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Abstract: The paper discusses a well-known and often publicized luxurious cast 
gold annular brooch, of a round shape and hexagonal cross-section. The inscrip-
tion on the brooch reveals that it was owned by Petar, Grand Duke of Hum. Com-
paring this find with the known analogous objects, in which the rareness of this 
type of objects in a broader geographic area comes to the fore, the paper raises the 
issue of its origin and date, focusing on its decoration in the shape of a nielloed 
wreath of oblique leaves. By doing so, it also questions the identification of Pe-
tar, Grand Duke of Hum. At the same time, a new interpretation of its bilingual 
inscription is put forward. The uniqueness of the brooch suggests that its origin, 
date, as well as the presumed function of this insignia, ought to be looked at in a 
different light.
Key words: Annular brooch, inscription, Grand Duke Petar, Hum Duchy, Hum, 
Budimlja, mediaeval goldsmithing, owner’s identity

INTRODUCTION 

As far back as 1881, an exceptionally beautiful object, in European terms, was 
discovered by chance near Budimlja, a village in the vicinity of Berane (Berane Mu-
nicipality) in north-east Montenegro. It was a cast gold annular brooch (buckle, fib-
ula)1 bearing a proprietary inscription revealing that it was the property of Petar, 
Grand Duke of Hum. It was first reported by Ljubomir Kovačević, in a paper pub-

1 The term “zapon” is used alongside “pređica” for the brooch already by Ljubomir Kovačević in his first publi-
cation in the 1884 Starinar, noting that “zapon is an older term for pređica” (fibula) (Ковачевић 1884: 110).
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lished in the first volume of Starinar (Ковачевић 1884), a mere few years after its 
discovery. Unfortunately, precise circumstances of discovery are not entirely clear: it 
is mentioned only that the brooch was found together with “some gold Greek coins” 
(Ковачевић 1884: 110), which was a reference to Byzantine gold coins (Јовановић 
and Томовић 2011: 499), meaning that it probably belonged to a hoard. To the 
best of my knowledge, these coins were subsequently lost, and speculations by col-
lectioners-discoverers (“providers”) regarding their attribution to a “Komnenos” 
(Ковачевић 1884: 114, note 4; Радичевић 2013: 295) cannot be considered valid 
arguments. The brooch is presently kept at the National Museum in Belgrade.

Apart from its exceptional beauty, there are no known geographically closer ma-
terial analogies for the brooch, which means that in search of them we shall have to 
look at a broader European context. The type of this inscription, as well as its deco-
ration, is unique, however–luckily–with one exception. It is precisely this exception 
which will help us in our attempt to shed as much light as possible on the date and 
origin of this extraordinary object, in which we shall also have to question the accu-
racy of the identification of Petar, the Grand Duke of Hum himself.

A paper was recently published (Belaj and Belaj 2016: 251–256) that speaks in 
detail about annular brooches, a type of exceptionally rare finds in this part of Eu-
rope, although more common at a broader European level.2 These brooches ap-
peared at the end of the 12th century, enjoyed particular popularity during the 13th 
and 14th centuries, remaining in use until the 15th century, and somewhere even 
longer. This type of object was mainly (but not exclusively; see Fogas 2009; Belaj 
2017a; Belaj 2017b) used for fastening the upper parts of clothes, tunics in particu-
lar. It consists of a frame, which may come in a variety of shapes (round, rhombic, 
multi-armed, cordate, star-shaped, multi-foiled, zoomorphic…, but always with an 
empty space in the middle of the frame!) and a pin that can rotate around its bed, 
which is defined by a narrowing of the frame, by a perforation on the frame, or in a 
similar way. Annular brooches were made of different metals, both those valuable 
and precious, as well as cheaper ones, which were accessible to broader classes. A 
special group of annular brooches consists of inscribed brooches. Such objects at-
tract the greatest attention and are most often published. The inscriptions general-
ly have an apotropaic role, and may be divided into several categories: devotional, 
magical, love, proprietorial, those unintelligible to us, and sheer imitations of in-
scriptions (Belaj and Belaj 2016: 252–256).

DESCRIPTION OF THE BROOCH

The annular brooch present in the title of this paper (Fig. 1 and 2) was cast in 
gold. It has a round shape and hexagonal cross section, with a preserved straight and 
thin pin with pointed tip, whose base is decorated with a plastic rib. The outer di-
ameter of the brooch is 5.2 cm, while the interior diameter is 3.7 cm, meaning that 
its frame is 0.75 cm wide by 0.5 cm thick. The total weight of the brooch is 63.25 

2 This paper is a part of wider research carried out as part of the research programme of the Institute of 
Archaeology in Zagreb Archaeological Landscapes and Identities.
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g  (Ковачевић 1884: 112; Милошевић 1990: 179; Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 
499). It is decorated with incision, repoussé and niello, whose traces are barely dis-
cernible today. The frame has a hexagonal cross-section, and its lateral sides are nar-
row and undecorated (Ковачевић 1884: 112). The outer back side is incised with a 
series of animals, including fantastic ones, while both interior sides depict a wreath 
of slanted stylized leaves, whose interspace was also filled with niello.

Fig. 1 Аnnular brooch of Petar, Grand Duke of Hum (front), the vicinity of Budimljе, Mon-
tenegro, (National Museum in Belgrade, inv. no. 26_225; photo: National Museum in Belgrade)

Сл. 1 Прстенасти брош великог хумског кнеза Петра (предња страна), околина 
Будимља, Црна Гора (Народни музеј у Београду, инв.бр. 26_225; 

фото: Народни музеј у Београду)

Fig. 2 Annular brooch of Petar, Grand Duke of Hum (back), the vicinity of Budimljе, Mon-
tenegro, (National Museum in Belgrade, inv. no. 26_225; photo: National Museum in Belgrade)

Сл. 2 Прстенасти брош великог хумског кнеза Петра (задња страна), околинa 
Будимља, Црна Гора (Народни музеј у Београду, инв.бр. 26_225;  

фото: Народни музеј у Београду) 
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Considering that the symbolism, origin and analogies of animal depictions were 
extensively discussed elsewhere,3 in this paper we shall focus on the depiction of 
the leaves, since this decoration will prove exceptionally important in the search for 
analogies for this object.

On the outer front side the inscription is incised as a negative, so that the space 
surrounding the letters was nielloed. The inscription, whose first part is written in 
the Cyrillic script, and the secong in Latin, reads:
+ЗAПОNЬВЄЛНЄГAКNЬЗАХЬЛМСКОГАПЕТРА: PRЄTЄNDЄCOMIITIPET

that is, if we introduce spaces between words to facilitate reading:
+ ЗAПОNЬ ВЄЛНЄГA КNЬЗА ХЬЛМСКОГА ПЕТРА : PRЄTЄNDЄ COMIITI 
PET

The first part of the inscription, written in a Slavic language and Cyrillic script, 
is clear and unambiguous. It is also unique – as it reveals the name and function of 
the owner of the brooch. The second part, however, is less clear.

Ljubomir Kovačević, the first interpreter of this find, in his paper published in 
the first volume of Starinar, stated that this was an inscription in the Italian lan-
guage, which he translated as: “belongs to Duke Petar” (Ковачевић 1884: 111). 
However, later publications refuted or neglected his interpretation, generally dis-
cussing it as a bilingual inscription in “the Serbo-Slavic language with vernacular 
elements” (Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 499) and in the Latin language. Jovano-
vić and Tomović, who dealt with this inscription in greatest detail (Јовановић and 
Томовић 2011: 499-504) believe that “both texts have the same meaning (Latin: 
pretend(itor)e means the same as the Serbo-Slavic: buckle or brooch – the fastener 
of Duke Petar’s belt)” (Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 502). Naturally, the Latin in-
scription, probably due to the lack of space, omitted the words “Grand” and “Hum”.

At first glance it may indeed seem that this is a Latin translation of the same text, 
although not a word-to-word one, but in the spirit of the Latin language. However, I 
believe that there is also another, more plausible possibility. Since comiti is in the da-
tive case (to whom: to Duke Petar), then also pr(a)etende ought to harmonize with 
that word, i.e. the word “pretende” might be an imperative with the noun “comes” in 
dative (“comiti”, to the duke). Interestingly, “pretende” was not written in Latin, but 
in Italian, although it preserved the etymological meaning from the Latin language 
(to stretch forth, to expand; in the imperative mode), instead of its present meaning 
in Italian (to pretend, to lay claim to, to demand). Therefore, the words PRЄTЄNDЄ 
COMIITI PET might be understood as a “call” addressed at the brooch, for in-
stance, “extend Duke Petar’s [mantle, dress]”. Alternatively, this part of the inscrip-
tion might be translated as: “lay out for Duke Petar”? In other words, the inscription 
might be considered unique, written in the first part  in one language and script, and 

3 In more detail, with analogies for such depictions, in: Ковачевић 1884: 112–113;  Милошевић 1990: 179; 
Радојковић 1966: 15–17; Radojković 1973: 209–216; Милошевић 1990: 179; Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 501.
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in the other part in another script and in other languages, that is, languages in the 
making, namely – in a combination of Latin and Early Italian language.

Of course, it remains an open question how much Latin the person who incised 
the inscription actually knew. The fact that the word COMITI was inaccurately in-
cised – COMIITI – reveals that his/her competence was rather limited. Once again, 
this is just a possibility, not an assertion. 

It is amusing to observe that even on a specimen as luxurious as this it was not 
possible to include all the letters of the complete inscription, which, incidentally, is 
frequently the case with inscriptions on annular brooches. Interestingly, the second 
mention of Petar’s name was abbreviated, with the two last letters missing. On the 
other hand, the word COMIITI, as already stated, has a superfluous I. Examining a 
photograph of the object, I find it possible that the engraver may have inaccurately 
transcribed the Cyrillic И, which was later modified into two letters I. However, based 
solely on the photo this cannot be other than a possibility, certainly not an assertion. 

Proprietorial inscriptions on annular brooches are relatively rare. An explicit ex-
ample of a similar inscription is found on an annular brooch from an unknown site, 
decorated with the inscription + IANE RVELT PORTER ME (Jane Ruelt wears me), 
dated to the 13th - 14th century. It is kept at the Musée Dobrée in Nantes (Debiais and 
Favreau 2008: 102–103, Nr. 97). 

More implicit examples include specimens on which the name of the owner is 
not mentioned, for instance, a brooch from France, kept at the same museum and 
originating from the Poitou province. The annular brooch bears the inscription 
+BIEN⁝AIT⁝QUI⁝ME⁝PORTE⁝ (all the best to the one who wears me). It is dated to 
the 13th century (Debiais and Favreau 2008: 95, Nr. 86).

A similar message, of an evidently apotropaic character, is occasionally found on 
finger rings, too. Naturally, here we have to single out a gold signet ring discovered 
in 1915 in the Banjska monastery4 near Zvečane in Kosovo, whose inscription reads: 
+ КTО ГА НОСИ ПОМОЗИ МУ БГЪ.5 The ring is dated before AD 1322, and it 
is kept at the National Museum in Belgrade. The background of the inscription is 
nielloed, much like the animals depicted on its ring (Бикић 2016: 82, 84, Fig. 4).6

WHO WAS PETAR?

In his already cited paper from the end of the 19th century, Ljubomir Kovačević 
identified the brooch’s owner, Petar,7 as “Nemanja’s nephew”, a son of Duke Miro-

4 It is repeatedly mentioned in the literature that the ring belonged to Queen Theodora, which is inaccurate. In 
fact, this is a male ring from a male grave. For more details, arguments and bibliography, see: Бикић 2016.

5 Spaces were added between words in the text to facilitate reading.
6 A good-quality photo is available at: http://www.narodnimuzej.rs/zbirke/zbirke-narodnog-muzeja/srednji-

vek/zbirka-srpske-srednjovekovne-drzave/ (accessed on 10th March 2016).
7 Miroslav, Grand Duke of Hum, was indeed succeeded by Petar, whom the Dubrovnik historian Jakov Lukarević 

called Perdika in his 1605 work Extensive excerpt from the Annals of Dubrovnik in four books (Copioso ristretto 
de gli annali di Rausa, libri quattro) (after Порчић 2016: 210).
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slav, who ruled over Hum, and in 1222 was also elected Duke of Split (Ковачевић 
1884: 114).8

This view is shared by most other scholars, Serbian ones in particular. Mili-
ca Radišić believes that this is the only preserved specimen of expensive annular 
brooches worn by the members of the mediaeval Serbian reigning house of Neman-
ja and high nobility as insignia9 of sorts, however, as we have already stated – it is an 
open question whether the remaining brooches were annular, or discoidal.

On the other hand, the Croatian historian Mladen Ančić “indirectly conclud-
ed” that the Hum people elected Petar – who was most likely “a member of the lo-
cal dynasty which had ruled the country in the past – as their Duke in the rebellion 
“against the rule of Nemanja and his relatives” (Ančić, 2001: 151–152). The Serbi-
an historian Nebojša Porčić, who dedicated a lot of attention to the issue of Petar’s 
blood relation with the Nemanjić dynasty, recently came to the same conclusion. He 
reviewed different perspectives present in the historiography (Порчић 2016: 210–
216) and drew the informed conclusion that “the evidence put forward… does not 
withstand close scrutiny” (Порчић 2016: 216, note 62).

However, it deserves special emphasis that Kovačević embarked on the quest for 
Petar’s identity in his paper after he had first dated the brooch in the 13th century, 
based on different stylistic features. By doing so, he may have limited the search to 
that century from the start (Ковачевић 1884: 112–114).

Serbian scholars are unanimous that the stylistic analysis, particularly when it 
comes to the depictions of animals, as well as historical information (identification 
of Grand Duke Petar), but also the language of the inscription, place this object into 
the third decade of the 13th century (Милошевић 1990: 179; Радишић 2014: 111), 
that is–slightly more broadly–to the end of the 12th and the beginning of the 13th 
century (Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 504).

The British art historian and author of a monumental monograph on mediaeval 
European jewellery, Ronald W. Lightbown, on the other hand, does not agree with 
the proposed dates, because in his opinion “the style of decoration leaves no doubt” 
that the annular brooch was made around 1300. Unfortunately, he did not elaborate 
on his opinion in any greater detail. He believes that the brooch is a striking evi-
dence of the penetration of French style into distant parts of Europe, since this kind 
of niello decoration, a favourite technique of the 13th century, originated in France 
(Lightbown 1992: 147).

It is natural that Lightbown’s dating of “Petar’s annular brooch” contrasts with the 
biography of “Kovačević’s” Petar – as well as with the results of Serbian scholars – 
which means that it should either be refuted, or that Petar’s identification ought to 
be reconsidered.10 This will not be an easy task, since in the 1270s – Ančić writes 

8 Porčić writes, on the other hand, referring to Thomas the Archdeacon, that Petar became the Duke of Split in 
1224, that he later returned to Hum and soon thereafter died in the winter of 1226/7 (Порчић 2016: 212).

9 “As can be seen on the depictions, these were mostly round ornaments decorated with pearls, which were used 
for fastening mantles on the shoulder or chest” (Радишић 2014: 111 with bibliography). That this brooch is 
also “an insignia of sorts of a (Grand) Duke of Hum” is mentioned also by Jovanović and Tomović (Јовановић 
and Томовић 2011: 504) and Radičević (Радичевић 2013: 295).

10 This, however, is a task that exceeds my competence.



A GOLD ANNULAR BROOCH WITH AN INSCRIPTION OF GRAND DUKE PETAR OF HUM 375

– “the Land (of Hum) was left without a ruler”, a situation that would remain for 
a long time. What was subsequently happening with Hum and, consequently, with 
the title of its duke, “can no longer be determined” until the beginning of the 14th 
century, but also later, after 1320 (Ančić 2001: 158–159). As to all those that may 
have “prided” themselves with the title of the “Grand Duke of Hum” during that pe-
riod, it is difficult to guess.11

Could it have been Petar Toljenović, a descendant of Grand Duke Miroslav of 
Hum, the predecessor of “Kovačević’s” Petar and the “last known Duke of Hum, An-
drej” (Andrija)? Admittedly, in Porčić’s opinion, “Miroslav’s grandsons, descend-
ants of his youngest son Andrej, no longer held the title of Duke, but acted as lo-
cal nobility in the south-eastern areas of the former duchy”. Petar Toljenović died 
around 1327 “opposing the takeover of this territory by the Bosnian ban Stephen II” 
(Порчић 2016: 204). Still, there are indications that the title of duke appeared even 
after the rule of the “last known duke of Hum, Andrej”, for instance in 1278 and 1280 
(Порчић 2016: 216, 217). To confuse the situation even further, the Dubrovnik his-
torian Mavro Orbini, in his renowned work The Kingdom of the Slavs (Il Regno degli 
Slavi), published in 1601, mentions yet another “Duke Petar”, a son of “Duke Andri-
ja” and the father of Toljen and a grandfather of Petar Toljenović, who, together with 
his sons, “ruled over Popovo with the littoral” (Orbini 1999: 451).12

Dating of annular brooches is generally laden with many difficulties. When dis-
covered in a closed archaeological context to which a narrow date can be attributed, 
their chronology follows that of the context. However, even in those cases caution is 
necessary, since it has been observed that certain types appear earlier in hoards and 
settlements than in graves (Vargha 2015: 48, 62). If they are not found in an archae-
ological context, their date is determined based on typological and stylistic features. 
We are left with no other option but to do something similar with Petar’s brooch, 
even though its already mentioned uniqueness in comparison to other known an-
nular brooches will certainly present a problem.

ANALOGIES IN NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES

Another particularity of the Petar’s brooch is the fact that not a single other an-
nular brooch, inscribed or not, is known from a very wide circle around the place of 
its discovery; south of the Sava and Danube, I know only of a silver annular brooch 
with an encrypted Ave Maria inscription from a burial next to the Templar church 

11 This is not an unusual practice during turbulent times. For instance, in 1396 the Hospitaller Johannes de Palisna 
the younger, a former prior of Vrana, used the title of the Prior de Bela, otherwise not documented. L. Dobronić 
believed that it was not very likely that he was granted this title in a regular way, from the headquarters of the 
order (Dobronić 1984a: 133,183). Mirjana Matijević-Sokol supposes that in that time, when the connections 
between the Hospitallers’ centre and the priories in Croatia and Hungary were breaking, individuals took 
advantage of the situation and appropriated the honour of priors, which brings with it considerable material 
gains (Matijević-Sokol 1997: 25), that is, that the title of prior in his title was merely a memory of what had 
perhaps been an arbitrary act (1997: 25). Neven Budak points out that in the wake of King Louis the Great’s 
death the situation among the Hospitallers in Croatia and elsewhere in the kingdom was such that it was 
possible for some to appropriate properties of the prior, as well as the title itself (Budak 2002: 288).

12 Porčić says that this Petar is not mentioned by Orbini, nor by any other sources (Порчић 2016: 217, note 81), 
so that the relevance of this single statement is insufficiently strong. I mention it here nevertheless, to highlight 
the confusion in the historiography of the Hum Duchy of that period (Budak 2002: 288).
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in Gora near Petrinja in Croatia (Belaj and Belaj 2016) 13  and a gilded cast bronze 
brooch, without an inscription, found on the right bank of the Danube between 
Ritopek and the mouth of the Morava river in Serbia (Милошевић 1990: 180, br. 
299; Радишић 2014: 111, 112, Fig. 2: 2; Belaj 2017a).14 The geographically closest 
inscribed annular brooches I know of were found in Hinga near Subotica (Belaj 
2017a).

Naturally, the lack of archaeological, material finds does not necessarily imply 
the inexistence of annular brooches. One of the reasons for the lack of similar finds 
in graves may perhaps lie in Dušan’s code from the mid-14th century. It explicitly 
prescribes that following the death of a nobleman, his gold belt and “his big pearly 
robe”, i.e. mantle (perhaps together with the brooch?) – like brooches, also frequent-
ly depicted on frescoes, but not present in the archaeological materials – should 
be handed to his descendants, not the emperor, like in the case of weapons and a 
“good” horse (Законик цара Стефана Душана 1975: 174–175, article 48). It is clear 
that such valuable items were inherited from one generation to another in these 
lands (Radojković 1973: 209–222; Радишић 2014: 122). Certain late mediaeval fres-
coes in geographically relatively close lands depict around 5-6 cm big brooches fas-
tening mantles. However, in all those cases in which the brooches were depicted 
clearly enough to observe them properly, in my opinion, these were not annular, 
but disc brooches,15 which were a common feature in the Western European and 
the high Byzantine16 fashion of the time, as well as earlier. The pin on disc brooches 
is not visible, since it is hidden behind the closed surface of the brooch, i.e. there is 
no opening in the middle. They are mostly round, however, they also come in oth-
er shapes.

ANALOGIES IN EUROPEAN MUSEUMS

The first thing that attracts attention on Petar’s brooch, even more than the in-
scription itself, is a series of animals depicted on its back. Unfortunately, it is dif-
ficult to recognize all the animals based on photographs alone, however, in the lit-
erature are listed “birds, namely the eagle; fantastic animals (basilisk or dragon), 
animals resembling dog, hare or lion, with elongated and stylized tail”, depicted 

13 This brooch was made in France.
14 A number of analogous specimens were found in the Baltics (Belaj 2017a).
15 For instance, depictions on the following frescoes: Mihajlo, the ruler of Duklja, or some of his successors 

(probably from the 12th century; for more details on the issue of the depiction in the church of St. Michael on 
Gradac hill near Ston on the Pelješac peninsula, see: Behaim 2014: 24–30, 52); King Radoslav or Vladislav and 
Queen Belosava or Ana (from Studenica monastery, 1230s) (Ковачевић 1953: 31, Fig. 3, 4); King Vladislav 
Nemanjić in Mileševa monastery (1230s) (Ковачевић 1953: 32, Fig. 5); St. Teodor (in Treskavac monastery, 
mid-14th century)  (Радојковић 1969: 30, Fig. 8), and despotess Liverina in Lesnovo monastery (mid-14th 
century) (Милошевић 1990: 193).

16 During the Middle Byzantine period, judging by figural depictions, the officials fastened their mantles with 
brooches placed on the chest or on the right shoulder. Western envoys ridiculed in their reports the brooches 
men wore on their sleeveless mantles, which—in the eyes of the Westerners—were more suitable for women. 
Later on, at least in written sources, they are only sporadically mentioned. Based on this, Parani concluded that 
at that time, with the appearance of different mantles, the way of fastening them with brooches fell out of use, 
at least where higher classes were concerned (Parani 2015: 419–420). Interestingly, neither these brooches were 
found in archaeological contexts (Parani 2015: 420).
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running and biting or attacking one another (Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 501). 
Animal fight is a relatively common motif “symbolizing the clash between Good 
and Evil in keeping with the Romanesque spirit” (Souchal 1968: 245).

Depictions of animals, especially fantastic ones, are extremely rare on annular 
brooches. One such brooch, dated to the 13th century, was found in Ireland dur-
ing the excavation of a mediaeval house in Boyerstown. Its front features a votive 
inscription, which is a common occurrence on brooches, while the back portrays 
four bird-like animals, presumably pelicans, two of which have human faces (Deevy 
2006). It is perfectly obvious that they were incised on the brooch to carry a strong 
symbolical message, which, on the other hand, is not entirely clear. A similar sym-
bolical function was played by the animal frieze on Petar’s brooch.

Fortunately, in one detail there are analogies on several other annular brooches: 
the repoussé wreath of slanted stylized leaves, with a nielloed interspace, traces of 
which are still visible, on the interior sides of the brooch frame. A photograph (Fig. 3) 
on which a Photoshop intervention “restored” the niello decoration to the brooch 
gives an impression as to what it may have looked like when it was new.

The leaves – all 25 of them – grow out of a petiole that runs the base of the frieze. 
Leaf blades are divided into three equally long parts, and there are small thin linear 
leaves between individual leaves.

An identical decoration is found on the back of a French silver gilded annular 
brooch, on whose front there is the inscription in mediaeval French GESVIDONE-
PAIRAMOREV,17 which is kept at the Louvre Museum in Paris.18 Indeed, this object 

17 The inscription is interpreted as GE SVI DONE PAIR AMORE V, meaning “I was given from love V.”, in which 
“V” is probably the initial of the donor (cited from Malcolm Jones, Senior Lecturer in the Department of Lan-
guage and Linguistics, University of Sheffield: https://www.pinterest.com/pin/389068855291559528/ [accessed 
on 30th December 2016]).

18 Inv. no. OA610.

Fig. 3 Аnnular brooch of Petar, Grand Duke of Hum; digital reconstruction of the original 
appearance of the brooch front (Janko Belaj)

Сл. 3 Прстенасти брош великог хумског кнеза Петра, дигитална реконструкција 
оригиналног изгледа предње стране (Јанко Белај)  
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is dated to the 13th century or the beginning of the 14th century, which – again – is 
quite a wide date range.19

However, a relatively similar decoration is found on the back of a gold annular 
brooch decorated with sapphires and garnets, kept at the collection of the Victoria 
& Albert Museum in London.20 Lightbown dates this find in the second quarter to 
the mid-13th century (Lightbown 1992: 493), that is, around 1225–1275,21 unlike 
previous researchers, who dated it somewhat later: Erich Steingräber around 1260 
and Joan Evans around 1300, 22 which is far closer to the time when “Kovačević’s” 
Petar was alive. Still, the leaves on this brooch are not exactly the same, they are 
smaller and more densely arranged; parts of the leaf blades are not of the same 
length, and there are also no small leaves between individual leaves.

PROVENANCE

Opinions differ also when it comes to the provenance of Petar’s brooch. Lj. 
Kovačević believed that the brooch was made in goldsmith workshops in Split 
(Ковачевић 1884: 115–117), while Jovanović and Tomović supposed that it was a 
work of Serbian goldsmiths, perhaps already from the workshop in Brskovo, whose 
style is based on the “Byzantine Orthodox heritage, which absorbed the Roman-
esque-Gothic elements of the Littoral and Italy” (Јовановић and Томовић 2011: 
504). In favour of this opinion we may comment that the engraver of the inscription 
was apparently more adept at writing Cyrillic than Latin or the Early Italian part of 
the inscription. Nevertheless, this is only an impression.

Here, however, it is important to observe that the workshops in Brskovo achieved 
the level of expertise necessary for producing an object of this kind only after the 
arrival of the Saxons, and this very arrival occurred in the 1240s at the earliest 
(Ћирковић 1981: 344; Благојевић 1981: 369), meaning that the Saxons could not 
have made it during the life of “Kovačević’s” Petar.

The third viewpoint, as already stated, was put forward by Lightbown, who point-
ed out that niello decoration of this type originated in France, and that this find is 
consequently a testimony to the spread of French styles into distant parts of West-
ern Europe. Admittedly, he accepts the possibility that the brooch itself was made 
in Venice or by Venetian goldsmiths (Lightbown 1992: 147). Indeed, the overall ap-
pearance of Petar’s brooch, compared with the presented analogies, in my opinion 
mostly speaks in favour of such thinking. In favour of this speaks also the observa-
tion by D. Milošević, who found the most similar depictions of wild and fantastic 
animals, when their stylization is concerned, on the crowns of Cunegunda, Princess 
of Poland and Constance of Hungary, daughters of King Bela IV of Hungary, from 

19 http://www.photo.rmn.fr/archive/08-519632-2C6NU0IHYROY.html (accessed on 10th March 2016). Malcolm 
Jones suggests, based on the language of the inscription, that a more accurate date would be around 1300 (cor-
respondence).

20 Inv. no. 547-1897. Photograph at: http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O13432/ring-brooch-unknown/ (accessed 
on 10th March 2016)

21 Information on the web page of the Victoria & Albert Museum: http://collections.vam.ac.uk/item/O13432/
ring-brooch-unknown (10th March 2016).

22 Steingräber 1957: 34, Fig. 30; Evans 1970: 57, pl. 13e; after Lightbown 1992: 493.
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the third decade of the 13th century, and on a “belt buckle from the Budapest Muse-
um” (Milošević 1990: 179).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The gold annular brooch of the Grand Duke Petar of Hum is a unique find, not 
only in regional, but also in European terms. Its geographic solitude and isolation 
from other annular brooches discovered throughout Europe leaves a strong impres-
sion. Therefore, the basic question that is raised is: how did this brooch end in Hum, 
in Petar’s hands? Who made it, and where? And why? If we wish to give a definitive 
answer to these and similar questions, we ought to first determine which Petar we 
are dealing with. The brooch was undeniably made for a specific person, regard-
less whether that person had commissioned it or received it as a gift. If it weren’t 
inscribed, based on stylistic features and technique of production, as well as anal-
ogous examples, especially having in mind the nielloed wreath of oblique leaves, 
we would probably argue that it was made somewhere in France, just like the men-
tioned annular brooch from Gora (Belaj and Belaj 2016).

This way we still have to consider less distant workshops, but those that were 
very well familiar with the work of French artisans of the period on the one hand, 
and the Cyrillic typography on the other. We might perhaps even consider the pos-
sibility that an itinerant French artisan resided for a while somewhere in the vicini-
ty: Italy, Venice, Dalmatia, or even Brskovo, together with Saxon artisans? Such res-
idence, however, would certainly leave more traces behind, one of which might be 
the already mentioned signet ring from Banjska. In that case, I repeat, this couldn’t 
be Petar from the first half of the 13th century. We may therefore hope that the 
search is not over yet, that is, that new research into late mediaeval cemeteries might 
yield new comparable finds.

Another question, but connected to the previous one, is when the brooch was 
made? We have seen that analogous specimens are dated broadly and without pre-
cision. Based on Lightbown’s decided, if insufficiently argued dating of Petar’s 
brooch,23 in this paper we reconsidered even the very identity of Petar. We have 
seen that it is indeed possible that this was a Hum nobleman from a later period, 
who – with or without justification – may have held the title of the Grand Duke. 
Still, it seems more likely that Lightbown’s date is too high, and perhaps stems from 
the idea that the spread of the style to the periphery of the Western European cul-
tural and artistic area proceeded at a far slower pace than it actually did. Especially 
when the highest social classes are concerned. All in all, I believe that we should not 
jump at conclusions, and that the question of the date of the brooch should remain 
open for a little while longer. What is more, it seems to me that we might need to 
reconsider the possibly too high dates for the mentioned French annular brooches 
with similar wreaths of leaves.

23 I would like to remind the readers of his words that “the style of decoration leaves no place for doubt” 
(Lightbown 1992: 147).
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Regardless of the person in question, Petar was an extremely respected and 
wealthy leader of the Hum community, and so was his brooch. This is clear from 
the material it was made of, the techniques and meticulousness of its production, 
the motifs used and – finally – the inscription it bears. Due to its uniqueness, also its 
origin, date, as well as the possible function of the insignia ought to be considered 
in different light with respect to the great majority of annular brooches. This object, 
by virtue of its presented features, very eloquently presents Petar’s Duchy of Hum as 
a contact zone of sorts between the East and the West.

***
At the end, I would like to express my gratitude to all those who helped me in 

preparing this paper, especially to Aleksandra Nitić and Jelena Ćeriman (National 
Museum in Belgrade) for photographs, to Prof. Olga Perić (Department of Classical 
Philology of the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences of the University of Za-
greb) for her help with the interpretation of the inscription, to my colleague Milica 
Radišić (Archaeological Institute, Belgrade) for helping me with literature, and to 
Janko Belaj for the digital reconstruction of the original appearance of the brooch.

Translated by Sanjin Mihelić
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ЗЛАТНИ ПРСТЕНАСТИ БРОШ С НАТПИСОМ  
ХУМСКОГ ВЕЛИКОГ КНЕЗА ПЕТРА

РЕЗИМЕ

У раду се разматра добро познат и често публикован луксузни ливени златни пр-
стенасти брош, с власничким натписом + ЗAПОNЬ ВЄЛНЄГA КNЬЗА ХЬЛМСКОГА 
ПЕТРА : PRЄTЄNDЄ COMIITI PET (сл. 1, 2, 3). Брош је пронађен случајно 1881. го-
дине, у околини Берана у североисточној Црној Гори (Ковачевић 1884). Поредећи га 
с познатим аналогним примерима, при чему се истиче усамљеност ове врсте налаза 
на ширем географском подручју (Belaj i Belaj 2016; Belaj 2017а), аутор испитује прове-
нијенцију броша и његово датовање, фокусирајући се на украс од нијелираног венца 
укосо положеног лишћа. Најближе паралеле за такву врсту декорације представља-
ју два француска броша која се чувају у музеју Лувр и у Викторија и Алберт музеју. 
Ипак, због ћириличног дела натписа, није вероватно да је брош израђен у Француској, 
већ у ближим златарским средиштима, упознатим с радом француских мајстора тога 
доба, вероватно негде у околини Хума: Италији, Венецији или Далмацији. Аутор ујед-
но предлаже и ново тумачење латинског дела натписа.

Такође се испитује идентификација хумског великог кнеза Петра. Наиме, аналог-
ни француски налази датују се нешто касније од времена када је живео хумски велики 
кнез Петар, представник локалне династије, које је релативно добро документовано 
у историјским изворима од краја XII века до његове смрти 1226/27. године (Порчић 
2016), а претпостављено време ширења француског стила у удаљеније крајеве Евро-
пе, у европској литератури додатно помера датовање овог налаза у период око 1300. 
године (Lightbown 1992). Према томе, брош је или рађен за неког другог хумског вла-
стелина Петра, а не за до сада разматраног, који је такође могао да се истиче титулом 
великог кнеза, или је потребно снизити датовање споменутих француских брошева, 
те знатно скратити претпостављено време потребно за ширење стила из француских 
центара до Хумске кнежевине. Потоња се могућност тренутно чини реалнија, но пи-
тање датовања налаза ипак још неко време треба оставити отвореним. Без обзира на 
то о којој је особи реч, Петар је био изузетно угледан и богат првак хумске заједнице, 
а такав је и његов брош. То видимо по материјалу од којег је израђен, техникама и ми-
нуциозности израде, коришћеним мотивима и, коначно, по натпису који се на њему 
налази. Својом уникатношћу говори о томе да и његово порекло, датовање, па и могу-
ћу функцију инсигније ваља посматрати у посебном светлу у односу на велику већину 
прстенастих брошева. Представљеним симболима, овај налаз врло речито приказује 
Петрову Хумску кнежевину као својеврсну контактну зону између Истока и Запада.




