It cannot be determined 
today which part was rebuilt in 1504, as was recorded in the archives 
of Dubrovnik. Contemporary descriptions indicate that it was a simple 
building, a sign that even the work done for a lot of money in 1504, 
were intended to rational adaptation rather than artistic enrichment of 
the object itself.

After all, the archaeological excavations at the site Klis would 
surely provide some more answers to the questions of interest here.

Unrelated to the rest of the building, we would have interest in 
the fate of the reliquary, which was donated to the monastery by Sultan 
Mehmed Fatih . Where, then, are monastery assets which are possibly 
remaining after its destruction in 1686? The only thing we know is a fact 
that a few pages of the economic journal plunged into a monastery in 
Fojnica. Ways, therefore, lead us to where, in 18 and 19 century, mainly 
resided religious and church leader for Bosnia and Herzegovina.

For the other two churches data are less certain. For one of them 
we know that it was dedicated to St. Nikola, a patron of travelers and 
traders. Its construction was mentioned in 1934. In addition to the 
Dubrovnik archives preserved is the memory of building of another  
church, whose patron is unknown to us. Maybe then the works on the 
reconstruction of the Franciscan church were performed, which could 
have been destroyed in riots in 1411. It is very likely that the Dubrovnik 
church St. Nikola remained preserved until today in the walls of today’s 
BijelaMosque in Srebrenica. Today, however, are visible parts of the 
nave of a church whose shrine had been cut and the western front 
modified. The hall, as is now preserved, is rectangular in shape with 
two pilasters with longer parts that grow sharply in the vaulted ceiling 
reinforcements. The arch itself is Gothic arched sharply. The frame of 
the entrance was built in the Turkish period. The front part of the minaret 
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seems as though old material, although it does not leave the impression 
that it is an old building as the church. The mihrab was located in the 
eastern half of the south-east wall, which was subsequently built and 
with a thickness of about half the thickness of the old walls. The setting 
of mihrab off-axis of the hall depended on kibble, i.e. the regulation on 
the orientation of the prayer line, which hall did not fully fit. The walls 
are based on a socle which is 15 cm in thickness of the 

The Layout of Bijela Mosque in Srebrenica
wall, and the southeastern wall of 46 cm. The side walls remains showed 
sharply vaulted windows that were bricked up. The same slope, which 
falls to the sides, it comes down to the western façade wall. Its slopes 
toward front, south-east wall is visible just a bit, because the hall on the 
site was shortened with a later rearrangement. We do not know how that 
hall ended to the southeast. Certainly we, at the joints back wall and 
side walls, could expect another pair of pilasters, which, likely during 
construction, were destroyed.
 Bijela mosque in 1935 expanded to another room so that its 
exterior significantly modified, and the minaret was found in the middle 
of the wall. The mosque still bears the name “Hajji Skender mosque”, 
presumably by figures according to which the corresponding quarter 
was named. About the figure of Hajji Skender we do not know anything.

The ceiling of the Bijela Mosque gives coastal construction which 
should not be surprising if we know that for the church of St. Marija 
were required masons in Dubrovnik, and we assume that the data from 
1394 can certainly relate to this building.
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Building materials of monastery and church of St. Marija 
obviously were plundered, so it is a bit strange that nowhere in the walls 
of the surrounding buildings we see the walled spoils that would indicate 
the origin from these buildings. To the place of the old and venerable 
monastery reminds us today only the name of the site, which is derived 
from the Latin-Greek term “ecclessia-ekklissi”.

MONASTRIES OF BOSNIAN VICARIATE
(1340 – 1517)

In the book of Fr Ignacije Gavran Suputnici bosanske povijesti on 
page 29 is given the previous map. In this map, as you can see, it is 
not, surprisingly, indicated the existence of “parochial Catholic 
Church of St. Marija” in Bratunac, which Marko Vego wrote about in 
Naselja bosanske srednjevjekovne države, Svjetlost, Sarajevo, pp.19. 
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In the vicinity of this site, which at the time of power of Rome was very 
densely populated, there are indications that there were Roman Catholic 
confessional facilities are in sase, Tegare, Mihaljevići.
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Dr Bazilije Pandžić

ŽIVOT I DJELO JURAJA DRAGIŠIĆA
(1445 – 1520)

(Preuzeto iz: Dobri pastir, god XXVI, svezak I-II, Sarajevo 1976.)

THE LIFE AND WORK OF JURAJ DRAGIŠIĆ1

(1445 – 1520)
(Taken from: Dobri pastir, XXVI, volume I-II, Sarajevo 1976)

 The personality of Juraj Dragišić, a prominent writer in Italy at 
the end of the fifteenth and early sixteenth century, until recently was 
wrapped like a secret. About him we knew very little, and what we 
knew was quite indefinite and uncertain.2 (In recent years, many began 

1  Dobri pastir, A Journal for philosophic-teologic and complementary disciplines, 
XXVI, volume I-II; Sarajevo, 1976.
2  Basic literature: F. Ughellus, ltalia Sacra, II, Venetiis 1717, 822; VII, Venetiis 1721, 
778; S. Dolci, Fastilitterario-Ragusani, Venezia 1767, 24—25; A. M. Bandini, Catalogus 
codicum lalinorum Bibliothecae Medicae Laurentanae, III, Florentiae 1776, coll. 214—215; 
A. Fabronius, Historiae Academiae Pisanae, I, Pisis 1791, 112—116; F. Fossius, Catalogus 
codictum saeculo XV impressorum qui in publica bibliotheca Magliabechiana Florentiae 
adservantur, II, Florentiae 1794, coll. 478—483; F. M. Appendini, Notizie istorico-critische 
sulle antichita, storia e letteratura dei Ragusei, II, Ragusa 1803, 82—84; S. Gliubich, Dizionario 
biografico delta Dalmazia, Viemna 1856, 28; M. Brever, Prilozi k starijoj književnoj i kulturnoj 
povjesti hrvatskoj, Zagreb 1904, 21—36; H. Hunter, Nomenclator literarius theologiae 
catholicae, II Oeniponte 1906, coll. 1118; L. Wadding, Scriptores Ordinis Minorum, ed. nova, 
Romae 1906, 99; J. H. Sbaralea, Supplementutn et castigation ad Scriptorestrium Ordinum 
S. Francisci, I, Romae 1908, 320—322; D. Prohaska, Das Kroatisch-Serbische Schriftum in 
Bosnien und Herzegowina, Zagreb 1911, 110—111; J. Jelenič, Kultura i Bosanski Franjevci, 
I, 230—231; B. Rode, Necrologium Ragusinum, u Analecta Franciscana, VI, Ad Claras 
Aquas (Qua-raochi) 1917, 413 n. 56 571; S. Zimmerman, Juraj Dragašić (Georgius Benignus 
de Salviatis) kao filozof humanizma, u Rad Jugoslavenske akademije znanosti i umjetnosti, 
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to interest about him more and on the basis of safe historical sources 
started to write about him.3 Yet, with all this interest, his life and work 
has not been sufficiently studied, and we were vague about many pages 
of his life, and a place he has held among scholars of his time is not well 
defined as well. Therefore, it would not hurt to present what is known 
on him up to now, in order to make possible any for further research and 
study.

I-Life outlines

1. We have no news about childhood of Juraj Dragišić. The oldest 
documents, which are kept him on, he was already a Franciscan. 
However, in these documents he was not called by the family 
surname, but by the place of birth “de Argentina”, as was the case 
then in the Franciscan order. But as the name says, he was born in 
Srebrenica.

 

knj. 227, Zagreb 1928, 59—79; C. Carmarozzi, // pensiero di fra Mariano da Firenze, u 
Studi Francescani, 26 (1929), 143—150; N. Papini, Miitoritae Conventuales lectores publici 
artium et scientiarum, u Miscellanea Francescana, 33 (1933), 243—245; L. Jadki, Benigno 
dei Salviati (Giorgio ou Gregorio), u Dictionnaire d’histoire et geographie ecclesiastiques, 
VII, Paris 1934, col. 1328—1329; P. O. ICristeller, Suplementum Ficinianum, II, Florentiac 
1937, 350—351; A. Teetaert, Salviati, Georges Benigne de, u Dictionnaire de Thiologic 
Catholique, XIV—1, Paris 1939, coll. 1053—1056; J. L. Harapin, L’evoluzione delta filosofia 
presso i Croati, u Croazia Sacra, Roma 1943, 80-81; M. Vanino, Gli studi teologici presso i 
Croati, u Croazia Sacra, Roma 1943, 96; M. Brever, Dragišić Juraj (lat. Georgius Benignus 
de Salviatis), u Hrvatska Enciklopedija, Zagreb 1945, 234-235; M. Kombol, Povijest hrvatske 
književnosti, Zagreb 1945, 70-71; P. Čakun, Dragišić Giorgio, u Enciklopedia cattollica, IV, 
Citta del Vaticano 1950, 1920-1921; K. Krstić, Dragišić Juraj Georgius Benignus Argentinensis 
Salviataili de Salviatis), u Enciklopedija Jugoslavije, 3, Zagreb 1958, 68—69; A. Matanić, 
Dragišić Georges, u Diction naired’histoire et de geographie ecclesiastiques, XIV, Pariš 1960, 
coll. 781— 782; F. Secret, Unionistidimenticati, u Giornale della letteraturaitaliana, 137 
(1960), 218—222; C. Dionisotti, Umanisti dimenticati?, u Italia medioevale e umanistica, 4 
(1961), 289—321.
3  B. Pandžić, Vida y obra de Jorge Dragišić, unhumanista, filosofo y teologo, 
u Studiacroatica, 38—39 (XI), Buenos Aires 1970, 114—131; Z. C. Sojat, De 
voluntatehominiseusquevraeeminentia et dominatione in anima secundumGeorgiumDragišić 
(c. 1448—1520), u Studi e Test i Francescani n. 50, Vicetiae 1972.
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True, he could be so called, if he was born in the vicinity of 
Srebrenica, but it seems that Srebrenica is his birthplace. Specifically, 
in the work De natura angelica he explicitly calls Srebrenica his 
birthplace: “quae quidem patria ab Ingenta Argenti copia Argen ¬ 
tina nuncupata est”.4 This is confirmed by contemporary record of 
Franciscan order, when he calls him “Magister Georgius de Burgo 
Argentina, in the Province of Bosnia, quem Turks occupant.”5

 
Some writers claim that Jajce is a birthplace of Juraj Dragišić.6 
Presumably to these claims came relying on a letter from the 
Florentine Republic from 1491, directed to the Turkish Sultan 
Bayezid II (1481-1512), in which Dragišić called was “Jacensis.”7 
But the news is not true, because secure documents clearly show that  
Srebrenica was his birthplace.

2. Dragišić, if we know, in his writings or letters never mentioned 
his family name. He first called hismelf Georgius de Argentina, 
Georgius de Bosina then Georgius Benignus Macedonus, Georgius 
Benignus de Feliciis, Georgius de Urbino and finally Georgius 
Benignus de Salviatis. He was once called “Magister Georgius de 
Grecus Bosnia.”8

 
When the Croatian writers had written of him, they thought, that 
“Benignus” was his Latin surname, so they called him Dobrotić or 
Dobretić. But in fact “benignus” was his nickname, which reminds 
us of the tradition that the medieval philosophers and theologians 
were called nicknames, with which they wanted to express the 
basic characteristic of the respective philosophers and theologians: 
Angelicus, Sublimis, Acutus, Fulgidus, Fertilis, Eximiusitd.

4  Lib. VII, c. VI; cfr. C. Dionisotti, Umanistidimenticati?, 306.
5  RegestaOrdinis S. Francisci (Regesta P. M. FrancisciSamsonis), u Miscellanea 
Francescana, 24 (1924), 165.
6  F. Fossius, Cataloguscodicum, 481; J. H. Sbaralea, Supplementum,
7  D. Farlatus, lllyricumSacrum, VI, Venatiis 1800, 191.
8  RegestaOrdinis S. Francisci, u Miscellanea Francescana, 24 (1924) 162.
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Cardinal Ivan Bazilije Besarion gave Dragišić his nickname 
“benignus.” It explicitly says  Dragišić himself in De libertate et 
immutabilitate Dei.9 The same argument he repeated in De natura 
angelica,10 and we found it in Fr. Antonio Sassolini, Dragišić’s 
student.11

 
Dragišić’s analysis family name we learn from one ineteresting quarrel 
on the left hand st. John the Baptist. Dubrovnik chronicler S. Razzi in 
his La storia di Raugia12) writes, that in 1482 a Franciscan Fr. Jure 
Bošnjak arrived in Dubrovnik, carrying out from Jerusalem powers, 
the left hand of John the Baptist, with the intention to surrender it to 
the Florentine Republic, which worshiped St. John the Baptist as a 
protector. However, that Fr Jure, while he was in Dubrovnik became 
ill, it was thought to succumb. Therefore, he gave those powers to 
two from Dubrovnik, his distinguished friends, Nikola Bunić (Bona) 
and Paški Gučetić (de Guzze), a deal, if he healed, to return them to 
him, and if he died, to keep them to themselves. But later, when he 
recovered, he was unable to get them any more.13

In Florence Fr Jure presented the matter to the authorities, who 
requested direct from the Dubrovnik Republic Fr Jure’s power, and 
when it was in vain, they asked the Pope first, and then the Sultan, that 
they mediated with the Dubrovnik Republic. Since the letter, which 
occurred in this dispute, the Franciscan from Bosnia Fr Jure, who 
brought the powers of Jerusalem, was called Dragišić, obviously, 
that was  Fr Jure’s family name.14

9 » . . . haec omnia huic meo Georgio Macedoni soribonda committo, quem ego primus 
Benignimi vocare, non absque causa, coepi«, Dragišić sta vlja u usta kardinala Besariona 
(Vatikanska Biblioteka, Vat. Lai. 1056, f. 96v).
10 De natura angelica, lib. VI, c. XI: cfr. F. Secret, Umanisti dimenticali, 222.
11 Maestro Giorgio Benigno de’ Salviatáfu chiamato Benigno per so prannome i n  fino 
dalla b. m. del cardinal Bessarione, col quale stette nella giovinezza sua per molti anni. E di 
già ordinava che tutta la Grecia lo chie desse per cardinale. La morte vi si interpose, onde no’ 
lo fé« (N. Papini, Minorilae Conventuales, u Miscellanea Francescana, 33 (1933), 244).
12 Lucca 1595, 64- 5.
13 Cfr. D. Farlatus, lllyricum Sacrum, VI, 192.
14  Inocent VIII in the letter from June 10th, 1490 called him »Draghisich«: B. Rode, 
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Among the friars in Florence at that time was the only Bosniac 
Fr  Jure “de Urbino”, earlier usually called “de Argentina”, who 
transferred from Urbino to Florence and there was in 1485 admitted 
to the faculty of the Franciscan University at St. Cross and who in 
1488 became manager of the faculty.15

 
In medieval Bosnia there was an aristocratic family Dragišić. We 
know Ivaniš Dragišić, Duke. His sons Bosnian king Stjepan Tomaš 
gave on August 22nd the city Ključ and some other places.16 The 
coronation of Stjepan Tomašević in 1461 also attended by Prince 
Marko Dragišić.17

 
We do not know whether Jraj was in kinship with this Dragišić family. 
His father was called Laetus18, and that would mean in Croatian 
language Radoslav or Veselko. We have not found any Dragišić with 
that name in the documents we know about.

3. We do not know the exact year of birth of Juraj Dragišić, but it can 
be approximately determined. In his De natura angelica Dragišić 
says, that was 23 years old when he wrote a treatise in defense of 
Cardinal Besariona against Jure of Trepezunt. And since the debate 
was between 1469 and 1471, we can conclude that Dragišić wasborn 
around 1445.19 He could not be born later, as he was ordained a 

Documenti Francescani di Ragusa, u Miscellanea Francescana. 14 ( 1913>: 190 n. 87. In the 
second letter directed to the Republic of Dubrovnik from September 10th, 1490the same Pope 
clled him »Dragiscich«: D. Farlaitus, Illyricum Sacrum, VI, 192. The Florenitne Republice 
in the letter from May 10th,  1491directed to Sultan Bayazid II called him  »Drachisic«: 
D. Farlatus, Illyricum Sacrimi, VI, 191. The citizens of Dubrovnik, who decided to offer 
Dragišić 18 florins per yearand for life on August 18th, 1491, if he never raised the question of 
powers, called him »Dragisich«: B. Rode, Documenti Francescani di Ragusa, u Miscellanea 
Francescana, 14 (1913), 192 n. 89.
15  C. Cannarozzi, // pensiero di fra Mariano da Firenze, 143.
16  F. Miklosich, Monumenta Serbica, Viennae 1858, 438—440.
17  Ibidem. 485-488.
18  Cfr. nazadbllj. 26
19  Cfr. L. Mohler, Kardinal Bessarionals Theologe,   Humanist  und Staatsmann, I, 
Paderborn 1923, 384—388.
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priest in 1469.20 According to those  Constitutions of the Franciscan 
order for someone to be accepted into priesthood he had to be 25.21 
So Dragišić could be born after the 1445. 

4. Since in Srebrenica was a Franciscan monastery, Dragišić as a 
child met the Franciscans. However, he decided at an eraly age to 
become Franciscan. Since the Srebrenica monastery belonged to 
Usora Custody, he was a member of the Custody. He received basic 
knowledge in the Srebrenica monastery and could be prepared for 
that purpose in other monastery of that Custody. When the Turks 
conquered Usora Custody Dragišić fled before them. Presumably, he 
first settled in Jajce Custody, and then transferred to Zadar.22 From 
Zadar he walked in September 1464 in Italy.

5. In September 1464 Vicar General of the Franciscans Observanats 
Marko Fantucci arrived in Zadar. He meant to go to Sicily from 
Vienna, but adverse weather conditions forced his boat, which lead 
him to Sicily, to drop in Zadar. It was supposed to keep the chapter 
of United Franciscan Vicariates of Bosnia and Dalmatia. Newly 
appointed vicar united vicariate Fr Bennardin Aikvlsiki asked the 
Vicar General, to lead this Chapter.23

During this Chapter, held on Pašman, custodians and other 
distinguished Franciscans asked the Vicar General, to bring back 
with him two young friars in Italy and placed them in the Franciscan 
province of Bologna. One of them was called “Georgius de 
Argentina”, and was already a deacon. The second was “Ioannes 

20  Cfr. nazadbilj. 26
21  M. Bihl, Statutageneralia Ordinisedita in capitulo generalion. 1354 Assisiicelebrato, 
communiter Farineriana appellata, u Archivum Francisca-num Historicum, 35 (1942), 110.
22  Until now the general belief was that Dragišić, as a child, fled before the Turks to 
Dubrovnik and there became Franciscan. However, it is clear now that he had already been in 
Srebrenica, i.e. Usora Custody, became Franciscan and as a Franciscan fled before the Turks. 
Cfr. Below note 114.
23  L.Lemmens, B. Bernardini Aquilanichronica, Romae 1902, 99-105; D. Mandić, 
Franjevačka Bosna. 128-129.
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a Jezero”, who was subdeacon. General Vicar leaving Zadar took 
with him both young Franciscans. On October 1st, 1464 they were 
already in Ferrari, because on that day ws given a written order to be 
members of Ferrarian monestery and Bologna vicariate.24

In Ferrari Dragišić immediately began teaching theology, which 
lasted for about five years. We do not know whether he left all that 
time in Ferrari. Presumably he had taught at other universities. As 
mentioned later, he had taught in Pavia, Bologna and Padua25, which 
might be at that time.

 
When he completed the prescribed science and came to a certain age 
Dragišić was ordained a priest. On March 18th, 1469 Bishop Male 
Pontremoli in Bologna Cathedral ordained him. His companion Fr 
Ivan from Jezero was ordained a year later, on March 17th, 1470.26

6. When Dragišić became a priest in the Franciscan order were 
two streams: observant and conventual. Observant stood out as 
missionaries and preachers, and scholars were mostly among the 
conventual. Presumably this fact influenced Dragišić to go into 
conventual current order. It had to be during 1469. Then he moved 
to Rome.27

 
In Rome Dragišić continued learning. We do not know if he had 
already had some academic grade. Presumably at that time he was 

24 Item deputavi de familia et de provincia Bononie fratrès, videlicet, Georgium de 
Argentina dyaconem et Ioannem de Iezero subdiaconum, olini Provincie Bosne et Dalmatie 
et collocavi Ferrane tempore guardianatus fratris Ludovici de Ferrarla, et hoc 1464 die prima 
octobris, quibus et fecerani obedientiam de suprascripto; et hoc presente patribus vicario 
Provincie, videlicet fratre Laurentio Parmensi et prefato Ludovico Ferrariensi guar diano. 
Quos fratres rnagnis precibus et supplicatianihus rogarunt custodes prefate Provincie cum 
pluribus alias primis patribus, ut ad Italiam et ad Bononie provinciam duceram et in eadem 
collocaresm« (Vatikanski Arhiv Regolari-Francescani, vol. 1, f. 62y).
25  C. Piana, Promozioni di religiosi francescani agli ordini sacri a Bo logna (an. 1349—
1508), u Archivimi Franciscanum Historicum, 57 (1964), 51 n. 164: »Fr. Georgius domini 
Leti de Bosina Ord. Fr. Min. de Obs.«
26  Ibidem, 52 n. 167: »Fr. Ioannes de Jegero Ord. S. Franoisci de Obs.«
27  Conventual historian N. Papini claimed thathe moved to Rome in 1469: »fu fatto 
passare a Roma verso ‘la fdne del1469« (Generalni arhiv OFM Conv., N. Papini. Etruria, vol. 
2, f. 78r).
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a student of Ivan Foxholes28) who he talked about in De natura 
angelica: “... dum sub Máximo scoticae doctrinae praeceptore Ioanna 
Anglo Foxolio, archiepiscopi ex Ordinemeo Armacano, uteris Opera 
Darem.29”

 
Dragišić in Rome found a distinguished group of Greeks, refugees 
from the Turks, who gathered around Cardinal Besariona. He himself 
a refugee from the Turks, soon came into contact with them. And 
that was not difficult to him, because Besarion was the protector of 
the Franciscan order. Young and enthusiastic, eager for knowledge 
Dragišić undoubtedly considered aspecial honor to be in contact with 
such a personality, which was considered one of the most respected 
philosopher and theological circles of the time.

One event made connections between Dragišić and Besariona 
closer and more visible. In 1469 Besariona made   public his work In 
calumniator Platonis, to refute the opinion of Jure from Trapezunt 
on Plato. In response to Besarion Jure from Trapezunt wrote a new 
work, unknown for the time being, in which he fiercely attacked 
above mentioned Besariona’s work and among other things claimed 
that it contained 13 heretic statements30.

 
In defense of Cardinal Besariona rose young Juraj Dragišić. He 
wrote in this sense one smallish file and handed it to inspect to  Card. 
Besariona, who liked the writing, so he gave it to his secretary, to be 
transcribed and made public. This event would undoubtedly affect 
the future life of Dragišić. On the other hand remembering that 

28  Franciscan Irish Fr Ivan Foxhodes was declared a doctor in Oxford in 1451. He was 
appointed a Bishop in Armagh in December 16th,  1471 (afr. A. B. Em den. A Biographical 
Register of the University of Oxford, II, Oxford 1958, 720).
29  Lib. II, cap. VI. Po nekim vijestima Foxholes je predavao i u BoJonji neko vrijeme. 
Dragišić je mogao biti i tu njegov đak (cfr. C. Piana, Gliinizt e lo sviluppo dello scotismo a 
Bologna e nella regione Romagniolo-Flaminia (sec. XIV—XVI), u Archivum Franciscanum 
Historicum, 40 (1947), 55).
30  Cfr. A. Mercati, Le due lettere di Giorgio di Trebisonda a Maometto II, u Orientalia 
Cristiana Periodica, 9 (1943), 75—78.
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discussion later said that it miraculously stopped after his writings31. 
Maybe by that occasion Besarion convinced Dragišić that with his 
priest name he put nickname Benignus, who he would never leave 
again.32

7. After about two years in Rome, Dragišić went to Urbino, where he 
was appointed professor. The transition from Rome to Urbino was, 
apparently, in 1472. Franciscan historian Nikola Papini said that at 
the end of 1472 he was sent in Urbino.33

All the circumstances lead us to the opinion that Dragišić became 
a  Professor in Urbino via mediation or recommendation of 
Card. Besariona. In Urbino Besariona enjoyed great prestige and 
reputation.34

 
In Urbino Dragišić entered in the best relations with the ruler’s 
house Montefeltro. No doubt that Cardinal Besariona introduced 
him with them. He dedicated to the work of De communication 
divinae naturae35 to Duke Frederick (1444-1482). And Frederick’s 
son Gvidobald was the first teacher. To him he dedicated the work 
Fridericus, De animae regni principles, in which he emphasised 
among other points, that he taught him to read and write and that he 
was his first chaplain, “sacrorum ac divinorum minister.”36

31 »Et prorsus ac si parum de supernis venjsset, omni« altercatio extineta est« veli 
Dragišić u De natura angelica, Lib. VI, c. XI; cfr. F. Secret. Umanisti dimenticati, 222.
32  Cfr. naprijed bilješke 8—10.
33  Generalni arhiv OFM Conv., N. Papini, Etruria, vol 2, f. 78v. He, on contrary, in 
the list of Franciscan conventual professors, claimed thatDragišić was a professor in Urbino 
from 1470—1482 (Lectores publici Ordinis Fratrum Mi norimi Conventualium, u Miscellanea 
Francescana, 32 (1932), 74).
34  He christened in 1472 Friderick’s son Gvidobald (cfr. B. Baldi, Della vita e de’ fatti 
di Guidobaldo I da Montefeltro duca d’Urbino, Milano 1821,9—10).
35  Biblioteka Vatikanska, Urb. Lat. 565, f. 1r.
36 »... qui tibi uni, praecedente nemine, sacrorum ac divinorum mini ster non casu 
quopiam, sed magna superum Providentia destinatus feurim« (Vatikanska Biblioteka, Urb. 
Lat. 995, f. 2r; Z. C. Sojat, De voluntate homi nis, 140).
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In Urbino Dragišić became a citizen of that city. Family “de Feliciis” 
accepted him. About this he talked in De natura angelica, when he 
said, that he had three citizenships. A ruler Frederick and family 
Felici gave him Urbino.37

8. Writers usuallysay, that Dragišić stayed in Urbino until 
the death of Frederick Montefeltro, who died in 148238. 
Presumably that is not true, because between leaving Urbina 
and coming to Florence he was in Egland and France. 
Dragišić in several places, declared that he taught in Oxford and 
Paris. In the preface of Artis dialecticaes mentioning places where 
he studied stated that he also taugth in Oxford and Paris.39 The first 
work, written in defence of Card. Besariona, he lost in England.40 
Once, he said, that he was sometimes thought to be French or English, 
because he was in France and England for science41). And in the 
preface of De natura angelica he explicitely said, “... et us Parisiis 
et extrema in Britannia, quam Anglia vocant, theologiae vacavi.”42

So far no one tried to determine when he was in England and France, 
because  Dragišić himself, so for, did not leave any other information 
except what he said, that he was there. Yet it seems that he there 
departed from Urbino, before moving to Florence. In the manuscript 
of Trivulziana library in Milan no. 402 is an appendix, where Fr 
Mijo from Trecata made a statement about the death of Fr Amadeo 
de Silva: he was told by Fr Isaiah from Varese, that he heard from 
“Zorzi Benigno” that Amadeo died (August 10th, 1482), when he 
(Zorzi Benigno) came from studies in Paris43. Based on this news 

37 »Urbinatensi (civitate donatus) ab inclyto Federico Urbini duce, prin cipe vartutis 
incomparabilis, et domo Felixium non abiecla« (De natura ange lica, Lib. IV, c. VIII;  F. 
Secret, Umanisti dimenticati, 210).
38 Cfr. N. Papini, Lectores publici, u Miscellanea Francescana, 32 (1932), 74.
39  Artis Dialecticaes, II.
40  De natura angelica, Lib. VI, c. XI; cfr. F. Secret, Umanisti dimenti cati, 222.
41  De natura angelica, Lib. VI, c. VIII.
42  F. 3r.
43 »Anchora ne disse (maestro Zorzo Benigno) che venendo lui da Gallia dal studio et 
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we can speculate that Dragišić, after completing professor service in 
Urbino, went to England and France. And because we do not know 
when it had gone, we cannot say how much he had left there, but 
on the basis of the news we know, we know that he had returned in 
1482, when  Amadeo de Silva had died.

9. After his return from France Dragišić had presumably gone on a 
visit to St. Land and in return took the powers, the hand of St. Joh 
the Baptizer, which later enticed the debate between Florence and 
Dubrovnika44. Then, he settled in Florence at St. Cross, where there 
was a famous Franciscan University. In 1485 ha was admitted as a 
member of the monastery45, and in 1488 became a director (regens) 
of the college46.
 
In Florence, Dragišić was considered one of the most learned men 
of the time, was generally respected in all scientific circles of the 
city and the Republic. Hoever, a prominent aristocratic family 
received him as a member of their family, the Salviati family, 
and he later commonly used that surname47. He was particularly 
appreciated by Tuscan Archduke Lorenzo Medici (1448-1492), a 
famous patron of scholars and artists, who was for the most part 
called magnificent (il Magnifico). We will mention a few facts 
that shed light on the relationship between Dragišić and Lorenza. 

Hungarian Dominican Nicolaus de Mirabilibus left a description of 
one of his theological discussions that took place on July 30th, 1489 

arrivando in Milano li fu dicto come era morto uno sancto fraite et padre de li poveri frati di 
Sancta Maria de la Pace da Milano«.
44  Cfr. Nnote before 13.
45 C. Cannarozzi, // pensiero di Fra Mariano da Firenze, 143; N. Papini, 
Lectores publici, u Miscellanea Francescana, 31 (1931), 102, kaže: «Mag. Ge-orius 
Benignus Salviati alias de Felicibus humaniores literas, dialecticam atque ethicam docuit ab 
an. 1483 ad 1488«.
46  Regesta Ordinis S. Francisci, u Miscellanea Francescana, 23 (1922), 54. 
U isto vrijeme postao je “inquisitor haereticae pravitatis« (Ibidem, 55).
47  Fiorentina civitate amoenissima (donatus) et domo Salviatum gloriosa« veli u De 
natura angelica, Lib. IV, c. VIII; o£r. F. Secret, Umanisti dimenticati, 219.
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in the palace of Archduke Lorenco. There were present the most 
distinguished scholars and writers of the Tuscan Republic. The main 
participant in the debate was Juraj Dragišić (Georgius Benignus de 
Salviatis)48

On one occasion Archduke Lorenco expressed in sonnet 7 heavy 
theological questions on grace and stored it, according  to the Secretary 
Francis Berangari, for Dragišić to expertly deal with those issues. 
Mentioning this case to Leon X, Lorenco’s, son Dragišić illuminated 
his relationship with Lorenco with these words: “Maximus vir ille 
tenue Ingenium Meum adeo faciebat Magna, ut crederet me Superior 
universis nostrae tem-statis philosophis seu teologhis.”49

When Pico della Mirandola, the famous scholar of the time, was 
charged for 900 scientific conclusions, he compiled Defensorium of 
his science and sent it to the Archduke Lorenco’s insight. Archduke 
sent that Defensorium to Dragišić, because he thought him to be the 
best person to study that defense and give his judgement on it.50

Once in the presence of two friars51 Lorenco said that he could 
Dragišić set for a bishop, but he would like him to be provincial of 
the Franciscan Province of Tuscany first and then General of the 
Franciscan order, and finally a cardinal.52

10.  Finally Dragišić became in 1490 the Provincial of the Franciscan 
Province Tuscany. Namely, in that year there was always regular 
election of the new leadership of that province. Contemoprary 

48  Disputatio nuperfacta in domo Magnifici Laurenlii Medices, Florentiae 
die 27 iulii 1489; cfr. Irodalmtòrtteméti emlékek, I, Budapest 1886. 351— 426.
49  From Dragišić’s letter to the Pope Leon X published in A. M. Bandini, Calalogus 
codicum latinorum, 214—216.
50 »... quia erudiliorem ac probiorem non agnosco ncque esse credo, ad te dumtaxat 
hunc librum destino« (Ibidem, col. 215).
51 Fr. Antonius de Barberino e Fr. Joannes de Prato (Ibidem).
52 »Sed quid? Nesoiremus te ulterius provehere: actum esset apud nos tectum domus 
tuae. Cogitamus i taque te ad Tusciae ministeriatum, deinde ad generalatus officium, tandem 
ob scierotiam et humanissimos mores tous adcardinalalus dignitatem erigcre« (Ibidem).
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General of the Franciscian Order Nanni Samson appointed Dragišić 
on April 28th, 1490  to prepare a place for holding the Provincial 
Chapter.53 At the Chapter itself Dragišić was elected provincial of 
that province. This choice was confirmed by General of Order Nanni 
on July 7th,  1490.54

 
Although it is obvious that the choice of Dragišić was the choice 
of Archduke Lorenco, or perhaps even more his son’s Piero55, that 
choice was a sign of respect, which Dragišić enjoyed in the Tuscan 
province, and could have been one decisive step towards the further 
progress of honor, which his friends had worked on, and he had 
dreamed about. However, the chances turned out in such a manner 
that the service made his life a misery and somewhat sent him into 
exile.

 
Contemporary General Francis Nanni Samson had already 5 times at 
the General Chapter, that were held every three years, been reaffirmed 
as General. The last chapter was held in Assisi in 1491, which with 
no doubt Dragišić had attended. The following the General Chapter 
was about to be hold in 1494. Right after Assisi Chapter they began 
to speak to that the next General should be Dragišić. Since Dragišić’s 
service was about to end in 1493, and by some of the provisions of 
General Order from 1490 Provincialins could be elected to another 
three-year period, it was necessary to find ways for Dragišić to 
beelected Provincial for another three-year period56, in order to 

53 Mag. Georgio de Urbino committitur cura  disponendi locum pro capitulo celebrando 
in provincia Tusciae et mandatur omnibus ut ei faveant. Dat. Florentiae, 28 Apriilis (1940) 
(Regesta Ordinis S. Francisci, u Miscellanea Francescana, 23 (1922), 59).
54 »Rcv. dus Mag. Georgius Benignas de Salviatis de Florentia, electas concorditer cum 
omnibus requisitis a tota provincia Tuscie in ministrati ipsius Provincie, confirmatus est et sibi 
concesse sunt gratie que ministris concedi solent et institutos est commissarius in provincia 
sua. Datum Ncapo-!i, 7 iunii 1490« (Ibidem, 141).
55 Drgašić in his letter to Piero Madici from January 29th, 1492 signing ic se: »Servus 
fr. Georgius Benignos tui gratia minister Tuscie«. (Archivio di Stato di Fi renze, Archivio 
Mediceo a. p., Filza XIX n. 22.
56  P. M. Fnutrisci Samson Min. Gen. (1414—1499) nolae biographicae, u Miscellanea 
Francescana, 22 (1921), 156.
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participate in the forthcoming general equity and thus to be elected 
easier.

Obviously, Dragišić agreed to the plan, and at the urging of the 
Archduke’s son Pierre, who before his father’s death (April 8th, 
1492) actually led administrative tasks, and often stayed in Rome, 
prepared to exercise the upper plan.

 
General Nanni learned of this Dragišić friend’s plan and immediately 
opposed. He reluctantly watched frequent Dragišić’s stay in Rome, 
and Dragišić found himself in troubles long before the General 
Chapter. So on the January 15th, 1492 he was in Bolsena, because 
he wanted to listen to the General, who ordered him to go from 
Rome, and did not want to ran alouf of Piero, who forced him to be 
in Rome57.

 
Dragišić’s troubles increased as the General Chapter approached. 
The General  met him in the Pope’s palace on December 16th, 1492 
and ordered him, threatening to severe penalties, that he within two 
days left Rome58. On February17th, he found himself again in Rome 
and General orders him to return within a day to the Province and 
that he must not hold Chapter or congregation without the General’s 
written permission59.

57  El Proteclore, el Generale m’hanno detto: debbi tornare in provincia; e cosi faccio.» 
Ex alia parte m’è stato scritto da costì che non è vostra voluntà io torni. Imperò, per ubedire 
all’una parte e a l’altra, io soprastero fra Radicofani, San Quirico, Pienijia e Monte Pulciano 
aspeclando la vostra risposta» (Archivio di Stato di Firenze, Archivio Mediceo, a. p., Filza 
XIX n. 22).
58 »...et altera die 16 (decernbris) Rev. mus Pater (Generalis) invent eum (Mimistrum 
Tuscie) in sala magna in palatio Pape et sibi tamquam rebe.lli et inobedienti precepit sub pena 
exeom. 1. s. et priv. officii 1. s. ut in spatio duorum diorum a prelato precepto debercl exire 
Urbom...« (Regesta Ordinis S. Francisci, u Miscellanea Francescana, 24 (1924), 155).
59 »Rev. mus Pater Generalis mandavi! orethenus Rev. do Ministro Pro vincie Tuscie 
sub pena privationis officiisue late sententie, qualonus infra terminum unius diei debeat ab 
Urbe recessisse et quod in provinciam suani deveniat; quo termino elapso, si contrafecerit, sui 
mini-steriatus officio ipso facto privatumse noverit … eadem die ... mandavil..., quatenus non 
audeat celebrare suum capitulum provinciale vel aliquam capitularom congregatio-nem sine 
speciali licentia in soriptis obtenta« (Ibidem, 156).
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Finally, on March 17th,1493 General convened the Chapter of the 
Tuscan Province for the first Sunday of May in Grosseto, where 
he decided to personally preside60. Undoubtedly, Dragišić felt 
insulted and maybe decided not to go to the Chapter in Groseto, so 
the General ordered on April 28th that he must attend the Chapter61. 
A new provincial Fr Peter de Fighine was elected on the Chapter 
elections62.

This failure undoubtedly saddened Dragišić, but perhaps even 
more of his supporters, who worked for his election, and especially 
Archduke Piero, who decided to take revenge to General Nannie, 
because he felt that the General with his actions against Dragišić 
actually wanted to insult him. The tension caused by the Chapter in 
Grosetu especially increased when General Nanni a little after what 
happened at the Chapter came to St. Cross monastery in Florence, 
where the seat of the province was. Between the parties arose heated 
discussion, in which little attention was paid on the General’s 
reputation63.

Although it seems that Dragišić did not participate in that 
debate, behind it he and and his supporters were punished with 
excommunication. Their case was committed to the religious court 
in Rome64, which on May 1494, among other banned access to the 

60 »Mandatur omnibus custodibus custodiarumu Provincie Tuscie, ut conveniant ad 
capitulum provinciale cum suis vocalibiis Grasseti prima do minica Maii presentis anni 
celcbrandum per Rev. mumPa.trem Gen. (Ibidem).
61 »Mandatur eidem Ministro Provincie Tuscie... quatenus comparcai personaliter 
coramme et toio capitalo provinciali Grasseti celebrando pei me Domino concedente» 
(Ibidem, 157)
62  Ibidem, 158.
63  A contemporaray chronicle Parenti from Florence described the event. C. Cannarozzi 
published his description, Il pensiero di Fra Mariano di Firenze, 144— 147
64  In the General’s record this is how their position was described on August14th, 1493: 
»Magister Georgius Grecus de Bosnia cum suis satellitibus denuntiaatur atque deolarantur 
non absoluti per bullas Sancii Spiritus nec absolvi potuisse vigore Maris magni et quod per 
SanctissLmum Dominum causa est com-missa Rev. mo Domino Vicaprotectori...« (Regesta 
Ordinis S. Francisci, u Miscellanea Francescana, 24 (1924), 162.



114

monastery of St. Cross to Dragišić forever, which was his monastery65. 
After conviction Dragišić went back to Pisa invites, where he was a 
professor. But he did not leave even there for long in peace because 
of political unrest. In November 1494 the Medici family, who 
ruled Tuscany, had to flee due to  rebellion of population66. Among 
the persecuted were Juraj Dragišić as well. The rebels put him in 
chains and held in prison for 11 days. Dragišić surely thought of 
this prosecution when he wrote to Pope Leo X (brother of Piero 
Medici): “... dumsimul cum Patronise exsularem dumque omnibus 
quae Florentiae haberems poliatusfuissem et duriscompedi-bus per 
undecim dies adstrictus... “67

When he was released, obviously he had to move out of the Republic 
of Tuscany, and therefore outside of his religious, Tuscan province. 
Thus he had to look for the monastery, which would receive him 
and where he could act according to his abilities. Maybe he could 
have found it in Italy, but the choice had fallen on Dubrovnik, with 
whom he especially from 1491 had been in relationships, when the 
Dubrovnik Republic had promissed him 30 florins per year, if the 
issue of the powers, which he had brought there from Jerusale, would 
no longer be discussed68.

11. Apparently, Dragišić, after years of abandoning Italy, intended 
to settle in Bosnia . His humiliation and disappointment were 
enormous, so there would be nothing unusual, that he wanted 
to forget the period of his life, which he spent in Italy, and settle 
down in a place where he spent his childhood . Presumably 
even then he was convinced of the importance of homeland 
for the man, as later expressed to citizens of Dubrovnik in the 

65 The outcome of a conviction, which is devoid of active and passive rights in the 
Order, Dragišić had contacted on May 27th, 1494 Tuscan Archduke Piero Medici, in addition 
notified him, that he preached in the church. Peter, in the presence of Pope Alexander VI, on 
May 18th (on Spirits) and May 25 (the Sacred Holy Trinity) (Archivio di Stato di Firenze, 
Archivio Mediceo a. p., Filza LXXIII n. 80).
66  L. Pastor, Storia dei Papi, III, Rama 1942, 384.
67  A. M. Bandini, Catalogus codicum latinorum, III, 215.
68  Cfr. Note before 13.
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preface of De natura angelica: “Natura forth in cunabulis nostris 
afficimur et loca diligere cogimur , in quibus pueri reptavimus.69” 
His stay in Bosnia he mentioned in the work Propheticae solutiones: 
“Accessi deinde post Revolution status civitis Florentiae ad 
intidelium partes - infidelium, inqu, eo quod ab infidelibus fideles 
populi gubernantur slew de consanguineis aliquos Repper.70” On the 
same thought, that after the uprising in Tuscany he went to Bosnia, 
lead us words of gratitude, which he directed in the preface of De 
natura angelica to Dubrovnikans, because they received him in their 
city, “... post tres et triginta fere annos, partim inimicorum acerbitate 
partim cognatorum amore, quom ignoti patriam ropetiissem et 
extranous essem fratribus meis et filiis matris meae peregrinus, vos 
me singular amore estis prosequuti ... “71. From these words it is 
visible, that Dragišić requested welcome note in Dubrovnik, when 
he realized that he could not cettle in Bosnia.

12. At the beginning of 1496 Dragišić lived in Dubrovnik, where, 
according to an official statement from Dubrovnik authorities, 
he had held a”elegantissime” sermons during Lent . However, as 
contemporary Dubrovnik’s archbishop was constantly absent because 
he was on duty of the city administrator in Rome, Dubrovnikans 
thought, that Dragišić could replace the administration of the 
archdiocese worthily72. Archbishop Sacco gladly met the wishes 
of the faithful and appointed Dragišić to be Vicar General of the 
Archdiocese of Dubrovnik73, but Dragišić never exercised that duty. 
Maybe he did not receive the note74.

69  F.3r.
70  F. 95v; Z. C. Šojat, De voluntatehominis, 45.
71  F.3r.
72  B. Rode, Documenti francescani di Ragusa, u Miscellanea Francesca, na, 15 (1914), 
50 n. 91.
73  D. Farlatus, Illyiricum Sacrum, VI, 196—198.
74  Ibidem, 198.



116

At that time in Dubrovnik was a great interest in literature, philosophy, 
theology and other sciences75, and Dragišić could seem as boredom. 
He wrote, preache , lectured and led the scientific debate. This is how 
he described his life to his Florentine friend Humbetu Risaliti: “Nihil 
forth post Italiae atque meas calamitates mihi Muneris relictum 
video, quam quod in haste quietissima vacua mente et Affricano 
ilio approved soluset ociosus vivam. Sed audeo dicere me nunquam 
minus solumminusque ociosum vixisse .76”

During his stay here in Dubrovnik Dragišić followed the situation in 
Italy, especially in Florence. His friends had not forgotten him and 
kept a permanent connection with him. He, on their incentiv,e wrote 
a book Propheticae solutiones, which appeared in Florence in 1497, 
where he rose to the defense of the famous Dominican Fr Jerome 
Savonarola. At that time, he prepared to press his major theological 
work De natura caelestium spirituum quos angelos vocamus or De 
natura angelica, which came out in Florence in 1499. However, his 
friends wanted him to return to Florence as soon as possible. Under 
their influence he was elected in 1497 to be a professor in Pisa with 
a salary of 70 fiorins. Dragišić showed that he was very pleased to 
make this appointment, but he could not perform the duty, because 
he was committed to preach in Dubrovnik in 1497.

13. Presumably Dragišić stayed in Dubrovnik until 1500. After the death 
of General Francis Franciscan Nanni Samson, who died on October 
26th, 1499 after 24 years o conducting of the Franciscan order77, in the 
Franciscan order were created new opportunities. Fr Giles Dolphin, 
who according to the constitution took over the administration of the 
order, apparently did not approve of the proceedings of General Nanni 
Samson to Dragišić. At the General Chapter , which was convened in 

75 M . Kambol, Povjest hrvatske knjilevnosti, Zagreb 1945, 63—70. 78) De natura 
angelica, f. 2r.
76  De natura angelica, f.2r.
77  P. M. Francisci Samson Min. Gen. (1414—1499) notae hiographicae, 156.
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Terni in October 1500 called on Dragišić. In this Chapter, except for 
the election of  the new general, a new constitution for Conventuals 
should have been made. Dragišić participated in the preparation of 
the new constitution, called Constitutiones Alexandrinae, because 
they were approved by Alexander VI. And the committee of five 
members, which had to prepare for the press and print the constitution, 
he appointed Dragišić in the first place78.

After the Chapter he settled in Rome in the convent of the Holy 
Apostles. General Chapter of Troyes in 1503 appointed him on May 
24th to be a headmaster of Roman College for three years79. Two 
years later, on May 31st, 1505 General of Order ordered that Dragišić 
be prepared a room in Sv. Cross monastery in Florence, from which 
he he had been expelled in 1494 forever80. No doubt there he thought 
to dwell after the completion of service in Rome.

14. It is not certain that Dragišić went to Florence after three years of 
service, which he had been entrusted in Rome. Pope Julius II (1503-
1513) appointed him May  21st, 1507  Bishop in Cagli81. This diocese 
was in the principality of Urbino, where Dragišić began his academic 
service 35 years ago.

Shortly after his appointment as bishop, Dragišić went to Austria, 
accompanied by the papal legate Bernardino Carvajal Lopez, who 
went to official visit to the future Emperor Maximilian I ( 1493-1519 
)82. The memorial on this Dragišić’s journey we find in his work, 
which was written in 1517 in defense of John Reuchlin83.

78  M. Bihl, De editionibus Statutorum Alexandrinorumanni 1500, u Archivum 
Franciscanum Historicum, 17 (1924), 136—137.
79  General archiv OFM Conv., RO A-2, f. 24 kaže da je to bilo god.1504.
80  Ibidem, f. 110.
81  F. Ughellus, Italia Sacra, II, 822; VII, 778.
82  L. Pastor, Stona dei Papi, III, 728—731.
83 »Ego qui cum Callien. essemepiscoDus et SanotaeCrucis cardinal!’ Reyerendissimi 
Sedisque Apostolicaelegati meritissimi vestige asequereoveli Dragišić posvećujući djedo caru 
Maksimilijanu I.
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During Dragišić’s episcopate in Cagli occurred an unwelcome 
event. Urbino Doge Francis della Rovere, a nephew of Pope Julius 
II mortally wounded in 1511 Cardinal Francis Alidosi, who shortly 
thereafter died.84

Dragišić greatly appreciated family della Rovere. Not only the 
contemporary at Pope Julius II came from that family, but especially 
because Fr Francis della Rovere, Franciscus de Savona came from 
the family, who was Dragišić’s benefactor in his early days, and who 
was considered one of the greatest theologians, Francis General are 
later Pope Sixtus IV ( 1471-1484 )85. Due to the respect for the family 
della Rovere Dragišić was inclined to reduce guilt of Doge Urbina, 
who was also hiss contemporary ruler . But, when he took a closer 
look of the case and circumstances in which it happened, he came 
to the conclusion that it was neither crime nor unjust assault. This 
opinion was expressed in the work Apologeticon Francisci Mariae 
de Ruvere Urbini Ducis86. Some highly resented this Dragišić’s 
attempt to justify the deed, that wass generally regarded as murder. 
They held that the Dragišić did it just to please Dodge and perhaps 
Pope Julius II87.

15. Presumably the upper defense of Francis della Rovere helped Dragišić 
to become Archbishop of Nazareth. It was in 1512 the Headquarters 
of the Archdiocese in Barletta88. We do not know exactly the day of 

84  L. Pastor, Storia dei Papi, III, 774—776.
85  Cfr. P. Sevesi, Lettere autografe di Francesco della Rovera da Savona Min. gen. 
(1464—1469) e cardinale (1467—1471), u Archivum Franciscanum Historicum, 28 (1935), 
198-234, 477-499; B. Bughetti, Francesco della Rovere da Savona, Ord. Min., Lettore di 
filosofia, Mm. generale, cardinale e papa nelle sue relazioni con Perugia, u Ibidem, 36 (1943), 
200-226.
86  F. Fossius, Catalogus codicum, 482—483.
87  F. Ughallus, Italia Sacra, II, col. 822, says about it: »Franciscum Ma riani Roboreum, 
cardinalis Alidosii interfectore.m defendit: adeo etiaim reli giosa doctaque pectora cupido 
gratiae apud Principem plerumque foede invadi t«.
88  During the Latin Empire survivied in Palestine Nazareth archdioceses. This 
Archdiocese owned inItaly near the city Barlete church St. Mary. When the Latins were 
expelled from Nazareth, Nazareth archbishops were still appointed and stood with that church 
of St. Mary near the town Barlete. Cfr. S. Santeramo. Canne-Nazareth-Barletta, Vescovi e 
Arcivescovi. Barletta in 1940, 5-6. Interestingly, i.e. this writer (o. 21) made of Dragišić   two 
archbishops: Georgius de Salviatis and Fr. Gregorius Benignimu 0 M.



119

appointment, but it was certainly before December 3rd, 1512, and 
after May 7th of the same year. Dragišić, namely, 7 in May 1512 
participated on another session of V Lateran Council as Bishop 
of Cagli89, and on the third session of the Council, which was on 
December 3rd, 1512  he was already the Archbishop of Nazareth90.

After the death of Julius II John Medici became the Pope, who took 
the name of Leo X ( 1513-1521 ). This election aroused in Dragišić 
hopes to enter the College of Cardinals. The new Pope was a child, 
when Dragisic as Florence professor visited the house of his father. 
As Lorenzo promissed to Dragišić, he led him to the appointment of 
Cardinal91. The election of Leon X somehow he promissed him the 
realization of those promises, and he explicitely mentioned it to the 
new Pope. Giving him his work De gralia Dragišić mentioned the 
promises and asked Leon to fulfill them92. 

Leon X did not appoint Dragišić Cardinal, but did not completely 
forget him either. Already June 23rd, 1513 he gave him some religious 
endowments in Austria in order to live on them decently93.

The session of the Archbishop of Nazareth was in Barleti, actually 
near Barlete. There Dragišić would have to live, after he became 
Archbishop of Nazareth. But, presumably he would be mostly in 
Rome. During the Lateran V Council he diligently participated in 
the sessions94, and it seems, that throughout the time of the Council 
(1512-1517) he would never leave Rome. In a letter to the Emperor 
Maximilian, with which he sent him  Reuchlin defense in January 

89  J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, XXXII, Parisiis 
1902, 709.
90  Ibidem, 727.
91  Cfr. Note before 52.
92  »... ita et votorum suorum erga me oiptknus exsequutor exststere dignetur« (A. M. 
Bandini, Catalogus codicum Latinorum, III, col. 216).
93  Archiv of Vatican, Reg. Vat. 999, f. 68v—71v.
94  He was a member of Committee for questions of dogma and moral (J. D. Mansi. 
Sacrontm Conciliorum, XXXII. 798).
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1518, Dragišić said about himself: “ ... nunc Romae archiepiscopus 
Nazarenus existense”, and by that it seems that he constantly stayed 
in Rome95. Martin Groningus, who took in Germany afore mentioned 
defense of Reuchlin for Dragišić said:”interdivinarum litte-rarum 
Romanae Urbis intenpretes ut non infiimo ita miritum doctissimo96”, 
and he believed that he lived in Rome as well.

His last work was printed in Rome in 1520. In that same year, his 
successor as bishop of Nazareth was named97. Presumably based on 
these two facts writers concluded that he died in 1520. And, since 
the session of his dioclese is in Barleti, it is assumed that he died in 
Barleti.

II - Written works

Juraj Dragišić was a prolific writer. His works remained largely in 
the manuscript. That should not be surprising, if we remember that the 
press was at that time almost at the beginning, and a book was printed 
with great difficulties. However, with all the difficulties he managed to 
print some of his works. In our presentation, we take into account first  
his works, which remained in manuscript, and then give a list of his 
printed works.

 A – Manuscripts

We immediately note that we have not personally seen any of his 
work. For some, we know only that they had been written, but we do not 
know whether they are still preserved. For others we know only from a 
list of various libraries.

Only one part we had in our hands. Mentioning individual works, 
we also list how we know about them.
95  A letter to the Emperor Maximilian I printed before  the work itself.
96  Ibidem, f. IIIIr.
97  C. Eubel—G. van Guluk, Hierarchia Cattolica, III, Monasterii 1923, 254.
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1. Defensorium Bessarionis. - The first work, which Dragišić wrote, 
is the one he mentioned98 in the defense of Cardinal Besariona 
against Jure of Trapezunt.

2. In logicam introductorium. - We know about this work 
from Dragišić himself; he mentioned it in his De libertate et 
immutabilitate Dei99.

3. De libertate et immutabilitate Dei. – It isocated in the Vatican 
Library under the symbol Vat. Lat. 1056, written on parchment, 
and has 102 sheets.

4. De animae regni principle. – It is located in the Vatican Library 
under the symbol Urb. Lat. 995 , written on parchment, and has 
III + 98 sheets.

5. De Communication Divinae naturae. - This work is in the Vatican 
Library, Urb. Lat. 565, written on parchment , and has 50 sheets.

6. De natura angelica. - This manuscript is in the Florentine library 
Laurenziana under the symbol Plut. XVIII, cod . XVI. It has 110 
sheets.

7. De gratia. - This Dragišić’s work is in the Florentine library 
Laurenziana . It is described in the printed catalog of that librarie). 
The library is located under Plut. 83, cod. 18.

8. Vexillum Christianae Victoriae. - In a code of different content of 
the Capuchin monastery in Milan: Ms . 16 ( 59 ) , is Dragišić’s 
work Vexillum Christianae Victoria. There are 41 sheets (f. 1- 
41v ).

98  Cfr. forward str.5
99  »De his succinte Benignus noster in suo in logicam introduotorio« (Vatikanska 
biblioteka, Vat. Lat. 1056, f. 18r).
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9. De assumptione B.M. Virginis. - In the same manuscript of the 
Capuchin monastery in Milan, Ms. 16 ( 59 ), f  201r - 240R, is 
located Dragišić’s work De assumptione B. Mariae Virginis.

10. De excellentiis et dignitatibus B. M. Virginis theoremata. - This 
work is in one manuscripts in Milan’s library Ambrosiana, A 30 
sup., and starts in the manuscript on page 53.

11. Apologeticon Francisci Mariae de Ruvere. - This work is in 
Florentine library Magliabecchiana under the symbol Cl. III, cod 9.

12. Commentaria in libros sententiarum. - Fr Antonio Sassolino, 
a student of Juraj Dragišić, in his work Coscienza Illuminata, 
printed in Florence in 1512, says that Dragišić at that time was 
preparing Commentaria in IV libros sententiarum for the press100. 

13. Liber de Raptis. - Franciscan writer H. Sbaralea found this work 
mentioned in a manuscript of the Franciscan Monastery of St. 
Francis in Bologna. As an interesting fact of this work he stated 
Dragišić’s claim that the devil, who tempted Adam, was the same 
one who tempted Jesus101.

14. Correctioerroris qui ex equinoctiovernali Kalendario in the pro-
cedere solet. - This work is in the Vatican Library manuscript Vat. 
Lat. 8226, f. 3r - 12v.

15. Unknown works. - Dragišić had certainly written other works, 
which are not known to us today. Especially, since he was an 
accomplished and sought-after preacher, he had to have written 
sermons, but unfortunately we do not know about them102.

100  N. Papini, Minoritae Conventuales, u Miscellanea Francescana. 33 (1934), 244; J. 
H. Sbaralea, Supplementum etcastigatio, I, 322
101  J. H. Sbaralea, Supplementumetcastigatio, I, 321.
102  J. H. Sbaralea, Supplementumetcastigatio, I, 322. Prema P. O. Kristeller, 
SupplementumFicinianum, II, Florentiae 1937, 350, in Belgium Royal library in Bruxellesu, 
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B - Printed Works

After we gave an overview of works Juraj Dragišić left in a 
manuscript, we will now give an overview of his printed works. We saw 
some of them in person, the others we found mentioned in various lists.

1.  Dialecica nova, Florentiae 1488. The first printed work of Juraj 
Dragišić is from the field of logic, which came out in Florence on 
March 18th, 1488.

2. Mirabilia LXXVII, Florentiae. This work came out without a 
time stamp, but it was in 1489 ‘”).

3. Propheticaesolutiones, Florentiae 1497. It is probably the most 
famous work of Juraj Dragišić. It contains the renowned preacher 
Dominican Jerome Savonarola (1452-1498), and almost all 
biographers of Savonarola speak about him103.

4. De natura coelestium spirituum quos angelosvocamu, Florence 
1499.

5. Oratio funebris pro Junio   Georgio “habita. - The only Dragišić’s 
sermon for which we know that it is preserved in print. This is a 
posthumous letter, which was held on February 17th, 1499 in the 
Franciscan church in Dubrovnik during the funeral of Dubrovnik 
citizen Duno Đorđić.

6. Defensio optimi ac integerrimi vir illius loannis Reuchlin, 
Coloniae 1518. – The work was written in 1517 or 1518104. It is 

Ms. 10783, is Dragišić’s work Con templations de B. V. Maria.
103  J. Schnitzer, Savonarola, I, München 1924, 445—447.
104 It says thatthe work was finished in January 1518. However, the introductory letter 
wrote Martin Groningus in August 1st, 1517. About this defense of Reuchlin one should 
mention Dragišić’s letter printed in the introductory part of Peter Ualatini’s, De arcanis 
catholicae veritatis, Ortona 1518 (cfr. A. Kleinhans, De vita et operibus Petri Galatini O. F. 
M., u Antonianum, I (1926), 175).
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written in Rome in the form of a dialogue between Dragišić and 
Reuohlina.

7. Artis Dialecticaes praecepta, Romae 1520. – The first 
printed work of Dragišić was from the field of logic. 
From this area is his last work printed in Rome in 1520.  

 
III – Features of the Life and work

 Juraj Dragišić is an example of many of our people, who are 
under the influence of  various opportunities left their homeland and 
in a foreign land developed their abilities and acted accordingly. Only, 
he had better living conditions than many others, since it came into a 
community, the Franciscan order, where basically all the members are 
brothers, everyone is given more or less the same opportunity to develop 
their innate abilities, all are facing essentially the same possibilities 
of success in life. Although preplanted in other community, Dragišić, 
naturally gifted with great abilities, with hard work under the auspices 
of the Franciscan Order in Italy managed to become one of the most 
prominent men of his time105.

1. Dragišić’s action took place mostly in the area of science,  in 
philosophy and theology, and there he made a name for himself. 
Professor of the University of Urbino, Florence, Pisa and Rome, 
he was loved by his students106 and respected by well-mannered 
people.

105 S. Zimmermann, Juraj Dragišić (Georgius Benignus de Salviatis) kao 
fihumanizma, 66—71.
106  Marsilio Ficino (+ 1499), a famous translator of Plato’s works talks about Dragišić 
to his three young friends in this manner: »Georgium Benignum cognoscitis meum, qui veri.
tatem illam, per cuius nunc vos vestigia passim venando disourritis, iam diu est sagacker 
assequutus. Qui et fratres sous, solis instar, maior ipse minores illustrait. Huic igitur, si quem 
luiporum ululatum audieritis, nunciate. Fortissimus ille Georgius oimnes facile fugabit lupos, 
qui et vastum draconsm quandoque transfixit. lille me igitur, ille sol-licitudi simulet vos cura 
levabit« (Marsilìi Ficini Fiorentini, insignis philo-sophi Platonici, medici atque 
theologi clarissimi Opera, Basileae 1576, 575).
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His reputation as a scholar is particularly evident in Dubrovnik. 
When he was disappointed and offended had to seek shelter, Dubrovnik 
received him willingly: not as a scholar but as a countryman. They 
thought that it was not only beneficial, but also the honor to have this 
famous and great man of education in their city, and what Dubrovnikans 
thought about him can be discerned from the lyrics of Damian Beneše:

       Eccequod extremas Scotus fuit ille Britanmis,

doctus quodMaurus Aureliusve suis,

quodqueDalmaticis ardensHieronymusundis,

quodSenonum populis Ambrosiusquepiis,

Ulud idem nobis nunc tu, venerande Georgi,

Illyricifateor gloria magna isoli.

Intima perpetui tibi nam secreta Tonantis

et datur angélicos mente cerneré choros.

Tu bonus, illustrissapiensquegraviusqueBenignus

dictus es et nostro tempore ubique pius

tuqueFluentinacantatus in urbe fuisti, 

tesimilisLaurusCosmiamavitavi, 

NicenusSophiaetefovitamatorhonestae

te dux Urbini, Mariisin arte furens. 

Defuit ergo nihil quod posset habereviator; 

quae data suntvivís omniaparta tibi107.

107 De natura angelica.
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2. Dragišić was not the creator of a new philosophical and theological 
system, but was an accomplished scholar of already incurred 
philosophical and theological directions. In his lectures and writings 
he exhibited extensively their doctrine and reasoned their views.

At the time of Christian Doctrine there were mainly two scientific 
theological- philosophical direction: Thomism, which was 
represented by the Dominicans, and Scotism, which was represented 
by the Franciscans. Dragisšić studied both of these directions, 
and although Franciscan - raised in the School of Scotism and its 
follower – he viewed both of thesedirections as an independent 
thinker. Namely , he tried to reconcile both of these drections108.

Dragišić lived in the era of humanism, which brought into human 
society a new spirit and new perspectives on the world and life. But, 
religious schools did not abandon the old, centuries-proved mode. 
However, although Dragišić wrote in the spirit of religious schools, 
his exposes clearly show the influence of humanistic school: debate 
in the form of a dialogue and a Latin phrase, which clearly testifies 
that he read humanistic works109.

Dragišićform an early age was conscious of his capabilities, which 
he sought to better develop. He did not hesitate to show his abilities 
and act accordingly. In addition he was familiar with opportunities 
he found himself in. He saw that all authority, secular and church, 
was in the hands of individual families, who have scrambled for 
power. Then, it was very clear to him, that he would not be able to 
thrive and excel, if someone did not support him .

At first he found the powerful protection of Cardinal Besariona. 
Their relationship was influenced by the proximity of their places of 

108  S. Zimmermann, Juraj Dragišić (Georgius Benignus de Salviatis) kao filozof 
humanizma, 59—79.
109  C. Dionisolti, Umanisti dimenticali?. 302—306.
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birth, in some aspect they were countrymen, thus, some considered 
Dragišić to be Greek, and he himself, apparently to emphasize that 
closeness with Besariona, called himself Macedonian: Georgius 
Benignus Macedonus110.

When Besariona died, he lost his patron. In Urbino he found a family 
“de Feliciis”, Felici, that received him as their member111. Thus, he 
was not a stranger, because he was a member of a local family.

When he moved to Florence, where the Felici family could be of little 
use for him, so he found another Florentine family, that had declared 
him their own. It was the  Salviati family, and he later signed himself 
more often as Georgius Benignus de Salviatis112.

Some wanted to interpret this Dragišić’s changing of surnames with 
conviction that he could not adequately present himself as Bosniac 
to Italian society113. However, this is only partially true. In fact, he 
was convinced that he could not mean anything in the contemporary 
Italian society if being a foreigner. Had Cardinal Besariona remained 
alive, his Bosnian origin would not bother him, maybe. But, when he 
lost the protection of Cardinal, he felt the need to look for someone 
on whom he could rely.

3. Undoubtedly, the damage for Dragišić was that he did not completely 
dedicate his life to science. There he could have experienced the 
greatest success, because he had the ability for it, and eventual 

110  He signed himself on his work De liberiate et immutabilìtate Dei (Vatikanska 
Biblioteka, Vat. Lai. 1056) with that surname Georgius Benignus Macedonus .
111  Cfr. note before 38
112  Cfr. Note before 48.
113  C. Dionisotti, Umanisti dimenticati?, 294, interprets his case in the following manner: 
«Vicino ai Greci il Benigno era stalo ed era, ma naturalmente non greco — La differenza deve 
esser tenuta ben presente. Della sua origine Bos niaca non aveva motivo di vergognarsi, ma 
neppure poteva, per ovvie ragio ni, farsene un vessillo. Benché apparentemente convinto che 
«qui nequit esse de urbe erit de orbe», amava in realtà far collezione di cognomi e toponimia 
disparati, le decorazioni cavalleresche del tempo.«
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competitors were not able to prevent him in the way as it was 
possible to compete in honors. Had he done so, now we would have 
more of his polished works and we could easily judge him as a 
scholar. However, he felt that after the success of the scientific field, 
he had all the conditions to go through honors. But,  there he did 
not experience the desired success. However, this was to no avail as 
well, because, after a bitter disappointment, he became Bishop first 
and later Archbishop .

4. Significantly, the figure of Dragišić was inclined to put his knowledge 
to defend the persecuted. In 1493 the Jews begged him to defend 
them from attack. He wrote about it to Archduke Piero Medici Veleco 
telling that he would not be able to reject them because he felt sorry 
for them114.
We do not know whether Dragišić defended the Jews, but his 
tendency to defend persecuted manifested visibly especially in two 
cases, when in 1497 he stood up in defense of Jerome Savonarola115 
and in 1517 of John Reuchlin116. 

114 «Questi Hebrei m’hanno pregato e no potrò fare no’ gli comiaccio ... Egli è vero eh’ 
gli ho compassionc« (Archivio di Stato di Firenze, Archivio Mediceo a. p.. Filza 18 n. 83).
115  Cfr. J. Schnitzer, Savonarola, II, Munchen 1924, 648—650. Due to his attitude 
towards  Savonarala Dragišić was attacked. This is how he responeded to his attackers later 
when Savonarala died at the stake: »Me i Ma in re lacerare iusle potest nemo; immo polius 
commendare naturao meae in natam probitatom facile paterit: qui de aliis in vita me rum bene 
iudicem et praesummam, quosque manifeste apoareat contrarium. Quis enim a viro perito et 
coliben vitami actitante tam pernitiosa mendacia exeogitari potuissct. Ego itaque quod non 
auderem neque alios audere puto« De natura angelica, Lib. I, c. XVII; F. Secret, Umanisti 
dimenticati, 222).
116  Sending to the Emperor Maximillian the defense of Reuchlin Dragišić wrote: «Ego 
certe, si valerem, tam divinum vatem ct philosophum usque ad astra efiferrem. Id beneficii 
quod in ipsum conterrò potui, contuli: ipsum a ca-lumniis adversariorum ex ipsiusmet 
dictis ac scriptis aperte liberavi, tendi-cula ipsorum rupi, decipulas fregi. Versutiae, astutiae 
dolique sunt quaecum-que adversarii contra ipsum moliuntur (Defensio optimi... Ioannis 
Reuchlin,APHZ, Monumenta, 102; Drugi statuti, gl. 5, § 2, br. 16. f. 7r). However, Reuchlin 
was convicted in the process in Rome on June 23rd, 1520. (cfr. L. Geiger, Johann Reuchlin, 
sein Leben und seinc Werke, Leipzig 1871, 451).
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PRVA PRESUDA ZA GENOCID U EVROPI 
POSLIJE DRUGOG SVJETSKOG RATA

THE FIRST VERDICT FOR GENOCIDE IN EUROPE 
AFTER THE SECOND WORLD WAR

Summary

This paper presents the case of prosecution of  Nikola Jorgić called 
Jorga, for genocide in the region of Doboj in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
The case was prosecuted, according to the principle of universal 
jurisdiction, before the court in Germany. Nikola Jorgić was found 
guilty of genocide and sentenced to life imprisonment, which he serves 
in a prison in Bochum, Germany. Due to the importance of this process, 
and the fact that in scientific and professional circles, especially in the 
public the facts proved in this case do not use enough, we decided to 
make the translation of the judgment of the Federal Court in Düsseldorf. 
This work should stimulate interest in this very important case, but also 
for some other cases for war crimes which were sentenced by the same 
principle in Germany and some other countries.
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Introduction

German courts in the first trial for genocide since World War II, 
legally ruled that in the Doboj area genocide was committed. In this 
procedure Nikola Jorgić was sentenced to life imprisonment, which  
serves in a prison in Bochum.

Doboj was strategically important during the aggression against 
Bosnia. Before the war (1991), the population of Doboj consisted of 
41,164 Bosniacs, 39,820 Serbs, 13,264 Croats, 5,765 Yugoslavs and 
2,536 others. In May 1992, the occupation of Doboj was conductedby 
the Serbian forces. This occupation of Doboj was marked by mass 
crimes and ethnic cleansing committed by Serbian forces. The effect of 
these forces has resulted in the fact that at least 1,000 Bosniac and Croat 
civilians were killed, and by July of the same year the city has been 
completely cleared of Bosniacs and Croats.

Bosniac and Croatian civilians were persecuted, tortured, killed, 
raped, imprisoned in concentration camps and were exposed to other 
inhuman treatments. The Bosniac and Croatian property was destroyed, 
mosques in the city were demolished1.

It should be noted that in this small study we found no systematic 
data on war casualties and the destruction of Doboj, and it is known 
that the situation with the other parts and the cities of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina is similar. This situation needs to be changed, these data 
are necessary for the creation of the reconciliation process, but also for 
other important processes in post-conflict societies.

1  Legally Validated Doboj Genocide is part of Bosnian Genocide, http://bosniagenocide.
wordpress.com/2011/01/04/legally-validated-doboj-genocide-is-part-of-bosnian-genocide/, 
June 6th, 2013.
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Nikola Jorgić – the first convict for genocide in Europe 
after the WW22

Nikola Jorgić called Jorge was born in 1946 in the village 
Kostajnica, the municipality of Doboj. His parents, who were very 
wealthy, were engaged in farming on their own country. Nine months 
after his birth his father died. He grew up with his mother and three 
siblings in their hometown. His education was completed in 1967 when 
he finished High School for Mechanics and gained a trade as a fitter 
and welder. After that, he went on 21-month long military service in 
the former JNA. A few months after the end of military service in May 
1969 he traveled to the Federal Republic of Germany, where he received 
a residence permit.

Over the next 23 years, until 1992 he lived in various cities in the 
German state of Rhine-Ruhr. Staying in Germany, he worked various 
jobs, but at a given time, due to health problems, he was unemployed. 
Since coming to Germany, and the next 14 years, until 1983, he worked 
as a mechanic and welder at various companies. In the early nineties of 
the last century he was employed as an auxiliary worker in a nightclub, 
but these jobs did not stay long. Other time he spent in Germany as an 
unemployed.

At the beginning of the war in the former Yugoslavia, he spent 
more time in his native Kostajnica, where in the mid-eighties he built, 
for local conditions, very comfortable house with a pool. In the late 
eighties he began in his hometown with the construction of a night club 
that was allegedly funded by the sale of land, but it was never finished.

He married three times. First marriage to Marija Mlikota, 
completed in 1969, and lasted only a year. From this marriage he had a 

2  Bio-note on  Nikola Jorgić atetaken from the first-degree sentence of the Higher 
Court in Dusseldorf number IV-26/96, http://www.haguejusticeportal.net/Docs/NLP/
Germany/Jorgic_Urteil_26-9-1997.pdf,  June 6th, 2013.
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daughter who is now married. From the second marriage, which ended 
in the early seventies, and also was very short, he has birth to two sons. 
In addition, he has illegitimate son. All three sons are also now grown 
men, and Nikola Jorgić has no regular contact with them. Then, in 1984, 
he married his third wife, Jane Smith. In this marriage in December 1993 
the daughter was born, and their last common residence was Bochum 
(Germany ).

In 1992, Nikola Jorgić returned to his native Kostajnica and 
stayed there. In this war, in the native Kostajnica, he organized and 
armed paramilitary group that consisted of thirty well-armed persons, 
and was called “Jorga’s group.” This unit and Nikola Jorgić as its leader 
committed many crimes in the Doboj region, for which they were 
prosecuted before the German courts.

During this period Nikola Jorgić only a couple of times, and for 
a short period of time (1-2 weeks) went to visit his family in Germany, 
in Christmas 1992, in February 1993, in February and December 1994. 
During his last entry in Germany  on December 16th, 1995 he was 
arrested and has since been detained and is currently in prison serving a 
sentence of life imprisonment.

The Federal Prosecutor in the Criminal Case against 
Nikola Jorgić

Participating in the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina Nikola Jorgić 
with his group committed many crimes against Bosniacs in Doboj. 
According to the Verdict of Supreme Provincial Court in Düsseldorf, he 
was found guilty of genocide at eleven cases in connection with3 and4:

3  Urteil Oberlandesgericht Düsseldorf  (Nikola Jorgic) IV-26/96, 
http://www.haguejusticeportal.net/Docs/NLP/Germany/Jorgic_Urteil_26-9-1997.pdf, June 
16th, 2013.
4 Federal Supreme Court makes the basic decision on genocide, http://www.
preventgenocide.org/punish/GermanFederalCourt.htm
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- Murder in three cases, in which a total of 30 persons were killed. 
Special emphasis is on killing of 22 civilians from the village of 
Grapska and seven civilians from the village of Ševarlije;
 
- Serious bodily injuries and unlawful imprisonment, in the 
remaining eight cases. The convicted founded the camp in 
elementary school “Kostajnica”,  where he closed civilians of 
Grapska after the massacre. He arrested 21 Muslims on their way 
to Gračanica and deported them to the camp, in the barracks, 
“ July 4th” in Miljkovac, and after three days conducted eight 
men in the Central Prison, where they were on the roof of the 
prison garage ordered to beat each other with iron rods and brass 
knuckles. He also personally put a bucket on a prisoner’s head in 
the Central Prison in Doboj and struck with a rod until that person 
exhaled , etc.
 
Because of these crimes, the Supreme Court of the German State 
of North Rhine - Westfalia in Düsseldorf condemned Jorgić on 
September 26th, 1997 to a single sentence of life imprisonment, 
and his guilt is characterized as particularly severe5. 

A judge of the Court Gunter Kranc, who announced the verdict 
said that “the accused killed and harassed people willingly. This 
court is convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant 
was deeply involved in these terrible events”6

This verdict, sentenced Jorgić challenged in the Federal Court 
in Düsseldorf. He, above all, challenged the jurisdiction of the German 
courts for offenses he had been charged, and which were committed 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and emphasised the infringement of the 
provisions of criminal procedure and substantive law violations. His 

5  Urteil Oberlandesgericht Düsseldorf  (Nikola Jorgic) IV-26/96, op.cit.
6 203 Izgubljeni ratni zločinci, CIN, http://www.cin.ba/prica-19-izgubljeni-ratni-
zlocinci/, June 16th, 2013. 
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appeal on April 30th, 1999 was rejected by the judicial institutions (BGH 
3 p 215/98 of April 30th, 1999) and confiremed him to life imprisonment. 
The Federal Court reversed the first instance verdict  only in the work in 
which the convicted person was found guilty of 11 counts of genocide, 
the in a way that it found that it is one genocide, because the behavior of 
the prisoner during the war saw as a unique behavior .

The Federal Court has also upheld a part of the first instance 
verdict by which the guilt of the accused is assessed as being particularly 
difficult, which prevents the same to be released before the expiration 
of 15 years. Prior to this decision of the Federal Court the International 
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia refused to take the case 
Jorgić.

The Federal Court found that the genocide, under the Convention 
on Genocide of the November 9th, 1948 (which Germany ratified), a crime 
that can be prosecuted by all states that have ratified the Convention.

Furthermore, Jorgić filed appeal in the German Constitutional 
Court, which , however, refused to make a decision on this issue (2 BvR 
1290-1299 December 12th, 2000) . As a result, the verdict in the case 
against Nicholas Jorgić became final7.

Nikola Jorgić asked for the protection of his rights before the 
European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg, heading appeal on 
May 23rd, 2001, claiming that they violated his rights under Article 5, 
6 and 7 of European Convention on Human Rights. Jorgić noted that 
German courts have no jurisdiction over his prosecution. Moreover, he 
complained that his conviction for genocide, is contrary to Article 7.1 
of the Convention (no punishment without law), especially because a 
broad interpretation of the crime by the national courts have no foothold 
in the German public or international law.

7  Verfassungsbeschwerde, http://www.bverfg.de/entscheidungen/rk20001212_2bvr 
129099.html, June 16th, 2013. 



137

On July 12th, 2007 the European Court of Human Rights has 
delivered its verdict and unanimously ruled that:

-There was no violation of Article 6.1 (right to a fair trial) of the 
Convention

-There was no violation of Article 5.1 (right to liberty and 
security) of the Convention, the jurisdiction of German courts to 
prosecute genocide, and that

-There was no violation of Article 7 (no punishment without 
law)8.

It seems important to emphasize the fact that the European Court 
of Human Rights, in accordance with Article 36.1 of the Convention, 
informed Bosnia and Herzegovina of the right to participate in 
proceedings before the same. However, the Bosnian authorities did not 
take advantage of this opportunity.

Even more disturbing the fact is that neither the Ministry of Justice 
or the Court of BH, have information about the war crimes that have 
been conducted, outside the jurisdiction of the ICTY and the Court, and 
as Jorgović’s son Mario said to the Center for Investigative Journalism 
nobody showed interest in his case, either BH, Government of RS, or 
tribunal in The Hague9.

8  Judgment ((Application no. 74613/01), European Court of Human Rights
http://www.trial-ch.org/uploads/tx_wetwdb/Case_Jorgic_v._Germany_02.pdf, June 6th, 2013.   
9  Izgubljeni ratni zločinci, op.cit.
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JUDGMENT10

BGH 3 p 215/98 of April 30th, 1999
(The Federal Court of Düsseldorf)

The jurisdiction of the German courts for crimes of genocide 
committed abroad.

Principles of Federal Court

1. The provision of Art. 6th No. 1 of the Criminal Code, which 
is based on the principle of universal jurisdiction, the German 
criminal law for the crime of genocide committed abroad, in 
accordance with the provisions of the Genocide Convention of 
December 9th, 1948, which did not territorially limit the obligation 
of States - Parties to prevent and punish genocide.

2. Crimes under Art. 211, 212 of the Criminal Code, which were 
committed in concurrence with the criminal offense of genocide 
under Art. 220a paragraph 1. No. 1 of the Criminal Code are 
covered by the principle of universal jurisdiction under Art. 6 
No. 1 Criminal Code (hereinafter text states CC).

3. The being of genocide (Art.220a paragraph 1 of the Criminal 
Code) coverage, both literal and at the end, not just one-off action, 
but also several natural actions or the actions of the entire series.

4. Genocide (Art.220a paragraph 1. CC) is committed when all 
actions, defined by law as elements thereof, directed at a specific, 
spatially defined, national, racial, religious or ethnic group, and 
when these actions represent a unique spatial and time together. 

10   Urteil, http://www.hrr-strafrecht.de/hrr/3/98/3-215-98.php3?referer=db, June 16th, 
2013. 
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Decision (saying)

1. Acting on audit accused, the conviction of the Supreme Provincial 
Court in Düsseldorf is reversed from September 26th,  1997, so 
that the accused is sentenced to life imprisonment for committing 
genocide in concurrence with the criminal offense of murder in 
30 cases.

His guilt is especially difficult.

2. The rest of the revision is rejected.

3. The applicant shall bear the cost of the audit process.

 Explanation
 
 Provincial Supreme Court in Düsseldorf condemned the accused, a 
Bosnian Serb, for genocide in the 11 cases, and in concurrence with the criminal 
offense of inflicting grievous bodily harm and unlawful detention of 20 (found 
a sentence of nine years), with criminal offense of causing bodily harm and 
unlawful detention in 8 cases (determined sentence of 9 years), with the crime 
of unlawful deprivation of liberty in 300 cases (determined life imprisonment), 
twice in concurrence with the criminal offense of inflicting grievous bodily 
harm and unlawful deprivation of liberty in 3 cases (determined imprisonment 
of 7 and 8 years old), in concurrence with the criminal offense of causing 
grievous bodily harm and unlawful detention in 15 cases (determined sentence 
of 9 years), unlawful detention in 12 cases (determined imprisonment of 7 
years), with the offense of murder in 22 cases (determined life imprisonment), 
with the crime of causing serious bodily injury (determined imprisonment of 
7 years), with the offense of murder in 7 cases (determined life imprisonment) 
and with the offense of murder in one case (found life imprisonment), to a 
single sentence of life imprisonment. It found that the fault especially difficult. 
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 Against the judgment the accused filed a revision. He is, above 
all, challenged the jurisdiction of the German courts for offenses he had 
been charged, and which were committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
and the infringement of the provisions of criminal procedure and 
substantive law violations.

I. Prerequisites for the procedure

Application of the German criminal law stems from the provisions 
Article 6 . No. 1 and Art. 7 Para. 2  No. 2 of the Criminal Code.

1. According to the provisions of Article 6 no. 1 CC applies, based 
on the principle of universal jurisdiction, the German criminal 
law for crimes of genocide committed abroad. The prerequisite 
for the establishment of the German jurisdiction to prosecute 
crimes committed by foreigners abroad against foreigners that the 
use of German criminal law does not conflict with the prohibition 
under international law. Furthermore, it is necessary, in addition 
to the literal fulfillment of the provisions, there is legitimizing 
connection/interconnecting point in individual cases that requires 
a direct connection with the prosecution of the state that it has 
launched , and only then the application of intergovernmental 
German authorities on criminal offenses committed abroad by 
alien justified. If you lack such a connection with the state that 
drives / processed , then the prosecution contrary to the principle 
of non-interference , which stems from the international legal 
principle of respect for the sovereignty of other states.

a) There is no prohibition under international law to condemn the 
accused before the German courts on the basis of the principle of 
universal jurisdiction.
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aa ) The existence of such a prohibition is not particularly evident 
from Article 6 of the Convention on Genocide of the December 9th, 
1948, which would be referred to the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
courts only country where the genocide or the jurisdiction of an 
international court of justice. Explanation of why the Convention 
omitted the principle of universal jurisdiction , which was scheduled 
earlier draft, may lie in the fact that the parties wanted to prevent 
any international jurisdiction due to the political character of the 
protective good that the Convention applies. This, however, has not 
led to a corresponding ban introduced in the Convention. That the 
rules of the Convention did not establish the Court’s jurisdiction in 
the state where the offense was committed, stems not only from the 
background of the creation of the Convention, but also from the fact 
that the assumption that the crime of genocide can be tried only by 
a court of the state where they were committed or only international 
courts would be inconsistent with the obligations undertaken by the 
Contracting State in Article 1 of the Convention, according to which 
they are obliged to prevent and punish the crime of genocide. As the 
most severe cases of genocide committed by the state of the victim or 
at least committed to its tacit approval, it cannot, as a rule, expected 
effective prosecution by such a state. Until the establishment of the 
International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), 
1993, Tribunal for Rwanda in 1994 and the International Criminal 
Court (ICC) - based on the Rome Statute of July 15th, 1998, which 
has not yet entered into force, there was no ICC as provided for in the 
Convention on Genocide. ICTY can, at best, to prosecute 10 cases 
per year (Louise Arbour, Chief Prosecutor of the ICTY), so that a 
large part of the prosecutions for crimes committed in the framework 
of the so-called ethnic cleansing remain in the national courts.

ab) Such an interpretation of the Genocide Convention is confirmed 
in Article 9, paragraph 1, of the Statute of the ICTY, which 
regardless of the Genocide Convention establishes a competitive 
jurisdiction of national courts to prosecute acts of genocide. ICTY 
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prosecution, in addition to Council tribunal, invited to interpret 
the statute, and also under the concept of national courts in terms 
of the above provision includes not only the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the state where the offense was committed, but also the 
jurisdiction of any other State (Louise Arbour). This stems from 
the fact that by the tribunal prosecutors welcomed the prosecution 
by the federal prosecutor and the relevant provincial Supreme 
Court under Article 120 paragraph 1 no. 8 of the courts, not only 
in this particular case, but also in cases against D. and K.  and 
who are guided in Germany. Had the international community 
to the provisions of Article 6 of the Convention on Genocide 
preclude such an interpretation, it would be logical to in Article 
9 of the Statute of the ICTY constitute only the authority of the 
state where the offense was committed - Bosnia and Herzegovina 
and other countries of the former Yugoslavia, not to constitute the 
general jurisdiction of national courts. Indeed, the International 
Court of Justice in The Hague, in the framework of the complaint 
filed against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, July 11th,  1996 
issued interim judgment in which, inter alia, decided to assume 
the rights and obligations under the Convention on Genocide 
operate erga omnes and obligations of each State to prevent 
genocide and punish not territorially limited by the Convention. 
(International Court of Justice, Reports 1996, p. 595, 616)

ac) From the circumstances that the Genocide Convention does not 
provide for universal jurisdiction only follows that Member States 
are not obliged to introduce the principle of criminal prosecution 
for the crime of genocide that was committed by a foreigner 
against foreigners abroad . However, the Contracting States under 
international law is not denied that in order unutrašnjepravnom 
do more than the one prescribed by international law, in relation 
to the prosecution of genocide whose international character 
based on customary international law, which is recognized by 
an international treaty , that State Party undertakes only under 
certain conditions on the prosecution of genocide .
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b) The provincial Supreme Court in Düsseldorf is properly recognized 
legitimizing connection point of being accused of the May 1969 
until early in 1992 had a residence in Germany and which has 
subsequently been officially reported in B, in the fact that his 
wife was German and his daughter, who to this day continue to 
live in Germany on several occasions to visit after work, and the 
fact that the in Germany was arrested after he voluntarily entered 
the territory of Germany. The very relationship with Germany 
justifies the application of the German criminal law on the 
offense. In addition, the act of criminal prosecution in accordance 
with military and humanitarian measures in which Germany 
participates together with other countries on the UN mission in 
Bosnia-Herzegovina in order to oppose the Serbian expansionist 
aspirations, and that the civilian population, referring to the 
Muslim ethnic group, protection from persecution and murder 
by Serbia. Moreover, in the specific case of the ICTY and the 
BiH state which has jurisdiction by the territorial principle they 
rejected takeover prosecution. Do you then, if the jurisdiction 
of the German courts is not based on Article 6 no. 1 CC than on 
Article 6 no. 9 CC (obligations of prosecution on the basis of 
interstate agreements) may abandon other connection fact, the 
Council must decide.

2) Also, the crime of murder that was committed in concurrence 
with the criminal offense of genocide covered by the principle 
of universal jurisdiction in Article 6 no. 1 CC so that it does not 
matter whether the addition of Article 6 no. 1 CC - for criminal 
offenses in concurrence with Co. KG Genocide applying Article 
6 no. 9 CC whose preconditions provincial Supreme Court 
accepted for the period after May 9th, 1992. (ICTY verdict of 
November 11th, 1998 Čelebići). The Council is of the opinion 
that Article 6 no. 1 CC based jurisdiction of German criminal law 
for offenses committed in concurrence with kd genocide under 
Article 220   and paragraph 1 No. 1 of the CPA, and that meet the 
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elements of the crimes of murder with premeditation and murder 
by negligence under Articles 211 and 212 of the Criminal Code .

a)The assumption that Article 6 No. 1 of the Criminal Code 
includes offenses under Article 212 and 211 which were 
committed in concurrence with the criminal offense of genocide 
under Article 220   and paragraph 1 No. 1 of the Criminal Code 
(optional jurisdiction), based on the fact that this article and article 
212 of the Criminal Code as an element of the crime of murder 
of a man presumed intentionally so that the facts can be explored 
and determined the verdict for genocide under Article 220   and 
paragraph 1 No. 1 of the Criminal Code, carries and conviction 
for murder. If the perpetrator of this act with the intent to destroy 
in whole or in part, a group which is protected by Article 220   and 
paragraph 1 of the Criminal Code, the rule makes both murder 
from base motives. Taking into account the interweaving of these 
crimes that transcends concurrence works based only on mere 
identity of enforcement actions, established that the German 
courts, which are responsible for the adjudication of matters of 
crimes of genocide under Art. 6 no. 1 CC, assign jurisdiction to 
apply German criminal law to offenses of murder committed 
in concurrence with the criminal offense of genocide when 
conditions of alternative actions under Article 220   and paragraph 
1 no. 1 CC. Because of this connection by a 220 paragraph 1 No. 
1 of the Criminal Code with the offense of murder with intent 
of Art. 212 and 211 of the Criminal Code is often used in the 
literature maintains that in those cases where the investigation 
leads to the suspicion that it is sufficient for an indictment for a 
criminal offense under Article 220  , paragraph 1, and the number 
1, then we can establish and convictions for acts of Article 211 
and 212 in Section 6 No. 1 CC and when it is not possible to 
prove genocidal intent, and only there are objective elements 
of the crime of genocide. May remain open whether such an 
attitude may defer or whether it should dismiss the proceedings 
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for lack of procedural requirements when you can not prove the 
element of intent in the crime of genocide when there are other 
provisions for establishing jurisdiction of German law can not be 
applied, because in this case provincial Supreme Court found the 
genocidal intent of the accused in cases of murder.
 
b ) The adoption of further responsibility by the Council it is 
the direct application of Article 6 No. 1 of the Criminal Code, 
for the crime of genocide under Article 220  , paragraph 1, No. 1 
of the Criminal Code by headings includes murder with intent, 
and as such necessarily covered the above article . Prohibition 
analogy that excludes the appropriate application of Article 6 of 
the Criminal Code and the cases in concurrence, and different 
from those enumerative listed as elements of competence.
 
c ) The existence of additional assumptions competence is not 
inconsistent with the case law nor the Federal Court. ( ... )

3) The validity of the German criminal law, thus the German 
jurisdiction arises in the present case of Article 7 and paragraph 
2 of 2 CC.

a) The accused, who is a homicide, a stranger, is committed to work 
abroad in the RBH, internationally recognized  April 6th, 1992 
and against the citizens of the state of Muslim religion. He was 
arrested on December 16th, 1995 at the airport Dusseldorf ie on 
the territory of Germany. The work was at the time the crime was 
committed by the then applicable criminal law BH, and under 
Article 141 of the Yugoslav Criminal Code which corresponds 
to Article 220   of the Criminal Code of Germany and Article 36 
BH CC that in paragraph 2 of 4 includes relevant provision of the 
criminal offense of murder from base motives, was incriminated .

b) By means of extradition offenses would be admissible in part 
because there were no obstacles to extradition under Article 3, 
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paragraph 2, Article 6, paragraph 1, and Article 7 of IRG ‘s nor 
obstacles that essentially correspond to these provisions, which 
are governed by Article 2 to 4 German-Yugoslav agreement on 
extradition. According to Article 6 paragraph 1 and 2 IRG is 
permitted extradition with political offenses where the accused 
prosecuted or convicted of a criminal genocide, murder with 
premeditation and murder by negligence. According to Section 3, 
paragraph 2, indent and the Extradition Treaty is not considered 
a political offense intentionally committed a crime against life, 
unless the offense, which is not in this case, committed in open 
combat. According to Article 3, paragraph 2 item b of the Treaty 
on extradition, genocide is not considered a political offense, as 
Yugoslavia and Germany are bound by the Genocide Convention 
to undertake prosecution.

c) The Council with certainty, without the need to clarify the fact 
that the accused citizen of BH and FRY, found that the accused 
will not, or can deliver the country where the offense was 
committed, or the country of his nationality. By letter of the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of February 2nd, 1997 informed the 
Federal Minister of Justice had no plans to file a request for the 
extradition of the accused, so that is not an option extradition to 
that state, and in the absence of a formal request for extradition 
under Article 2 paragraph 1 IRG or under Article 1 paragraph 1 
of the German-Yugoslav Treaty on Extradition. The defendant 
would not have delivered the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia as 
its nationals, and when asked the same request for extradition. 
The Federal Ministry of Justice, that the authority competent 
under Article 74 IRG, on request of the Council in a letter from 
February2nd, 1999 responded that the federal government would 
not have approved the extradition of Yugoslav authorities and if 
there were such a requirement.
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II. Objections to violations of the criminal procedure

( ... )

III.  Objections to the findings of fact

Objections to the findings of fact lead to reversal only convictions 
in the sense that the accused guilty instead of more crimes of genocide 
for only one crime of genocide (Article 220   of the Criminal Code). The 
rest of the objection to the findings of fact unfounded .

1.  ( ... ) On April 6th, 1992 iH was recognized by the EU. The 
European Union recognized Bosnia as an independent state 
on April 6th, 1992, as early Slovenia and Croatia did, and the 
three former Yugoslav republics on May 22nd, 1992 became UN 
members .

a) In the meantime, Slobodan Milošević, a president of Serbia in 
1989, became a leading figure of newly Great Srebian movement, 
which aimed to politically unite all Serbs living in the former 
Yugoslavia. Serbian nationalists began, first in Croatia and later in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the preparations for the secession 
of territories inhabited by Serbs. In September 1991, in BH, they 
established the first four, then five autonomous Serbian areas, 
including the autonomous region of northern Bosnia, based in 
Doboj. On January 9th, 1992 “Assembly of the Serbian People 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina” proclaimed “Serbian Republic of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina”, later the Republic of Serbia, which 
later adopted its own constitution in which the autonomous 
region defined as a purely Serbian areas.

b) Upon the established facts of the impugned judgment, began much 
earlier and targeted by the Bosnian Serbs and the Serbian Army 
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centrally managed uncompromising policy of ethnic-cultural 
unification of so-called Serbian autonomous area which is in the 
front line in relation to the Muslim population who lived in these 
areas. From April  1992 the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) and 
paramilitary forces in coordination with the political leadership of 
the Bosnian Serbs attacked simultaneously at several locations in 
northern and eastern borders of Bosnia to Serb-populated regions 
“ethnically clean”. They forcibly destroyed the elementary 
existential basis of Bosnian Muslims in these areas. ( ... )

The means were destroying homes, cultural and religious 
buildings, entire villages and parts of towns, random murder, 
robbery, extortion and terror of paramilitary troops by the 
competent authorities tolerated. Furthermore, the instrument 
entered and arrested military elligible men and their detention in 
prison camps with inadequate supply, forced labor and the worst 
forms of abuse.

c) The purpose and object of such action cleansing has become in 
April 1992 to fall in 1992 even the area around the town of Doboj. 
( ... ) The Municipality of Doboj, the second largest railway 
crossing point in Yugoslavia consisted of the city of Doboj and 
the surrounding villages Bukovačke Čivčije, Mala Bukovica 
Kostajnica, skylights and Grapska, northwest and northeast of 
Doboj, as well as villages in the south Ševarlije. On May 3rd, 
1992 Serbian forces occupied the center of the city of Doboj, 
Muslim neighborhoods were shot with heavily arms, young men 
and members of the intellectual class were arrested. The village 
Mala Bukovica already in April 1992 surrounded Serbian soldiers 
and paramilitaries. Muslim population is forbidden to leave this 
village. In June 1992 began a terror in the village by Muslim men 
executed and abused, confiscated their money and valuables, and 
were taken to detention camps. JNA occupied village Bukovačke 
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Čivčije on May 4th, 1992on several occasions, Muslim men 
derived from the house, beaten and taken away. In mid-June in 
1992 they lifted into the air mosque, and by then the remaining 
Muslim men were taken. Muslim village Grapska was shelled from 
noon May 10th, 1992 by tanks, antiaircraft missiles and mortars, 
because the population did not obey the orders to surrender their 
weapons. On that occasion, they destroyed or burned most of the 
houses. In the evening the soldiers and paramilitaries carried out 
from houses all the people who were present at the site. They 
had to gather at the exit of the town, hand in their weapons in a 
single column on foot to go to the neighborin , predominantly 
Serb populated Kostajnica where women, children, the elderly 
and isolated were by buses driven away from their homes. Able-
bodied men were deported to concentration camps where they 
were exposed to life-threatening torment and torture. The village 
Ševarlije remained until June 1992 spared so that the majority 
of the Muslim population could escape. On June 17th or 18th, 
1992 paramilitary units carried out the remaining, mostly elderly 
residents of the home, men and women are separated, while the 
men had to gather outside the village, where they humiliated, 
insulted, abused, and several of them were killed. The remaining 
men were taken to detention camps. In Doboj region have been 
established for at least four prison camp where Muslim prisoners 
were subjected to severe physical abuse by Serbian soldiers and 
members of paramilitary groups, and where they had forced to 
work. According to the established facts accused Serb originally 
from the village of Kostajnica, where he was considered wealthy, 
participated in these acts of expulsion. He appropriated the 
ideology of a Serbian superpower, and he had assembled a group 
of volunteers who were uniformed and armed like the military and 
the police. These paramilitary groups participated in coordination 
with the Serbian army and the political leadership, as well as 
with local law enforcement agencies in the task of patrolling the 
streets and looting Muslim homes, it is forced by the prisoners .
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d) The provincial Supreme Court found the following criminal acts 
of the accused: Defendant personally participated in closer laid 
arrest and detention of Muslim men from the village Grapska, 
Mala Bukovica and Ševarlije on May 3rd, 4th, and 5th and the 
first half of June in 1992, as well as in the later manifold and 
infliction of bodily injury to individual prisoners (of A II 8a – g. 
and i. explanations) even single-handedly or in complicity with 
others, killed the villagers. Thus, according to the established 
facts, in mid-June 1992 together with another person, glaring at 
Grapska 22 remaining inhabitants - women, disabled and elderly 
men who were afraid of combat operations, gathered outside 
the village (act II A 8 h .). Three Muslim detainees, who were 
there performing forced labor, had subsequently transported the 
corpses in a mass grave. A few days later, on June 7th or 8th, 1992 
accused with members of his paramilitary group drove 40 - 50 
men from their village Ševarlije, allowed them to be abused, and 
six of them were killed on his orders. The seventh victim, who 
was only wounded died when the barn along with the other six 
corpses burned (act II A 8 j .) . One day closer to indefinite in 
September 1992 the accused was a prisoner who had previously 
been abused by Serbian soldiers blows butt and poles in the 
courtyard central prison in Doboj put a tin bucket on his head, so 
that the soldiers showed a new way to torture and murder. After 
that is a force pounded wooden stakes per bucket, so that the 
victim immediately fell and lay motionless, and died from the 
effects of impact (the work of A II 8 k .) .

2) Such legal actions correctly identified the accused who were 
involved in the events initiated by the Serbian side in the Doboj 
region and quasi-sovereign control systematic destruction and 
persecution of Muslim population in the area, the provincial 
Supreme Court properly characterized as actions that meet the 
objective and subjective elements of the crime of genocide in 
accordance with Article 220   and paragraph 1 of the Criminal 
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Code. If it was being genocide provincial Supreme Court found 
the grounds that the accused with a view to a specific group of 
Muslims on the basis of religion and customs, in northern Bosnia, 
in any case, in the Doboj region, as such, completely or partially 
destroyed by in cases A II 8h ., 1 and k . killing members of the 
group (Article 220   and paragraph 1 of 1 CC) and in other cases, 
A II 8 a.-g. and i. the group has imposed conditions of life that 
are eligible to bring about its physical destruction in whole or 
in part (Article 220  , paragraph 1 and No. 3 CC). At the same 
time, the provincial Supreme Court properly determined that the 
Article 220 and paragraph 1 of the Criminal Code enough that 
the intention of the accused was directed to the regional limited 
part of the Muslim population, which, among other things, 
should be banished from the so-called  Serbian autonomous 
areas according to the ideas of radical supporters of the Greater 
ideas in BH, which were controlled by the state. According to the 
provisions of Article 220 of the Criminal Code, in addition to the 
intent to one of these groups there as such completely destroyed, 
it is sufficient and focused intent to destroy a group in part. Also, 
the evaluation of the provincial Supreme Court that the accused 
committed, in addition to the crime of genocide, multiple murder 
in concurrence under Article 211 of the Criminal Code, so he 
killed with premeditation 22 people in the village Grapska (A II 8 
h .), the seven men in the village Ševarlije (A II 8 j .), and Muslim 
prisoners in September 1992. Central Prison in Doboj (A II 8 k .), 
cannot be legally objectionable.

3) However, the provincial Supreme Court is not sufficiently 
paying attention to the elements of the crime under Article 220   
of the Criminal Code and its protective function, and therefore 
the criminal acts of the accused, starting with the fact that the 
violations committed to the detriment of the different members 
of the Muslim population, directed against their personal safety 
of goods, such as life, the right to physical integrity and freedom, 
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committed at different times and in different places, is incorrectly 
characterized as a number of crimes of genocide. Criminal 
acts of the accused must be seen as an act that stems from the 
background of the protective purposes , and these elements of 
the crime of genocide under Article 220   of the Criminal Code . 
 
a) ( ... )

b) In accordance with its international legal roots, unlike the crime 
of murder and causing bodily harm, Article 220 of the Criminal 
Code does not constitute a criminal norm intended to protect 
individual property, but is committed to the protection of more 
social existence persecuted national, racial and/or religious 
groups. Realization of the crime under Article 220   of the Criminal 
Code, they do not necessarily require that the perpetrator weighs 
the physical destruction and psychological destruction of certain 
groups. Just that it works to the group destroyed the social 
existence as such, its social unity in their uniqueness and unity 
and a sense of common belonging. From this premise is correctly 
set the provincial Supreme Court. The intent of destruction 
especially well manifested in the murder with intent and causing 
grievous bodily harm (Article 220  , paragraph 1, and No. 1 and 2 
CC), however, such as the provisions of Article 220   and paragraph 
1 of the Criminal Code are sufficient and other measures suitable 
for achieving the goal of the social identity and the existence of 
the group destroyed, so it would be a group of children forcibly 
transferred to another group (Article 220  , paragraph 1 and No. 5 
CC) or when to establish restrictions that prevent births within 
the group (Article 220, paragraph 1, number 4 of the Criminal 
Code ). It also refers to the existence of genocidal intent of the 
perpetrators and the threat to the physical existence of the group, 
which is accomplished by the group exposed to such living 
conditions that would tend to lead to total or partial physical 
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destruction of the group (Article 220  , paragraph 1 and No. 3 CC). 
For bringing in such living conditions are suitable, in addition to 
causing physical or psychological harm or murder with the intent 
of the group members, creating inhuman living conditions, such 
as in prison camps, deprived of adequate food, or the necessary 
medical supplies, as well as the systematic persecution of the 
group from its homeland. ( ... )

c)  The provincial Supreme Court acts of the accused legally 
qualified as eleven solo works with each of the works, in 
addition to the protective good - the identity of a group of 
Muslims, hurt and personal protective good - life, liberty and/
or physical integrity, with each offense filled the elements of 
the crime of genocide. These individual actions, according 
to the provincial Supreme Court, are not covered by a single 
premeditated destruction of a group of Muslims in the Doboj 
region that would encompass the natural unity of action. Such 
legal characterization is accurate in the sense that they are not 
filled with the objective and subjective conditions of the natural 
unity of action. Also, only under special conditions, committing 
actions directed against the personal property of various persons 
considered partly in terms of the existence of the natural unity of 
action. However, the assumption that there are eleven offenses 
does not take into account the specificities of the objective 
elements of the offenses referred to in Article 220   and paragraph 
1, in particular paragraph 1 No. 3 of the Criminal Code, or the 
meaning of the subjective characteristics of genocidal intent. 
 
aa) ( ... ) You should not (referring to the provincial Supreme 
Court) consider that being a criminal offense under Article 220   of 
the Criminal Code, as discussed above, it is not intended to protect 
individual property, but overindividual j protection of social 
existence one of particular groups closer in Article 220   and CC. ( ... ) 
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bb ) The provincial Supreme Court and consider individual 
protective good, not enough attention given to the legal nature of 
Article 220 of the Criminal Code and therefore the cases of A II 
8 a - k. observing each for himself as an independent work. ( ... )

For cases qualified as a separate offense took decisive (VPS) 
that these actions of individuals or groups of people in different 
situations detained and tortured some prisoners. These actions 
of the accused, even though according to the established opinion 
meet the elements of a criminal offense under Article 223 of the 
Criminal Code and Article 224 CC and 239 CC members, are 
not sufficient to meet the assumptions of the crime of serious 
physical injuries under Sections 224 and 225 of the Criminal 
Code, thereby no prerequisites for one of the alternative actions 
under Article 220  , paragraph 1 and No. 2 of the Criminal Code.

Only physical abuse or imprisonment of individuals can not be 
subsumed under one of the alternative acts committed in violation 
of Article 220   and paragraph 1 of 3 of the Criminal Code, as 
Article 220 and paragraph 1 of the Criminal Code covers as well 
as Article 11 of the Convention on Genocide only the hardest 
attack acts against the existence of the group as an objective 
element execution. For such a necessary weight is not enough 
to apply the ordinary or serious bodily injury, or the mere fact 
of unlawful deprivation of liberty at the expense of individual 
group members. Accordingly, Article 220  , paragraph 1 and 3, as 
opposed to in paragraph 1 No. 1 and 2 shall not apply to the killing 
or inflicting severe psychological and physical torment “group 
members”, but refers specifically to a case of putting the “group” 
in the conditions of life that are eligible to bring in whole or in 
part to its destruction. The condition of putting the group under 
such conditions of life that are eligible to bring about complete 
or partial destruction of the same, filled with actions made   by 
the accused or his or her participation, destruction of homes and 
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villages in the region of Doboj, persecution and arrests of Muslim 
residents, and the occasion of they committed and infliction of 
bodily injury. The totality of these measures is appropriate to 
destroy the physical existence of the group in whole or in part, 
because it takes away the basic requirements for life through the 
imposition of inhumane living conditions - as in prison camps - 
and because they were taken from the basics of life by destroying 
houses, confiscation of property and the systematic persecution. 
Therefore, the established works under A II 8 a - g and i only meet 
the objective elements of the crime of Article 220 and paragraph 
1 of 3 of the Criminal Code in its entirety, and for this reason are 
legally considered an offense .

d) Legal cannot be disputed qualifications provincial Supreme Court 
to the murder committed by the accused alone or in cooperation 
with others, subject to the offenses referred to in Article 220   
and paragraph 1 No. 1. Unlike the provincial Supreme Court, 
the Council considers that the alleged murder, no matter what 
exercise of the criminal offense of tries the 211 CC, at least 
from the perspective of the Crime of Genocide, along with other 
criminal offenses referred to in Article 220  , paragraph 1 and 3, 
are in meaning of Article 220   and paragraph 1 of the Criminal 
Code , an act .

aa ) ( ... )

bb ) ( ...) The provincial Supreme Court case of A II 8 c . legally 
qualified as genocide in concurrence with the criminal offense of 
unlawful deprivation of liberty - committed over 300 people, so it 
is for these crimes uttered a single sentence of life imprisonment 
and cited the attack on the village of Grapska in just one day a 
whole village as one complete communities destroyed, killing 
several people, the houses are for the most part destroyed and 
the remaining able-bodied men were arrested and detained under 
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inhumane conditions, and women, children and the elderly, 
apart from a few exceptions, expelled. By understanding VPS 
‘s, in this case the concentration used for the whole scheme of 
expulsion and destruction by Serbs to a Muslim village at one 
stroke destroyed. After such a criminal assessment unlawfulness 
and guilt of the defendant, in connection with the proceedings at 
the expense Grapska village and its inhabitants, no more space 
for the evaluation of adjudicated offenses under A II 8 d, e, i, 
and h., Committed in concurrence with Article 211, and 223 of 
the Criminal Code as a separate crime of genocide, as these later 
works are also directed against the inhabitants of the villages 
whose social unity were destroyed, and that works in the case 
of A II 8 c. was qualified as genocide and has represented the 
basis for the imposition of life imprisonment. These examples 
show that in those cases in which the perpetrator executes one or 
more alternative objective acts committed in violation of Article 
220   and paragraph 1 of the CC in order to concretely particular, 
national, racial, religious, group, or part of it completely, or 
partially destroyed, imposes evaluating such actions are related. 
( ... ) Being Co. KG under Article 220  , paragraph 1, as literally, 
and in essence means, unless special action, and a whole series of 
actions that make one work.

cc ) ( ... )

Even though the accused motive for his action was far-reaching 
intent to destroy a group of Bosnian Muslims , it is sufficient for 
the realization of being kd of Article 220 and paragraph 1 of the 
Criminal Code, as stated in Article 220  , paragraph 1, number 1 
(in full or in part, to destroy) that his intention with the established 
objective of actions related to the destruction of only a part of the 
group where the volume features kd time and space made   to a 
particular part of a regional group of Bosnian Muslims. ( ... )
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Instead of a Conclusion

The case of Nicholas Jorgić Jorga, a man who is the first ever convicted 
of genocide clearly shows a few things:

- The crime of genocide is a serious crime that is in line with the 
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment on genocide of 
1948, can be processed around the world, regardless of where it 
is committed,

-There is a need for systematization and monitoring of procedures 
for the war crimes committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, that 
are conducted out of the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina,

-In Bosnia and Herzegovina during the war, genocide was 
committed even outside of the Safe area of   Srebrenica.



158

References:

1. Federalni Vrhovni sud čini osnovnu odluku o genocidu, http://www.
preventgenocide.org/punish/GermanFederalCourt.htm

2. Izgubljeni ratni zločinci, CIN, http://www.cin.ba/prica-19-izgubljeni-ratni-
zlocinci/, June 16th, 2013.

3. JUDGMENT ((Application no. 74613/01), European Court of Human Rights

4. http://www.trial-ch.org/uploads/tx_wetwdb/Case_Jorgic_v._Germany_02.
pdf, June 16th, 2013.

5. Legally Validated Doboj Genocide is part of Bosnian Genocide, http://
bosniagenocide.wordpress.com/2011/01/04/legally-validated-doboj-
genocide-is-part-of-bosnian-genocide/,  June 16th, 2013.

6. Urteil Oberlandesgericht Düsseldorf  (Nikola Jorgic) IV-26/96, 

7. http:/ /www.haguejusticeportal .net/Docs/NLP/Germany/Jorgic_
Urteil_26-9-1997.pdf,   June 16th, 2013.

8. Verfassungsbeschwerde, http://www.bverfg.de/entscheidungen/rk20001212_ 
2bvr129099.html, June 16th, 2013.


